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EDITOR’SNOTE

It is my pleasure to introduce Volume IlI: Issue b6 the
Michigan Journal of Political Science. It has bemm honor to
celebrate our 25anniversary this year. Through the interactionthwi
the University of Michigan Political Science fagylthe numerous
undergraduates pursuing cutting-edge researchein tlwn areas of
interest, and our contact with our former staff rbens, all of the
editors have grown tremendously in our understapdof the
importance of publishing undergraduate work and ability to
consistently publish on-time. We thank you for stribing to this
Journal and for your continued support of undengaae writing.

This issue contains the work of Christopher L. &ily of the
University of Michigan, and John-Paul Petrash, e tUniversity of
Southern California. John-Paul Petrash's artidlbe Reconciliatory
Political Philosophy of John Stuart Mill,” respontidscharges made by
Republican philosophers who claim that Mill's thesron Liberalism
have eroded robust political communities with agtiypublic
participation. Mr. Petrash explores the many caxigks of Mill's
theory to show that in some ways it has actuallgtrdouted to a
Republican conception of the state. ChristophdsuFn’s “Buying
Votes — Re-examining Electoral-Economic Cycles”lgres the many
deficiencies of the current models of electoralrexnic cycles, and
then proposes a new model that seeks to more aelyurdentify the
motives and actions of parties in an election. uFaitresearch using
Mr. Filburn’s model has the potential to provide nauch more
comprehensive understanding of electoral-econogules.

The issue also contains two book reviews writterAbgociate
Editors for the Journal. In his review of Frankkoer'sHow Soccer
Explains the World: An {Unlikely} Theory of Glokzdition Neil Rao
examines the methods and comparisons that Mr. Fades as he
uses soccer as a model for globalization. In NIatens’s review of
Giorgio Agamben’sState of ExceptigrMr. Owens acknowledges the
examples throughout history where exception hasrbeahe norm in
emergency situations and looks at the ways that ¢bheent
administration’s tactics can be explained usingmlgan’s model.

This issue would not have been possible withoutcth@inued
support of the University of Michigan Political 8ace Department
(especially Candy Ellis, Lili Kivisto, and Dr. DdKinder), the Grace
family, and the fifteen editors that spent courstlesurs producing this
issue. | am continually awed by the creativity adiigence
demonstrated by the team of Senior Editors ancEtitor Emeritus,
Ross Jensen, who have personified hard work right until
graduation. | hope that you enjoy this issue.

John Gehart
Editor-in-Chief
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Introduction

Mary is a seventy-two-year-old grandmother of etewho, in
the past year, was widowed and sold her home df/tbéven years in
order to cover funeral expenses and old debtblefter husband. Her
only source of income now is the social securitgaghthat arrives at
the beginning of each month. She is on a tightgbudut has
managed well the past few months and had expecebet self-
sufficient — Mary loves her family very much andedonot want to
become a burden — until yesterday when she leairadhe cost of
rent in her new apartment complex was nearly dagdind the cost of
her medication regimen was increasing. Troubled, till unsure of
what to do, Mary goes to her mailbox in the aftemand finds this
month's social security check. Everything seemarder except that
the amount paid is nearly double what it used tahd along with the
check she has received a letter:

Dear Mrs Callaghan:
Due to the rising cost of living and medical expexighe monthly benefit of
your social security support has been increaséasmew level.
Sincerely, your President, Senator, and Congressman

Mary is both thrilled and relieved: this new incgsean her monthly
budget will easily cover her rising costs of livingShe desperately
wishes to thank her political leaders and consideriting each of
them a note of appreciation or sending a lettahéolocal paper. As
she ponders these options, Mary remembers: itdayriNovember
2"4 and the national elections are only four daysyaw&he knows
just what to do.

Political economists have long recognized the nsfro
motivations regarding the potential electoral redsarinherent in
economic policymaking. The argument — so simple, clear and
rational — has attracted the attention of many aes$eers: given
governmental control over policies which can clgaffect economic
realities and outcomes, incumbent politicians psss@owerful
incentives to manipulate those outcomes to theim oslectoral
advantage. Yet despite the simplicity and appdah @icture of
electorally-motivated economic cycles, empirical rkvohas been
incapable of finding the brush with which to paimt and past
strategies have turned up only scatter-shot resulihiese results
include strongly-suggestive evidence of transfesley/ in the United
State<’ evidence of muted cycles produced by rational-etgiiens
models® and finally attempts at clarifying the result ugisituational
and institutional factors that modify cycles andc@amt for cross-

1 Tufte (78) and Hibbs (87)
2 Tufte (78)
3 Alesina (87) and Rogoff (90)
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national variatio. Yet all of these attempts failed to capture
comprehensive evidence of a general electioneanmgetus, or to
account for the findings in other works. This ibewill attempt to
find such evidence by analyzing the common flawg simortcomings
of all previous research strategies, and then bus¢ @nalysis to
generate a more accurate model of the circumstaandsfactors
which incumbents face in their reelection bids.

The previous models of electoral-economic cycles-matter
what factors they attempted to account for — share a few common
traits. These include an inappropriate modelingaiér evaluation, a
failure to recognize potential electioneering pics, and too narrow
a focus on an incumbent’s actions. In these fikst areas, previous
models suffered by excluding potentially-electiomele economic
outcomes from data analysis — both pre- and pestieh — and
overemphasizing economic results from periods ofetitoo long
before an election to be significant in voter ea#ilon. In regards to
the actual forms of electioneering, previous modetse universally
bipolar — assuming that either the incumbents madaipd one
specific economic factor or none at all. This euaplification failed
to account for the incumbents' reality, which prgsegoverning
politicians with a variety of effective policy meass and varying
degrees to which they can be employed. In additiorvious
modeling of incumbents' actions failed to accountdlectioneering-
by-promise® or the practice of campaigning on an economiccyoli
and following through on that promise once electedgnoring
valuable economic movements in the period followarg election.
The presence of these factors muddied the anabysise data and
ultimately dampened the effect of an election oonemic outcomes
by hiding any possible evidence of electoral-ecoieoaycles under
the cloak of variation across time and country.is™work will explain
how these deficiencies affected previous model&ames and then
provide legitimate remedies and a new model whicH wmore
accurately represent the incentives and actionbodh sides. By
altering the operationalization of an election yéarmodel voter
myopia and capture incumbents' promises, while kaneously
accounting for policyalternatives —rather than simple up/down
choices — this thesis will achieve three goalsstFa broad model will
provide evidence in support of the existence ofte&nconditional
electorally-motivated economic cycles. Seconcdva liypotheses will
attempt to explain some of the international vasratin regards to
both the presence and strength of such cyclesall¥inhis thesis will
discuss the value of the fully developed modelutufe research that

4 Drazen (01) and Clark (03)

5 Including rational expectations, as well asiingbnal constraints and
situational concerns

6 Franzese (02)
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could assist in providing a more comprehensive upéct of
international electoral-economic cycle variation.

Background

Theoretical Argument

The theory in support of political business cyakesimple and
has remained basically unchanged since its inttomluchirty years
ago. The theoretical foundation of the argumerstsraipon two
realities and three assumptions.

Reality 1: Incumbent politicians desire reelectibath
in terms of themselves and, to a lesser degree,
their party.

Reality 2: Incumbents control policies which cdieet
perceived or actual economic outcomes.

These realities are generally accepted at faceevahal, together with
the following assumptions, establish motive and aopymity for
incumbent policymakers to engage in electioneering.

Assumption 1: Voters favor positive economic atyiv
— high growth, low unemployment and inflation,
increased wealth, low taxes, and high
employment — when analyzing the past
performance of an incumbent candidate.

Assumption 2: Voters tend to discount past outcome
relative to present events in their evaluation of
economic performance. They also focus only
on the information available to them.

Assumption 3: Economic performance plays a
significant role in the voter's decision to reward

or punish an incumbent candidate at the ballot
box.

All of these assumptions have been regularly supddahroughout the
literature as “economic voting” has become a rédigtresumption
throughout the democratic worfdTaken together, these points create
a clear incentive for incumbent electioneeringcuimbent politicians
desire reelection (R1) and require electoral suppmrachieve that

7 Tufte (78); Hibbs (87); Lewis-Beck (88), Franz€62); and others.
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goal. That support is dependent (to some extgrah ueal economic
outcomes (A3) which can be manipulated by thoseesmeumbents
(R2). Furthermore, the specific economic movemg@hlg and timing
(A2) suggest that election years should producen@oic upswings
where increased growth and wages, as well as |aniation,
unemployment, and taxes are expected.

Review of the Literature

While the core of the argument remains intact ypdhe
empirical support gathered by the study of elettecanomic cycles
throughout the past thirty years has led to vacedclusions. These
studies have taken place over three fairly distptases, the first of
which began with the introduction of the core argamupon which
the study of political-business cycles founds ftsdtdward R. Tufte
first laid out this argument, and, in the seminakk#olitical Control
of the Economyhe conducted one of the first empirical studrethie
field. Throughout his work, which focused on theited States, Tufte
made three important contributions to the studgle€toral-economic
cycles. First, he demonstrated through historicedearch that
American incumbent presidents did indeed considenemic policy
and the electoral calendar in the manner descilbede, as revealed
through staff memos and position pagerMore importantly, Tufte’s
work revealed systematic movements in U.S. trangf@icies in
accordance with the timing of elections, with thejonity of the
upswings occurring in October and November of @ectyears.
Accompanying this policy movement were subsequemtticks in
Tufte’s chief economic indicator: real disposabheame. Finally,
Tufte showed some (much weaker) evidence of cyalimavements in
the other main economic indicators such as growtigmployment,
and inflation? Missing from Tufte’s work, however, is a comparat
study; while Tufte’'s research demonstrated that . Ue&ctoral-
economic cycles tended to be strongest in tramsfievity and weaker
in other economic indicators, his limited analygrevents him from
explaining generally why this is the case, and dfwe limits
researchers' ability to apply Tufte’s findings maenerally. This
omission is persistent in the other major reseafdhat time, much of
which followed a similar line of thought as Tufte’sEconomics and
Elections: The Major Western Democragidsy Michael S. Lewis-
Beck, extends Tufte’s work to a few of the major St¥European
powers, including Germany, lItaly, France, Spaind dhe United
Kingdom. The results of this study essentiallyrorithose of Tufte:
evidence is varied, but fairly supportive of policycles and nominal

8 Tufte (78)
9 Tufte (78)
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indicators such as real disposable income, whilehmweaker in

trending real economic outcomes to electoral calesid In addition,

the use of multiple countries in his study revealéterences in the
specific policies that seemed to be cyclic, agaiimg toward a lack
of a single, dominant form of electoral-economicley’ Another

major cross-national study revealed similar resulthe Scandinavian
states? The support generated in this study is a bitnsfeo than

Lewis-Beck’s, but again the conclusion is the sanme ultimate

results, while mostly consistent, lack the strengtisupport a single
political-business cycle. None of these theoristayever, attempt to
explain why the strengths of different cycles vaoywidely. Thus,
while all these scholars go a long way in findingdence that
electoral-economic cycles of some sort exist itualty every OECD

state, they fail to analyze the variance in both tifpes of economic
outcomes and their strength.

The next phase in electoral-economic research, the
introduction of rational expectations into the misgdenade the first
serious examination of cross-national variatione Kay assumption in
all rational expectations models is that politigahold certain
informational advantages over voters, and subselyuese policy to
manipulate those advantages in order to appeaomsije for strong
economic performance. In one of the first appia# of this theory,
Alesina proposed a partisan approach to economicyptaking,
expanding and developing a game theoretic mbddilesina’s study
focused on the United States, taking Hibbs’ charaztion of the two
parties as the inflation fighting Republicans ahd tinemployment
fighting Democrats? Alesina claims that the Tuftean cycle assumed
irrational voting behavior and misinformation ofteos, and instead he
assumes that the voters are long-term prospectia/zers, and thus
constrain the party in office from extreme behavi@lesina’s long-
run game predicts that both parties generally mpmatestraint, and
that subsequent effects on real economic outcomesempered by
the constraints imposed by rational voters. Thtac& on Tufte’s
assumption, however, does not get at the broadestign; no matter
whether Tufte or Alesina is right about voting bebga neither model
approaches policy choice in a manner that reflesdsty. Moreover,
Alesina’s study — like Tufte’s work — was limited & single country
and thus failed to explain comprehensively inteomat political-
business cycle patterns. Persson and Tabellinitheir book
Macroeconomic Policy, Credibility, and Politicdeveloped another
important example of a new explanatory model ofyway cross-

10 Lewis-Beck (88)
11 Lewis-Beck (88)
12 Madsen (80)
13 Alesina (87)

14 Hibbs (87)
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national economic performance at or around elestidn their work,
they claimed that rational voters judge incumbemtshe basis of their
competence regarding economic policy. Howevesdhaters do not
have direct knowledge of that competence, and sead they judge
an incumbent’s probability of high competence basedn recent
macroeconomic performance. Therefore, incumbersldviike to
signal this high probability with strong macroecomo performance
around election times. Persson and Tabellini eateclthat in many
cases only those incumbent politicians who truly eompetent (i.e.
those who have demonstrated through their whola &m ability to
generate low inflation and high levels of stab)lihave the capability
to successfully generate economic bumps that aenevith the
election calendar’ This different level of competence thus explains,
Persson and Tabellini speculate, cross-nationalatian in the
evidence for political-business cycles in real @gsoit outcomes.
While this is an interesting claim, any measurecompetence is
highly suspect. Moreover, Persson and Tabellistuss their work in
general economic terms without specifying to specéconomic
trends or cycles, and thus their work, while anongnt contribution
to the field, cannot be modeled in a manner thétpsedict the levels
of cross-national variation that exist today.

Yet another critical work was that of Kenneth Rdgnf1990.
In this work, Rogoff expresses difficulty with tlessumption in the
Tuftean cycles that voters’ myopia regarding shterm “budget
antics” dominates their judgments about expectedbn@nic
performance of an incumbent politicidh. Because elections are
predetermined events (even in states where incutsibeall for
elections, the long delay between the announcemietite election
and election day make them de facto predeterminethe eyes of
voters), Rogoff asserts that any systemic econaipsgvings would be
readily predictable. In addition, macroeconomidige@s that pass
before elections are already a reality for votemsd thus Rogoff
asserts that voters will naturally be more intexesh what they expect
candidates to be able to do for their welfare ia thture, and thus
these theoretical developments dampen the incefaivEuftean-style
electioneering” Turning to his own model, Rogoff claims that vste
will focus on the prospective competence of a ftleader in
managing the federal budget. However, he assdhiie are
informational asymmetries in that voters do not Wnavhich
candidates are truly competent. As a result, gotern to an
incumbent’s ability to maximize consumption policyhile
minimizing governmental investment to judge compege This
aspect of the model is derived from Rogoff's asstimnpthat voters

15 Persson and Tabellini (90)
16 Rogoff (90)
17 Rogoff (90)
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judge higher levels of consumption more readilynti@vestment or
alternative government actions. They thus sulistitaccelerating
consumption as a measure of political competendédis lack of
information on the voters’ part creates the oppuotyu(and incentive)
for incumbents to feign competence by acceleratngsumption
policies leading up to election®. As with Persson and Tabellini’s
model, the variation worldwide is thus explained,some instances,
by the inability of truly incompetent incumbents tgenerate
effectively the desirable outcomes. In summaryalbfthe rational
expectations models, Alesina, Roubini, and Cohetimately
concluded in their 1997 worRolitical Cycles and the Macroeconomy
that the models generally predict much smaller moa@s in
political-business cycles, as incumbents are cam&d by voter
rationality, and that the results of such modelseraxcurately reflect
real economic outcomés. However, the failings of all the rational
expectations models hold constant throughout;, filgir explanations
are simplistic: single variations in one explangatdactor rarely
explain much, if any, cross-national variation. c&®l, they fail to
take into account choice: the possibility that im@ents may react to
different factors by engineering different outcome#ll of these
studies tend to focus on specific political-bustegcles explained by
an overriding factor. They are important contribng indeed, and
their work on voting assumptions and behavior igicadl to any
modern model, but alone their work cannot expldie teal world
picture.

As Drazen discusses in his recent review of ttexdiure on
political-business cycles, neither the Tuftean oppostic models nor
the rational-expectation models focused on mongialgy generally
receive overwhelming support from the d&teeither methodology
leaves far too many abnormalities unexplained. tebrs Drazen
returns to the importance of fiscal policy in madist developed by
Tufte and proposes somewhat of a combination oftwlee previous
methods in the new search for a model. Drazembdgicodify much
of the work around him at the time into the genffe context-
conditional electoral-economic cycles. In this mlpdincumbent
politicians are limited by institutional factorscamoter rationality, and
thus only certain elections present true opporiesitor various forms
of grand fiscal electioneering. More specificallrazen discusses the
constraint that an independent central bank plapes the efficacy of
fiscal policy, claiming that the anti-inflationapplicies of such banks
dampen the real effects of incumbents’ attempts figcally
electioneef This dampening effect is a powerful factor thatlains

18 Rogoff (90)
19 Alesina et al (97)
20 Drazen (01)

21 Drazen (01)



Michigan Journal of Political Scieneel5

the asymmetry between economic policy cycles arael ldtk of
empirical support for cycles in real outcomess]thowever, only one
factor. While central bank independence is undedilgtan important
constraint on incumbents’ actions, it alone canexlain electoral-
economic cycle variation. Another argument thainpses to play an
important role in any comprehensive model is thest@ining effect
of multiple policymakers in government. For instanGoodhart finds
that multiple policymakers dampen incentives ant&s to generate
effectively real economic outcomes due to the @wiof control and
the feared loss of credit for the subsequent réSulPreceding the
Goodhart work, Powell and Whitten, over a decade hglped aid the
move towards conditional models with their discassbf voters’
varying judgments regarding an incumbent’s econgpeidormance.
They claimed that voters’ decisions changed depgndpon whether
the government was in the control of a single pantymulti-party
cabinet. By demonstrating that voters more cleadward (and
punish) single party incumberftSPowell and Whitten paved the way
for models such as Goodhart's that are foundednsiitutional and
situational factors rather than mere rationalityopportunity. On the
monetary side, Clark examines the Mundel-Fleminglications on
monetary and fiscal policy efficacy in the facewairying levels of
capital mobility interacting with fixed and floagnexchange rate
regimes. Clark argues that in during the onsetrofelection, the
interactions of capital mobility, central bank ipéedence, and
exchange rate regimes produce different expectaticegarding
electorally-motivated policy movements. Where sgyaentral banks
are present, he argues that monetary policy isobuhe control of
incumbents, and thus the only electioneering optipertain to fiscal
policy. The extent to which such policy is engagipends upon
whether capital mobility is low (small fiscal cyse high with fixed
exchange rates (large fiscal cycles) or high witdating exchange
rates (no fiscal cycles). In the presence of weaktral banks,
however, the constraints on monetary engagemenlifeae. Clark
argues that this leads to monetary cycles in fhgatiegimes and
perhaps in regimes where capital mobility is nogsexit as well, in
addition to the persistent pattern of fiscal cycles line with
accommodating levels of capital mobility and exa®megimes. In
summary, while the explanations of Clark, Drazemd athers are
important contributions, what is now needed is gpaasion of these
theories into a model which simultaneously accodimtsa multitude
of such factors.

