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Preface and Acknowledgements 

 

 

 

Manifestations of technocracy have become frequent. They include “war” declarations from 

Mexico’s new president on the technocrats from the “Salinas revolution” in the 1990s, but 

also recent technocratic cabinets in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary and Italy, 

non-partisan ministers in Portugal, and the appointment of new versions of neo-liberal 

“Chicago Boys” in President’s Bolsonaro cabinet in Brazil. More generally, one observes the 

growth of supra-national technocratic bodies such as the IMF or the EU. Examples include 

also populist attacks to the independence of the Federal Reserve and the ECB (as aired by US 

President Trump or Greek Finance Minister Yannis Varoufakis, among others), pension 

institutions (by Interior Minister Matteo Salvini in Italy), courts and judges (by tabloids in 

Britain and populists in Switzerland) as well as the Yellow Vests’ protest against Emmanuel 

Macron, the French president often described as technocratic. Brexit Minister David Davis 

and the UK Independence Party have accused the civil service of sabotaging Britain’s exit 

from the European Union. Similarly, it is claimed that climate scientists and experts act based 

on “an agenda” that they are politicized and not neutral. On the opposite side, the reliance on 

experts finds increasing support driven by citizens’ scepticism toward bickering parties and 

politicians, and by distrust toward democratic institutions’ efficiency and competence in an 

increasingly complex and interconnected world. 

Issues of technocratic neutrality, its politicization, its role as counter-weight to 

populism, the role it plays in responsible and responsive representation in democratic systems 

but also the “democratic deficit” of technocratic regimes are the themes of this volume. 
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Although the issue of technocratic politics is propelled in the public debate when technocratic 

forces manifest themselves, it has become clear that the questions it poses have roots in the 

very foundations of our governance systems and will become ever more pressing in the 

decades to come. As the complexity of political systems increases, due to technological 

advances and an interconnected world, and citizen demands for efficient outcomes grow, the 

tension between responsible and responsive governance will intensify. How can democratic 

systems manage to use independent knowledge and expertise to deliver effective governance 

without losing their democratic credentials? While the “technocratization” of politics 

(decicion making being removed to unresponsive, unelected elites) is often considered the 

underlying reason for the current populist backclash, technocracy can also offer a corrective 

for democratic systems that swing too far toward irresponsible governance. We therefore see 

technocracy as a challenge, but also as a potential corrective force, as a “friend” and as a 

“foe” of democracy. The aim of the volume is to understand and explain these dynamics, both 

in theory and in practice, and to provide a common framework for the study of technocratic 

politics for the future. 

The book developed out of various research initiatives. In 2006, the University of 

Zurich launched a broad research programme on the challenges to democracy in the 21st 

century funded by the Swiss National Science Foundation (NCCR programme). While 

dealing primarily with populism and mediatization, parts of its research were devoted to the 

growing demands for expertise and supra-national governance in the context of globalization. 

At the closing of the programme in 2017, it had become clear that beside populism, 

technocratic governance constituted an equally challenging alternative to representative 

democracy, albeit a neglected one. This prompted theoretical work and, eventually, empirical 

research on technocracy, most notably with a new comparative survey on technocratic 
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attitudes among European publics (Bertsou and Caramani 2017). In October 2017, the new 

research cluster on technocracy at the chair of Comparative Politics in Zurich organized a 

two-day workshop on “The Technocratic Challenge to Democracy” followed up by a 

workshop at the ECPR Joint Sessions of Workshops in Nicosia in 2018 and a book panel at 

the Council for European Studies in Madrid in 2019. 

For these workshops, leading academics on technocracy and related subjects were able 

to come together for the first time and think systematically from comparative politics and 

public policy perspectives about technocracy in the current “crisis” of representative 

democracy. This book is the result of these efforts to address technocracy and the challenge it 

poses to contemporary democracies theoretically and empirically at the level of state 

structures, policies, politicians and citizens. 

Our thanks go to Hanspeter Kriesi who launched and directed for most of its history the 

NCCR research programme. We are grateful to the University of Zurich for funding the first 

workshop in 2017. Thanks go to all participants to the Zurich workshop and to the ECPR 

workshop of 2018 in Nicosia. Reinout van der Veer thanks Markus Haverland and Michal 

Onderco for insightful comments and financial support from the Netherlands Organisation for 

Scientific Research. Claire Dunlop and Claudio Radaelli acknowledge support from the 

project PROTEGO - “Procedural Tools for Effective Governance” - (ERC grant no. 694632) 

and extend particular thanks to Sébastien Chailleux, Cleo Davies, Eva Kunseler and Patrick 

Marier. Ignacio Sánchez-Cuenca wishes to thank Marina Costa Lobo, Robert Fisham and 

Adam Prezworski for comments. Silvana Târlea and Stefanie Bailer acknowledge funding 

from the EU’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme for the project 

EMU_Choices (grant no. 649532) and thank Julia Dürr and Lara Eigenmann for research 

assistance. For comments on earlier versions of his chapter, Pier Domenico Tortola wishes to 
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Chapter 10 

Technocracy and the Policy Process 

Claire A. Dunlop and Claudio M. Radaelli 

Introduction 

 

This chapter adds to the perspective of comparative politics the lens of comparative public 

policy or policy analysis. Though technocracy as challenge to democracy has been explored 

by comparative politics as a distinctive mode of political representation (Caramani 2017, 

Habermas 2015), comparative public policy has a research focus on the policy process. It 

brings in the granularity of the policy processes. With policy processes centre stage, one sees 

more clearly variations across patterns of technocratic challenges. Further, clarity and 

granularity are delivered in this chapter via a taxonomic contribution to the topics that 

motivate the volume. Classifications help to disentangle complex conceptual constructs, 

expose the risks of conceptual stretching, and, most importantly, shed light on dimensions of 

a scientific discussion that deserve more attention and require greater nuance. 

The organization of this chapter in simple. The next section shows differences and 

opportunities to develop connections between comparative politics and comparative public 

policy. Then we introduce the public policy “take” on technocracy by distinguishing between 

two modes – technocracy as comparative political scientists understand it and epistemic 

learning as the preeminent public policy frame. Using a taxonomic approach, we build on 

these foundations delineating four types of epistemic learning – the conditions for their 

emergence and dysfunctional or degenerative forms. Drawing on this, we conceptualise three 
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more learning modes where experts’ contribute to policy making: reflexive arenas, bargaining 

environments and hierarchical structures. Our conclusions echo the themes of the concluding 

chapter of this volume. Paraphrasing the title of Eri Bertsou’s Conclusions, expertise is 

neither an absolute friend or an absolute foe of democracy. It can degenerate into technocracy, 

but it can be a formidable resource of representative democracy. Its contribution depends on 

scope conditions that are revealed by the analysis of the policy process. This chapter is an 

effort to identify and justify theoretically these scope conditions. 

 

 

Comparative Public Policy as Lens 

 

Comparative politics and comparative public policy are not in contrast. In fact, one 

complements the findings of the other when it comes to technocracy – see also the definitions 

and arguments about technocracy in the chapter by Bickerton and Invernizzi-Accetti in this 

volume. Despina Alexiadou in Chapter 7 and Silvana Târlea and Stefanie Bailer in Chapter 8 

explore the policy consequences of technocratic governments. Yet, in comparative politics, 

the focus on technocracy concerns the challenges to democracy in contemporary political 

systems, as well as the theoretical limitations and the empirical failures of present and past 

political projects informed by technocratic claims. As Caramani (2017 and Introduction to the 

volume) argues, the key research question in the field is about technocracy as mode of 

representation – a mode that stands in contrast to the pluralist and the populist modes. We are 

therefore in the field of political representation, rather than public policy. Comparative 

politics explores under which conditions actors, discourses and institutions are grounded in 
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technocracy as mode of representation, and therefore challenge or violate the conditions of 

democratic representation. 

Some authors have connected public policy and representation.1 Others have connected 

public administration and the democratic dilemmas presented by technocrats (Tucker 2018, 

Vibert 2007). Chapter 7 and Chapter 8 of this volume show the policy consequences of 

technocratic governments – in these chapters policies are examined as output of a system of 

representation, in classic comparative politics fashion. 

