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1. Peter Bachrach and Morton S. Baratz. 1962. “Two Faces of
Power.” American Political Science Review 56 (December): 947–52. Cited 543 times.
—Clarence Stone, University of Maryland
The year after the 1961 publication of Robert Dahl’s Who
Governs?, “Two Faces of Power” criticized the treatment of
power in this about-to-become classic work. Offering a third
way neither elitist nor pluralist, Bachrach and Baratz made
no defense of Floyd Hunter’s reputational approach and they
largely by-passed the literature on social stratification. Instead of revisiting past controversy, they sought to identify
a fundamental feature of the political process, offering the
second face of power as a wide view of how the game of
politics is played.
Consider an analogy. Economists study markets in which
businesses compete, subject to the axial constraint of supply and demand. From Adam Smith on, they have supposed a largely benign process. Antitrust advocates see a
more complex game in which players seek to rig the rules
and squeeze out competition. Who Governs? treats electoral
competition as the political counterpart to the free market of classical economics. The process is open and above
board, with power observable in the give-and-take of initiatives and vetoes. In “Two Faces of Power,” Bachrach
and Baratz assume an antitrust perspective and ask what
might not be revealed in immediately observable transactions. Rather than follow the action on contested issues, they
urge scholars to step back and assess the flow of the decision process in order to fathom the constraints within which
decisions are made. How did these constraints take shape?
What political edge do they provide, for whom, and how are
they maintained? Actors not only expend energy promoting and opposing discrete policy decisions (the first face of
power) but also invest resources in arrangements through
which strategic advantages are secured (the second face of
power).
Bachrach and Baratz reject the notion that conflict is a
neutral arena in which power is exercised. Instead, standing on the shoulders of Schattschneider, they argue that
the contours of conflict are themselves a manifestation of
power—–at least partially the results of efforts to protect
privileges and head off unwanted challenges. “Two Faces of
Power” forms an important link between the notion of the
mobilization of bias and current interest in the new institutionalism. Bachrach and Baratz treat politics as a drama
in which no foregone conclusion is played out and a rich
mixture of elements is manipulated by the players. Issue
framing, investment of effort to create or protect procedures for governing, and strategic alliances provide building blocks from which durable political arrangements are
constructed. Yet, although seeing politics as tending toward
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bias, Bachrach and Baratz stay clear of determinism in its
various forms. In their treatment, political systems are not
easily penetrable by the disaffected, but political fixes can
be overturned or at least modified with the right set of
countermoves.
Writing when the behavioral “revolution” had newly
gained ascendancy and universal laws of causality were the
pot of gold at the end of the research rainbow, Bachrach
and Baratz neither embraced the new science of politics nor
sought to dismiss it (even though their article was included
in the 1967 antibehavioral collection edited by McCoy and
Playford [1967]). “Two Faces of Power” and its follow-up
study of antipoverty politics in Baltimore took seriously the
need for empirical findings, but also acknowledged a guiding
interest in social justice. By treating inequality as a central
problem, Bachrach and Baratz asked not only “who gets
what and how” but also “who gets left out and how” (1980,
p. 105). Thus they resisted a narrow treatment of politics and
instead suggested scenarios showing why a broad conception
is important.
Although bowing to the precept of observability, Bachrach
and Baratz expanded the ground rules for the study of political power so as to allow freely for qualitative assessments,
informed by normative concerns. They were less concerned
with measuring power precisely than with understanding how
strategic disadvantage is perpetuated, but might nevertheless
be overcome. Were they to enter the discourse today, they
would face the continuing challenge of how to differentiate
the creative part that political agency can play in a context
heavily structured with uneven advantages. The genius of
Bachrach and Baratz was to open a line of inquiry so vital to
the study of politics that the quest remains, even as partial
and important insights accumulate.
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2. Douglas A. Hibbs, Jr. 1977. “Political Parties and Macroeconomic Policy.” American Political Science Review 71
(December): 1467–1487. Cited 492 times.
—Douglas A. Hibbs, Jr., Göteborg University
I began working on “Political Parties and Macroeconomic Policy” in 1974, delivered the paper at the August 1975 meetings of the World Econometric Society in
Toronto and the APSA in San Francisco, and shortly thereafter submitted it to the Review, where it languished for
more than a year before it was accepted (just barely, I
sensed) after a change of editor. The article’s title is somewhat misleading because the evidence pertained to the
influence of government partisanship on macroeconomic
outcomes.