22 Goodhart (00)
23 Powell and Whitten (93)
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Empirical Criticisms

While the methodology and theory behind each plohg®ast
research into political-business cycles vary, themee some common
traits that have limited the effectiveness of evprgvious approach.
Initially, the manner in which past models have swad and
operationalized election years is problematic. Whexamining
economic outcomes surrounding elections, past rmddele tended to
focus on either the calendar year in which thet®leaook place or
the twelve months before the election, weightechveln the former
case, the timing of the election within the yeamneglected, sacrificing
the analysis of potentially-electioneered outcomvbgch occur briefly
before the new year. In years when the electios vedd early in the
calendar, manipulated economic outcomes are notursp and
instead become a counterweight in statistical amslyglepressing the
economic effects of an election in the final analysFor example,
consider an election held on January:15An incumbent does not
have the capability to engineer strong movementse@& economic
variables that will occur in a matter of weeks. tHea, these booming
conditions are likely to be generated over the feanths before an
election, most of which will occur in the previoaalendar year. A
model which looks solely at the election year il to capture such
economic outcomes which may be attributable to tetatty-
motivated manipulation. Rather, the majority of thata will fall into
the non-election years, averaging out economic meves in election
and non-election time periods. Conversely, elastiwhich occur late
in the year — December, for instance — overstaedlevance of early-
year economic movements. By counting the beginmiogths of the
year equally alongside the last two months befbeedection, these
models essentially ignore voter myopia, insteadtsyy the discount
factor into a dual state: either an economic outadiwes not matter at
all (not in the same calendar year) or it matteygally whether it
occurred in January or November for a Decembettielec This has
two serious effects. First, it severely discouthis effects of single-
opportunity, timed events such as transfer incieas&onsider Tufte's
case: transfer jumps occur in the U.S. in Octobed Blovember.
However, under a scheme which considers transferements in
January equally with those in October and Novembes, overall
effects of the increase are muted by being averaggdver time.
The second effect of equally weighting electionldwp is that models
ignore changes in outcomes. Consider a Novembmsstieh and
assume the year begins with abnormally high uneynpémt. The
incumbent, fearing electoral punishment for higgrenance, works to
reduce unemployment throughout the year and bytietedime
unemployment has been driven below average. Hawbyeequally
weighting the pre-election year, the high unemplegmin January
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averages out with the low unemployment in Octob®&s. a result, the
economic outcome is smoothed and averaged ovey éintkassuming
voters responded positively towards the movemeniniemployment,
a researcher would only see voters responding wteellaverage
unemployment rates rather than the data reveabiey wupport for an
incumbent presiding over low unemployment at etectime. The
present alternative to operationalizing electiorarge counting the
twelve months before the elections, suffers frorm #ame loss of
single-event policies and averaging of economicames. Only by
properly discounting voters’ analysis of past esenan a model
accurately capture the effects that voters’ judgsiehave on
incumbents’ actions.

In addition to the misinterpretation of voter miampanother
relevant electioneering possibility has been cotepleignored by
previous operationalizations of election years: ngs@d benefits.
Campaign promises have long been a part of theéi@beprocess, but
what is often forgotten is that incumbents gengrdiliver on such
guaranteeé® The majority of these campaign promises are well-
intentioned: clean up crime, provide better edwratiend political
corruption; however, it may be possible that sorhéhese promises
are more directly self-serving. Tax cuts, for amte, may provide
incumbents — and their opponents — an opporturdtyeritice the
support of many median voters. While tax cutsadten packaged as
responsible economic policy, the electoral bera@fisupporting them
— and perhaps to an even greater extent, the dgtrimf opposing
them — is undeniable. In addition, the seeminglystant promises of
tax cuts surrounding any major election suggest thare than
economic policy is at stake. Yet, no past attetophodel electoral-
economic cycles has considered economic movemeantisei period
following the election.

The final factor missing from past attempts to elcglectoral-
economic cycles is the aspect of choice. As strbabove, incumbent
politicians possessultiple policy tools which they can engage to
varying extent§® Thus, it is unlikely — when assessing electioimeer
opportunities — that politicians look to a singlelipy as the answer
and then simply decide whether it is a good ideantgage at that time
in such a dichotomous manner. Rather, incumbelitiqmns likely
assess the range of policy options, and then -ngpieiational and
institutional factors which may affect both the eefiveness and
expected utility of a specific action — choose Viahiools to engage
and to what extent they should be used. If thiadged the reality of
electioneering cycles, models that tend to focussiogle, unrelated
economic outcomes will fail on two accounts. Hillif, because
cycles vary across countries, an internationalysthdt includes states

24 Franzese (02)
25 Franzese (02)
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where incumbents tend to focus on different forrh&lectioneering
will skew the results. Consider the following stgld example: There
are ten states. In two states incumbents see dbedbectioneering
tactic as increasing transfers, and thus in thesestates election year
transfer increases are four percent higher thamailor In two other
states, incumbents split their electioneering t$fobetween two
tactics, and only one affects transfers, drivingnthup to increases of
two percent higher than normal in election yedrsthe remaining six
states incumbents believe that focusing on taxesega the greatest
electoral rewards, and thus in these states tnanstzeases are
constant across all years. If a researcher appesathis problem by
focusing on the multiple policy options and eleagering levels
available to incumbent politicians, evidence abayn@nd the
investigator could potentially map out the electiering cycles
internationally. Furthermore, the researcher caislel the institutional
and situational differences between the statexptam the differing
cycles. Past research, however, has taken a breéadke instead
choosing a single electioneering tactic and aggimganternational
data in a search for concrete evidence of cyclgss approach loses
cross-country differences and averages out pdhtioainess cycles,
dampening their effects on real outcomes almosth® point of
invisibility. Consider the example above: if thevéstigator averages
the data on transfers across countries, he wilhtexadly arrive at the
conclusion that election years drive up transfecraases by an
additional one percent. However, the error on thim will be rather
large, and even if the t-statistic could pass styuta cycle which
increases transfers by such a marginal amount \hasdlems
significant. Thus, rather than seeing strong &ydfetwo countries
and still-important cycles in two more, the resbarcconcludes that
elections have a marginal-at-best effect on transfe@vements
internationally. This averaging out occurs becaakdehe implicit
assumption of previous models that electioneerawgids should be
consistent across states. By focusing on singgdanomic outcomes,
past models demanded electioneering uniformity demand which
must be withdrawn for future studies. Similar bastfailure, single-
policy models also fail to account for electionagrdifferences across
time. Alter the example above, and, instead ofdiffierent countries,
assume the data represents ten different elecdarsywithin the same
state. Under past research methods, the sameeprohrises:
averaging out. Instead of recognizing that sitredl factors, such as
extremes in unemployment or inflation, party affilon, or
international economic crises may cause incumbentsconsider the
set of policy options which maximize their expecstelctoral gain in a
given year, these aggregate models simply mispdbsible evidence.
In either the case of cross-country or cross-tiggregates, single-
policy models of electoral-economic cycles failcmnsider the range
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of incumbents' policy options, and thus fail to dfirsubstantial
evidence of political-business cycles in the data.

A New Approach: The Model

The Election Indicator

In redesigning the operationalization of the tirperiod
surrounding an election, four different problemsarent in past
models must be addressed.

Problem 1: Restricting the election year to thiermdar
year excludes analysis of policies adopted late
in the previous year for early-calendar elections.

This problem is easily solved given that the newcebn year
variable will be a variation on the more recentctkt: year

operationalization which considers the full twelwenths preceding
an election. By focusing on a specific time pefi@fiore the election
rather than the calendar year in which the eleatidihoccur, the new
variable will not have to discount relevant eleatlyrmotivated

economic policies.

Problem 2: Giving equal weight to the entire pério
leading up to the election gives too little weight
to time-specific events that occur directly before
the election.

Problem 3: Giving equal weight across the pretalac
period averages out positive changes and
understates electorally-motivated economic
movements.

In this case Problems 2 and 3 point in a similaeaion: more
weight must be given to events that are closemh&dlection than
those occurring earlier in the pre-election periothe solution is to
create a measure of election year that weights agosmnoutcomes
more heavily as the election time approaches. Thedel
accomplishes this by generating a “ramp-up” efi@ctthe election
indicator as the time away from the election skginkn essence, the
weight a voter gives to a given outcome increasetha time to an
election nears. Consider the illustrations below:

D |
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The picture on the left represents the originatlelimg of the
election year. The weight of the election is canstacross time, and
the width of the box was either determined by tate af the election
(if the election year was limited to the calendeary or was set at the
twelve months prior to the election date. In these data were
averaged based on the calendar: if an electionttiedle months into
the year, the data from the previous year woul@ t@kveight of .75
and the data from the election year would take ghtef .25. More
importantly, data from the twelfth month before #lection would be
weighted equally to data from the month before etextion (.083),
leading to the averaging-out effect and marginag§jzihe importance
of timed policies which were implemented shortlydoe the election
occurred.

The pictures in the middle and on the right angistchents to
the original election year operationalization. tlhese scenarios, the
“ramp-up” effect is implemented for the twelve mimsitprior to the
election in order to model the increasing imporeanoters place on
economic outcomes as the election nears. In tlglleipicture, the
weight a voter grants a given outcome steadily leimat a constant
rate as the election approaches. This interpogtaif voter myopia
focuses on locating large scale effects which take to manufacture.
Thus, while the further past is discounted mora tthee near past, the
weight of the twelfth month before the election @ared to the month
before the election is not irrelevant (as it woble in the far-right
model). This is appropriate given that voterslass likely to discount
bad macroeconomic outcomes such as high levels\@hployment
rather than nominal indicators such as transfermasy levels.
Conversely, the model on the right is designednipldly the effects
of timed policies which deliver the economic boaatthe few months
directly before the election. In these modelsewuiscount the past
at an exponential rate, giving greater weight tengs occurring in the
few weeks before an election. This version of voteyopia is
designed to capture the effects of timed econorpgwings rather
than slower macro-improvements by focusing weightidime-period
too narrow for incumbents to generate effectivelgcroeconomic
movements.

To be more specific, the model of constant expecta growth
tracks the linear equation 2x, where the weighd gfven period ato b
is given by the integral from a to b of 2x(dx) betequation% b? In
contrast, the model of exponential growth of exaohs tracks the
equation 4% where the weight of a given period a to b is gibg the
integral from a to b ofx(dx) or the equation*a- *.*® To understand
the real effects of these changes on the electar yndicator,
consider an election held in late June. Firsterbat any movements
in nominal indicators such as transfer payments ahost certainly

26 For fuller detail of the election year indicateee Appendix A
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occur in the year of the election. Moreover, gitlea six month time-
horizon, incumbents will likely seek to engineer ameeconomic
movements within the calendar year as well. THas,modeling
purposes, the election indicator should give mueaigr weight to the
annual data of the year of the election and rethtiless weight to the
calendar year which precedes the election. ELECELECON, and
ELEACC represent the values of the old electionicaidr, the
election variable which assumes a constant reduatiovoter concern
backward in time, and the election indicator whére weight of
economic events grows exponentially as the elecapproaches,
respectively. In the case of this election, ELEOtD5, ELECON =
.75, and ELEACC = .94 for the calendar year of #lection.
Interpreting these conclusions, the old model devonyopia assigns
an equal weight to the electoral effects of themdar year before the
election — where little to no engineered outconresexpected — as it
does to the year of the election. Given that datagenerally collected
on an annual basis, the problem is aggravated ewvt#rer: ELEOLD
actually weights théull year before the calendar year of the election
equally to the six months directly before the atatt This result
suggests that voters would view the economic dgtivhich occurs in
the seventeenth and eighteenth months before astioglein an
identical fashion to those outcomes which occuh&amonth directly
before voting. In contrast, ELECON assigns threse$ as much
weight to the election year than the year precedingnd ELEACC
weights the election year almost fully. Assumiraier discounting is
correct and that incumbents will indeed focus teéiorts on the more
recent time periods, both new models of voter mygagnphasize the
economic movements of the calendar year in whickelantion year
occurs far more than earlier events. As a rebulth interpretations
are more likely to distinguish electoral-economiowements rather
than average them out of the data.

In addition to the issues surrounding the modelifigvoter
myopia, one final problem with past election indiaza exists.

Problem 4: Past models of electoral effects ignore
economic movements in the period directly
following the election and lose the opportunity
to consider promise-electioneering.

To address this problem, an election indicator niestlesigned that
both accurately models voter myopia as discussedeaband also
considers the desires of voters to be rewardedtHerr electoral
performance following an election. In order to mbeth of these
conditions, a sine curve from O towill be used, with the election
placed at the peak of the period?).
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With the election at the middle, this form of thieation indicator,
ELES126, achieves both properties required. Thegdrom O to
/2 represents the “ramp-up” effects of voter myopidh the weight
placed on economic events increasing rapidly as ehection
approaches. In addition, the period froM2 to models voters'
anticipation of reward, with the expectation of lsueconomic
movements fading slowly as the election falls fartinto the past.
Again, to be specific, this model of voter myopiadaexpectations
tracks the function sin(x), and the value of a gitene period a to b
is given by the integral from a to b of sin(x)(at)the equation cos(a)
— cos(bY’ To understand the actual effects of this indicaagain
consider the example of a June election. ELESI1?6ttHe year
preceding the election would be equal to .15 arel vhlue of
ELES126 for the year of the election would be .8%hould be noted
that the second half of the election indicator, élkpectations portion,
only tracks the six months following an electiont the full twelve.
This is a result of two factors. First, allowirfgetsecond half of the
indicator to extend to twelve months would have en#lie relevant
election period span two years, which is an enosmmeriod of time
within the data. Additionally, incumbents lookintp fulfill
electioneering-related promises should optimalgks®e do so at their
first chance, for fear of retribution in future eflens. Thus, the
period after /2 is split into six pieces, rather than tweffe.In
conclusion, the model now consists of three sepamdection
indicators, each designed for specific purposesr EHLECON, the
estimates should demonstrate evidence of strongro@emnomic
cycles (relative to the other two), while ELEACGCeks to highlight
transfer cycles, and finally ELES126 will providayaevidence of
post-election economic movements which may be aidie of
promise-electioneering. Most importantly, howe\adl three models
should help distinguish electorally-motivated eammmmovements.

27 Again, for more complete detail of the electipear indicators, see
Appendix A
28 In addition, one may recognize that the valuthe integral for ELES126

is actually 2. Thus, all values are halved in oftdeassign each election a
total of 1 across the years
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SUR: Accounting for Choice

In addition to the modification of the electionayandicator,
the new model must be capable of accounting for rdnege of
incumbent policy options, a goal which dictatestaiarrequirements
of the model:

1) The model must examine multiple cycles that refldo
varying electioneering choices that incumbents mae.

2) The model must not only account for multiple cygliest for
those cycles' effects on each other.

3) The model must explicitly consider that electiotmegichoices
are tradeoffs — when one cycle increases in magmitthe
others’ should decline.

4) The model must account for conditional and ingbiul
factors which may alter incumbents’ incentives and
capabilities, ultimately resulting in dampened @ightened
electoral effects on the dependent variables.

The first requirement reveals the need for multiglependent
variables. In accordance, these variables mudt éacsubject to
regressions which can analyze potential explanatfon movements
in cycles, including the election year indicatageneral controls, and
modifiers which account for shifts in electionegrinchoices.

However, running simultaneous but independent ssgoas is

unlikely to produce any new results or advance iptess research.
Thus, requirement two demands a model which ingatps the
effects of all cycles onto each individual cyclén order to achieve
this, the method of seemingly unrelated regressi@R) will be

used. The SUR method uses the variance-covariaratgx of the

error term in each individual regression of thetsysto weight all the
regressions. In this manner, the individual regjaesresults evaluate
not only the relevance of the independent varidblesthin that

estimation, but also the impact of other cycleswug for the first step
in the model, we arrive at simultaneous equatiares SUR system:

Step One
Yji = m mi*cntrycodh;+ i*eleind + n, ni*controly;
In these regressions — and, for thend coefficients in all future
models — the ) terms stand in for each dependent variable j 2, 1,

... while the i terms represent individual country error termsicivh
will hopefully capture and country or region spg&cieconomic

29 Including controls, electoral effects, and ero
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conditions which could effect model outputs. Indigidn, the ,;
coefficients estimate the effects of certain comregplanations of a
given dependent variable's movement. These canimolude lags of
the dependent variable and other widely acceptetris which shall
be discussed at length laf8r. Finally, and most importantly, the
election indicator coefficient represents the effects of an election on
movements in the dependent varialile However, this is only one
step in the right direction. With SUR methodologjye estimates of
each cycle will be weighted by one-another, butytiaell not be
limited by each other. This suggests that whiler@ambent's choice
to engage in one form of electioneering may aftdaiices on other
policies, it does not necessarily constrain thedtopping here would
permit the fallacious prospect that electioneeragportunities are
limitless. Thus, to model fully the aspect of indaent choice,
requirement three must also be satisfied. As dis®dl above,
incumbents' electioneering efforts reflect implidtoices: choosing to
manipulate transfer payments is equivalent to dhngosot to
manipulate other economic policies. Fully devethpe model should
thus reflect two principles: first, incumbent piglians always possess
the incentive to electioneer (electioneenmgpetu$, and second, those
incumbents manipulate economic policy to varyinggrdes that
depend upon situational and institutional factoededtioneering
choicg. In order to map both of the effects, the regjms coefficients
on the election indicator will be replaced by a constdhtmpetus ()
and varying choice measures for the election indra@):

Step Two
Yji = m mi*Cntrycodni+ * j*eleind + , ,*controly;

The first specification to note is thatis held constant across all
regressions in the systeth. In this manner the coefficient acts as a
general indicator of electioneering motivation. sAsiing that is
positive, the total effect of an election on the vietoents of a
dependent variable is then determined by tleeefficient. In order to
introduce the necessary constraint into the mddelfinal ; will be

tied to the values of the previousoefficients. Thus, for n dependent

variables, 1, ..., n.1 Will be free to equal any value, whilg=1 - 1 -
30 Minimally, in the controls section, and at ldmgn Appendix A
31 It should be noted here for all further purposta dependent variable is

expected to decrease during election years (tasrat tax revenue, for
example) the election coefficients are multipligd-t in order to preserve
the constant positive nature of the impetus term,

32 Across all time and countries

33 And, indeed, in all future systems as well
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. - n1 . The model expects that the coefficients should be
constrained between O and 1 in order to determiree relative
electioneering efforts. In total, the impetus @cefnt  will then
account for the magnitude of electioneering whiie t coefficients
indicate the composition of the electioneering egcl For example, if

= .2, this implies that the total electioneerirfépe is .2 units of
whatever unit to which the dependent variables sgaled. To
interpret the estimates, one need only look toctin@ce coefficients.
In this example, if ; = .3, >, = .6, and 3 = .1, the estimates implies
that thirty percent of the .2 unit electioneerirftpe (or .06 units) is
focused on the first dependent variable, sixty @etrof the effort (.12
units) is applied towards the second dependentalig;i and ten
percent of the manipulation (.02 units) moves thiedt dependent
variable. As a result of this constraint, any tshih one must
necessarily shift the other choice coefficientanmking the trade-off
style policy options that face incumbents who sieklectioneer. In
the example, if ;increases to .7,; and/or 3 must decline, perhaps to
25 and .05, respectively. In real terms, this liegpthat if an
incumbent ups his electioneering efforts to .14tuumf dependent
variable 2, the units of electioneering devoteddpendent variables 1
and 3 will decrease to .05 and .01 as resourceshdited to promote
greater electioneering of the economic outcome esaprted by
dependent variable 2.

Once the estimates for the divided model have bégiined, a
third version of the system will be used to comptiee impetus and
choice coefficients into a singlecoefficient which will represent the
real impacts of elections on the dependent vagable

Step 3Three
Yii= m mi*cntrycodn;i+ i*eleind + , n*controly;

This may appear to be the same system of regresa®rhe initial
estimates; however, unlike thecoefficient from the initial model, the
election parameter will not be free to assume any value. Rather,
will be a composition of the and coefficients such thatt = * 34
Thus, will be constrained by the same trade-off factonst
constrained the coefficients in the previous model. The expeotati

is that the coefficients will be strikingly more defined (gtdically)
than their counterpart estimates, a result that would suggest that the
model of trade-offs more effectively captures elegteconomic

34 The standard error for thesderms (and all subsequent composed terms)
will be calculated using the standard errors ofdhginal coefficients and
their corresponding F statistic test results. &ample, in this case the F-
test would be* t=0
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cycles. The theories surrounding these cycles ased upon
observations of reality. If statistical models agger to locate
empirical support for these theories, they must imtmat reality. The
results of these three models will be presente&tage One of the
empirical discussion in an attempt to provide thaiminary evidence
that political-business cycles are indeed contexiddional.

In continuing the theme of modeling reality, priol four must
next be addressed and the situational and institaki modifiers to
general electioneering choices introduced into thedel. To
accomplish this, the electioneering choice coedfiti , will be split
into the base electioneering choiceand the conditional modifiers,
such that; = ; + , p*elemod,.. The general variable, elemgd
represents the multiple situational and instituaiofactors that may
affect incumbents’ electioneering choices. Thhs,rmodel becomes:

Step Four

Yii= m micntrycodni+ *( i+ , pi*elemod)*eleind +
nifcontroly i

In this model, t represents the general incumbent choice; or the
percentage of the total electioneering efforfstiie incumbent would
commit towards the specific dependent variabldl ibder modifying
factors elemodg,) were not relevant p,t = 0). If any of those factors
are relevant, howeverp,t represents the effect that a given modifier
has upon electioneering composition. If these Mmerdcoefficients
are positive (p,t > 0) the estimates imply that the presencehef t
factor tends to cause incumbents to commit a grgmecentage of
their electioneering efforts towards that dependerdriable.
Conversely, negative estimate9,( < 0) indicate that incumbents
shift their resources away from a particular polieffort. It is
important to note that the effects of these elee@ing modifiers are
also constrained across all equations; in othedsvéor n dependent
variables, n = 1 - (1 + pselemod) - ... - (n1 + pn
1*elemodp,n.)). This ensures that the effects of any electionge
modifier not only alters the emphasis of incumbent eleegoimg in
that specific dependent variable, but in the te@nposition of the
electoral-economic cycle — further solidifying thencept of policy
trade-offs within the model.