However, in comparative public policy there hasn’t be a solid body of policy-orientated 

research on the juxtaposition between the technological organisation of policy problems and 

needs of democratic decision – a lack of confrontation that arguably contributed to post-war 

disillusionment with the technocratic movement (see Akin 1977, Ellul 1964, Meynaud 1964). 

For comparative public policy researchers, the main focus is on the policy process. Here, 

instead of monoliths like “technocracy”, policy analysts identify patterns and variations, often 

within the same country across time or policy domains. Rather than technocracy per se, the 

analysis of the policy process reveals in granular ways different pathological and 

physiological types of knowledge utilization and a range of roles played by varieties of 

experts in public choices. The public policy literature has developed around a normative as 

well as empirical concern for the democratization of expertise and the possible usages of 

knowledge in the policy process. The key research question is under which conditions it is 

efficient and legitimate for a democratic political system to rely on policy processes where 

actors, discourses and institutions privilege professional expertise and technical-scientific 

knowledge. 

 
1 See, for example, Fischer (1990, 1993, 2009) on think tanks and the politics of 

expertise, and Radaelli (2003) on the representation of expertise in the European Union (EU). 
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Arguably, this reflects the different foci of the two disciplines: comparative politics 

compares political systems with a macro orientation; comparative public policy works (most 

of the time) at the level of policy sectors and policy processes (hence at the meso and 

sometimes the micro level of individual actors such as independent regulatory bodies and elite 

scientific experts). Technocracy as concept is definitively macro. At the meso-level, we find 

granular concepts like bureaucratic politics, epistemic communities, independent think tanks 

and, moving towards the macro level, Majone’s notion of “the regulatory state” (Majone 

1996). In policy analysis, the emphasis on knowledge utilization and the democratization of 

science/expertise is predominant. 

Thus, to return to our metaphor of the lens, comparative political scientists put their lens 

on technocracy and its “threats” or “challenges” to democracy. By contrast, comparative 

policy analysts out their lens on concepts such as scientific communities, technical 

bureaucracies, economists in government, regulators, research institutes and scientists in 

governmental bodies, and are concerned about how to make the most efficient and 

democratically legitimate usage of these knowledge providers. This joins the possibility of 

considering technocracy as a sort of “corrective”, as mentioned in the Conclusion to this 

volume, as well as in its Introduction. Indeed, much as there are differences, there are also 

possibilities to join comparative politics and comparative public policy. Comparative public 

policy research, pitched empirically at the micro and meso level, speaks to the dichotomy 

between responsiveness and responsibility often evoked in comparative politics, which is 

empirically situated at the macro level. Policy processes geared towards technocratic modes 

perform better on responsibility rather than responsiveness. And one conclusion to our 

chapter is that under certain conditions expertise is a corrective to the current state of 

representative democracy. 
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To explore connections, we need to address questions such as: What are the main 

pathways at the micro and meso-level or modes in which the policy process produces learning 

and benefits from expertise? Further, what blocks these learning pathways – and, yet again to 

connect comparative politics and comparative public policy, do these pathways stand up to 

our criteria of democratic legitimacy? These are questions that intersect the themes of the 

Introduction and the lessons drawn in the concluding chapter of the volume. 

To build these connections between policy processes and the macro dimension, we are  

not alone. For Charles Lindblom (1965) policy processes produce learning if they connect lay 

and professional knowledge. Interestingly, he rejected pure expertise-driven ‘intellectual 

cogitation’ in favour of partisan mutual adjustment. Thus, politics and the bargaining 

processes typical of representative democracy are essential to the theory of the policy process. 

Indeed, Lindblom developed a theory of the policy process that is also a theory of 

representation. Another exception is the field of critical policy studies, in part connected to 

critical discourse analysis (Fairclough 2013), in part inspired by another founding father of 

policy analysis, Harold Lasswell (Lerner and Lasswell 1956; Torgerson 1985, 1992; Turnbull, 

2008, 2018). We therefore wish to build on the efforts made in the past by Lindblom and 

Lasswell to connect rather than separating and contrasting policy processes and representative 

democracy. 

The previous discussion leads us to offer a taxonomic approach to break down the 

monolith of technocracy – in line with what we said above about the granularity of research 

on policy processes. Our objective is to pin down scope conditions under which the utilization 
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of professional knowledge is legitimate and efficient, and the conditions that generate 

democratic pathologies, or simply inefficient and distorted usages of expertise 2 

 

Exploring Technocracy: From Comparative Politics to Comparative Public Policy 

 

Recall that in comparative politics technocracy is a mode of representation that challenges 

democracy. Empirically, its references are actors, discourses and institutions (Caramani 2017 

and Introduction to the volume). In comparative public policy, the empirical references are the 

same. But, in this discipline the main approach to concept formation is the following: 

technocracy is conceptually framed as a mode of knowledge utilization. Further, technocracy 

is not exactly a macro-concept that captures the essence of a whole political system – hence, 

for example, we can talk of “technocratic governments” in countries A and B at time “t”. 

Instead, we argue that the concept of technocracy in comparative public policy is a mode of 

policy-making that sits alongside other concepts like bureaucratic politics, political decision-

making and epistemic communities (for this argument, see Radaelli [1999: 763, especially 

figure 1]). Consequently, even when looking at the same country, policy analysts talks about 

policy processes in one sector (say, taxation) being technocratic and another (say, media 

regulation) being more bureaucratic (Radaelli 1999). Or, a sector can move from bureaucratic 

politics to epistemic communities over time, and so on. 

Thus, we need to spend some more time on concept formation in comparative public 

policy and consider some definitions. Indeed, it is instructive to compare technocracy with the 

 
2 Throughout, we will keep the language simple. We will not draw on the specialist 

vocabulary of theories of the policy process (e.g. multiple streams, punctuated equilibria, 
advocacy coalitions and so on, see Weible and Sabatier 2017) to ease the conversation with 
our colleagues in the field of comparative politics. 
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concept of epistemic communities (Haas 1990, 1992a, 1992b) – the darker and brighter sides 

of knowledge utilization. In the epistemic mode, the policy process revolves around highly 

uncertain but salient policy issues. Epistemic modes occur when there is a process of 

inspiration, interpretation and institutionalization in policy choice of a policy paradigm or, to 

simplify, a cause-and-effect policy lesson taught by experts. The final decision makers are not 

the experts themselves, but elected politicians and/or their bureaucracies: epistemic 

communities “create reality, but not as they wish” (Adler and Haas 1992: 381). Hence, the 

standards of legitimacy are not violated, or at least not necessarily. The communities of 

experts that coalesce around an epistemic cause-and-effect lesson are socially certified: it is 

society, not theology or divinity, which allows a central banker, a regulator, a genetic 

scientist, a geographer to provide decisive input to policy choice. 

By contrast, and here we carry on with the same literature (Radaelli 1999), technocratic 

modes occur in opaque policy domains, with low salience but highly technical policy issues 

(Peters and Barker 1993).3 The technocratic mode in these domains is often triggered by a 

bureaucrat, not necessarily an expert drawn from outside public administration. There is little 

learning in technocratic modes – this contrasts markedly with the conditions defining 

epistemic modes. The technocrats do not necessarily belong to the class of actors with high 

social certification and high specialization – they often provide routine tasks and take 

decisions insulated from the scrutiny of the media, parliaments, and political parties. What 

makes technocracy inefficient is the absence of policy learning. But, what makes it a 

legitimacy challenge for democracy is the fact that the political implications of policy choice 

 
3 We follow this literature because it allows us to develop the taxonomic approach that 

is the backbone of this chapter. However, we acknowledge that other ways to categorize 
technocracy are possible – for example one could argue that technocracy is also present in 
salient policy issues, for example in health policy and austerity policies. 
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are denied. Conflict over policy ends is silenced. Here, problems are seen as eminently 

computational, hence ‘the correct answer’ exists, even if it takes considerable specialist 

knowledge and sophisticated information to arrive at this answer (Radaelli 1999). 

We come to the end of this brief excursus with a nuanced understanding of different 

modes. Taxonomically, the presence of issue salience, the level of uncertainty and the social 

certification of expertise appear to discriminate among a range of modes. Two modes in 

particular share elected affinities yet diverge in their impact on legitimacy: technocracy and 

epistemic learning. For comparative public policy researchers, the main issue is how not to 

throw away the baby with the bath water: can we identify scope conditions that deliver some 

of the benign effects of knowledge utilization without degenerating into the horrors of 

technocracy? This brings us to the next section, where we start from the epistemic mode, 

decompose it using taxonomical reasoning again, and draw implications for legitimacy. 