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Analysis of how partisan forces affect intervening policies came afterward in a series of my own works (Hibbs
1986, 1987, 1994; Hibbs and Dennis 1988) and in important
research by many others. The closing sentences of the 1977
article sum up what motivated my research: “Macroeconomic
outcomes . . . are influenced to a significant extent by longand short-term political choices. The real winners of elections
are perhaps best determined by examining the policy consequences of partisan change rather than by simply tallying the
votes.”
My orientation departed from those prevailing at the
time. In the 1960s and early 1970s, economists viewed policy analysis mainly in terms of benign government planners
aiming to maximize “social welfare” functions subject to
constraints. During the same period, political scientists regarded voting and elections as largely sui generis—–as autonomous end points of research. The agenda-setting framework for the political economy of electoral democracies was
Downs’s monumental 1957 treatise An Economic Theory
of Democracy, which assumed purely office-motivated policy behavior. I felt that those orientations mistakenly neglected conflicts of economic interest among voters and associated cleavages in economic objectives among parties that
are fundamental forces shaping macroeconomic policies and
outcomes.
During the course of my research I learned of an unpublished 1974 paper by Tufte on electoral cycles in economic
policy (which formed the core of his famous 1978 book
Political Control of the Economy) and of the prepublication
version of Nordhaus’s famous 1975 article “The Political
Business Cycle”—–both based on the Downsian assumption
of election-driven policy. The Tufte and Nordhaus papers
prompted me to test for election period signals in U.S. unemployment as a side hypothesis to my primary focus on partisan
influences, and in a footnote I reported being unable to detect
significant effects related to the U.S. presidential election
calendar. The evidence accumulated over the subsequent
30 years in hundreds of studies of dozens of democracies by
and large squares with the inferences that I drew from sparse
data in my 1977 article: partisan effects on macroeconomic
variables are commonplace, whereas election calendar
effects are sporadic, although, as Drazen (2001) pointed out
in a review article, there are signs of regular preelection
movements in fiscal variables of the sort featured in Tufte’s
work.
The political–distributional foundations that I laid out
for the partisan model—–that the interests and preferences
of core party constituencies predispose Left governments
to pursue relatively expansive policies intended to raise
growth and lower unemployment and Right governments
to pursue relatively restrictive policies designed to contain
inflation—–did not arouse much controversy. The main object of contention was the macroeconomic foundation: an
exploitable Phillips curve hinging on “nonrational” adaptive price expectations. That foundation was dealt a crippling blow in academic circles by the rational expectations
revolution in macro theory that was sweeping the hearts
and minds of up-and-coming economists just as my work
on partisan cycles (and Nordhaus’ work on electoral cycles)
appeared.
About a decade later, partisan models incorporating rational expectations and derived from nominal “surprise”
theories of business cycles then in vogue were proposed
by Chappell and Keech (1986) and Alesina (1987). These
so-called “rational partisan theory” setups rested on the
hypothesis that monetary (inflation) surprises created by
unanticipated election victories by parties with divergent
macroeconomic objectives were the source of partisan effects
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on output and unemployment observed in data. However,
despite the best efforts of Alesina and collaborators to make
the case for partisan policy surprise models in a series of empirical studies, surprise theories of business cycles, whether
or not rooted in unanticipated changes of governing parties, have been abandoned owing to the lack of supporting
evidence.
The facts are that unanticipated changes in nominal aggregates (the money supply, the price level) have nothing
much to do with expansions and contractions of output
and employment, while Phillips curves founded on sluggish price adjustment yield remarkably good fits to the
data. For those reasons traditional Phillips curves—–which
never died among politicians and central bankers, most
of whom always perceived a dynamic policy tradeoff between inflation and unemployment—–have since made a
comeback among mainstream, empirically grounded macroeconomists. A good example is Mankiw’s 2001 article “The
Inexorable and Mysterious Tradeoff Between Inflation and
Unemployment.”
My own program for advancing partisan theory was spelled
out in my 1994 article. The central idea is that partisan policymakers are uncertain about the structure of the macroeconomy and hence about the impact of policies on stimulation
of extra output and employment as opposed to needless extra inflation. Partisan objectives are consequently adjusted
dynamically in the light of experience. Franzese and Jusko
(2006) review a large body of research on partisan cycles conditioned on a much broader range of structural, institutional,
and strategic contexts. This rich literature takes us in the
right direction and likely will progress steadily and productively.
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