Once estimates have been obtained for the fudpm@osed
version of the model, the output will be used tmegate the real-
world effects model similar to the move from Stepolto Step Three
before:
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Step Five

Yii= m micntrycodni+ (i+ , pi*elemod,)*eleind +
nifcontroly i

As in step three, these estimated parameters eagirdse real effects
of elections on economic policy as well as the rhcalions to those
effects imposed by the situational and institutlofectors which
motivate and constrain incumbents’ actions. Spmlf, the
coefficient represents the amount of movement i@ tlependent
variable attributable purely to the existence okéettion, and thus to
economic manipulation at the hands of the incumbenfthe
coefficients, like their counterparts, indicate the nominal effects of
the electioneering modifiers on the compositioreleictoral-economic
cycles and subsequently conform to the same rddbhea estimates
above® Stage Two of the empirical evaluation will presgre results
of both of these full models, focusing specificaiy the and
estimates in order to establish the primary evidefioc the existence
of electoral-economic cycles and the assertion tiney are context-
conditional.

Finally, Stage Three of the evaluation will focos the
electioneering modifiers. Using the systems depedoin Steps Four
and Five, differentiation of the regressions witkine system will be
used to examine the effects of each modifier onréhevant cycles.
For example, assume central bank independence (€Bije of the
electioneering modifiers. Differentiating the regsions with respect
to the electoral effects in Steps Four and Fivihefmodel results in:

d(Dv)/d(ELEIND) = *( i+ cg,*CBli + |, p*elemod,))
and
d(DV)/d(ELEIND) = i + cg,i*CBli +  pi*elemod;
Furthermore, differentiating these equations by tldesired
electioneering modifier shows the extent to whidtatt variable
modifies the electoral effects on the dependenalibe:

d[d(DV)/d(ELEIND)/d[CBI] = * cai;

and

35 In regards to both the positive/negative intetigtions and the fact that
each is constrained across the model
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d[d(Dv)/d(ELEIND)/d[CBI] = caiy

By examining these results, Stage Three will preslea estimated
effects of each potential electioneering modifi¢typotheses for all
these expected effects are presented in the failpveection, and
Stage Three of the empirical discussion will use ribsults of the full
model to evaluate the ability of these hypothesesexplain the
estimated coefficients for each of the electiomeemodifiers. Now
that the full model has been laid forth, a discussf data selection
and operationalization, as well as a presentatibnthe many
hypotheses regarding expected results, is necessary

Specifics: Data Choices, Operationalization, angdtlyeses

Dependent Variables

The key in choosing the dependent variables far thodel
rests on balancing the interests of adequatelyudapt the range of
incumbent choice and avoiding over-specificatidn. regards to the
first component, it is important that the dependeariables cover all
or most aspects of electioneering policies. Thisacessary because
the model constrains electioneering choices togtufshe dependent
variables. As a result, if a model over-limits ttamge of dependent
variables, the weighting of each cycle could beowhr off. For
example, consider a model which looks at cycleseaonomic
outcomes A, B, and C. If incumbents choose to mdate outcome
D, and D is wholly unrelated to A, B, and C, thenstaints of the
model will force all the lost electioneering in thtéher outcomes into
the directional coefficientc =1 - Ao — g . In this situation, the
model would demand enhanced cycles in outcome @hwtould not
be borne out in the data. This would most likedad to the
coefficients adjusting by becoming negative, whishunacceptable
given the expectations for the model. Thus, ineord ensure that
model outputs fall within the expected parametérss critical that
policies which encompass a large portion of eleeering
possibilities be represented by some dependerdhiari On the other
hand, the possibility that the dependent variablidsbe too narrowly
defined poses a few different but equally fataksigo the model.
First, the possibility of multicolinearity increasigamatically, which
would either skew the results in odd ways, or m#ke models
impossible to solve for any statistical softwar&€he other problem
that arises with over-specification is the posgipibf overlap. In
addition to incumbents choosing specific electioimgepolicies, they
may engage a broad spectrum of similar policiexrder to generate a
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more significant or palpable result. For examglensider a model
which specifies both healthcare benefits and mam@ benefits as
dependent variables. It is very possible thatreumbent politician
may simply choose to increase transfer paymentsaall types. In
such a scenario, both dependent variables woulgase. However,
the model’s constraints require that as one ine#se other should
decline. This concern, like the issue of faillogspecify an adequate
range of policies as potential dependent variabtesild lead to
negative estimates, which would be incompatible with model
parameters. Thus, in order to avoid these riskthéomodel, it is
important to choose dependent variables which acad in their
range, represent a full (insofar as possible) péctid incumbent policy
choices, and exhibit minimal overlap in their cagr of
electioneering cycles. For the purposes of thiskwthe economic
indicators which best fit these requirements asmdfer payments,
interest rates, tax revenue, and general governcogisumptiort®

Transfer payments represent the classic policyicehdor
electioneering incumbents.  Beginning with Tufte,any past
researchers have searched and found some (linstgghort for the
claim that transfers are systematically increaselmanner consistent
with election timing. For the purpose of this tisedransfers will
represent the category of electioneering policibésckv are limited in
scale, targeted to certain groups, and whose sffeah be timed
relative to the other policies. This policy opti@abso represents,
however, one of the more visible electioneeringiad® and thus
carries some risk of suspicion for incumbents. /monetary and
broader fiscal policy are often looked upon as eatn management
policies, and thus represent legitimate optionsrfoumbents trying to
encourage economic growth, calls for increasedstesrpayments are
often highly politicized and sensitive, and as &sule these
electioneering options can be more costly to incemtd who engage
them aggressively. In light of this concern, tfanscycles are
expected to be the most conditional of the depengarniables in
regards to the effects that electioneering modifieave on their
general electoral increase. In the model, transigments, along with
some other dependent variables, are representedp&scentage of
GDP and controlled across nation sized by nornraipier household,
coded TRSHHOGDP.

Interest rates are the monetary policy represemtat the
model. As a summary measure of the money marketements in
interest rates can capture the effects of virtuatly monetary policy
engaged by incumbents for electioneering purposé&hile the
tracking of money supply represents another passigpendent
variable, such a method may fail to account foreotimonetary
policies designed to combat inflation or drive figal markets around

36 Less transfer payments
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election times. Because of the necessary entaeglemvith
international financial markets and local intereges, monetary-based
electoral-economic cycles should be constrainethbynovements of
international interest rates and economic conditiofrinally, due to
the scaling of the other dependent variables assr&t GDP, interest
rates will be calculated by dividing the percentagints by 106 and
will be coded IRO100.

Tax revenue represents the large scale, non-ntacnponent
of electioneering policies. This is a fairly sgacpolicy but it is also
an incumbent favorite, and it thus is includedhie thodel. Tax cuts
are popular electioneering policies due to theidevappeal and the
political downside of opposing them during an etact year.
Moreover, this dependent variable will allow foralysis of another
phenomenon in electoral-economic cycles: promisetneering.
As covered in the discussion of ELES126, incumbasts/ell as their
opponents may often promise voters tax cuts ifteteén hopes of
gaining electoral support. In order to examine viability of this
theory, an examination of the changes to the doweal tax and tax
coefficients between ELECON, ELEACC, and ELES12dl e
critical. To provide evidence of these promisedaagolitical-
business cycles, tax and tax should increase as the election
indicator is changed from ELECON/ELEACC to ELES128Vhile
such a result is not scientifically valid due tee thmpossibility of
comparing across such models, the result wouldigeopreliminary
support for the claim and hint at the value of depmg a more
dynamic model to examine the hypothesis. In aaoiditto this
expectation, the consistency with which tax cugg/@ prominent role
in elections suggests that the effects of an eleain tax revenue will
be more consistent and statistically robust thaherotdependent
variables. In other words, electoral effects agssllikely to be
affected by conditional factors and thus more ikl be statistically
significant across all models. In maintaining dstecy across the
system, tax revenue is recorded as a percentaG®Bfand is coded
TREVOGDP.

The final dependent variable, government conswnpti
represents the macroeconomic/stimuli policy in tiedel. This is a
rather broad and blunt variable; however it does tfee advantage of
capturing any non-transfer stimulus spending. tditon, this
variable shares two relations to transfer eleceong. First, if
government spending is not infinite, but has aimgil government
consumption would seem to act as a direct tradetoftransfer
spending. Stimulus spending is also relativelyesgive, and, as a
result, like transfer spending, is likely to be Hlig specialized.
Therefore, support for consumption-based elecicahomic cycles
should be limited in the basic models, and substiaevidence should

37 Such that an interest rate of say, 4%, becoddes
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only emerge after considering multiple electionegrimodifiers.

Moreover, in conjunction with the trade-off natusé consumption
electioneering versus transfers, conditional factbat affect transfer
electioneering should have similar but oppositeecff on broad
stimulus electioneering attempts. Again, governnoemsumption is
represented as a percentage of GDP and is codedNGCTWGDP.

Controls

Adding general controls which account for moveraantthe
dependent variables to the model are necessangler to ensure that
the election coefficients do not overstate theatéfef an election on
economic movements. The general requirements fgoaal control
are that it has a significant effect on the movenwérthe dependent
variable and that the mechanism for that effecunselated to the
electioneering mechanism of thecoefficient; with one exception.
Each potential electioneering modifier is also udlgd as a control.
This is done so that the non-electoral effectsacwheconditional factor
are controlled for and the subsequent estimateanl ) do not
overstate the affects of each modifier on the caitjpm of political-
business cycles. The primary control for everyeselent variable is
the lag of that variable — the value of the vaeafdr the previous
year. In search of economic stability, governmdrdge made sure
that wild fluctuations in the economy are avoidedraich as possible,
meaning that past levels in all the dependent blasaare likely to
have a very strong relationship to present levdlke other controls
represent past arguments that have become widegptad over time
and still seem viable in this model. For transfarseese controls
include the percentage of the population over teed sixty-five, the
percentage of the population under the age of exixtéhe current
economic growth rate, and a left-right center ofegoment measure
for the current government. In the interest ragression, controls
include the current rate of inflation in the coyntio which that state's
exchange rate is pegged (zero if the exchangefloatts), a dummy
variable coded 1 when the country is at war, andeasure of the
independence of the state's central bank. Forréagnue, the lag
review, along with a measure of growth and the-righit center of
government indicator are included. Finally, in tgevernment
consumption regression, the controls are the ungyn@nt rate, the
percentage of the population over the age of dixy-the left-right
center of government measure, and the war dumnigblar® In all,
these controls add significant legitimacy and cagerto the model,
raising the T measure of each regression to valuable levels.

38 For a complete explanation, operationalizatemm] coefficient results of
these controls, see Appendix A
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Electioneering Modifiers: Hypotheses

The electioneering modifiers presented in thissitheare
limited in that they are generally broad and mosvehbeen well-
developed theoretically before this work. The m@nign purpose of
their inclusion is to refine the election indicatmefficients and tease
out the pure election effects on economic outconidsis work does
not seek to fully explain incumbent choices, bulydn illustrate that
such explanations are valuable both in that thdy Hefine the pure
electioneering effects on economic outcomes antthiey can help
researchers understand incumbent incentives, eomstr and actions.
Thus, | present an extensive battery of basic thgs®s below,
summarizing their effects and the expectationsvadrirom them, and
will leave the development of more sophisticatedd aspecific
electioneering modifiers to future research.

Hypothesis 1: Strong, independent central bankg li
the effectiveness of monetary and
macroeconomic stimulus

The primary purpose of central banks across deeédlai@mocracies is
to control inflation and stabilize the economy. &sesult, incumbents
who attempt to flood money markets or stimulategabenomy will be
met with resistance from central bank operatdrsThus, the critical
issue is the level of independence of these balentral banks that
are powerful and operate with little political osmght are likely to
dampen the effectiveness of inflationary electioimgepolicies, and,
knowing this, incumbents in states with such baaleslikely to turn
away from monetary and macroeconomic electioneetiogard
narrower tax and transfer polici&s.

Hypothesis 2: Governments that are controlled by
multiple parties are less likely to engage in any
form of electioneering

One of the primary components of the theory of teled-economic
cycles is recognition. If an incumbent believeattthey will not
receive credit for economic upswings and the ac@mying electoral
support, the incentive to engage in electioneelisgsignificantly
dampened! Assuming that the incumbent unit can be either an

39 Clark (03)
40 Drazen (01) and Franzese (99)
41 Goodhart (00)
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individual or a party, members of multi-party gawerents face a
difficult decision. Each party must fear that firénary credit will be
given to another party, particularly if the distrilon of power in the
government is heavily weighted towards a singlegdarparty.
Additionally, if these incumbent parties seek tangthe votes of
different voter blocs — who would respond diffetgrtb the various
forms of electioneering — it may be difficult to mpromise on a
manipulative plan. Finally, these parties may hékely to conspire
together on such an issue for fear that their negtimay be revealed
by the other parties. For all these reasons, gowvents composed of
multiple parties may produce dampened politicalieess cycles.

Hypothesis 3: High levels of debt relative to Gi2Rd
to constrain forms of taxation electioneering.

All forms of electioneering tend to be costly amdlationary. Over
the past century voters have becomes increasiregdyful of high

levels of government debt, and incumbents may #earelectoral
backlash if they have presided over high-debt guwents and then
adopt a debt-increasing stance on taxation. Iitiadgd combinations
of increasing costs (such as transfer increasestanduts) become
even more explosive. Thus, incumbents in countsigls high levels

of debt relative to their GDP may turn towards mpaépable or debt-
responsible policies such as transfer increases arhetary
electioneering, respectively, in lieu of advocatiag cuts®?

Hypothesis 4: Strong economic growth generally
produces electorally-valuable economic
outcomes and reduces the incentives for any
alternative forms of electioneering.

One of the key arguments for conditional electioimgeis that the
high cost levels of all forms of electioneering ilithe magnitude of
possible manipulation. Economic manipulation istlyoand positive
results are never assured. If this was not the tteen electioneering
would be rampant and the cycles would have beerngls obvious
in the past. These facts, coupled with politicidksowledge that
strong economic growth produces wealth and progpefiow
unemployment, inflation, etc.), could lead manyumbents to ride
out prosperous times without attempting addition@nipulation.
Rather than risk adopting inflationary policies twitenuous results,
incumbents may simply surf to reelection upon tlaees of growth.

Hypothesis 5: Incumbents presiding over smaller
economies with higher levels of international

42 Franzese (02)
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openness will tend to focus electioneering
efforts towards tax and transfer and away from
monetary and macroeconomic stimulus

In the face of increasing globalization, governnaénontrol over local
economies has rapidly decreased. These counaiebs tb possess
pegged exchange rates which constrain the freedbrtheo local

interest rates. In addition, macroeconomic stinoma policy is

generally less effective when the state of the eoonis more

dependent upon international conditidfis. These constraints,
however, do not diminish the incentive for incumiseto electioneer,
only the efficacy of certain electioneering polgie As a result,
incumbents in smaller open economies are moreylitelengage in
tax and transfer electioneering, with diminishedc&ral-economic
cycles in monetary and macroeconomic outcoffies.

Hypothesis 6. In states with pegged exchange ,rates
high levels of inflation in the country to which
the currency is pegged leads to higher levels of
tax and transfer electioneering and reduced
interest rate cycles.

Similar to small open economies, incumbents inestatith pegged
exchange rates are automatically constrained froronetary
electioneering due to the need to maintain interatgs in line with
those of their peg country. However, inflationtivat pegged country
could also lead to poor economic conditions in ittumbents own
state. As a result, the incentive to electioneeorder to counteract
these effects increases, while the option to @retr (monetarily)
simultaneously decliné$. These conditions push incumbents to other
electioneering options that are less constraineddth the pegged
exchange rate and the international economic condit such as tax
and transfer manipulation.

Hypothesis 7: High levels of unemployment will dea
to stronger electoral-economic cycles in
government consumption and transfers.

Unemployment is generally a hot button issue amagers,
particularly when the level of unemployment is tégithan normaf®
Incumbents usually try to avoid such conditionsg dme two most
direct methods of fighting unemployment and itsetilious effects

43 Franzese (03)
44 Clark (03)
45 Drazen (01)

46 Tufte (78) and Hibbs (87)
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are higher levels of government consumption andmyh@yment

compensation in the form of increased transfer gays In this case,
the incentives to electioneer in these areas anbldd: not only do
high levels of unemployment have incumbents scramglib produce

economic upswings via electioneering, but the twosimdirect

methods of fighting the up tick in unemployment awe of the most
obvious electioneering policies.

Hypothesis 8: Extreme levels of unemployment lead
increases in all forms of electioneering.

The direst of economic times are generally defibgdinordinately
high levels of unemploymefif. In these cases, incumbents not only
look for any positive economic outcomes to champiouat will do
most anything to produce them. As a result, th@nemic condition,
whether caused locally or internationally, tends pvoduce
widespread, high-magnitude electioneering efforts.

Hypothesis 9: Right of center governments will proel
electioneering cycles in interest rates and taxes,
while left of center governments will produce
electioneering cycles in transfers and
government consumption

Hypothesis 10: Left of center governments will proe
electioneering cycles in interest rates and taxes,
while right of center governments will produce
electioneering cycles in transfers and
government consumption

These hypotheses may seem contradictory, yet themant that
supports Hypothesis 9 can be easily used to supiygbthesis 10.
This is the classic partisan-cycle argument: rightiing voters tend to
favor smaller governments and strong money markéide left-

leaning voters favor strong central governments fravide social
insurance and are less concerned with money marksetsto the
lower-income compositioff Hypothesis 9 follows simply: right-wing
incumbents seek to please their base in order $arerhigh turnout,
and thus will focus electioneering efforts towalre tright-leaning
voters' preferences, and vice versa for left-wingumbents?®

However, in election years motives are often sHifteThe focus of
most elections tends to be the median vtemd, in attempting to

47 Hibbs (87)
48 Hibbs (87)
49 Clark (03)

50 Franzese (02)
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capture that individual, each party may seek tapce the outcomes
favored more by those who are not already suppmpriem in an
effort to display more centrist qualities. As aul, left-leaning
governments may offer tax cuts and try to driveaficial markets
while right-leaning incumbents may cater to votetsose income is
lower than the average right-leaning voter by pdong heightened
social insurance and stimulating job creation throuincreased
consumption.

In summary, the Steps Four and Five of the modil w
incorporate these various hypotheses in an attéonpoth define the
true electoral influence on these economic outcoamesto seek out
explanations for international electoral-economigcle variation.
These hypotheses do not represent a comprehengianation of
that variation, but rather attempt to identify soafghe most obvious
electioneering modifiers. With strong results &or election's effects
on economic outcomes, as well as evidence in stpporthese
hypotheses, this model will hopefully lay the grdwork and provide
a template for future research to develop more istipated, dynamic
explanations of incumbents' electioneering choices.