 

Expertise in Public Policy: The Brighter Side and the Darker Corners 

 

Let us carry on with our taxonomic approach taking a normative turn: what are the variables 

that define acceptable and unacceptable professional expertise in the policy process? Here, 

we find a considerable amount of studies on delegation to non-majoritarian institutions, 

learning in public policy, and epistemic communities (for example, Checkel 2001, Demortain 

2011, Dezalay and Garth 2002, Dunlop 2009, Gilardi 2010). It is difficult to distil the essence 

of this literature in a small number of variables, but at the outset we can say that a minimal 

condition is the presence of professional knowledge based on advanced technical training, 

social science or natural science. It must be possible to attribute this knowledge to a well-

defined group of professionals, or economists, or scientists. These groups must also be able to 
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connect their causal propositions to public policy problems without ambiguity, for example 

by showing how to implement a goal defined by elected politicians, such as to keep the 

inflation rate low or to protect the environment. 

These seem common-sense minimal conditions. Yet, they hide some difficult questions. 

For example, how does society get to identify these groups? What are the institutions where 

they should legitimately operate, perhaps with some protection from the electoral cycle? 

Should independent regulators be somewhat accountable to elected politicians and society at 

some point in the policy cycle, or is this detrimental to their mission? Given that expertise and 

the utilization of professional knowledge should foster processes of policy learning, who is 

ultimately in control of the objectives of learning, the experts or those who contest elections 

and represent citizens? 

To shed light on these questions, we draw on recent advances in the literature on 

learning in public policy (Dunlop and Radaelli 2013). This is where we start to pin down the 

variables we are looking for. The first two variables that justify delegation of tasks to non-

majoritarian institutions and epistemic groups are the impossibility to calculate the pay-offs of 

alternative courses of action and the social certification of a group, organization or actor. If 

the pay-offs are computable, then the classic democratic theory of representation (and in 

public policy Charles Lindblom) suggests that the best option is pluralist bargaining and 

representational rules that allow different preferences to be aggregated and composed to get to 

a final public choice. Radical uncertainty, by contrast, puts societal and political actors in a 

situation of gambling rather that a situation of calculability of pay-offs. Different groups still 

have their preferences, but they cannot relate them unambiguously to different policy choices 

and therefore cannot rank alternative courses of action. Hence, our first variable is the 

presence of uncertainty. 
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The second variable is social certification: who and what makes central bankers, heads 

of regulatory agencies, standard setting organizations more or less legitimate to carry out the 

tasks they have? Who decides who can do what? Obviously, it is not a divine right. It is a 

social choice, in turn anchored to culture, tradition, market-pressure, political necessity, even 

conditionality. For example, in the context of accession to the European Union (EU), 

prospective member states are asked to set up competition and regulatory authorities that do 

not respond to political masters. In the recent episodes of successive bail-outs of Greece, one 

important condition set by the European Commission, the European Central Bank (ECB) and 

the International Monetary Fund was the independence of the statistics authority in that 

country. 

Thus, our second variable is the presence, in a given place and historical context, of social 

certification of a group of actors sharing some beliefs about their ‘science’ and how this 

science can be applied to public policy. Without social certification of these professional 

groups we cannot even think of calibrating professional knowledge utilization in public policy 

around legitimate democratic politics. 

We can then carry on and explore what happens when social certification and 

uncertainty co-exist. We assume that professional expertise and knowledge are used to 

improve on public policy; in short, they are used to foster learning. Drawing on Dunlop 

(2009), let us make another taxonomic step and ask two questions: who is in control of the 

objectives of learning? And turning to the content and means of learning, who controls them? 

There are two options: either the experts are in control, or other actors (for example, actors 

that represent people or interest groups) are. The result is this two-by-two matrix (Figure 

10.1). 
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Figure 10.1 Expanding the epistemic mode 
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We see that only in one case we can possibly identify the pure situation of the experts 

behaving like teachers. Basically, this is the most optimistic narrative provided by the 

literature on epistemic communities where expert enclaves guide policy makers on both the 

form and objectives of policy (Haas 1992a, 1992b). In the other three cells of Figure 10.1 the 

expert assists other actors in the policy process by: providing standards when the content of 

learning is set by other actors; contributing to objectives and content (of policy learning) set 

by others; facilitating the achievement of the objective of learning with specific content. 

Typical cases are standard-setting by international organizations when the objective is set by 

governments (for example, net neutrality standards); technical knowledge deployed to assist 

pension reforms when the government sets the final objective and the parameters about timing 

and cohorts affected by the reform; economists working on a plan to reduce the deficit when 

the government leaves them free to choose the means of deficit reduction. 

The most important message in Figure 10.1 in that is all four cases there is a learning 

relationship: the expert has a dialogic relationship with other actors. Even in the bottom-left 
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quadrant the teachers are not authoritarian despots. They teach lessons to an audience. A is 

still talking to B, persuading, communicating, and so on. Experts may define the solution 

(imagine, a plan to reduce health expenditure in a country) but they rarely control 

implementation – this is left to bureaucracies. In the other three quadrants, the relationship is 

even more obviously dialectic (see Dunlop 2017 for an empirical application). 

Another interesting implication of this analysis is that to really violate the basic 

conditions of democratic life and enter the world of technocracy, we need to jump-out of the 

figure so to speak. Put differently, we must violate the pre-conditions that identify situations 

where these four variations of expert-driven policy learning are possible (Table 10.1).4 The 

obvious case is when societies trust the wrong experts or assign to experts tasks that are better 

carried out using partisan mutual adjustment. Further, the experts may be wrongly identified, 

they may silence important minority positions (the Galileo syndrome) and favour scientific 

group-thinking, misjudge social risks, and stifle social innovation. 

Next we have the case of policy instruments that bias the policy process towards 

expertise. Consider for example regulatory impact assessment processes that are now 

mandatory in many countries (Dunlop and Radaelli 2016 for an overview). With regulatory 

impact assessment, a government makes the commitment to gather and publish evidence of 

the likely impacts of proposed regulation on a wide range of stakeholders, the economy and 

the environment. Thus, the authorization for governmental intervention via regulation does no 

longer lie in representation and the democratic mandate, but in following some criteria of 

economic analysis or more generally evidence-based policy. 

 
4 These are not imaginary cases. See Dror (1971a, 1971b) for a fuller discussion of the 

possible defects of scientists involved in policy making. 
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Table 10.1 Degenerations of epistemic learning 

Epistemic communities 
approached as … Government focusses on … Learning degeneration as … 

Teacher Understanding expert 
advice Groupthink 

Producer of standards Supporting robust evidence 
creation 

Failure to produce robust 
knowledge 

Facilitator Defining policy relevance Politicisation of research 
process 

Contributor Achieving stable 
paradigms 

Debasing evidence-based 
policy paradigm 

Source: Dunlop (2017, adapted from Table 1). 

 

It can therefore be argued that policy instruments like impact assessment bias the stage 

of policy formulation towards economic analysis. Is this bias acceptable, under which 

conditions? Should policy formulation and evaluation be left in the hands of economists 

trained in benefit-cost analysis or draw on participatory techniques ? Should policy 

formulation be left in the hands of Weberian bureaucracies accountable to their ministers, 

instead? This question has no general answer. It depends on the preferences of society and on 

how expertise, technical information, data are handled by economists, bureaucrats and 

politicians – indeed we are aware of forms of benefit-cost analysis open to societal and 

political argumentation (Sunstein 2011). 

Time also makes a difference. Regulators do not always keep their reputation intact 

over time: they often bump into problems that are too political not to raise contestation. They 

may be attacked by some parties in opposition. And, these parties may one day form a new 

government hostile to these regulators, or simply with different views about the degree of 

independence. Governments may, over time, reduce the autonomy of environmental and 
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health and safety agencies – in turn responding to slow but deep movements of public opinion 

and markets. Central bankers, economic advisers, ethics committees, climate change 

scientists, chief medical advisers make mistake: they may be in the position of the teacher but 

teach the wrong lesson – after all, science proceeds by conjectures and confutations. When 

epistemic reputation suffers, the degree of social certification declines. 

To conclude, we identified conditions for an appropriate and legitimate usage of 

expertise. Invariably, these conditions are contingent on the existence of dialogic channels 

between the experts and other actors. When there is no dialogue and the conditions are 

violated, we can talk of technocratic challenges to democracy. When there are no learning 

dynamics, the efficiency of public policy cannot improve. 

 

Different Modes of Learning 

 

In turn, learning is generated by different causal factors. Grounding policy choice in expertise, 

technical knowledge, policy instruments based on rational calculation and scientific modes of 

thinking is not the only way in which societies produce learning for public policy.  

Yet again, the literature we referred to above (Dunlop and Radaelli 2013) has contrasted 

epistemic learning with other ways in which learning is generated. First, we find again 

Charles Lindblom’s partisan mutual adjustment (Lindblom 1959, 1980). This is a pluralist 

mode wherein different groups exchange resources in the process of bargaining and problems 

are solved by interaction rather than scientific analysis. Bargaining however is not limited to 

the identification of a compromise leading to policy choice. It is also a formidable process to 

exchange information and to inform different actors about the constellation of preferences 

around a policy problems. Although learning is not the main motivation of the bargaining 
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actors, it is a very important spin-off of their interaction. One interesting property of partisan 

mutual adjustment is that intellectual cogitation is not assigned a premium: experts do not 

have higher social certification, they bring their own preferences and information into the 

policy process. Social interaction, not intellectual cogitation, is the engine of learning in 

partisan mutual adjustment. 

Second, we have participatory processes based on reflexivity. Specifically, reflexivity 

refers to the possibility to change core policy beliefs as a result of social interaction. Here 

again all actors are equal in terms of social certification. The main engine is dense social 

interaction grounded in communicative rationality. There are many variations of participatory 

modes – for us the point to bear in mind is that experts have to accept the basic democratic 

rule that all knowledge, lay and professional, may potentially be relevant to solving policy 

problems. Here we are close to Eulau’s (1973) well-known vision of a ‘consultative 

commonwealth’. Participation is supposed to deliver on social learning and stable conflict 

resolution via reflexivity, hence this is yet another way to generate learning in policy.5 

If elected assemblies, bureaucrats, and courts have higher social certification, we can 

imagine learning occurring in the shadow of rules, hierarchies, legal structures and so on. 

Learning how to comply with these systems of rules is another valuable social property of our 

democracies, hence we include hierarchy in our list. Policy processes in the stage of rules 

enforcement can be considered manifestations of learning in hierarchies. Learning in these 

cases includes objects like the legitimate degrees of flexibility in implementation and 

compliance, what is sanctioned and what it not, and the attitudes of inspectors and street-level 

officers. 

 
5 Schön and Rein (1994) illustrate the scope conditions for preference change. 
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Figure 10.2 Conceptualising knowledge modes as policy learning 
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To conclude, learning can be produced by expertise, but also by partisan mutual 

adjustment, reflexivity, and hierarchies. What matters is the social certification of actors and 

the tractability of policy problems. In fact, when uncertainty is very high, bargaining is not 

possible and systems of rules are either meaningless or cannot produce compliance. This leads 

Dunlop and Radaelli (2013) to a four-fold taxonomy of learning in public policy (Figure 

10.2). This taxonomy tells us that the epistemic mode works well when there is low issue 

problem tractability and high social certification of experts. However, we argue that it does 

not perform well in the following circumstances – circumstances for which one of the other 

three modes is, at least in terms of our conceptual analysis, more appropriate: 

 

• Composition of preferences (bargaining and reflexivity are superior) 

• Necessity to generate social consensus on the scope of rules, their flexibility and the 

nature of compliance (reflexivity and hierarchy are preferable to the epistemic mode) 

• Conflict resolution (bargaining and reflexivity are better) 
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• Composition or modification of values, norms, deep core beliefs (reflexivity is the 

strongest performer) 

• Distributive choices (either distribution is set by rules or by persuasion, so hierarchy 

and reflexivity are preferable; alternatively we can imagine bargaining on compliance 

as a process distinct from bargaining on the initial policy choice. In any case, the 

epistemic mode comes last on our list). 

 

It follows that we run into technocratic challenges when we draw on actors, discourses, and 

institutions anchored to epistemic modes to address all the issues we listed above: 

composition of preferences, consensus creation, conflict resolution, values and distributional 

choices. Since societies have plenty of these issues and the nature of public policy is often 

contested, distributive and value-sensitive, it follows that expert-based modes have a limited 

legitimate place in public policy. However, this does not mean that experts should be 

excluded or play no role in policy processes. Rather, it means that they can and should still 

participate, but under conditions that are not the ones of privileged epistemic actors. To see 

this, we move to our final conceptual section. 

 

The Possible Roles of the Experts 

 

What are the possible roles for experts in these different learning arenas? Specifically, we are 

concerned with the communicative and political skills required to make effective, functional 

contributions in each. To do so, we draw one more time on the knowledge utilisation 

literature (Dunlop 2014: 215–21; for the seminal works see Dror 1967, 1984 and Meltsner 

1976 and, more recently, Pielke 2007). Table 10.2 illustrates the points we are making. 
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Table 10.2 Possible roles of experts 

Learning mode … Communication skills … Political skills … 

Epistemic Dialogic capacity to talk to 
politicians Epistemic humility 

Reflexive Ability to speak early in the 
policy process 

Commitment to open up science 
to lay knowledge at the early 
stage of problem definition 

Bargaining 

Ability to advocate policy 
choices on the basis of evidence 
whilst recognizing the domains 
where evidence is not 
conclusive 

Propensity to be involved in 
coalitions pro or against policy 
with clear roles 

Hierarchical Peripheral policy vision Institutional awareness 

Source: Dunlop (2014: 216 adapted from Table 2). 

 

We can dispense with the epistemic learning realm relatively quickly. Here, experts are 

privileged actors whose production of authoritative knowledge gives them special framing 

power (Dunlop, 2016). To ensure this power does not result in a-critical groupthink, experts 

must communicate with politicians in a dialogic manner – reflecting a willingness to persuade 

sometimes over long periods of time. Soft skills of communication are not enough however. 

Experts who operate in epistemic settings require humility about the knowledge they carry. 

Knowledge is dynamic after all, and this must be reflected in the advice they give. Being open 

where evidence is partial or a best guess helps protect experts from later charges of getting it 

“wrong”. 

Moving on to learning in issues steeped in reflexive impulses, the challenge for experts 

is to make meaningful contributions to social learning without de-basing their authority. This 

is tricky. True engagement in participatory processes means opening-up to the value-talk that 

characterises contested issues. Where expertise is being re-distributed, experts need to find 
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ways to talk to citizens’ hearts as well as their minds. Politically, this scientific opening-up 

must be done before problems are fully defined. 

The idea of experts operating in interest-driven worlds of bargaining will sound like 

heresy to some. Yet, epistemic communities can and do facilitate heavily political policy 

debates or risk living in the fantasy that all policy can be driven by rational-technical inquiry 

alone (Benveniste 1977, Weiss 1992). Political participation without politicizing the research 

process itself is the goal here. Flourishing in such competitive worlds requires not only a 

willingness to come down from the side-lines and advocate policy positions (based on 

evidence), but also to act politically by joining advocacy coalitions. 

Finally, we meet the experts who set standards in hierarchical structures. How might 

these experts avoid the inertia and blocked innovation associated with such restrictive 

settings? Politically, experts in the shadow of hierarchy need a nuanced understanding of their 

room for manoeuvre; who are the veto players, where are the gaps in formal rules, what are 

the tacit codes that underpin how we do things round here etc. Once they have maximised 

their positions, experts can use their knowledge to widen the field of vision in ways that 

reshapes institutions and so policies. 

These are just four possible skill sets for experts; there are more, of course. Adopting 

our taxonomic approach perhaps obscures as well as illuminates. However, it does help us 

make clear connections between types of knowledge use in public policy and learning forms – 

epistemic and beyond. 
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Conclusion: Expertise and Modes of Learning 

 

Experts and policy processes grounded in technical, professional and scientific knowledge 

have a role to play in the policy process. Arguably, the most important difference between 

comparative politics and comparative public policy is that the former has analysed 

technocracy whilst the latter has been more interested in the granularity of the policy process. 