Empirical Results

Stage One: Basic Model

The results for the simple SUR system are display¢he
table below:

TABLE 1: BASIC MODEL, NOT CONSTRAINED
Dv,= ,.*cntrycod ,, + *eleind,+ *control .,
Transfers Interest Rates Tax Revenues Gov. Consumption
(% of GDP) (ir/100) (% of GDP) (% of GDP)
ELECON: .00015 .00154 .00106 .00005
(s.e) (.00090) (.00236) (.00094) (.00061)
ELEACC: .00011 .00147 .00124 .00023
(s.e) (.00084) (.00219) (.00087) (.00057)
ELES126: -.00099 .00139 .00287 -.00014
(s.e) (.00112) (.00293) (.00116) (.00076)

The findings of Table One, much like predicted, romr the
inconclusive findings of most past research infibkel. While almost
all of the coefficients are positive, suggesting some eladior
motivated movement, the standard errors of thesen@®es render
them inconclusive. At best a claim could be mdug the coefficient
is at least greater than 0, and even that positiay be a stretch. The
results for tax cycles are the only exception ie summary. The
coefficients in these cycles are both significamtnagnitude and
somewhat statistically robust. While any conclasiare unwarranted
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at this point, these results provide preliminarydexce for three
expectations expressed above. First, any evidehagcles in this
initial model is extremely limited. If the suppoidr such cycles
steadily increases as the Steps progress, thisneillonly provide
support for the existence of electoral-economiclescbut also that
such cycles are context-conditional. Second, doethat the tax cycle
is the lone regression to generate robust estinfateslectioneering
effects provides the first measure of support fa& tonsistency and
strength of such cycles in light of conditionalesffs. If future stages
of the model show that it is the choice parametezlectoral-effects
that is currently muddying the statistical sigraince of these
estimates, and not the impetus measure — and falsore refined
models bring out stronger electoral effects in ottyeles but fail to do
SO in tax cycles — it is reasonable to then agbett the directional
indicator of the tax cycles is the only estimatachhs not as heavily
influenced by conditional effects. In other wordsthe coefficients
on the other election variables become more defimédture models,
this will suggest that their lack of statisticaysificance at this point is
due to the inconsistent cycles generated by cowtaxditional factors.
Conversely, if the coefficient on the tax cycle Idaito gain
significantly greater definition as electioneerimgdifiers are added to
the model, it will support the argument that taxcleg are more
resistant to situational and institutional factofSinally, the fact that
both the magnitude and statistical significanceéhef coefficient for
tax cycles are increased in the ELES126 suppoescldim that tax
electioneering may occur both pre-election and-ptesttion.

The findings of the constrained, decomposed basidel are
now present in Table Two:

TABLE 2: BASIC MODEL, CONSTRAINED AND DECOMPOSED

Dv,= ,cntrycod .+ * *eleind,+ , *control
Transfers Interest Rates Tax Revenues Gov. Consumption
(% of GDP) (ir/100) (% of GDP) (% of GDP)
ELECON: ¢ .00385 .08715 .53576 .35065 .02644
(s.e) (.00280) (.21755) (.32626) (.27079) (.15574)
ELEACC: .00393 .06867 48872 37448 .06813

(s.e) (.00259) (.19802) (.:31069) (:25467) (.14396)
ELES126: 00470 -.16123 45585 71001 -.00463
(s.e) (.00352) (.29889) (.36669) (.48892) (.16093)

This second basic system, both alone and in cosmarwith the
previous system, provides strong momentum for tloentext-
conditional electoral-economic cycle hypothesigstialong with tax
cycles, some evidence for interest rate cyclesnsety emerge here.
This provides the first measure of support for eéhectation that
transfer and consumption cycles should be moreilyeeanditioned
and thus less likely to locate significant evidemgebasic models.
Additionally, this system's output provides the mkvel of support
for each of the claims discussed above. The aeffis are still



38 *Volume I, Issue vi; Fall 2006

somewhat weak statistically, but the increasinglence only provides
more support for the context-conditional theory. abldition, the fact
that the electioneering impetus is statisticallysipee points in two
promising directions. First, in support of theilaabove, evidence of
the positive nature of the impetus suggests thatirideed the choice
coefficients that are inconclusive at this timetfwihe exception of
the tax cycle, and — to a lesser extent — theastente cycle). This, in
turn, supports the still tenuous claim that tax leycare less
susceptible to conditional interference than otleectioneering
options. Moreover, the positive nature of theoefficient suggests
that the incentive for electioneering is constantoss all policy
options, a critical assumption to the position thlgctioneering cycle
variation is due to conditional and institutionaterference and not a
lack of existence or incentive (as many rationglemtation theorists
might claim). Finally, the pattern of increasingagnitude and
robustness for the ELES126 indicator in tax cyctesmtinues to
substantiate the argument for promise-based etestiing. Aside
from these arguments, this model alone provideswarfew insights
and questions that should be considered furthénst, Rvhy do the
coefficients become negative in the ELES126 versibthe system?
Does this imply that electorally-motivated increase transfer
payments and government consumption are immediahersed
following an election? In addition to this poirthe goal of the
ELEACC indicator — to draw out evidence of transfgcles — seems
to be failing. Is this failure due to a misintezfation of how these
election indicators should work? Or is the lackewidence simply an
anomaly of the underdeveloped models? These isshali be
monitored, along with the above arguments, as arsabf the model
progresses.

The composed results of the basic model in Step dw now
presented below:

TABLE 3: BASIC MODEL, CONSTRAINED AND COMPOSED
Dv,= ,*cntrycod ., + eleind,+ . *control
Transfers Interest Rates Tax Revenues Gov. Consumption
(% of GDP) (ir/100) (% of GDP) (% of GDP)
ELECON: .00034 .00206 .00135 .00010
(s.e.) (.00089) (.00236) (.00091) (.00060)
ELEACC: .00027 .00192 .00147 .00233
(s.e.) (.00082) (.00218) (.00084) (.00221)
ELES126: -.00076 .00214 .00334 -.00002
(s.e.) (.00111) (.00297) (.00113) (.00076)

There are two general observations that should ighlighted

immediately. First, the statistical significancktie electoral-effect
estimates in this model is almost universally sgenthan those of
Step One. While the overall statistical significans still well below
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most accepted levels, the relative comparison siggbat trade-off
based relations between electioneering forms adeeith a better
mechanism with which to capture evidence of pdlltisusiness
cycles. Additionally, the stronger statistical idéfon indicates that
viewing electioneering decisions as compositiongesferal incentives
and constrained choices provides clearer indicaif@uch cycles than
estimating parameters that share only a quasiwal&d each other. In
addition, the loss of some of the robustness ot#tenates from Step
Two to Step Three represents the next piece evedrche context-
conditionality of electoral-economic cycles. Thactf that these
aggregate, real world estimates are less-well ddfithan their
estimated impetus and choice counterparts higldighe fact that
consistent cycles are still not evident in the gddespite the fact that
the general incentive to generate political-busnesycles is
statistically sound. This, in turn, suggests thatexplanation for this
disconnect lies in the inconsistencies of the dahaioefficient: the
high levels of variance in the coefficients from Step Two translated
into high variance estimates of thgparameters despite solid impetus
outputs. In real terms, this implies that the in#&ional variance in
electoral-economic cycles is due to the wide vwriet the policy
choices made by incumbents, and not a lack of esterin
electioneering. The causes of this policy variargiuational and
institutional factors, will now be added to the rebd

Stage Two: Full Model: ELE Coefficients

The results for the electoral coefficients on finlé models are
displayed in the two tables beloW:

51 In the name of clarity, from this point on,iesttes are only reported for
those parameters that are deemed to be reasonab$ficlly significant,
implying a t-statistic at least approaching 1
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TABLE 4: FULL MODEL, CONSTRAINED AND DECOMPOSED
Dv,=  centrycod o+ *( +  pielemod )*eleind (+ *control
ELECON ELEACC ELES126
TRANS I.R. TXREV GCONS | TRANS IR, TXREV GCONS | TRANS I.R. TXREV  GCONS
ELEIMP: 05889 04962 .08478
(s.e) (.01194) (.01119) (.01957)
ELECHC: 23287 59714 03183  .13816 | .15257  .63734  .05133  .15877 | .16260  .63003  .14350  .06388
(s.e.) (.07440) (.09271) (.02321) (.06139) | (.06993) (.09892) (.05303) (.06910) | (.06051) (.09917) (.08143) (.05282)
CBI: 14 -13582  -.24045 -44597 | -13083 -.25356 -.08063 -.51642 | -14137 -31297 -11509 -.58195
(s.e.) (.07728)  (.20233) (.20178) | (.08640) (.22304) (.09600) (.23383) | (.07579) (.17724) (.08180) (.19485)
EFFPART > 1: o, 1.34345 1.32797 1.80564 1.78068 1.37772  -25546 1.16175
(s.e) (.70072) (.71533) (.82800) (.84058) (.60247) (.24272) (.65201)
DOGDP: 34 -.04693 -.06700 -15150 04774 -.19079
(s.e.) (.04335) (.05246) (.05289) (.06230) (.09025)
GDPPC: 4, -57585  -3.09591 -4.27277 -3.47512 -4.11290 | -48807 -2.59853 -.17119 -3.70251
(s.e) (:33045)  (.72496) (.83343) (.83759) (.90796) | (27519) (.65276) (.31416) (.81486)
SOE: s -.57692 -.62605 -.58905 -.66149 -62477 09589  -.54012
(s.e) (.28736) (.29224) (.31343) (:31855) (:24259) (.12734) (.27329)
INFINPEGPC: , | -.00421 .05240 102947
(s.e) (.03421) (.03679) (.02985)
[V -00481  -.01498 -02118 | -.00616 -01671 .00662  -.01952
(s.e) (.00454)  (.01292) (.01461) | (.00483) (.01422) (.00585) (.01657)
UEXTR2: g4, 13439 .36676 43712 | 12633 43115 49867 | .05420  .43539  .05109  .51489
(s.e.) (.05762)  (.15922) (.17808) | (.05893) (.17602) (.19359) | (.03698) (.14252) (.04434) (.16874)
LRCOG: o -.01400 -01945 | -.01111 -.01903 -02262 -00611 -.03136
(s.e.) (.00914) (.01106) | (.01057) (.01275) (.01822) (.00945) (.02040)

This stage will focus primarily on the default @leneering choices —
those decisions incumbents would make if all cantexditional
factors were irrelevant — and comparing thesend values to the
electoral-effect coefficients from the previouspste The immediate
reaction upon examination of the model in Step Bsup notice the
statistical robustness that all of theoefficients gain, relative to their
counterparts, once electioneering modifiers arduded in the
model. As a result, the support for context-canddl cycles gains
even more momentum — this system highlights the tfaat once the
conditional and institutional factors are accounted the general
estimated impact of elections on economic conditiasignificant,
both in magnitude and robustness. The t-statisticthe estimates of
the general election impact)(— with the noted exception of tax
revenue effects — have all climbed above the basejoal of two. In
addition, the evidence for a general electioneermgetus has become
extremely robust (t-statistics > 3), while the dafon of the choice
indicators has grown considerably — again with ¢lkeeption of tax
cycles. Taken along with the evidence providedstage one, the
statistical argument in support of context-conditib electoral-
economic cycles proceeds as follows: if the models allowed
freedom to estimate natural electoral-economic cedfethe strong
variance in the estimates indicates that the corposof cycles
varies across country. Now, if these cycles amsirained by each
other, evidence of their existence climbs both iagmtude and
robustness. Moreover, if the constraint is splibian electioneering
impetus and a variable representing electioneaiaice, the impetus
is estimated to be positive and significant. Thiggests that variance
in the cycles is due to the variance in the chemeable. Moreover,
the choice variable is shown to be a function @bastant level and
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conditional factors which alter that level. Tratgn: the variation in
political-business cycles is the result of incuntsechoices regarding
the policy composition of electioneering effortedathe variation in
those choices is due to the situational and ingiial factors which
enhance and constrain the incumbents’ incentivesregards to
specific policies. Thus, past failures to finddmince of these varying
cycles is due to the failure of previous modeldok for changing
patterns, and, more importantly, the inability cdsp research to
account for the factors which cause such variarioeregards to the
continuing arguments developed in Stage One, thdtseof the fuller
model only substantiate these claims. As revievaddve, the
statistical significance of these cycles in comgami to those
presented in Table One illustrate the power of gawhl and
institutional factors in constraining and alteringtpcumbents’
electioneering choices. Moreover, the one regoassihich made
little statistical gains after the introduction @éctioneering modifiers
is the tax revenue cycle, which again points togbesistence of tax-
based electioneering efforts despite external caimss. Also, the
strength of these tax cycles again increases IELS126 version of
the regression, suggesting that tax cuts occurhe gost-election
period: most likely in keeping with campaign proess In regards to
the failure of the ELEACC system to produce strorgensfer cycles,
this pattern continues in the full model. The @abthis progression
is not immediately obvious. Ultimately, the mosnpiortant
conclusion to be drawn from this table is the oisewksed above: the
effect of elections alone on economic conditionscreases
significantly once exogenous factors and other ggolthoices are
accounted for. In addition, these results sugtiegtfully developed
future models could provide predictive power argh#icant evidence
of electorally motivated economic manipulation. ft€u long ago,
noted the potentially dangerous inflationary conseges of
electioneering. Little has been made of issue rgittee lack of
substantial evidence for active economic manipoitati However, if
these and future models provide evidence of maaiea incumbents,
what is to be done? Have the voters been had?seTissues shall
continue to be considered as the composed versithe dull model is
presented below:
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TABLE 5: FULL MODEL, CONSTRAINED AND COMPOSED
Dv = .*cntrycod n+ (+  pi*elemod ,)*eleind  +  *control
ELECON ELEACC ELES126

TRANS I.R. TXREV _GCONS | TRANS I.R. TXREV__GCONS [ TRANS I.R. TXREV _GCONS
ELEIND: 01371 03516 .00187  .00814 | .00757  .03162 .00255 .00788 | .01379  .05341  .01217  .00542
(s.e) (.00473) (.01024) (.00135) (.00370) | (.00362) (.00962) (.00273) (.00343) | (.00492) (.01632) (.00769) (.00452)
CBI: 1 -00800 -.01416 -02626 | -.00649 -01258 -00400 -02562 | -01199 -.02653 -00976 -.04934
(s.e.) (.00464)  (.01349) (.01480) | (.00425) (.01119) (.00489) (.01484) | (.00639) (.01718) (.00718) (.02060)
EFFPART >1: 5 07911 07820 .08959 .08835 11680  -.02166  .09849
(s.e) (.06051) (.03868) (.03505) (.03617) (.04426) (.01990) (.05113)
DOGDP: 3, -.00276 -.00332 -.01284 -00405  -.01617
(s.e) (.00252) (.00254) (.00377) (.00521)  (.00704)
GDPPC: 4, -03391  -.18230 -.25160 -.17243 -20407 | -.04138 -22030 -01451 -.31389
(s.e.) (.01999)  (.04510) (.05113) (.04174) (.04280) | (.02291) (.05021) (.02726) (.06404)
SOE: s5¢ -.03397 -.03687 -.02923 -.03282 -05297  .00813  -.04579
(s.e) (.01851) (.01911) (.01702) (.01755) (.02232) (.01028) (.02586)

INFINPEGPC: 4, | -.00248 .00309 .00146 05889

(s.e) (.00196) (.00208) (.00145)  (.01194)

(V. -00028  -.00088 -00125 | -.00031 -00083 .00033  -.00097

(s.e) (.00026)  (.00074) (.00083) | (.00023) (.00069) (.00028) (.00081)
UEXTR2: g, 00791 02160 02574 | .00627  .02139 02474 | 00460  .03691  .00433  .04365
(s.e.) (.00300)  (.00838) (.00923) | (.00258) (.00758) (.00821) | (.00291) (.00906) (.00366) (.01068)
LRCOG: g, -.00082 -00115 | -.00055 -.00094 -00192  -00052  -.00266
(s.e.) (.00056) (.00069) | (.00054) (.00067) (.00174) (.00083) (.00203)

Again, the relationship between Table Five and &ahdur is similar
to that of Tables Three and Two. Like Table Fahe results of the
full model present compelling evidence for the tease of political-
business cycles in general and for the argumeittiiese cycles are
context-conditional. The constant coefficient tanslard error ratios
( 1.5) on the tax cycle election indicators overfialk tables suggest
that these cycles are not nearly as susceptiblexternal forces as
other electioneering policies. In addition, supgor post-election tax
manipulation continues in this model, as evidenggdhe tripling in
magnitude of the coefficient in the tax revenue regression.
Moreover, like the relationship between Tables Taval Four, the
coefficient changes from Table Three to Five folltwo distinct
patterns: first, the statistical significance dfthe estimates (except
those in the tax revenue cycle) increase drambtiffabm t-statistics
in the .5-1.5 range to t-statistics in the 2-4 gngnd second, the
directional weight of electioneering policies shifaway from tax
revenue and towards each of the other three incotsbaptions. This
is not to suggest, however, that tax cycles ars fsminent than
other electioneering forms. The electioneering ifierg included in
the model are mostly constraints which diminish thegcles.
Moreover, as will be shown shortly, the electoradomic cycles
seen in tax revenues are by far and away the éffesited by the
conditional factors. As a result, the total efsecf an election on
these economic outcomes more closely resemble ridicpions of
Tables Two and Three in the real world: the cy¢lagh the exception
of the tax cycle) are highly variable due to thdtitude of situational
and institutional constraints placed on their usélhus, the
coefficient in the tax regression need not be laigee the election
modifiers do little to change the share of eleaienng that goes
towards tax manipulation, while thecoefficients in the other cycles
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must be bigger in order to compensate for the tudk of constraints
placed upon these forms of electioneering. Finatignsider the
results at this point. In a vacuum, the presenfcaroelection —
assuming constantly decreasing voter myopia (ELELGNs an

increase in transfer payments of more than oneeperof GDP,

declines in interest rates of three and a halftgpituts in tax revenue
of almost .2% of GDP, and increases in general morent

consumption amounting to almost a full percent 8RG Translation:

the year before an election, a state's economynisthe move.

Inflationary spending and manipulation of money ke#s shifts

billions of dollars around as incumbent politiciagisempt to ensure
reelection. Of course, the world does not exisaimacuum; all of
these results are heavily mitigated by the eleeegoimg modifiers, and
the ultimate results shall be covered in Stage &krexamination of
the electioneering modifiers.

Stage Three: Full Model: Electioneering Modifiers

The total effects of each electioneering modifiere listed in
Tables Four and Five above, however | shall presach one in a
more accessible form below as each hypothesis viewed and
evaluated. A few notes: first, the estimates usethese results are
based on the ELECON version of the election yedicator. To
locate estimates for other indicatSfsrefer to Table Five in the
previous section. Also, the derivatives presemtdddonly be limited
to the effects of the single electioneering modifeing considered.
While the true derivative of the dependent variawieuld include
multiple conditional factors, the presentation imdified for the
purpose of interpretation. It is critical to remsen, however, that
these estimates reflect values estimated in cotipmevith all other
electioneering modifiers, not independerily.

Central Bank Independence

CBI
Derivative Default Choice Variable Effect
d(TRS)/d(ELE) = + .01371 - .00800 *CBI
(.00473) (.00464)
d(IR)/d(ELE) = - .03516 + .01416 *CBI
(.01024) (.01349)
d(GCONS)/d(ELE) = + .00814 - .02626 *CBI
(.00370) (.01480)
52 Estimates for other indicators generally vdighsly, but usually not in a
significant manner
53 As in Tables 4 and 5, the results are onlygimesl for those electioneering

modifiers who reasonable approach statistical Sagrice
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Effects of CBI
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Hypothesis 1 claims that high levels of central bank
independence would create trade-offs in electiongechoices away
from monetary and macroeconomic cycles and towaraihd transfer
manipulation. Table Six demonstrates that thisoliypsis is mostly
correct. Monetary and consumption cycles are dseck by the
presence of strong central banks, most likely duthé constraining
effects of such institutions upon the effectivene§ghese policies.
However, this does not lead to the suggested tédein transfer
cycles. Instead, high levels of CBI seem to deptbsse cycles as
well, and as a result of the constraints of the ehdaigh levels of CBI
seem to shift electioneering efforts towards tats @alone. Perhaps
incumbents believe that strong central banks wefidt to fight the
inflationary effects of any in a manner that woule painful to the
economy and the voters, and thus are deterred &oyninflationary
electioneering. Incumbents thus turn to the ongmaining
electioneering responsibility: tax cuts. Anothesgible explanation is
rooted in the argument that high levels of CBI témgroduce more
stable economies. In these cases, incumbents eaaydéstabilizing
the economy with large budgetary shifts and digmmery spending,
and instead look to tax policy to produce theiriidgiselectoral results.
In either case, it appears that strong, indepenchnttal banks tend to
diminish the incentives for any electioneering whignvolves
government spending or monetary policy in favoalbérnative forms
such as tax cuts.

Effective Number of Parties in Government

EFFPART
Derivative Default Choice Variable Effect
d(IR)/d(ELE) = - .03516 - .07911 *EFFPART
(.01024) (.00464)
d(GCONS)/d(ELE) = + .00814 + .07820 *EFFPART
(.00370) (.03868)
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Effects of EFFPART
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Hypothesis 2argues that higher numbers of parties in the
government will produce diminished political-busseecycles across
the board due to problems with credit assignmedt elactioneering
compromise. However, the results suggest thatehigtumbers of
parties tend to drive up electioneering in govemimensumption and
monetary policy. One possible explanation is ttie ability to
compromise is the governing mechanism here: whoetmarties can
come to agreements on government spending an@shtetes (which
are often out of the governments’ hands to somengx@dnyway), tax
and transfer policies are highly divisive, and thare much more
difficult to agree upon. In this scenario, all jegg want to electioneer
in some form, but can only agree to do so througimetary and
consumptive manipulation. Thus, the presencegreater number of
parties within a government will tend to increabe strength and
frequency of electoral-economic cycles in monetmg consumptive
policies, but diminish the cycles in transfer irages and tax cuts.

Debt over GDP
DOGDP
Derivative Default Choice Variable Effect
d(TAX)/d(ELE) = - .00187 + .00276 DOGDP
(.00135) (.00252)
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Hypothesis Jredicts that higher levels of debt as a percentag
of GDP would dampen the incentives to cut taxesamaseffective
means of electioneering. The estimates seem tposusuch a
hypothesis, along with some suggestive evidenceHigh levels of
debt also diminish transfer and consumption movesein essence,
it appears that the same argument for diminishedyales — that the
public interest in holding down debt outweighs theiesire for
economic benefits at the cost of increasing detsn-also be applied
to inflationary government spending.

Economic Growth

GDPPC
Derivative Default Choice Variable Effect
d(TRS)/d(ELE) = + .01370 - .03391 *GDPPC
(.00473) (.01999)
d(IR)/d(ELE) = - .03516 + .18230 *GDPPC
(.01024) (.04510)
d(GCONS)/d(ELE) = + .00814 - .25160 *GDPPC
(.00370) (.05113)
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Effects of GDPPC
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Hypothesis 4suggests that high levels of economic growth
should supplant the need for electioneering pdidiy producing
beneficial economic outcomes upon which incumbeotdd ride to
reelection. This prediction is supported across bloard. Higher
levels of economic growth diminish the directiomadentive for every
form of electioneering whenever the modifier ististecally relevant.
Relevant to note is that while the estimate for taxles in the
ELECON version of the model failed to hold muchtistecal weight,
the coefficient was still predicted to be positideiving tax revenues
up and tax-based electioneering down. It appéatsincumbents will
indeed choose to surf on good economic times rdtear actively
manipulate the economy wherever they can. In maiglitsince
incumbents in most of the sample countries haveathikty to call
early elections, it has been argued that thesevithdils will simply
call elections to coincide with economic upswingdieu of actively
manipulating economic outcomes — an argument tlmatldvalso be
supported by the model estimates.

Small Open Economies

SOE
Derivative Default Choice Variable Effect
d(IR)/d(ELE) = - .03516 + .03397 *SOE
(.01024) (.01851)
d(GCONS)/d(ELE) = + .00814 - .03687 *SOE
(.00370) (.01911)
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Hypothesis 5Sargues that small and open economies’ control
over their own macroeconomic and monetary conditi@nseverely
limited by international forces, and as a resulicumbents are
constrained in their ability to use these forces é&bectioneering
purposes. Using an aggregate measure of size p@nness, this
claim is substantiated by the estimates, which shioat smaller
countries with higher levels of economic openneggehdiminished
electoral-economic cycles in the areas of monetaand
macroeconomic outcomes. In addition, the congsdm the model,
which generate an implicit trade-off in the compiosi of electoral-
economic cycles, suggest that higher levels of S encourage
stronger transfer and consumption cycles. In amich, while the
estimates do not provide direct evidence of stigmgd tax and
transfer cycles in small, open economies, the stdpo dampened
movements in monetary and macroeconomic policy yntpht the
trade-off does occur, and that electorally-motidataovements in
taxes and transfers are enhanced in these states.

Inflation in Peg Countries

INFINPEGPC
Derivative Default Choice Variable Effect
d(TRS)/d(ELE) = + .01371 - .00248 *INFINPEGPC
(.00473) (.00196)
d(TAX)/d(ELE) = - .00187 - .00309 *INFINPEGPC
(.00135) (.00208)
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Hypothesis @rgues along similar lines to thattldypothesis p
predicting that higher levels of inflation in stat® which a country's
currency is pegged would lead to increased tax #maahsfer
electioneering and decreased monetary manipulatio@n the
monetary side, the effects of such inflation seesiagvant (  0), but
this is likely due to the overriding statisticafexfts of strong central
banks, which are most prevalent in nations withgeelgcurrencies. In
regards to tax and transfer electioneering, theultesare split.
Increased inflation in peg countries tends to driye tax-based
electioneering while simultaneously dampening ti@nsycles. The
explanations for these results are unclear. Olslouhe increasing
magnitude of tax cycles could be due to the lossmuhetary
electioneering as a viable option, but if that whaes case, it would be
expected to have the same effect in transfer eleetiring. These
effects present a puzzle, and hopefully furtherremmmianced variable
may be able to say more about these outcomes. Wghatore
noticeable than this puzzle, however, is that ffeces of the inflation
rate in the peg country, while estimated at sia@i8y significant
rates, have little impact on electioneering comjpasi Thus, while a
nuanced examination may explain these effects,r thegligible
magnitudes render such a study of little value.

Unemployment

U
Derivative Default Choice Variable Effect
d(TRS)/d(ELE) = + .01371 - .00028 *U
(.00473) (.00026)
d(IR)/d(ELE) = - .03516 + .00088 *U
(.01024) (.00074)
d(GCONS)/d(ELE) = + .00814 - .00125 *U
(.00370) (.00083)
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Hypothesis 7claims that higher levels of unemployment
should drive up transfer and consumption electiongeyet the data
does not support either prediction. Instead, highevels of
unemployment are associated with reduced magnituddsansfer,
interest rate, and consumption cycles and incrgasiagnitudes in tax
movements. However, the magnitudes of these sff@e negligible
at best. Thus, while the direction of the estidasggn may seem
surprising, the value of much further discussion tbrs specific
electioneering modifier seems limited.

Extremes in Unemployméht

UEXTR?2
Derivative Default Choice Variable Effect
d(TRS)/d(ELE) = + .01371 + .00791 *UEXTR2
(.00473) (.00300)
d(IR)/d(ELE) = - .03516 - .02160 *UEXTR2
(.01024) (.00838)
d(GCONS)/d(ELE) = + .00814 + .02574 *UEXTR2
(.00370) (.00923)

Hypothesis 8predicts that extreme levels of unemployment
will lead incumbents to attempt all forms of eleciering in order to
recover from the devastating effects that inordilyatigh levels of
unemployment can bring down on an economy — andvating
population. The data, for the most part, suppthis hypothesis:
extremes in unemployment lead to increases in feesand
government consumption — in the latter up to thyeecent of GDP
more electioneering than normal. The only ele&@img choice that
fails to respond significantly to such circumstands tax policy,
which seems to make intuitive sense. The unemglaye not likely

54 Graph omitted: the variable is a dummy in abjrstate
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to be paying taxes, and therefore are least irtegtan tax cuts, while
other forms of electioneering such as increasesaimsfer payments
and general government spending can help alleviagr poor

conditions and create jobs. Thus, the estimateshfs modifier are
both statistically robust and intuitively sound.

Government Partisanship

LRCOG
Derivative Default Choice Variable Effect
d(TRS)/d(ELE) = + .01371 - .00082 *LRCOG
(.00473) (.00056)
d(GCONS)/d(ELE) = + .00814 - .00115 *LRCOG
(.01024) (.00069)

Effects of LRCOG
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Hypotheses 9 and 18uggest varying results from differing
party control of government. The model’'s estimatas the other
hand, provide support for only one. Accordinghe estimates, right-
leaning governments tend to produce smaller cyatespending
policies (transfer and general consumption). Iditaeh, the implicit
trade-off feature of the model implies that theaene governments
tend to produce somewhat stronger electoral-ecanaytles in the
interest rate and tax areas. This suppbitpothesis 9'draditional
partisan view that right-leaning governments willroguce
electioneering outcomes in-line with their partyatfdrm (strong
monetary and tax cycles), while contradicting thmetian voter”
interpretation of partisanship advancedHypothesis 10

Following the review of each individual hypothess an
examination of the total effects of the electiomegrmodifiers on
electoral-economic cycles by using Table Five. Pphgyoses of this
shall again be limited to the constantly decreasmadel of voter
myopia (ELECON), however these summaries could lyease
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extended to alternative models of voter myopia bya@ Table Five
(see page 48).
The full transfer model is summarized by:

TRSHHOGDP =  n,t*cntrycodn,t + (.014 - .008*CBI - .034*GDPPC
- .002*INFINPEGPC - .0003*U + .008*UEXTR2 - .001*LRCOG)*ELECON +
m,t*control m,t

The first noticeable characteristic of this modsl that every
electioneering modifier, with the exception of ur@ayment
extremes, acts as a constraint on transfer cycldss implies both
that transfer cycles are highly variable and atst teal-world transfer
electoral-economic cycles are much more muted, @sw@t of much
variation, than the “vacuum” cycles presented abadwveregard to the
coefficient magnitudes, the model suggests thatngtrlevels of
growth and central bank independence have significzegative
effects on transfer electioneering: a CBI of .75 dour percent
growth would cut transfer electioneering efforts by’4% of GDP, or
more than half of its initial level, while a CBI a5 and one percent
growth would cut such efforts by only.23% of GDP, or less than a
fifth of the initial level. In addition, extremeases of unemployment
tend to drive transfer cycles, increasing efforysnbore than thirty
percent. Finally, high levels of inflation in peguntries, increases in
unemployment, and right-leaning governments tend dampen
electorally-motivated transfer manipulation, butyomarginally. In
summary, transfer manipulation is constrained bynaltitude of
factors and thus the expectations regarding thélhhigonditional
nature of transfer electioneering seem warranted.

The full interest rate model is summarized by:

IRO100 = n,t*cntrycodn,t - (.035 - .014*CBI + .079*EFFPART
- .182*INFINPEGPC - .034*SOE + .001*U - .022*UEXTRZ?*ELECON +
m,t*control m,t

As with transfer cycles, the level of electorallptivated monetary
manipulation is highly dependent on conditionaltdas. Many of
these results are rather intuitive. For examplghdr levels of central
bank independence, inflation in pegged countriesl apenness all
constrain the effectiveness or even the capabiftyncumbents to
manipulate monetary policy to engineer lower irgemates and spur
economic growth. Surprisingly, additional partigs government
actually spur increased monetary electioneeringchyhas suggested
above, could potentially be due to the fact thatdointerest rates are
the only policy upon which various parties can coiee any
agreement. To understand the full effects of thestnrelevant
modifiers, consider two hypothetical countries. u@oy A has a
small, open economy, a strong independent centak,band the
inflation in its peg country has increased ten eetcover the year
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before. The magnitude of interest rate electiangan A would be

0. Country B has a large, relatively closed ecopavhere interest
rates are determined by the government and exchatgd@oats. The
magnitude of interest rate electioneering in B wlobké .25. Thus
election years in A would tend to leave intereg¢sainchanged, while
election years in B would tend to drop interesesaty approximately
two and half points. While strictly hypotheticalhis example
illustrates both the power of context-conditioredtbrs in determining
incumbents' electioneering choices and, given widehrying
conditions and institutions, the strong likelihoad international
electoral-economic cycles that vary widely acrasgtand country.

The full tax revenue model is summarized by:

TXREVOGDP =  n,t*cntrycodn,t + (.002 - .003*DOGDP
+ .003*INFINPEGPC)*ELECON +  m,t*control m,t

Tax-based political-business cycles are not vergceptible to

electioneering modifiers. While the models andst@sesented in this
thesis were not designed specifically to test thypothesis, every
piece of data produced in regards to tax cycleatpan a supporting
direction. In the model, not only are there onlyotstatistically

significant electioneering modifiers, but even #hasodifiers have
guestionable t-statistics ( < 1.5), and their maglgs are minuscule.
Even with momentous movements in the modifiers fiercent debt
increase and a ten percent decline in inflatiotha peg country) the
overall tax-based electioneering barely budgesn(fra% of GDP to

.14% of GDP). The conclusion: electoral-econonyicles in taxes,
while having significantly reduced potential magdis relevant to
the other cycles also occur more frequently andsistently across
time and country. In summary, while incumbentsigiven election
may not increase social security payments or eegilmver interest
rates, they will almost always give their constittgea tax cut.

The full government consumption model is summakizg

GCONSLTOGDP =  n,t*cntrycodn,t + (.008 - .026*CBI + .078*EFFPART -
.252*GDPPC
-.037*SOE - .001*U + .026*UEXTR2 - .001*LRCOG)*ELECON +
m,t*control m,t

Government consumption, as predicted and much {ikesfers,
represents a highly variable form of electioneeriiipe modifiers that
are relevant to consumption-based cycles, much tlilee monetary
modifiers, are relatively intuitive.  Independenentral banks
counteract inflationary stimulus spending, opennecoies constrain
incumbents' control of the macroeconomy, right-legrgovernments
favor smaller governments in the form of lower ayd, and high
levels of growth dramatically reduce the need faimglatory
spending. One hypothesis that can be dismissedmibdifiers that
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affect transfer spending will have the opposite&# on discretionary
spending. The examination of the relationship, éav, is not a
complete loss. A closer look reveals that the fnerdi generally act
in similar manners, suggesting some sort of refatigp between the
two. Perhaps these modifiers do not restrict aciBpeform of
government spending, but rather spending as a whisiesummary,
government consumption cycles act much like trangfayment
versions: highly variable, with the potential foery large and very
small magnitudes.

Finally, to understand the impact of the electerimg
modifiers on the composition of electoral-economycles, consider
the table below:

TABLE 6: THE EFFECTS OF SELECT MODIFIERS ON E-E CYC LES
ELECTIONEERING MODIFIER DEP. VAR.
CBILEVEL UEXTR? SOE H/L DOGDP H/L TRS IR TAX GCONS
H DOGDP 0.0425 -0.0210 -0.0100  -0.0140
H SOE
L DOGDP 0.0420 -0.0200 0.0110 -0.0150
UEXTR2
H DOGDP 0.0248 -0.0380 0.0079 0.0043
L SOE
L DOGDP 0.0243 -0.0370 0.0065 0.0039
H CBI
H DOGDP 0.0346 0.0010 -0.0650  -0.0400
H SOE
L DOGDP 0.0341 0.0014 -0.0660  -0.0440
N UEXTR2
H DOGDP 0.0169 -0.0160 -0.0470  -0.0210
L SOE
L DOGDP 0.0164 -0.0160 -0.0490 -0.0220
H DOGDP 0.0449 -0.0250 0.0047  -0.0060
H SOE
L DOGDP 0.0444 -0.0240 0.0033 -0.0070
UEXTR2
H DOGDP 0.0272 -0.0420 0.0224 0.0122
L SOE
L DOGDP 0.0267 -0.0410 0.0210 0.0118
M CBI
H DOGDP 0.0370 -0.0030 -0.0510 -0.0320
H SOE
L DOGDP 0.0365 -0.0030 -0.0520 -0.0320
N UEXTR2
H DOGDP 0.0193 -0.0200 -0.0330 -0.0140
L SOE
L DOGDP 0.0188 -0.0200 -0.0340 -0.0140
H DOGDP 0.0473 -0.0290 0.0192 0.0017
H SOE
L DOGDP 0.0468 -0.0290 0.0178 0.0012
UEXTR2
H DOGDP 0.0296 -0.0460 0.0369 0.0201
L SOE
L DOGDP 0.0291 -0.0460 0.0355 0.0196
L CBI
H DOGDP 0.0394 -0.0080 -0.0360  -0.0240
H SOE
L DOGDP 0.0389 -0.0070 -0.0370  -0.0250
N UEXTR2
H DOGDP 0.0217 -0.0250 -0.0180 -0.0060
L SOE
L DOGDP 0.0212 -0.0240 -0.0200 _ -0.0060
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The results in this table represent the electdfatts on each
dependent variable given a specific set of modifier The
electioneering modifiers considered here includentreé bank
independence (in the summary forms high = .8, nmadiu5, and low
= .2), the dummy indicator for unemployment extrema& summary
measure of economy size and openness (high =aowb=1.25), and
finally an index of public debt over GDP (high =5,7ow = .25).
Glancing over the model briefly reveals the amaaiagation in the
composition of electoral-economic cycles that theseational and
institutional factors can generate. A few highteghexamples:

High levels of CBI, Extreme unemployment rates, Hig

levels of international exposure, and high debtelev

+.043 TRS -.021 IR -.010 TAX -.014 GCONS

High levels of CBI, No extreme unemployment, lowdks

of international exposure, and low debt levels016. TRS

-.016 IR -.049 TAX -.022 GCONS

Low levels of CBI, Extreme unemployment rates, Low

levels of international exposure, and low debt leve-.029

TRS -.046 IR +.036TAX +.0196

With each change in a few modifiers, electorallytivaded transfer
and interest rate movements are altered by ovebol®hile choices
between tax electioneering and general consumggigetioneering
trade back and forth. Moreover, consider the ayee@ycle across all
of these possible compositions:

Transfers: + .0319 +/- .0101

Interest Rates: - .0224 +/- .0145

Tax Revenue: - .0138 +/- .0324

Government Consumption: + .0103 +/- .0178

These cumulative results mirror those found inpadlvious research:
some evidence for transfer cycles, some (much legglence for
interest rate cycles, and no evidence for cyclesainrevenue and
consumption cycles. The model has slowly beendimgl to the
presentation of these results. At the close ofeimpirical analysis,
this table clearly demonstrates that electioneemmgdifiers have
enormous effects on magnitude and composition actetal-
economic cycles and reveals that the cycles areephdcontext-
conditional.
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Conclusions

Summary Review

In conclusion, the model presented in this thebes
accomplished the goals for which it was constructeditially, the
estimates produced from Step One through Step Hivstrate a
steady buildup in magnitude and statistical sousslra#l around. The
fact that changes in the estimates coincided atopigedicted line with
changes in the model ultimately supports the pmsitthat the
composition of an electoral-economic cycle is hgawifluenced by
the choices incumbents make regarding which palitdieengage and
to what extent. The results also demonstratettieste decisions are
dependent upon the situational and institutionatoid which both
encourage and restrain certain choices. The suppoboth of these
claims is generated by the designed model, anchtadgether, they
form the basis of the context-conditional elect@@bnomic cycle.

In addition, the design of new election year iatlics was —
for the most part — a success. The failure oBhEACC indicator to
enhance the evidence for transfer cycles asidé, thet ELECON and
ELES126 models demonstrated marked improvement iheeiolder
versions. While not explicitly shown in the body of this work
additional research demonstrated that the resdltthe ELECON
model vastly improved on both the magnitude andtissizal
significance of the election year variable on aticaunts when
comparing ELECON to ELEOLD. In addition, ELES126asw
successful in achieving the goal of mapping ecoocampvements in
the period following an election which may have rbafiven via
promises made by incumbents on the campaign tirailotal, all three
models election year indicators not only capturdécterally-
motivated economic movements much more effectitledy the older
variables, but two of them were also able to futfie specific niches
for which they were generated.

Finally, the stage of the research which contained
electioneering modifiers provided valuable inforimat on many
potential factors in incumbents’ electioneering isiens. Not only
were multiple hypotheses about these effects stgboout this work
demonstrated how the current model could poteptiakt as a
template for any researcher who is looking to exanthe effects of
any given electioneering modifier on economic oates during
election years.
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Looking Forward: Future Research

In regards to future research, a few suggestidmaild be
passed on. Initially, the election indicator cowstll use more
refinement. The primary problem that still plagties indicator is the
mapping of late-year elections. Because the datggregated over
annual periods, even accelerating myopic equasanhl as Akcannot
discount economic movements occurring in Januaxy Bebruary.
While the design of ELECON, ELEACC, and ELES126taiaty
alleviate some of the concern, much work remainsbéo done.
Primarily, if data could be obtained for a sigrafit sample that was
aggregated over shorter periods of time — monthguarters, perhaps
— the potential to specify voter discounting wouldcrease
exponentially.