It is exactly because of this focus that public policy research is able to classify and explain 

efficient-inefficient and legitimate-illegitimate types of (professional and scientific) 

knowledge utilization. The first conclusion is therefore that in comparative public policy, we 

find scope conditions defining the appropriateness of epistemic anchors to policy choice. 

The second conclusion is that any violation of these conditions brings us to the domain 

of technocratic illegitimacy and/or inefficient public policy choices. This contribution has 

shown that the conditions for appropriate usages of professional, technical, scientific 

knowledge are narrow and that societies often benefits from other usages. 

The third conclusion is that there is a legitimate role of experts in the policy process but 

this is not always the same role. It depends on the structure of the policy process. The 

democratically acceptable role and the overall efficiency of mobilising experts as policy 

actors vary according to the prevalent structural quality of a process – it can be epistemic, but 

it may well be a policy process informed by bargaining, reflexive communicative rationality 

or hierarchy. The role of the experts is determined by the games policy actors play. If experts 

operate in a hierarchical process by wrongly thinking they are inside a bargaining process, 

they are bound to be irrelevant or detrimental to democracy. 

Taken together, these conclusions and the underlying taxonomic analysis show that the 

discipline of comparative public policy should not shy away from addressing big, important, 
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politically relevant questions like technocracy. With our exercise, we have shown that the 

public policy lens works well and can add clarity to topics that are often left to other, more 

“macro” disciplines like comparative politics. 

These conclusions are qualified by acknowledging that our contribution is taxonomic, 

ideal-typical and conceptual. If we were to introduce empirics we would certainly find many 

more variations that cannot be captured by ideal-types. At the same time, empirical analysis is 

the best way to corroborate or falsify our main propositions about the scope conditions – this 

seems an exciting avenue for future research in this field. 

 

 

REFERENCES 

Accattino, Paolo (1997). Platone, Politico. Traduzione e introduzione. Bari: Laterza.  

Adler, Emanuel and Peter M. Haas (1992). Conclusion: Epistemic Communities, World Order 

and the Creation of a Reflective Research Program. International Organisation 46(1): 

367–90.  

Adolph, Christopher (2013). Bankers, Bureaucrats, and Central Bank Politics: The Myth of 

Neutrality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Akkerman, Agnes , Mudde, Cas and Andrej Zaslove (2014). How Populist Are the People? 

Measuring Populist Attitudes in Voters. Comparative Political Studies 47(9): 1324–53. 

Akin, William E. (1977). Technocracy and the American Dream: The Technocrat Movement, 

1900–1941 Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Albertazzi, Daniele and Duncan McDonnell (eds.) (2008). Twenty-First Century Populism: 

The Spectre of Western European Democracy. Basingstoke: Palgrave. 



22 

Alesina, Alberto and Guido Tabellini (2007). Bureaucrats or Politicians? Part I: A Single 

Policy Task. The American Economic Review 97(1): 169–79. 

Alexiadou, Despina (2015). Ideologues, Partisans and Loyalists: Cabinet Ministers and Social 

Welfare Reform in Parliamentary Democracies. Comparative Political Studies 48 (8): 

1051–86. 

Alexiadou, Despina (2016). Ideologues, Partisans, and Loyalists: Ministers and 

Policymaking in Parliamentary Cabinets. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Alexiadou, Despina (2018). Technocratic Government and Economic Policy. In Thompson, 

William (ed.). Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Politics. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press (pp. 1–24). 

Alexiadou, Despina and Hakan Gunaydin (2015). The Appointments and Policy Effects of 

Technocrat and Expert Ministers. Chicago, Ill.: Midwest Political Science Association. 

Alexiadou, Despina and Hakan Gunaydin (2018). Commitment or Expertise? Technocratic 

Appointments as Political Responses to Economic Crises. European Journal of Political 

Research. Forthcoming. 

Alexiadou, Despina and Danial Hoepfner (2018). Platforms, Portfolios, Policy: How 

Audience Costs Affect Social Welfare Policy in Multiparty Cabinets. Political Science 

Research and Methods. Forthcoming. 

Andeweg, Rudy B. (2000). Political Recruitment and Party Government. In Blondel, Jean and 

Maurizio Cotta (eds.). The Nature of Party Government. A Comparative European 

Perspective. London: Palgrave (pp. 119–40). 

Angelova, Mariyana, Bäck, Hanna, Müller, Wolfgang C. and Daniel Strobl (2018). Veto 

Players Theory and Reform Making in Western Europe. European Journal of Political 

Research 57(2): 308–32. 



23 

Alon-barkat, Saar and Sharon Gilad (2016). Political Control or Legitimacy Deficit? 

Bureaucracies’ Symbolic Responses to Bottom-up Public Pressures. Policy & Politics 

44(1): 41–58. 

Anderson, Benedict R. (1991). Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread 

of Nationalism. London: Verso. 

APSA (1950). Toward a More Responsible Two-Party System. American Political Science 

Review 44(3): 303–06. 

Arce, Moisés (2006). Market Reform in Society: Post Crisis Politics and Economic Change in 

Authoritarian Peru. University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press. 

Arditi, Benjamín (2004). Populism as a Spectre of Democracy: A Response to Canovan. 

Political Studies 52(1): 135–43. 

Arendt, Hannah (1958). The Human Condition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Arendt, Hannah (2005). The Promise of Politics. New York: Schocken. 

Arrow, Kenneth, J (1951). Social Choice and Individual Values. New Haven, Conn.: Yale 

University Press. 

Asthana, Anushka (2016). Immigration and the EU Referendum: The Angry, Frustrated Voice 

of the British Public. The Guardian, June 20. 

Babb, Sarah (2001). Managing Mexico: Economists from Nationalism to Neo-liberalism. 

Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Bailer, Stefanie, Mattila, Mikko and Gerald Schneider (2015). Money makes the EU go 

round: The objective foundations of conflict in the Council of Ministers. Journal of 

Common Market Studies 53(3): 437–56. 



24 

Bailey, Michael A., Kamoie, Brian and Forrest Maltzman (2005). Signals from the Tenth 

Justice: The Political Role of the Solicitor General in Supreme Court Decision Making. 

American Journal of Political Science 49(1): 72–85. 

Balfour, Rosa and Sudha David-Wilp (2016). Five Myths about the European Union. 

Washington Post, July 15.   

Bambrough, Renford (1963). Plato’s Political Analogies. In Laslett, Peter (ed.). Philosophy, 

Politics and Society. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 

Bardi, Luciano, Bartolini, Stefano and Alexander H. Trechsel (2014a). Responsive and 

Responsible? The Role of Parties in Twenty-First Century Politics. West European 

Politics 37(2): 235−52.  

Bardi, Luciano, Bartolini, Stefano and Alexander H. Trechsel (eds.) (2014b). Party 

Adaptation and Change and the Crisis of Democracy: Essays in Honour of Peter 

Mair. Party Politics 20(2). 

Barker, Anthony and B. Guy Peters (eds.) (1993). The Politics of Expert Advice. Pittsburgh, 

PA: University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Barr, Robert R. (2009). Populists, outsiders and anti-establishment politics. Party Politics 

15(1): 29–48. 

Barro, Robert J. and David B. Gordon (1983). Rules, Discretion and Reputation in a Model of 

Monetary Policy. Journal of Monetary Economics 12(1): 101–21. 

Bauer, Michael W. and Stefan Becker (2014). The Unexpected Winner of the Crisis: The 

European Commission’s Strengthened Role in Economic Governance. Journal of 

European Integration 36(3): 213–29. 

Beetham, David (2013). The legitimation of power. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 



25 

Bell, John D. (1997). Democratization and political participation in postcommunist Bulgaria. 

In Dawisha, Karen and Bruce Parrott (eds.). Politics, Power and the Struggle for 

Democracy in South-East Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (pp. 353–

402). 

Bendix, Reinhart (1964). Nation-Building and Citizenship: Studies of Our Changing Social 

Order. New York: Wiley. 

Benveniste, Guy (1977). The Politics of Expertise, 2nd edition. San Francisco, CA: Boyd & 

Fraser. 

Berlinski, Samuel, Dewan, Torun and Keith Dowding (2012). Accounting for Ministers: 

Scandal and Survival in British Government 1945-2007. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Berman, S. (2018). Why the left losesThe Decline of the Centre-Left in Comparative 

Perspective (1 ed.): Bristol University Press. 

Bersch, Katherine (2016). The Merits of Problem-Solving over Powering. Comparative 

Politics 48(2): 205–25.  

Bertsou, Eri and Giulia Pastorella (2016). Attitudes in established democracies show there is 

still a place for independent experts in politics. LSE Europpblog. 

Bertsou, Eri and Daniele Caramani (2017). Citizens’ Technocratic Attitudes: A Survey of Nine 

European Countries. University of Zurich. Available at www.ipz.uzh.ch. 

Bertsou, Eri and Giulia Pastorella (2017). Technocratic attitudes: a citizens’ perspective of 

expert decision-making. West European Politics 40(2): 430–58. 

Betz, Hans-Georg (1994). Radical right-wing populism in Western Europe. Basingstoke: 

Macmillan.  



26 

Bickerton, Christopher (2011). Europe’s Neo-Madisonians: Rethinking the Legitimacy of 

Limited Power in a Multi-Level Polity. Political Studies 59(3): 659–73.  

Bickerton, Christopher (2012). European Integration. From Nation States to Member States. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Bickerton, Christopher and Carlo Invernizzi Accetti (2015). Populism and Technocracy: 

Opposites or Complements? Critical Review of International Social and Political 

Philosophy 20(2): 186–206. 

Bickerton, Christopher (2016). The European Union: A Citizen’s Guide. London: Penguin.  

Bickerton, Christopher (2017). The Left’s Journey from Politics to Law. In Ekins, Richard 

and Graham Gee (eds.). Judicial Power and the Left. London: Policy Exchange (pp. 56–

61). 

Biglaiser, Glen (2002). Guardians of the Nation? Economists, Generals, and Economic 

Reform in Latin America, Notre Dame: Notre Dame University Press. 

Bin, Roberto and Giovanni Pitruzzella (2012). Diritto pubblico. Torino: Giappichelli. 

Birch, Anthony H. (1964). Representative and Responsible Government: An Essay on the 

British Constitution. London: Allen and Unwin. 

Black, Julia and Robert Baldwin (2012). When Risk-Based Regulation Aims Low: A 

Strategic Framework. Regulation and Governance 6(2): 131–48. 

Blake, Aaron (2016). The First Trump-Clinton Presidential Debate Transcript, Annotated. The 

Washington Post, 26 September. 

Blinder, Alan S. (1997). Is Government Too Political? Foreign Affairs 76(6): 115–26.  

Blokker, Paul (2002). Continuity in change. Social consequences of economic reform in 

Romania. In Fernández Jilberto, Alex E. and Marieke Riethof (eds.). Labour Relations 

in Development. New York and London: Routledge (pp. 95–120). 



27 

Blondel, Jean (1991). Cabinet Government and Cabinet Ministers. In Blondel, Jean and Jean-

Louis Thiebault (eds.). The Profession of Government Minister in Western Europe. 

London: Palgrave Macmillan (pp. 5–18). 

Blondel, Jean (2000). A Framework for the Empirical Analysis of Government-Supporting 

Party Relationships. In Blondel, Jean and Maurizio Cotta (eds.). The Nature of Party 

Government. A Comparative European Perspective. London: Palgrave (pp. 96–115). 

Blondel, Jean and Ferdinand Müller-Rommel (eds.) (2001). Cabinets in Eastern Europe. New 

York: Palgrave. 

Blondel, Jean and Maurizio Cotta (eds.) (2000). The Nature of Party Government. A 

Comparative European Perspective. London: Palgrave.  

BNR (2013). Caretaker Prime Minister Marin Raykov in Brussels, accessed November 19, 

2018.  

Bobbio, Norberto (2005). Liberalism and Democracy. London: Verso.  

Börzel, Tanja A. (2002). Member State Responses to Europeanization. Journal of Common 

Market Studies 40(2): 193–214. 

Bosco, Anna and Duncan McDonnell (2013). The Monti Government and the Downgrade of 

Italian Parties. In Bosco, Anna and Duncan McDonnell (eds.). From Berlusconi to 

Monti. New York: Berghahn (pp. 37–56). 

Bosco, Anna and Susannah Verney (2012). Electoral Epidemic: The Political Cost of 

Economic Crisis in Southern Europe, 2010–11. South European Society and Politics 

17(2): 129–54. 

Bourdieu, Pierre (2002). Against the Policy of Depoliticization. Studies in Political Economy 

69(1): 31–41. 



28 

Boylan, Delia (1998). Preemptive Strike: Central Bank Reform in Chile’s Transition from 

Authoritarian Rule. Comparative Politics 30(4): 443–62. 

Braun, Benjamin (2015). Governing the Future: the European Central Bank’s Expectation 

Management during the Great Moderation. Economy and Society 44(3): 367–91. 

Braun, Benjamin (2018). Central Banking and the Infrastructural Power of Finance: The Case 

of ECB Support for Repo and Securitization Markets. Socio-Economic Review. 

Forthcoming. 

Brennan, Jason (2016). Against Democracy. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Brown, Wendy (2015). Undoing the Demos: Neoliberalism’s Stealth Revolution. Cambridge, 

Mass.: Zone Books. 

Brunclík, Miloš (2015). The Rise of Technocratic Cabinets: What We Know, and What We 

Should Like to Know. Austrian Journal of Political Science 44(3): 57–67. 

Brunclík, Miloš (2016). Three Technocratic Cabinets in the Czech Republic: A Symptom of 

Party Failure? Politics in Central Europe 12(2): 7–28. 

Brunclík, Miloš and Michal Parízek (2018). When Are Technocratic Cabinets Formed? 

Comparative European Politics. Forthcoming. 

Buchanan, James B. (1979). What Should Economists Do? Indianapolis: Liberty Press. 

Buchanan, James B. (1994). Notes on the Liberal Constitution. Cato Journal 14(1): 1–9. 

Burnham, Peter (2001). New Labour and the Politics of Depoliticisation. The British Journal 

of Politics & International Relations 3(2): 127–49. 

Busuioc, E. Madalina and Martin Lodge (2016). The Reputational Basis of Public 

Accountability. Governance 29(2): 247–63.  

Byrne, Andrew (2017). Romania protesters keep up fight against government corruption. 

Financial Times. February 7. 



29 

Caldwell, Bruce and Leonidas Montes (2015). Friedrich Hayek and His Visits to Chile. The 

Review of Austrian Economics 28(3): 261–309.  

Camerlo, Marcelo and Anibal Pérez-Liñán (2015). The Politics of Minister Retention in 

Presidential Systems. Comparative Politics 47(3): 315–33. 

Camp, Roderic (1998). Technocracy a la Mexicana: Antecedent to Democracy? In Miguel 

Ángel Centeno and Patricio Silva (eds.). The Politics of Expertise in Latin America. 

New York: Macmillan Press (pp. 196–213). 

Canovan, Margaret (1999). Trust the People! Populism and the Two Faces of Democracy. 

Political Studies 47(1): 2−16. 

Caplan, Bryan (2007). The Myth of the Rational Voter: Why Democracies Choose Bad 

Policies. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Caramani, Daniele (2000). Elections in Western Europe since 1815. London: Palgrave. 

Caramani, Daniele (2004). The Nationalization of Politics: The Formation of National 

Electorates and Party Systems in Western Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Caramani, Daniele (2017). Will vs. Reason: The Populist and Technocratic Forms of Political 

Representation and Their Critique to Party Government. American Political Science 

Review 111(1): 54–67. 

Cardini, Filippo-Enrico (2014). Analysing English Metaphors of the Economic Crisis. Lingue 

e Linguaggi 9(11): 59–76. 

Carpenter, Daniel P. (2010). Reputation and Power: Organizational Image and 

Pharmaceutical Regulation at the FDA. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Carpenter, Daniel P. and George A. Krause (2012). Reputation and Public Administration. 

Public Administration Review 72(1): 26–32.  



30 

Carr, Edward H. (1995) [1939]. The Twenty Years Crisis, 1919–1939. London: Macmillan. 

Cass, Oren (2016). The New Central Planners. National Affairs 27(Spring). 

Centeno, Miguel Ángel (1993). The New Leviathan: The Dynamics and Limits of 

Technocracy. Theory and Society 22(3): 307–35. 