In addition to further modification of the eleatiandicator,
exploring conditional variation on the electionegrimpetus as well
as the electioneering choice variable could proakiable. In the
initial phases of this work, the model was desigtzedccount not only
for electioneering modifiers on the coefficient, but on the
coefficient as well. In theory, similar to affewi electoral-economic
cycle composition, a situational or institutionatfor could affect the
electioneering impetus across all the dependeniblas. These
variables would have to universally increase or re@se the
magnitude of the electioneering impetus. In otherds, the modifier
would represent a factor that universally encousagwre or less
electioneering across all dependent variablespd$sibility existed in
the data for this project; however speculationudels one specific
possibility: the expected closeness of an electiinan incumbent’s
incentive to electioneer is motivated by his desoe reelection, it
seems natural to assume that the prospects ofssuslection would
have a significant effect on an incumbent’s neatlsubsequent desire
to electioneer. Elections with high levels of exteel closeness, then,
could lead to a flurry of electioneering as nomsemmpete for
electoral support and credit. Conversely, elestidhat are not
expected to be close would dampen electioneeringements across
the board. However, this work was unable to find adequate
measure of expected election and therefore abadditveeendeavor.
It must still be noted, however, that the developt@ such a model
could be infinitely beneficial to the progress dfetresearch in
accounting for total electoral-economic motivatioas well as many
other fields.

In closing, this thesis has developed a model iocate
reality. The world in which incumbents make dems regarding
electioneering is filled with incentives and ob&tac and multiple
policies that respond to each. This wide variaforsituational and
institutional factors has led to a wider variety edéctoral-economic
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compositions, which in turn has led to an even widéernational
variation in the evidence that such cycles evestex8y developing a
model that accounted for all of these factors, thesis has been able
to present substantial support for the existenceleftoral-economic
cycles, as well as solid evidence that these cyalesndeed context-
conditional. Moreover, this model has been usektdy the validity
of multiple hypotheses regarding these conditidaators. Finally,
this paper has presented the complete model as@ate with which
future research may be conducted and theories prand disproved.
In summation, the model developed in this paperessmts a new way
to look at an old problem, and the methods developghin will
hopefully be useful to all others who may approtem.
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The following two tables present the estimateda# of
several general economic and institutional facbor$he movements
of the dependent variables in the electoral-econaytle models.

TABLE Al: CONTROLS, BASIC MODEL
Dv,= ,cntrycod , + (*eleind +  *control
ELECON ELEACC ELES126
TRANS I.R. TXREV__GCONS | TRANS I.R. TXREV _GCONS | TRANS I.R. TXREV _GCONS
Dvlag: 1 93282 73188  .88606  .90321 | .93281  .73186  .88610 .90317 | .93282  .73180  .88646  .90335
(s.e) (.01121) (.03000) (.01629) (.01934) | (.01121) (.03000) (.01627) (.01933) | (.01121) (.03005) (.01619) (.01934)
POPOLD: 54 .07136 -.06679 | .07152 -.06679 | .07185 -.06666
(s.e) (.04046) (.02252) | (.04045) (.02251) | (.04042) (.02252)
GDPPC: 3, -.05140 .00539 -.05141 .00545 -.05140 .00582
(s.e) (.00831) (.00797) (.00831) (.00796) (.00831) (.00792)
LRCOG: 4, -.00037 -00026 -.00025 | -.00037 -00026 -.00025 | -.00037 -.00027  -.00025
(s.e.) (.00029) (.00030)  (.00020) | (.00029) (.00030)  (.00020) | (.00029) (.00030)  (.00020)
POPYNG: 5 .04236 104248 .04289
(s.e.) (.01768) (.01767) (.01765)
INFINPEGPC: ¢, .01351 01356 .01358
(s.e) (.01142) (.01142) (.01142)
WAR: 7; .00577 00267 .00579 .00268 .00583 .00267
(s.e) (.00361) (.00092) (.00361) (.00092) (.00361) (.00092)
CBI: gy .02520 102523 .02517
(s.e) (.01400) (.01400) (.01400)
U ot -.00041 -.00041 -.00041
(s.e.) (.00010) (.00010) (.00010)
TABLE A2: CONTROLS, FULL MODEL
Dv,= nccntrycod o+ ( ¢+ pitelemodp)*eleind +  ni*control p,
ELECON ELEACC ELES126
TRANS I.R. TXREV__GCONS | TRANS I.R. TXREV __GCONS | TRANS I.R. TXREV _ GCONS
Dvlag: 1 94261 71643  .85775 87520 | .92634  .70989  .86697  .87330 | .93130 .73907  .86990  .86873
(s.e.) (.01235) (.03486) (.01869) (.02656) | (.01161) (.03454) (.01964) (.02647) | (.01160) (.03481) (.01924) (.02662)
POPOLD: 54 .02169 -.05863 | .06006 -.06061 | .07504 -.06111
(s.e) (.04354) (.02689) | (.04010) (.02689) | (.04057) (.02695)
GDPPC: 3, -.02085 .00417 -.05212 .00276 -.04377 .00057
(s.e.) (.01069) (.00958) (.00829) (.00957) (.01065) (.01281)
LRCOG: 4 -.00079 -.00088 -.00001 | -.00045 -00085 -.00001 | -.00053 -.00089  -.00003
(s.e.) (.00035) (.00037)  (.00003) | (.00033) (.00037)  (.00003) | (.00031) (.00042)  (.00003)
POPYNG: s .02279 03462 .03395
(s.e) (.01789) (.01785) (.01766)
INFINPEGPC: 6 .00881 .00856 .00882
(s.e) (.00331) (.00330) (.00326)
WAR: 7; .01179 00168 01237 .00167 .01241 .00186
(s.e.) (.00453) (.00115) (.00451) (.00116) (.00442) (.00115)
CBI: gy -.01897 -.01808 -.02027
(s.e) (.02674) (.02664) (.02649)
[V -.00043 -.00041 -.00047
(s.e.) (.00014) (.00013) (.00012)

Lag of the Dependent Variable:
statistically strongest control.
the current level of the dependent variables, atigwall
other independent variables — including electoaatdrs —
to affect annual adjustments.
Elderly Population:

As predicted, the

The lag servesnaintain

As the percentage of a state's
population above working age increases, the adsocia
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costs of social welfare increase. As a result, the
composition of government expenditure shifts awamf
general consumption and towards transfers.

Growth: Increases in transfers tend to lag bemodeases
in GDP, suggesting that with higher growth ratesios of
transfer outlays to GDP decline. In addition, hgyowth
rates tend to raise personal wealth, also suggeatise in
revenues from taxation.

Partisan Center of Government: Right-leaning incents
tend to favor smaller central-government size, ilegdo
declines in transfers, taxes, and government copsam
Youth Population: As the percentage of a statgsifation
below working age increases, total per-capita GDFP w
tend to decline due to the loss of GDP generatelthltyr.
Conversely, the need for social welfare tends twease,
causing a net increase in the ratio of transfe(GDé&.
Inflation in Peg Countries: When states' exchaages are
fixed to those of other countries, the inflatiomdaits
corresponding effects on the international markiet$hose
countries will tend to drive up local interest sate

War: When a nation is at war, military spending, a
captured in government consumption, is naturalliyear
up. In addition, governments also may use seigigta
increase purchasing power and fund the cost ofifighthe
conflict.

CBI: Strongly independent central banks focusrtbBorts
on maintaining stable, low inflation and keepindenest
rates low.

Unemployment: Higher levels of unemployment inseea
demand for social insurance, which shifts governtmen
outlays away from general consumption.
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Appendix B: The Election Indicators

Replication of and addition to the models presgnte this
thesis will require the reconstruction of the dlattindicators. The
method used to create these indicators is deschékev, as well as a
table outlining the appropriate values of each mjitee date of an
election. Let e = month of an electith.

For the year preceding an election year:

ELECON = 2x(dx) from 0 to (12-e)/12 = ((12-e)/f2)

ELEACC = 4x7(dx) from 0 to (12-€)/12 = ((12-)/12)

ELS126 = (Y2pin(x)(dx) from 0 to ((12-e)/12)*(2) =

(%2)(1 - cos(((12-e))/24))

For the year of an election:

ELECON = 2x(dx) from (12-e)/12to 1 =1 - ((12- e)/fZ)

ELEACC = 4X° (dx) from (12-e)/12to 1 =1 - ((12- e)/f2)

If e <7, ELES126 = (¥8in(x)(dx) from ((12-e)/12)*(/2)

to

(%2)(cos(( (12-e))/24) + 1)

If e > 6, ELES126 = (¥8in(x)(dx) from ((12-e)/12)*(/2)

to ( (18-e)/12) =

(*2)(cos(( (12-e))/24) - cos(((12-e)/6)))

For the year following an election year:

ELECON = ELEACC =0

Ife<7, ELES126 =0

If e > 6, ELES126 = (¥3in(x)(dx) from ((18-e)/12) to

1 + cos((18-e)/12)

In addition to these functions, the table belowespnts the values of
the election indicators as used in the model.

TABLE B1: ELE INDICATOR VALUES
ELEIND  POSITION RELATIVE MONTH OF ELECTION
TO ELECTION Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
YR. BEF. ELE 0.8403 0.6944 0.5625 0.4444 0.3403 0.2500 0.1736 0.1111 0.0625 0.0278 0.0069 0.0000
ELECON YR. OF ELE 0.1597 0.3056 0.4375 0.5556 0.6597 0.7500 0.8264 0.8889 0.9375 0.9722 0.9931 1.0000
YR. AFT. ELE 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
YR. BEF. ELE 0.7061 0.4823 0.3164 0.1975 0.1158 0.0625 0.0301 0.0123 0.0039 0.0007 0.0001 0.0000
ELEACC YR. OF ELE 0.2939 0.5177 0.6836 0.8025 0.8842 0.9375 0.9699 0.9877 0.9961 0.9993 0.9999 1.0000
YR. AFT. ELE 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
YR. BEF. ELE 0.4348 0.3706 0.3087 0.2500 0.1956 0.1465 0.1033 0.0670 0.0381 0.0171 0.0043 0.0000
ELES126 YR. OF ELE 0.5652 0.6294 0.6913 0.7500 0.8044 0.8535 0.8796 0.8660 0.8154 0.7329 0.6251 0.5000
YR. AFT. ELE 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0171 0.0670 0.1465 0.2500 0.3706 0.5000
YR. BEF. ELE 0.9167 0.8333 0.7500 0.6667 0.5833 0.5000 0.4167 0.3333 0.2500 0.1667 0.0833 0.0000
ELEOLD YR. OF ELE 0.0833 0.1667 0.2500 0.3333 0.4167 0.5000 0.5833 0.6667 0.7500 0.8333 0.9167 1.0000
YR. AFT. ELE 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
55 If an election occurs before the™#ay of a given month, e = the month

before the election.
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Appendix C: Data Codebook

Sample Information
Countries Included: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada,
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Itdgpan,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, USA, UK
Country Numbers: 1 — Canada, 2 — USA, 3 — Japan, 4 —
Australia, 5 — New Zealand, 6 — Austria, 7 — BehgjB —
Denmark, 9 — Finland, 10 — France, 11 — Germanys-12
Ireland, 13 — Italy, 14 — Netherlands, 15 — Norwa§,—
Sweden, 17 — UK
Sample Years: 1965 — 2000
Total Number of Balanced Observations: 1962

Country Dynamics
Cntrycod: Dummy variable; coded 1 for observation
country, O for all other countries

Dependent Variables
TRSHHOGDP: Total transfer outlays over gross
domestic product. Source: OECD Economic Outlook
Database, Vol. 2002.
IRO100: Interest rates over 100 (interest rate of 5% =..05)
Source: OECD Economic Outlook Database, Vol. 2002.
TREVOGDP: Tax Revenue over gross domestic product.
Source: OECD Economic Outlook Database, Vol. 2002
GCLTOGDP: Total government consumption less total
transfer outlays over gross domestic product. &vour
OECD Economic Outlook Database, Vol. 2002.

Election Modifiers

- CBIl:  Aggregate index of central bank independence.
Includes measures of legal, political, and histdric
independence. Source: Franzese, Robert Jr. 199&
Political Economy of Public Debt: An Empirical
Examination of the OECD Postwar Experience
EFFPART: Effective number of parties in government.
Source: Franzese, Robert Jr. 199&e Political Economy
of Public Debt: An Empirical Examination of the OBC
Postwar Experience
DOGDP: Total public debt over gross domestic product.
Source: Franzese, Robert Jr. 199&e Political Economy
of Public Debt: An Empirical Examination of the OBC
Postwar Experience
GDPPC: Economic growth. Percentage changes in gross
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domestic product. Source: OECD Economic Outlook
Database, Vol. 2002.

SOE: Composite measure of economy size and openness.
Measure is inversely related to size and positivelsted to
openness. Source: Franzese, Robert Jr. 2003. iféult
Hands on the Wheel: Empirically Modeling Partial
Delegation and Shared Control of Monetary Policytha
Open and Institutionalized EconomyfPolitical Analysis
Vol. 11(4): 445-474.

INFINPEGPC: Inflation rate in the country to which the
exchange rate is pegged. Source: Clark, Willian2G03.
Capitalism, Not Globalism: Capital Mobility, CentrBank
Independence, and the Political Control of the Euog.
Dataset.

U: Unemployment rate. Source: OECD Economic
Outlook Database, Vol. 2002.

UEXTR2: Dummy variable. Coded 1 when annual
unemployment rate is two percentage points highesm the
average of the five previous year's rates, codeat @ll
other times. Constructed usikigdata above.

LRCOG: Measure of government partisanship. Scaled
from O (extreme-left) to 10 (extreme-right). Saairc
Franzese, Robert Jr. 1998The Political Economy of
Public Debt: An Empirical Examination of the OECD
Postwar Experience

Controls
. Dv Lag: Lag of the dependent variable. Source: See

Dependent Variable Section.

POPOLD: Percentage of the population over the age of

65. Source: Huber, Evelyn, Ragin, Charles and It&tep,

John D. 2004. Comparative Welfare States Data Sdt.

Source: OECD Health Data.

GDDPC: Economic Growth. Percentage change in gross

domestic product. Source: See Electioneering Nexdif

Section.

LRCOG: Measure of government partisanship. Scaled

from O (extreme-left) to 10 (extreme-right). SaarcSee

Electioneering Modifier Section.

POPYNG: Percentage of the population under the age of

fifteen.  Source: Huber, Evelyn, Ragin, Charles and

Stephens, John D. 2004. Comparative Welfare Skas

Set. Orig. Source: OECD Health Data.

INFINPEGPC: Inflation rate in the country to which the

exchange rate is pegged. Source: See Electiogeerin

Modifier Section.
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WAR: Dummy variable coded 1 when state is at war, O at
all other times. Source: Sarkees, Meredith Rel@D02
“The Correlates of War Data on War: An Update t87,9
Conflict Management and Peace Scievmd. 18(1): 123-
144,

CBI:  Aggregate index of central bank independence.
Includes measures of legal, political, and histdric
independence. Source: See Electioneering Modifier
Section.

U: Unemployment rate. Source: See Electioneering
Modifier Section.
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contributions to the public research domain prodide
critical information that assisted my work, and has
undoubtedly done so for many others.
Finally, I would like to thank my roommates andefrds,
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[. Introduction

The political foundation of American society hasebe
considerably impacted by liberal political theofyhe conception of
government as a necessary evil that limits libedfy,liberty as a
freedomfrom external interferences such as the State and #erity,
and of inviolable individual rights as being essanb the protection
of the individual, are all rooted in liberal thougHHowever, in
contemporary political debate, critics of liberalishave blamed the
liberal legacy for hindering the realization of abust political
community. Opponents of liberalism commonly levietee charges
against it: that the liberal misconception of thdividual results in a
flawed understanding of liberty, that democracy improperly
perceived of as being a limitation upon the exerds liberty rather
than an essential mode of its realization, and that participatory
element of democracy is instrumentalized and cansety
denigrated.

More specifically, Republican thinker Michael Sahdegues
that liberalism, and specifically procedural lides, operates upon a
flawed conception of the individual and liberty. iFhflawed
conception results in the demand for a proceduaerltral government
that strips the political community of its vitaljitprevents substantive
public discourse, renders citizens ill-equipped dmvic participation,
and ultimately results in a fragmented and unsogbdé community.
Democratic political theorist Benjamin Barber akm@nother alleged
weakness of liberal political theory, referring t as “thin”
democracy, by charging that liberal theory devaliesimportance of
citizenship and misunderstands the positive cdroglabetween the
exercise of citizenship and the realization of di@®. Both Sandel and
Barber highlight the apparently irreconcilable tens between
individual liberty and participatory democracy thatevident in and
detrimental to liberal theory. As an alternative ltoeralism, they
envision a more active, vibrant, and cohesive alitcommunity
founded upon a formative, rather than neutral, gowent and
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constituted with a citizenry well-equipped to engag effective and
contributory civic participation.

In their attacks on liberal political theory anceithdiscussion
of how its philosophical weaknesses have plaguedtecoporary
American society, both Sandel and Barber imply thatumber of
these weaknesses are rooted in the form of likbedry commonly
attributed to John Stuart Mill. | argue, howevératt Mill's political
theory should not be read simply as an example laésical
liberalisnt®. Mill's theory, which addresses and actually citmttes to
a number of republican concerns, is in fact muchiencmmplex and
deserves extensive consideration and respect.

Through a discussion of some of his ideas relatecelf-
government’ and liberty, | argue implicitly that Mill isot responsible
for formulating and promulgating the liberal theomhat has
manifested itself as procedural liberalism or “thi@mocracy. | also
argue that his political philosophy, properly ursleod, actually
provides valuable insight into the pressing isstgdating to liberty,
participatory democracy, and citizenship that comswcontemporary
political debate. What | refer to as his recontolig political theory
centers upon his belief that the way to cultivaiizens, both in
fostering self-development and ensuring a robubtiged community
without government interference, is through indiadl liberty and
participatory politics. In his reconciliatory thgorMill bridges the
apparent chasm between individual liberties anobast participatory
democracy by combining seemingly opposed liberal sepublican
elements. In order to properly contextualize andesla contemporary
light upon Mill’'s reconciliatory political theory, first briefly examine
the fundamental theoretical holdings of procedutdderalism,
followed by a discussion of some of Sandel’'s cargctsms of this
contemporary liberal theory.

II. Context: Overview and Critique of Procedural Liberalism

Procedural liberalism can be understood as theladeal
offspring of classical liberalism and the contengwgmanifestation of
the liberal legacy. The meaning of liberty accogdito procedural
liberal theory is based on the Kantian conceptibrindividuals as
ends in themselves. According to Michael Sandelterpretation of

% For the purposes of this paper, classical libsmalcan be understood as the
ideological father of procedural liberalism or, mogenerally, the form of
“liberalism” that | refer to throughout this papdts fundamental theoretical
holdings are strong individual liberties, minimaidalimited government, and a
conception of liberty as a freedom from externgbéaiiment.

> | use self-government as a general term to demotdemocratic form of
government based on citizen participation; the majgtropriate contemporary
manifestation of self-government is participatogyribcracy.
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procedural liberalism, liberty depends, “on ouraafy as persons to
choose our values and ends for ourselves” (27&ingements upon
an individual's liberty occur when external factoevent an
individual from making his own choices. If, for tasce, the
government compels an individual to adopt a pddiclifestyle or

value system, the autonomy of that individual haerb violated.

Limiting choice is therefore a limitation on freedo As an end in
himself, an individual is free so long as he is &bne and allowed to
live his life according to his own conception oéttood.

Based on a Kantian conception of the self, procddieral
theory conceives of liberty as being incidentallsgther than
intrinsically or instrumentally, related to selfsggnment. Instead of
being essential to the realization of liberty, mpation in self-
government is understood as being either basedumivarsal duty or
a voluntary obligation (Sandel 26, 322). Citizensynthoose to
participate, but such participation is not chosenaj a desire to fully
realize freedom. There is no deeply wrought sehaé a failure to
participate is a limitation on freedom. It followas liberal thinker
Isaiah Berlin observes, that liberty is, “not laglg connected with
democracy or self-government,” and, “is not incotiipa with the
absence of self-government” (129).

To allow for the realization of liberty through indual
choice, procedural liberal theory holds that ciizeshould not be
encumbered by moral or civic ties that they have e¢tmsen. The
government must not promote any particular conoaptif the good,
because this would infringe upon individual autogpmather, it must
provide a just framework within which people camdose and pursue
their own ends” (Sandel 322). Procedural liberaligherefore,
“renounces the formative ambition and insists gowent should be
neutral toward competing conceptions of the gof&l ([Sandel 6). By
merely protecting the rights of its citizens, gowveent can ensure
their liberty.