Centeno, Miguel Ángel (1994). Democracy within Reason: Technocratic Revolution in 

Mexico. University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press. 

Centeno, Miguel Ángel and Sylvia Maxfield (1992). The Marriage of Finance and Order: 

Changes in Mexican Political Elite. Journal of Latin American Studies 24(1): 57–58. 

Centeno, Miguel Ángel and Patricio Silva (eds.) (1998). The Politics of Expertise in Latin 

America. New York: Macmillan.  

Cepeda Ulloa, Fernando and Christopher Mitchell (1980). The Trend Toward Technocracy. In 

Albert Berry, Ronald Hellman and Mauricio Solaún (eds.). Politics of Compromise: 

Coalition Government in Colombia. New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Books (pp. 237–

257). 

Checkel, Jeffrey T. (2001). Why Comply? Social Learning and European Identity Change. 

International Organization 55 (3): 553–88. 

Christensen, Johan (2017). The Power of Economists within the State. Stanford, Calif.: 

Stanford University Press. 

Chwieroth, Jeffrey (2007). Neoliberal Economists and Capital Account LIberalization in 

Emerging Markets. International Organization 61(2): 443–63. 

Collier, David (ed.) (1979). The New Authoritarianism in Latin America. Princeton, N.J.: 

Princeton University Press. 

Collier, David and James E. Mahon (1993). Conceptual “Stretching” Revisited: Adapting 

Categories in Comparative Analysis. American Political Science Review 87(4): 845–55. 



31 

Collier, David and Steven Levistky (1997). Democracy with Adjectives: Conceptual 

Innovation in Comparative Research. World Politics 49(3): 430–51. 

Collier, David and John Gerring (eds.) (2008). Concepts and Method in Social Science: The 

Tradition of Giovanni Sartori. New York-London: Routledge.  

Collignon, Stefan and Sebastian Diessner (2016). The ECB’s Monetary Dialogue with the 

European Parliament: Efficiency and Accountability during the Euro Crisis? Journal of 

Common Market Studies 54(6): 1296–312.  

Collins, Harry M. and Robert Evans (2007). Rethinking Expertise. Chicago: Chicago 

University Press. 

Conaghan, Catherine (1998). Stars of the Crisis: The Ascent of the Economists in Peru. In 

Miguel Ángel Centeno and Patricio Silva (eds.). The Politics of Expertise in Latin 

America. New York: Macmillan Press (pp. 142–164).  

Conaghan, Catherine M. and James M. Malloy (1994). Unsettling Statecraft: Democracy and 

Neoliberalism in the Central Andes. Pittsburgh, Penn.: University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Connolly, William E. (1993). The Terms of Political Discourse. Third edition. Oxford: Basil 

Blackwell.   

Conrad, Courtenay R. and Sona N. Golder (2010). Measuring Government Duration and 

Stability in Central Eastern European Democracies. European Journal of Political 

Research 49(1): 119–50. 

Copelovitch, Mark, Frieden, Jeffrey and Stefanie Walker (2016). The Political Economy of 

the Euro Crisis. Comparative Political Studies 49(7): 811–40. 

Corrales, Javier (2004). Technocratic Policy Making and Parliamentary Accountability in 

Argentina, 1983-2002. Working Paper of the United Nations Research Institute for 

Social Development. 



32 

Corrales, Javier and Michael Penfold (2011). Dragon in the Tropics: Hugo Chávez and the 

Political Economy of Revolution in Venezuela. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution 

Press. 

Corrias, Luigi (2017). The Empty Place of European Power: Contested Democracy and the 

Technocratic Threat. European Law Journal 23(6): 482–94. 

Costa Pinto, António and Pedro Tavares de Almeida (2017). The Primacy of Experts? Non-

Partisan Ministers in Portuguese Democracy. In Costa Pinto, António,  Cotta, Maurizio 

and Pedro Tavares de Almeida (eds.). Technocratic Ministers and Political Leadership 

in European Democracies. Cham: Springer (pp. 111–37). 

Costa Pinto, António,  Cotta, Maurizio and Pedro Tavares de Almeida (eds.) (2017). 

Technocratic Ministers and Political Leadership in European Democracies. Cham: 

Springer. 

Cotta, Maurizio (2000a). Conclusion: From the Simple World of Party Government to a More 

Complex View of Party-Government Relationships. In Blondel, Jean and Maurizio 

Cotta (eds.). The Nature of Party Government. A Comparative European Perspective. 

London: Palgrave (pp. 196–222). 

Cotta, Maurizio (2000b). Defining Party and Government. In Blondel, Jean and Maurizio 

Cotta (eds.). The Nature of Party Government. A Comparative European Perspective. 

London: Palgrave (pp. 56–95). 

Cotta, Maurizio (2018). Technocratic Government Versus Party Government? Non-partisan 

Ministers and the Changing Parameters of Political Leadership in European 

Democracies. In Costa Pinto, António, Cotta, Maurizio and Pedro Tavares de Almeida 

(eds.). Technocratic Ministers and Political Leadership in European Democracies. 

Cham: Springer (pp. 267–288). 



33 

Cotta, Maurizio and Luca Verzichelli (2002). Ministers in Italy: Notables, Party Men, 

Technocrats and Media Men. South European Society and Politics 7(2): 117–152.  

Crick, Bernard (1962). In Defence of Politics. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

Crombez, Christophe (2003). The Democratic Deficit of the European Union: Much Ado 

About Nothing? European Union Politics 4(1): 101–20 .  

Crowe, Christopher and Ellen E. Meade (2007). The Evolution of Central Bank Governance 

around the World. Journal of Economic Perspectives 21(4): 69–90.  

Crozier, Michel, Huntington, Samuel P. and Joji Watanuki (1975). The Crisis of Democracy. 

Report on the Governability of Democracies to the Trilateral Commission . 

Culpepper, Pepper D. (2014). The Political Economy of Unmediated Democracy: Italian 

Austerity under Mario Monti. West European Politics 37(6): 1264–81. 

Dahl, Robert A. (1956). A Preface to Democratic Theory. Chicago, Ill.: Chicago University 

Press. 

Dahl, Robert A. (1971). Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition. New Haven, Conn.: Yale 

University Press. 

Dahl, Robert A. (1985). Controlling Nuclear Weapons: Democracy versus Guardianship. 

Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse University Press. 

Dargent, Eduardo (2014). Determinantes Internacionales de la Capacidad de las Agencias 

Estatales. Apuntes 41(74): 9–40. 

Dargent, Eduardo (2015). Technocracy and Democracy in Latin America: The Experts 

Running Government. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Dassonneville, Ruth and Marc Hooghe (2011). Mapping Electoral Volatility in Europe: An 

Analysis of Trends in Electoral Volatility in European Democracies since 1946. 

European Conference on Comparative Electoral Research. 



34 

Davies, William (2016). The Limits of Neoliberalism. Authority, Sovereignty and the Logic of 

Competition. Los Angeles: Sage. 

Demortain, David (2011). Scientists and the Regulation of Risk. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.  

Deschouwer, Chris and Sam Depauw (eds.) (2014). Political Representation in the Twenty-

First Century. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Devins, Neal and David E. Lewis (2008). Not-So Independent Agencies: Party Polarization 

and the Limits of Institutional Design. Boston University Law Review 88: 459–98.  

Devries, Pete, Guajardo, Jaime, Leigh, Daniel and Andrea Pescatori (2011). A New Action-

Based Dataset of Fiscal Consolidation.  

de Vries, Gerard (2016). What are politicians for? In Latour, Bruno and Christoph Leclerq 

(eds.). Reset Modernity! Cambridge, MA: MIT Press (pp. 387–94). 

De Wilde, Pieter, Leupold, Anna and Henning Schmidtke (2016). Introduction: The 

Differentiated Politicisation of European Governance. West European Politics 39(1), 3–

22.  

De Winter, Lieven, Timmermans, Arco and Patrick Dumont (2000). Belgium: On 

Government Agreements, Evangelists, Followers, and Heretics. In Müller, Wolfgang C. 

and Kaare Strøm (eds.). Coalition Governments in Western Europe. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press (pp. 300–55). 