While liberal theory emphasizes individual autonor8gandel
observes that it misunderstands and consequentgmgasizes the
considerable importance of citizen participation self-government
both to the sustainability of government and théivation of the
citizenry. An understanding of liberty merely ashée capacity to
choose one’s ends and to respect others’ rightib tthe same,” does
not account for or foster the civic resources nemgsto sustain self-
government (Sandel 6). According to Sandel, thisesause citizens
must come to possess a sense of community and cercofor the
whole in order to properly engage self-governmehey must be
equipped with, “certain qualities of character,conic virtues,” rather
than merely with the capacity for autonomy (5). sTiiould require
the government to endorse a particular conceptioth® good and
adopt a formative role in order to cultivate thegealities of
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characters. Procedural liberalism relegates themowent to the role
of a neutral rights-protector, meaning that goveeninhas no
legitimate role in the cultivation of civic virtuesmong its citizens.
Sandel worries that, if government cannot helpuitivate these civic
virtues, it is questionable whether the developmanthe qualities
necessary to sustain the government can be ensGmtkequently,
individual rights granted and guarded by the gomernt cannot be
guaranteed. To Sandel, then, a political commumised upon
procedural liberalism is not only undesirable dabainsustainable.

lll. Groundwork: Categorizing Mill and Understandin g His
Political Philosophy

A. Mill as a Liberal

Sandel’s criticisms of procedural liberalism aeeply related
to fundamental differences between liberalism aegublicanism
regarding the ideal relationship between libergif-government, and
citizenship. Sandel seems to imply that Mill's pichl theory is
liberal. Indeed, there seems to be abundant ewvedénat Mill could fit
neatly into the category of a procedural liberaud of this evidence
is found in Mill's strong argument for individuabkrty in On Liberty
in which Mill states that liberty, “consists in g what one desires
(107). Based on this definition, he apparently ewes of liberty in a
negative sense as a freedom from external intexdese Mill argues
that a truly free society must grant its citizendeasive liberties,
which include liberty of thought and feeling, ofiojon, of tastes and
pursuits, of planning our lives to suit our own idwer, and of doing,
“as we like...so long as what we do does not harnersth(*On
Liberty” 17).

Mill's insistence on extensive individual libertieplaces
individuals outside of the realm of government ifgeence or social
influence and coercion in matters of self-interéstwhat is commonly
known as the Harm Principle, Mill establishes ttie¢ only end for
which mankind is warranted to interfere with théelity of an
individual is to prevent harm to others (“On Libgri4). Mill argues
that citizens should not be compelled or coercedivi® or think a
certain way, and power should not be exercised owiegens even for
their own good. Constraining citizens to do sonmgjhileemed good
for them is a greater evil than letting them commistakes on their
own (“On Liberty” 85). In matters that concern wrthe individual,
there is an absolute independence of right. Intshocording to Mill,
“over himself, over his own body and mind, the indual is
sovereign” (“On Liberty” 14).

The emphasis on individual liberties and the Hammdiple
underlies Mill's apparent support for minimal, n@litgovernment.
Even in matters that the government could do hettérargues that it
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is preferable for individuals to engage in suchteratfor their own
mental education. Mill warns against the evil ofadting
unnecessarily to the power of the government,” alsd against the
tendency for advanced civilizations to, “expectrgtléng to be done
for them by the State” (“On Liberty” 122-5). Thea& should respect
the liberty of each citizen specifically in whafeadts only that citizen.
This seems to require that the government’s pyiositould be to
protect individual liberties. To do so, it wouldese that government
should adopt a primarily procedural role, the rofea protector of
rights rather than a promulgator of the social good

B. Mill as a Republican/Utilitarian (Moralist)

Mill's ardent defense of individual liberty, strgrsupport of
individuality, and distaste for the tyranny of thmajority, the
despotism of custom, and the coercive powers ofegoenay lead
some to categorize Mill as a procedural liberaboe of its ideological
fathers. However, | believe such a classificatisntao simplistic
because it disregards key elements in Mill's wgsinTo challenge his
being categorized as a procedural liberal, | wqudde the following
guestion: If Mill believed that granting and prdiea of individual
liberties would be detrimental to the good of stciend lead to its
decay, would he still support such liberties? | {doanswer that he
would not. Put in contemporary terms, Mill did netvision, and
would not support, a society in which individuabdities (rights)
trumped the good he did not believe that these liberties contridute
to the good.

To interpret Mill's philosophy as placing individubberties
over the social good would disregard his emphasisand near
obsession with social progress, including moral antéllectual
improvement. Mill is no advocate of selfishness eelfish
indifference. He argues that good government is ossjble,
“whenever the general disposition of the peoplesush, that each
individual regards those only of his interests whare selfish, and
does not dwell on, or concern himself for, his shaf the general
interests” (“Representative Government” 226). Nohe an advocate
of a passive citizen body unconcerned with the thealf the
community. In his essajhe Contest in Ameri¢dill states that, “the
decayed and degraded state of moral and patreginfy which thinks
nothing worth a war, is worse [than the evil of {V&t5). Throughout
his writings Mill condemns social mediocrity andagmation while
advocating innovation and social progress.

Observing that the highest good of a nation ignitgal health
and that a citizen should improve its own physiead moral
condition, Mill looks to government as a tool toprave mankind.
Good government, Mill argues, increases the gooaliteps of its
citizens, and its principle element is the improeeainof its people
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(“Representative Government” 243). The merit of @y@overnment
depends partially on the extent to which it proradtee advancement
of the community in, “intellect, in virtue, and practical activity and
efficiency” (“Representative Government” 227). Ifowgrnment,
therefore, grants and protects individual libertiest contribute to the
decay of mankind, government has failed.

There is also evidence of specific vices and maedknesses
that Mill strongly disfavors that would support Higing categorized
as a public moralist. Mill argues that the acts disgositions that lead
to encroachment on the rights of others, inflictadrharm, falsehood,
unfair or ungenerous dealing, and selfish abstiednem defending
other from injury are “properly immoral.” Crueltyf alisposition,
malice, ill nature, envy, insincerity, resentmegreed, egotism, are all,
according to Mill, moral vices that should be sgbj¢go moral
reprobation. Mill is also openly critical of thosého cannot restrain
themselves from hurtful indulgences and pursuingnah pleasures,
observing that they should, “expect to be lowenedhe opinion of
others” (“On Liberty” 86-7).

Based on his condemnation of particular immoraigad his
belief that government should be used as a toohpwove the moral
and intellectual health of its citizens, it seemattaccording to Mill,
government cannot be strictly neutral and procdditrappears, then,
that Mill realizes the need for and resorts to #doption of a
formative, republican government, an unforgivabéeelsy in the eyes
of staunch adherents to procedural liberalism. Whisnnterest in the
proper cultivation and moral health of the peogleansidered, along
with his concern for social progress, some miglstdérato categorize
Mill as a republican or Victorian moralist just @asily as others might
label him a classical liberal.

C. Bridging the Gap: Mill's Reconciliatory Genius

The tension that Mill faced can be summed up as the
following: Citizens must be allowed considerableeiom for their
own self-development through the expression ofvikdiality. This
seems to imply that government should refrain fradopting a
developmental role and act strictly as a rightdquoior. But, at the
same time, the importance of social progress andalmand
intellectual improvement implies the need for sameans of citizen-
cultivation; merely leaving citizens alone will nehsure their proper
cultivationas citizensHow can a respect for individual rights coincide
with and further the social good? And, how can goreent be used as
this means of cultivation without infringing upomdividual liberties?
To demonstrate how Mill alleviates this apparemisien, | will now
focus upon some of his key ideasOn LibertyandConsiderations on
Representative Government
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Mill presents what | consider to be a noteworthgoreciliation
of individual liberty, characteristic of liberalisrand self-government,
essential to republicanism, in his discourse on Hemefits of
representative government. Mill's reconciliatoryediy is able to
combine liberal and republican elements becauséddieves that
liberal elements, such as extensive individualrtibs, contribute to
the good of society and that republican elementgh sas civic
participation, provide a positive forum for and trdoution to the
development of individuality and liberty by cultiuag the character of
citizens. Ultimately, the way to cultivate citizemsthout government
interference is through individual liberty and pepatory politics,
between which there is a positive correlation.

1. The State as a Rights-Protector: Guaranteeirigetty as a
Prerequisite to Self-Development

One of Mill's primary reasons for supporting indiuial liberty
is because he believes it has instrumental valhe:best way for
society to progress is by granting citizens extensindividual
liberties. If the government must at the same tpnatect extensive
individual liberties and also cultivate the virtaad intelligence of its
members, it follows that one of the ways to culiéveitizens must be
through protecting and respecting rights that alGitizen’s extensive
liberties. Wendy Donner rightly interprets Mill &glieving that, “the
state must not overstep its jurisdiction in dictgtithe form of
development; it must leave it to individuals toedir and pursue
diverse forms of development and must provide stipjpo different
developmental experiments” (126). Government catés its
members by, with some exceptions, leaving themealon

Mill believes individual liberty should be valuededause it
protects and allows for the free development oividdality, which is,
“one of the leading essentials of well-being” (“Qiberty” 63). Thus,
according to Donner, Mill understands freedom dadeecessary to
the flourishing of individuality (150). Individuali has both intrinsic
and instrumental worth because, as Mill states,ptfioportion to the
development of his individuality, each person beesmimore valuable
to himself, and is therefore capable of being m@ieiable to others”
(“On Liberty” 78). Only the cultivation of this indduality through
freedom leads to well-developed human beings. Bomg from
Wilhelm von Humboldt, Mill argues that humans shbdirect their
efforts toward the individuality of power and dewgient (“On
Liberty” 64).

This development requires being protected fromdigpotism
of custom and the coercive powers of society. Midims that the
despotism of custom wars against the spirit ofrtipthat is necessary
to the exercise of individuality. Where citizeng amder the yoke of
custom, there is mediocrity. As a result, humanaadement is
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hindered because individuality is quashed. To tphnover the
undesirable sway of custom and to ensure progresiavelopment,
non-conformism, originality, and eccentricity shdue valued and
protected. All of this requires the spirit of libgrwhich Mill claims is

the only, “unfailing and permanent source of imgment” (“On

Liberty” 78).

If individuality is so crucial to the development aitizens,
who in turn contribute to the progress of sociétynakes sense that
the government should grant citizens rights thaitqmt and even
encourage their individuality. In protecting citie® extensive
individual rights, government aids the cultivatiohthe citizenry in a
procedural sense. It does not directly cultivagamembers by teaching
them how to be individualistic, nor does it moleit to think freely.
To do this would be self-defeating and contrarit’s fundamental
belief that citizens must take responsibility foeit own growth and
development; they must balowed to grow. What they need, and
what government must guarantee, is freedicmm external influences
that might hamper their efforts to develop. In ttespect, government
must guarantee liberty in the negative sense.

2. The Developmental Role of the State: Aiding - Self
Development through Civic Cultivation

Mill is a strong supporter of individual liberty,ebause he
believes that the exercise of liberty has a pasitiultivating effect on
citizens and is essential to their self-developm@unsequently, he
believes government could protect and promote gpeat extent the
cultivation of its citizens byot interfering. But, Mill does not claim
that granting individuals extensive liberties ahdrt merely protecting
these liberties would be sufficient to guarantee phoper cultivation
of citizens. What if society consisted primarilywfcultivated but free
citizens, armed with individual liberties and drivby selfish desires,
who were unable to participate effectively in sgivernment? What if
the unrestrained exercise of individuality and etgeity was actually
detrimental to social improvement?

Mill had to address these disastrous possibiliied provide
for a safeguard. To do so, he goes beyond the stismu of individual
liberties without dismissing their importance. Haolgl to a more
substantive view of self-development, Mill undensta that citizens
need to develop certain characteristics (civicues) in order to
maximize their realization of liberty and to becooseful members of
society.

Realizing that the cultivation of civic virtue caulactually
increase a citizen’s capacity for freedom, Mill ksoto participatory
politics, the developmental arm of government, asneans of
cultivating citizens through civic participation. eBjamin Barber
charges that liberals such as Mill, “hold the idd#aparticipation in
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disdain,” because they conceive of political comityuas merely
instrumental to liberty (7). He adds that the dangfeadhering to an
instrumental view of democratic forms such as pgodtion is that
democracy might be given up in favor of benevoldespotism or
rational aristocracy (Barber 9). But | do not agneth Barber’s charge
that Mill holds the idea of participation in disdaWhile Mill may not
view participation as an intrinsic good, the logicanclusion is not
that he underestimates its importance and holasdisdain. He was
seeking to find a means of cultivating citizensoirder to increase
individual self-development and a robust politic@mmunity. He
found that the best means was participatory pslitbut he realized
that citizens did not exist for politics but patsi for citizens. In this
sense, Mill may have instrumentalized politicaltggpation, but for
good reason.

It is in his discussion of the importance of propslf-
development that Mill resorts to a more republigaw of the State as
having a developmental role. As Andrew Valls obssrwvhile the
State should not coerce citizens, it should, “enage and nurture any
rudiments it may find of a spirit of individual exen,” by
encouraging citizens to take the initiative to pgrate in self-
government and in the public realm (259). If that&tcan cultivate its
members by allowing and encouraging them to takpamsibility for
their own development, then the best form of gowernt allows
citizens to take actual part in government throwgttive citizen
participation. Active participation is preferableedause it enables
government to assist in the cultivation of its memnsbwithout coercing
them or infringing upon their rights.

For the purpose of cultivating civic virtues, Miditrongly
advocates citizen involvement in local politicadtitutions, jury trials,
philanthropic enterprises, and joint public busgesoncerns.
Participation on a local level is particularly desle and beneficial as
a means of cultivation, because local bodies alloany citizens to
have a chance of being elected and to hold a positi the public
realm. Local political institutions should be vauenore for their
ability to cultivate citizens than for their adnstative capacity
(“Representative Government” 413).

What specific impact does active participation have
citizens? For one, the character of citizens istpedy affected. Self-
government requires an active rather than a pasdiasacter. In
practice, citizens exercise and develop this aciveracter by
standing up for their rights, engaging in publidale, voting and
running for office, and by seeking improvement liit lives and in
the lives of others. While despotism favors passiteenry, Mill
argues that representative government demands eapdres active
citizens who will work together to take part in tipaiblic realm
through civic participation.
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An active character requires active intellectualifaes; hence,
the intellectual faculties are -cultivated as welirough active
participation. Mill notes that, “active effort rd& in intellectual
superiority,” and that the only, “sufficient incitent to mental
exertion is the prospect of some practical usestmbde of its results”
(“Representative Government” 239-49). Local paditibodies provide
a practical forum in which citizens have to acinkh and speak for
public interests. Because citizens are allowed &oti@pate in
government, they have a motivation to exercise dedelop their
intellectual capacities. Practical application isr@e test of thinking,
and active participation allows citizens to apphygldest their ideas in
the public realm.

Active participation also has a positive affect e moral
faculties. Mill states that the, “food of feelings iaction”
(“Representative Government” 240). Moral cultivatitakes place
through participation in public functions, becag#ezens must weigh
and consider interests other than their own, whiatreases their
social consciousness. Participation also forgesremtgr sense of
community amongst those who participate. Citizemse& to see their
interests as being more closely related to theeasts of society. They
learn to cooperate with one another rather thactlgtcaring for their
own selfish interests. Ultimately, Mill observesathrepresentative
government fosters a “public spirit” by allowingtizens to actively
participate in the public realm (“Representativev@ament” 255).

As a means of national education, participatoryitips
cultivates the citizenry in a number of positive ywa Individual
cultivation automatically contributes to social d®pment and
progress because, as Mill argues, “the advantageadh individual
member of the community,” is conducive to the, ‘adeement of the
community as a whole” (“Representative Governme2#t9). Social
progress is the fruit of individual developmenterdgfore, a form of
government that promotes individual developmentoratically
contributes to the social good.

3. Keeping the State in Check: The Need for A@itizens

But what is theharm if citizens do not possess the necessary
civic virtues? Ultimately, liberty, essential to @bust political
community, is at risk. Benjamin Barber observed tlben citizens
are not properly cultivated, “freedom must in pi@etremain in
jeopardy — however secure it seems to be from mtesions of
careening majorities or self-proclaimed technolrét®6). Barber
argues that the exercise of citizenship is esddntite protection and
maintenance of freedom. Similarly, Sandel critisizprocedural
liberalism because it underestimates the importah@itizenship and
consequently, “lacks the civic resources to sussaif-government”

(6).
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Like Sandel and Barber, Mill understands the imgnace of
the exercise of citizenship to keep the State ieckh An apathetic,
selfish citizenry would allow a hungry despot tdzeepower and
threaten liberty. Citizens should not only partatg for their own
enrichment, but also to limit the State and to preéwvhat Mill refers
to as the, “great evil of adding unnecessarily,’thhe power of the
State (“On Liberty” 122). Mill promotes qualitiesuch as an active
character constantly seeking improvement, that essential to
maintaining liberty by keeping the State and thwsegry for power at
bay. This aspect relates more to the protectioiibefty in a negative
sense, as a freedom from external infringementy tbaunderstanding
liberty as it relates to self-development. Howevehighlights Mill’'s
understanding of the need for active citizens heoito maintain and
sustain self-government.

Mill’s discussion of representative governmenths bridge to
the apparent chasm between his support of indiViklerties on the
one hand and his support of social progress andlnaod mental
cultivation on the other hand. He envisions a puaitcommunity in
which a strong defense of liberty is compatible hwia robust
participatory democracy. To allow this compatililitgovernment
must be formative, but not in a traditional seriséosters individual
cultivation by protecting individual liberties anancouraging
individual initiative, and it increases citizendility to realize their
liberty by aiding the cultivation of civic virtueshrough active
participation in government.

PART IV. Application to Contemporary Political Debate

Mill manages to reconcile seemingly antagonisteral and
republican elements in his struggle to envisiorobtipal community
in which citizens could have considerable individuzerty while also
taking a strong interest in civic participation ahd social good. What
relevance or value does this reconciliation havecomtemporary
politics? Some may argue that Mill lived in a vaglifferent society
compared to contemporary society, that his philbgols outdated,
and that times have changed. There is no doubtMiletvas writing
in a different social context, but his ideas ansight are still very
relevant and valuable to contemporary politicalggophy.

A. Understanding the Correlation between Libertsl &itizenship

In America, there is abundant discussion of riglaisd
individual liberties. These rights are often usedtmamps to exempt
citizens from engaging in certain behavior or frbeing subject to the
will of the majority. A citizen may claim defiantlyfor instance, that
she has a right to engage in certain behavior deredl immoral or
harmful. She has the right to do as she pleasémgoas she does not
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infringe upon the rights of others. Sandel and Badibserve that an
overemphasis on individual rights based on a negatonception of
liberty has proven detrimental to the sense of canmity necessary for
a strong self-government.

Mill undoubtedly foresaw the problems that coutdse from
granting citizens extensive individual rights andiling government
or social interference with the rather stringentriidrinciple. He did
not envision or desire a society in which citizemsuld constantly
look to the Harm Principle as their credo in orderjustify their
selfish behavior and exempt themselves from anyiggaation in
public life. Mill fully admits that, “the mischielvhich a person does to
himself may seriously affect,” those connected withh and society at
large (“On Liberty” 90). He comprehends, perhaps tgreater extent
than either Sandel or Barber, the importancealtdwing citizens to
exempt themselves if they desired, even engagingatentially
harmful behavior, so long as they did not viol&e Harm Principle.

Why would Mill allow behavior that would seemingligstroy
any sense of community? | have already discusseddlief in the
awesome powers of individuality, including choosioige’s own life
path, as being one reason. But, to go further, uldvdike to discuss
what | will refer to as Mill's awareness of a kiraf “tyranny of
citizenship,” to which Barber’'s political theory esas susceptible.
Barber argues that citizenship gives life to anstans liberty; liberty
only issues out of citizenship (145). The dangeadhering to such a
conception of liberty is as follows: being a citizeequires being
equipped with certain virtues, or qualities of &wer. The
implication, then, is that only those properly giped to be citizens,
as distinct from individuals merely living within@mmunity, can be
free. Going further, this implies that governmahtt is to promote
freedom, isobligatedto equip citizens with certain qualiti@s order
that they may be freeWhile in theory this may not appear so
foreboding, in practicality it opens the way forvgonment coerci
through the tyranny of the majority and pervasivalues. This
includes an influx of moral police charged with thety of forcing
individuals to be free through the acquisition eftain qualities of
character necessary to constitute them true an@bt@apcitizens.
History attests to the incredible oppression thes heen justified in
the name of “helping” individuals to be free.

Indeed, even Sandel, though critical of liberaleatty,
recognizes that, “to accord the political commurgtystake in the
character of its citizens is to concede the podgsibthat bad
communities may form bad characters” (Sandel 3P4)give credit to
liberal theory, then, it is understandable thareits would be allowed
to use their rights as trumps in order to avoidrcioa and oppression,

8 For more on the coercive implications of adheringa positive conception of
liberty, see Isaiah Berlin’s “Two Concepts of Libet
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even if for their own good. However, this is onlgafeguard, and it is
not preferable that citizens should use their ggas such. It is in
recognizing the distinction between whsthiould be allowedas a

precaution andvhat is desiredhat Mill masterfully strikes a balance,
which is best revealed through a discussion ofumderstanding of
self-development.

My understanding of Mill's view of self-developnters as
follows: Self-development requires freedom, in gaie&e sense, from
any external influences that hinder such develogn¥édrus, so long as
a citizen has individual liberties to protect hitiseom negative
external influences, he is free to a certain extéhit, his actual
experience of freedom is limited by his degree alf-development.
Based on this idea, Mill turns to the need for mdéforces to foster
self-development. Participation cultivates civic rtvés, which
contribute to a citizen’s development, which sulbsgdly increases
that citizen’s capacity to realize freedom. | betighat the extent of
self-development, which is partially dependent ugen cultivation of
civic virtues through participation (an exercise afizenship), is
directly related to the capacity for the realizatad liberty.

In response to Barber's statements that citizgnski a
necessary prerequisite to liberty, | believe Mibased on his
understanding of self-development, would have dedli this
statement by saying that citizenslajpows for a fuller realization of
liberty. Citizens should not be forced to possess cektaines, but
possessing these values (such as civic virtues) imagase their
capacity for the realization of freedom if theimacsition contributes
to self-development. Mill would have agreed withttb@arber and
Sandel that citizenship, insofar as it contribuiesself-development
through the cultivation of certain qualities of cheter, expands a
citizen’s capacity to realize freedom.

Mill’'s recognition of the positive correlation lveten liberty
and citizenship distinguishes him from adherentgl&ssical liberal
theory and its ideological offspring, some of whteand to think of the
cultivation of morality or virtue as being in oppio@n to liberty.
However, Mill's wariness of citizens being presslneto conforming
to a particular mold of the “ideal citizen” led tos support of the
Harm Principle, an undeniably liberal element is political theory.
Mill understands and allows for the importance iizenshipwithout
resorting to a complete endorsement of republicani€itizens of
today living within a democratic system would dolwe consider
Mill’'s insight into citizenship. Acting as a citine should be
understood, at minimum, as an opportunity to catBvoneself, rather
than as an obligation or a limitation.
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B. Restoring Substantive Public Discourse throublke Free
Exchange of Ideas

While Mill strongly disagrees witliorcing citizens to live or
think in a certain way, C. L. Ten rightly obsenthat Mill, “explicitly
rejected the assumption that tolerance of anotimglies complete
indifference to his behavior” (147). Mill clearlyates that his doctrine
should not be considered one of, “selfish indiffe, which pretends
that human beings have no business with each etheriduct in life”
(“On Liberty” 87). Citizens should not actively extere in the lives of
fellow citizens, but they should seek to persuadd adjust the
behavior of citizens lacking virtue and to proviteir fellow citizens
with advice and warning. Mill refers to this as Suliterested
benevolence,” a means of promoting the cultivabdrfellow citizens
without hindering their own growth (“*On Liberty” 84The distinction
between persuasion and coercion is important td’'sVidalance of
individual liberty on the one hand and a healthlyicated citizenry on
the other.

Sandel argues thatthe effort to banish moral and religious
argument from the public realm for the sake of tprdl agreement
may end by impoverishing political discourse andderg the moral
and civic resources necessary to self-governmez8). (Mill would
have fully agreed with this observation. The vebef, the cohesive
power, of our community is weakened when publiccaligsse is
stripped of substantive matters related to moralityeligion. It is also
detrimental when modern equivalents of the Despotid Custom
rampant in Mill's day, whether public opinion orrpasive social
norms, prevent or discourage citizens from openijiczing the
opinions, values, or lifestyles of their fellowizégns with whom they
disagree. Sandel asks how our political discouese tengage rather
than avoid the moral and religious convictions pedpring to the
public realm” (7). | suggest looking to Mill foréhanswer. He strongly
emphasizes the importance of allowing the free amgB® of
substantive beliefs, ideas, and opinions on mastéch as religion and
morality regardless of how unpopular or controvarthiese ideas and
opinions may be. Mill rightly fears that the lackaosubstantive public
discourse and the prevalence of a fear of beingmstiized for
publicly expressing unpopular convictions would ulesin an
“intellectual pacification” that would encouragea farge portion of
the most active and inquiring intellects,” to ke@pir convictions to
themselves rather than to bring them into the realimpublic
discussion (*On Liberty” 38).

Barber claims that the caution evident in Mill'sai
Principle, “provides no affirmation of public vakiepublic thinking,

%9 See Chapter 2 d@n Liberty which discusses the importance of liberty of tjtatu
and discussianUnfortunately, an in-depth look at his compellingight into the
importance of a free thought and discussion isidetthe scope of this paper.
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or public action” (5). But Milldoesaffirm public values, thinking, and
action. He may not insist that citizens adhere tpadicular value
system, but he affirms the need for substantiveliputiiscourse
through public exchange of convictions, opinionsd aalues. | must
again emphasize the important distinction betwealerance and
indifference, between what Mill wants and what heves. Mill wants
citizens to participate, to cultivate their inteleal and moral
faculties, to publicly exchange ideas and exprkeg tonvictions, to
care for their fellow citizens and to cooperatehvtiem. He supports
particular excellences of character, such as iddai initiative, an
active character, and social-consciousness, whielmeacessary for a
free exchange of ideas to take place. Yet, duagavhariness of the
prevalence of a tyranny of public morality, BBows for citizens to
have individual rights that will protect them frosuch tyranny,
although he hopes that these rights will not havkee used as trumps
but only as safeguards.

Conclusion

If procedural liberalism has wounded American sbtciby
encouraging the use of rights as trumps, elimigasubstantive moral
discourse under the name of fairness and polieaskitivity, | would
suggest looking to Mill for healing. Mill’'s recon@tory political
theory combines liberal and republican elementgsdbas a vision of a
political community in which extensive individualbérties would
coincide with and contribute to the cultivation afpublic-minded
citizenry with a strong participatory ethos. Fanfr being responsible
for promulgating the liberal legacy that republicdreorists Sandel
and Barber bemoan as undermining democratic contgyunhave
argued that Mill's political theory is much too cplex and concerned
with social progress and moral and intellectuallthets be carelessly
construed as that of classical liberalism or itsdera equivalent. |
have also briefly applied some of Mill's politicadeas, such as the
need for liberty and civic virtue and the importanof the free
exchange of ideas, to contemporary issues, in aod@éemonstrate that
Mill actually addresses some of the problems treatd®l and Barber
attribute to fundamental weaknesses in liberalism “thin”
democracy. Mill's reconciliatory philosophy doestnenvision a
political system void of any internal tension, bnather it bridges
seemingly irreconcilable republican and liberal nedats without
compromising the value and importance of either.
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BOOK REVIEWS

How SOCCER EXPLAINS THE WORLD: AN {UNLIKELY } THEORY
OF GLOBALIZATION

By Franklin Foer
Harper Perennial, 2005, 261p.

Review by Neil Rao

Taking an eight month leave from the New Repuaid New
York magazines to write a book that involved trawglworldwide,
attending matches and training sessions, and ctinduimterviews,
Franklin Foer conceives a piece as delightful a&slbautiful game.
More importantly, as Foer details from the outéet,fulfills a void
previously unrealized and left surprisingly vacanta world already
engaged in soccer's globalization, no one had yetertaken an
analysis of the sport, hereafter referred to atbfalg and its influence
on the world within the context of globalizatiom How Soccer
Explains the World: an {unlikely} theory of globahtion, Foer wittily
and insightfully investigates examples relatingtbadl to globalization
while admitting the cute nature of these connestiofis the title
suggests, this book offers amusement and provdiasgyht but falls
short of a rigorous or complete analysis of glatalon; it is, above
all else, an entertaining collection of stories sda@onclusions rely
fundamentally on appreciation of football.

Foer crafts a lively book by actively mapping dbé entire
football world and delving into both its humorousdaits terrifying
qualities. Beginning with an inquiry into Red SBelgrade and the
state of Serbia, Foer deals with the joys and ctile appreciation of
football and the game’s contrast to the world thatounds it, a world
that football is inextricably involved. In descrilgi the importance of
football to a society in the prologue, Foer remahie,

“it is often more deeply felt than religion, andsjuas

much a part of the community’s fabric, a repositofy

traditions. During Franco’s rule, the clubs Athteti

Bilbao and Real Sociedad were the only venues where

Basque people could express their cultural pride

without winding up in jail. In English industriabws

like Coventry and Derby, soccer clubs helped glue

together small cities amid oppressive dinginesy” (4
After working to lay this groundwork, establishiige centrality of
football to a community, Foer introduces his cdnggestion. Simply,
his focus in this text is to “use soccer — its faiis players, and
strategies — as a way of thinking about how peopdald identify
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themselves in this new era”’ (5). Foer subsequatitlides the book
into three focuses: examining globalization’s feelto end ancient
rivalries; investigating the new economics of fadtband scrutinizing
nationalism through the purview of football.

In his second demonstration, Foer draws upon Gla'sgtwo
top-flight clubs, Rangers and Celtic, to exhibié therce hatred that
lives through football and has not been quenchedouth
globalization. While Foer's anecdotes are all flesgly intertwined,
well-timed and well-placed throughout the noveldpecial illustrative
power, here they shine with particular brillianderesenting the
unmitigated hatred between the two clubs and theg@ating presence
of this reviling spirit, Foer recalls one example:

“As the Protestants celebrate a goal, they're egged

by team captain, a long-haired Italian called Laen

Amoruso, who has the look of a 1980s male model.

Flailing his arms, he urges them to sing their -anti

Catholic songs louder. The irony is obvious: Amaorus

is a Catholic. For that matter, so are most of the

Rangers players. Since the late nineties, Rangers

routinely field nearly as many Catholics as Ceffibeir

players come from Georgia, Argentina, Germany,

Sweden, Portugal, and Holland, because money can by

no better ones. Championships mean more than

religious purity” (39).

Utilizing quotes from interviews and anecdotes is hdvantage,
Foer’s case is clear. Not only does religion takaek seat to football,
but football exemplifies globalization in multiplerays: clubs are
social blends of nationalities and cultures, andsfgaradoxically
tolerant intolerance, showing a love for what an&vhile, in this case,
knowingly appreciating the other.

Foer continues his dual explorations of footbalhda
globalization by addressing ‘the Jewish questiond ahe spirit of
hooliganism in London, both past and present. Fggin resorts to
guotes and anecdotal tales to make his point bedtigely, also turns
to ballad to show the fervent anti-Semitism thall shges through
Europe. In song, Foer relates exceptionally hatafoks of Chelsea
fans toward their Tottenham neighbors: “Hitler'shga gas ‘em again
/ We can't stop them / The Yids from Tottenham” d@&hs a Jew,
Jew, Jew, put him in the oven, cook him through).(I@ter delving
into the terroristic exploits of Chelsea fans tabarate on the violence
associated with football, Foer makes the brutafitythe beautiful
game blatant while also proving the failures ofbgllization to tame
hatred across groups of differing identities.

Foer’'s engaging style entertains readers and dlren of his
storytelling makes his transitions seamless. Switglto economic
analyses, Foer delves into the state of footbalSouth America,
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ravished by corruption and match fixing, before tshing over to

Italy, similarly plagued by scandal and an accutnutaof power in

the hands of Silvio Berlusconi and a select comp&Enyligarchs who
rule Italian football. In his structure and styleger makes obvious
connections between the two while also showingtha case of the
Nigerian footballers in Ukraine, the other effecfsglobalization of

the game. While similar problems run rife regarsle$ the country,
globalization has brought additional struggles a@oedcerns. Again,
while Foer admirably relates his observation thiolgs own words
and structure, a snippet from an interview doesvaoisk best:

“Ukrainians imagined that they once were a great

soccer nation. Now they needed to import Nigeriafts...

was a humiliation...Why not invest the money spent on

Edward (a Nigerian) into the development of young

Ukrainian talent? Yuri, the captain, told me, “Rbe

price of Edward we could have created ten Ukrainian

players” (157).

Foer makes the central issue of globalization pdnfevident and
voices it in football terms.

Foer ends with analysis of the cultural conflidietween
Catalonia and Spain, between Islamic Iran and tlest\\and between
America’s fervent opposition to the sport of fodtkend the World's
love of the game. Again, Foer establishes the émibes of
globalization by relaying the storied history of H&arcelona and
recent tales from Iran, including their 2002 Wo@ddp bid. Following
his patterned style even further, he uses the Araerexample as a
case where globalization’s positive influence faftiort, a technique
repeated from the chapters on the Nigerians and€CHetsea fans and
the state of football in Glasgow and the corruptiooth on and off the
pitch, of the sport.

Saying “This anti-soccer lobby believes, in theradgof USA
Today's Tom Weir: “That hating soccer is more Arnan than apple
pie, driving a pickup, or spending Saturday aftemschannel surfing
with the remote control.” Foer again demonstratissdxact use of
guotes, anecdotes and personal narratives to presaitball,
globalization and where their paths have crossd@)(2l'he novel, as
these lively, engaging stories that entertain whilso providing an
immaculate picture and fascinating analysis suggastieavors into
the unknown. Admirably, Foer tackles this subjetthwhe enthusiasm
of a young child first sprinting onto the pitch. Wever, the flaws in
the argument are apparent; as Foer readily admitssi prologue and
in the title with the parenthetical addition of likely’, this inquiry is
limited in scope and falls short of being a rig@oanalysis. In
particular, the single-mindedness of the comparisetween football
culture and globalization, especially when consmderhooliganism
and the religious tension of the Glasgow case,pg@isiaits readers



Michigan Journal of Political Scienee37

searching for such an academically nuanced viewHolv Soccer
Explains the World: an {unlikely} theory of globahtion.

In the end, the cover of the paperback editiofradr's novel
presents the book precisely. First, the book gealis a national
bestseller; it is a riveting, engaging and thouyglavoking act. The
piece is, as in the words of Joe Queenan of the ek Times Book
Review, “an eccentric, fascinating exposé of a daonbst of us know
nothing about.” Yet, when Foer confesses that ighi&an {unlikely}
theory of globalization,” the truth comes out. Asggested by the
picture on the cover, an image of a dusty dirtpiath four men
watching boys play from afar, the idea is raw. Fo#reory takes on a
simpler view of the connections of football andligbzation to enjoy
the peculiarity of this connection and, through meexcellent
storytelling and journalistic style, to tell a stahat readers enjoy for
the pure substance of what they have seen, muah thie joy
experienced on a Saturday at the stadium.

Neil Rao is a third-year student at the University of Migan
currently pursuing an Honors B.A. in English antasters in Public
Health specializing in Health Management and Policy
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STATE OF EXCEPTION
By Giorgio Agamben
University of Chicago Press, 2005, 104p.

Review by Matt Owens

How are law and legal norm related to life? Whatswihe
genesis of “emergency powers” and how are theyaele today?
Why do some democratic countries develop into itatén states and
how may such development be prevented? Thesdl apgeations that
Giorgio Agamben attempts to answer in his mostnebeokState of
Exception(2005), which builds on the theory of sovereigtitat he
first established in his seminal woHomo Sacer: Sovereign Power
and Bare Life(1995). As withHomo Sacerthe book’s argument is
grounded in Agamben’s extensive knowledge of Rorteam and
traces a contemporary position through a consiteramount of
historical research. Indeed, this historical backgd is crucial to
Agamben’s theory, for it is the foundation on whible explains
sovereignty's initial emergence as a concept and ihternal
contradictions that materialized with its subsequ®velopment.

Agamben begins by detailing the various nuancebef'state
of exception” so that the term might be precisead§irted. In a crisis
(such as civil war), a state of exception is a terap/ situation in
which aspects of a nation’s laws and legal nornme (fjuridical
order”) are suspended for the purpose of safegugrthe existent
society. A state of exception, then, ought to be ferth only if
pressure from the crisis threatens to collapseptiegailing system.
While Agamben notes that the state of exceptioa isngstanding
featureof governance, he contends that the exceptiorbbesme the
paradigmof government in the #Dcentury (21). Consequently, he
believes that the demarcation between democrati@beolutist states
is becoming indiscernible as democratic governmegi®w
increasingly likely to exercise their capacity tarcamvent the
juridical order (18).

Following his exposition on the state of exceptidigamben
turns to the United States for a historical illattbn of its expansion.
He locates the state of exception in the Congraasibattle with the
President over supreme authority in an emergertagtgn. Articles
1 and 2 of the American constitution, Agamben issiare the original
sources of the conflict, since they allow for habemrpus to be
suspended, but do not specify which branch shat llasis power (20).
Furthermore, they articulate seemingly incongrusakes for the
executive branch and Congress in a wartime sitnatidccording to
Agamben, Abraham Lincoln was the first to push lingts of his
office by appealing to necessity in an emergenaiging an army of
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seventy-five thousand (a power that is patentlyieteto the President
by the constitution) and suspending habeas corphenever he
thought imperative (20). Agamben then delineates state of
exception in subsequent U.S. presidencies, emphgsiRresident
Wilson in WWI, President Franklin Delano Rooseveltthe Great
Depression and WWII, and President Bush after Sapte 11 (21-
22). The most controversial, although arguablyrexr claim that
Agamben makes in this section is that PresidenthBsseks to
maximize the power of his office by engenderingtates of affairs
“where emergency becomes the rule.”

It is at this point thatState of Exceptiorbecomes more
complex. Agamben introduces the concept of “latunathe legal
system as an analogy for the state of exception.thé juridical
system, even if a law is incomplete, a judge isenineless required to
render a decision: “the law may have lacunae, hetjaridical order
admits none” (31). Similarly, the state of exceptcan be considered
a lacuna ofpublic law, which the executive branch is obliged to
rectify. However, this reveals a peculiarity oé thtate of exception, in
that there is no deficient text to remedy, and tthes lacuna is not
within the law, but rather concerned with the law’s #&pilio be
applied to reality; hence, the juridical order isgended until it may
once again be bridged with reality (31). Agambeasons that this is
actually revelatory of a fundamental disconnectMeen norm and its
application, and that the state of exception ifhletspace where the
disassociation becomes cleand a reactionary mechanism that
violently preserves this fallacious nexus (36-7-629.

The most prolific investigation in the book invebsthe state of
exception and its relation to the production ofalitdrian states.
Agamben argues that neither Hitler nor Mussolim b& technically
defined as dictators, since they did not abolighekisting democratic
constitutions and merely instituted a permanertestd exception in
which they could act freely without accountability the law (48).
The assumed bond between life and law enabled tbesuspend the
norm in a time of crisis and become the authoataembodiment of
necessity, reconciling law’s failure to be immedigtjoined with
reality (84-85). Agamben poignantly describes taenifications
entailed by this sort of state of exception: “Wikaw and life coincide
in a single person, when the state of exceptioines the rule, then
the juridico-political system transforms itself anta killing
machine...[tlhe state of exception is where humanoactwith no
relation to law stands before a norm with no relato life” (86).

Although Agamben’s analysis is thorough and wedlearched,
the short book (88 pages), even when read Wdmo Sacercould be
more comprehensive. Understandably, Agamben plplohbse to be
timely rather than exhaustive, but | would havedika more complex
historical account of the conditions that facitand encourage the
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transition from a democratic to authoritarian goweent, and the
deeper cultural circumstances that validate oppessgimes. | was
also left unsatisfied with his nebulous conclusiorthe novel, which
attempts to use the state of exception (and awssené the non-
relation between law and life) to reconceptualize tpolitical.
Regardless, Agamben&tate of Exceptiors an accomplished work of
political theory worthy of consideration by anydtut of the field.

Matt Owensis a third-year student at the University of Migan,
where he studies Political Science, Philosophy, AndHistory. He
will be studying at Oxford University during the wér 2007
semester. Mr. Owens intends to pursue a JD/MAnterhational
Affairs.