Dezalay, Yves and Bryant G. Garth (2002). The Internationalization of Palace Wars: 

Lawyers, Economists, and the Contest to Transform Latin American States. Chicago, 

IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Dickson, David (1981). Limiting Democracy: Technocrats and the Liberal State. Democracy 

1(1): 61–79. 



35 

Diethelm, Pascal and Martin McKee (2009). Denialism: What Is It and How Should Scientists 

Respond? European Journal of Public Health 19(1): 2–4.  

Dinas, Elias and Lamprini Rori (2013). The 2012 Greek Parliamentary Elections: Fear and 

Loathing in the Polls. West European Politics 36(1): 270–82.  

Djankov, Simeon (2015). Hungary under Orbán: Can Central Planning Revive Its Economy? 

Peterson Institue for International Economics Policy Brief. 

Djankov, Simeon and Jan Zilinsky (2016). Eastern Europe: Freedoms under Pressure. 

RealTime Economic IssuesWatch. 

Djankov, Simeon, Nikolova, Elena and Jan Zilinsky (2016). The Happiness Gap in Eastern 

Europe. Journal of Comparative Economics 44(1): 108–24.  

Domínguez, Jorge (ed.) (1997). Technopols: Freeing Politics and Markets in Latin America 

in the 1990s. University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press.  

Donadio, Rachel (2011). Greece and Italy Seek a Solution From Technocrats. New York 

Times. November 10. 

Drazen, Allan, and Erkut Y. Ozbay (2015). Does “Being Chosen to Lead” Induce Non-Selfish 

Behavior? Experimental Evidence on Reciprocity. CEPR Discussion Papers 1138 

University of Maryland. 

Dror, Yehezkel (1967). Policy Analysts: A New Professional Role in Government Service. 

Public Administration Review 27(3): 197–203. 

Dror, Yehezkel (1971a). Design for Policy Sciences. New York, NY: Elsevier. 

Dror, Yehezkel (1971b). Ventures in Policy Sciences. New York, NY: Elsevier. 

Dror, Yehezkel (1984). Policy Analysis for Advising Rules. In Tomlinson, Rolfe and Istvan 

Kiss (eds.). Rethinking the Process of Operational Research and Systems Analysis. 

Oxford: Pergamon Press (pp. 79–124). 



36 

Dunlop, Claire A. (2009). Policy Transfer as Learning – Capturing Variation in What 

Decision-Makers Learn from Epistemic Communities. Policy Studies 30(3): 291–313. 

Dunlop, Claire A. (2014). The Possible Experts: How Epistemic Communities Negotiate 

Barriers to Knowledge Use in Ecosystems Services Policy. Environment and Planning 

C: Politics and Space 32(2): 208–28. 

Dunlop, Claire A. (2016). Knowledge, Epistemic Communities and Agenda-Setting. In  

Zahariadis, Nikolaos (ed.). Handbook of Public Policy Agenda-Setting. Cheltenham: 

Edward Elgar (pp. 273–94). 

Dunlop, Claire A. (2017). Pathologies of Policy Learning: What Are They and How Do They 

Contribute to Policy Failure? Policy and Politics 45(1): 3–18. 

Dunlop, Claire A. and Claudio M. Radaelli (2013). Systematizing Policy Learning: From 

Monolith to Dimensions. Political Studies 31(3): 599–619. 

Dunlop, C.A. and Claudio M. Radaelli (eds.) (2016). Handbook of Regulatory Impact 

Assessment. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 

Durand, Francisco (2006). El Problema del Fortalecimiento Institucional Empresarial. In John 

Crabtree (ed.). Construir Instituciones: Democracia, Desarrollo y Desigualdad en el 

Perú desde 1980. Lima: Instituto de Estudios Peruanos. 

Easton, David (1965). A Framework for Political Analysis. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-

Hall. 

Economist Intelligence Unit Reports, various years. 

Eggertsson, Gauti B. and Erik Le Borgne (2010). A Political Agency Theory of Central Bank 

Independence. Journal of Money Credit and Banking 42(4): 647–77.  



37 

Elgie, Robert (2006). Why Do Governments Delegate Authority to Quasi-Autonomous 

Agencies? The Case of Independent Administrative Authorities in France. Governance 

19(2): 207–27.  

Ellner, Steve (2003). The Contrasting Variants of the Populism of Hugo Chávez and Alberto 

Fujimori. Journal of Latin American Studies 35(1): 139–62. 

Ellul, Jacques (1964). The Technological Society. New York, NY: Knopf.  

Elsner, Henry (1967). The Technocrats: Prophets of Automation. Syracuse: Syracuse 

University Press.   

Elster, Jon and Rune Slagstad (eds.) (1988). Constitutionalism and Democracy. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Ennser-Jedenastik, Laurenz (2014). Party Politics and the Survival of Central Bank 

Governors. European Journal of Political Research 53(3): 500–19. 

Ennser-Jedenastik, Laurenz (2015). The Politicization of Regulatory Agencies: Between 

Partisan Influence and Formal Independence. Journal of Public Administration 

Research and Theory 26(3): 507–18. 

Escobar, María Luisa et al (2009). “Colombia: After a Decade of Health System Reform”, in 

Amanda Glassman et al. (Eds.), From Few to Many, Ten Years of Health Insurance 

Expansion in Colombia, Washington: IDB/Brookings. 

Esmark, Anders (2017). Maybe It Is Time to Rediscover Technocracy ? An Old Framework 

for a New Analysis of Administrative Reforms in the Governance Era. Journal of 

Public Administration Research and Theory 27(3): 501–16.  

Estlund, David (2008). Democratic Authority: A Philosophical Framework. Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton University Press. 



38 

Estrada Álvarez, Jairo (2005). “Élites Intelectuales y Producción de Política Económica en 

Colombia”, in Jairo Estrada Álvarez (Ed.), Intelectuales, Tecnócratas y Reformas Neo-

liberales en América Latina, Bogotá: Universidad Nacional de Colombia/ Convenio 

Andrés Bello/ Conciencias.  

Eulau, Heinz (1973). Skill Revolution and Consultative Commonwealth. American Political 

Science Review 67(1): 169–91. 

Euractiv (2018). Member states must not let Commission stand against Italy alone, by 

Reinout van der Veer, October 26. 

European Central Bank. (2017). The Role of the ECB: Prudence and Responsibility in Times 

of Crisis. 

Evans, Peter (1992). “The State as Problem and Solution: Predation, Embedded Autonomy, 

and Structural Change”, in Stephan Haggard and Robert R. Kaufman (Eds.), The 

Politics of Adjustment, Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Ezrow, Laurence and Timothy Hellwig (2014). Responding to Voters or Responding to 

Markets? Political Parties and Public Opinion in an Era of Globalization. International 

Studies Quarterly 58(4): 816–27. 

Fairclough, Norman (2013). Critical Discourse Analysis and Critical Policy Studies. Critical 

Policy Studies 7(2): 177–97. 

Fearon, James D. (1994). Domestic Political Audiences and the Escalation of International 

Disputes. American Political Science Review 88(3): 577–92. 

Fearon, James D. (1997). Signaling Foreign Policy Interests: Tying Hands Versus Sinking 

Costs. Journal of Conflict Resolution 41(1): 68–90. 



39 

Feindt, Peter H. and Angela Oels (2005). Does discourse matter? Discourse analysis in 

environmental policy making. Journal of Environmental Policy & Planning 7(3): 161–

73.  

Fernández-Albertos, José (2015). The Politics of Central Bank Independence. Annual Review 

of Political Science 18(1): 217–37. 

Ferrera, Maurizio (1997). The uncertain future of the Italian welfare state. West European 

Politics 20(1): 231–249. 

Financial Times (2013). Bulgaria’s Caretaker Promises Spell of Stability Before Uncertainty 

Descends Again, by Andrew MacDowall, accessed November 19, 2018. 

Finley, Moses (1973). Democracy – Ancient and Modern. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 

Press.  

Fischer, Frank (1990). Technocracy and the Politics of Expertise. Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage. 

Fischer, Frank (1991). American Think Tanks: Policy Elites and the Politicization of 

Expertise. Governance 4(3): 332–53. 

Fischer, Frank (1993). Policy Discourse and the Politics of Washington Think Tanks. In 

Fischer, Frank and John Forester (eds.). The Argumentative Turn in Policy Analysis and 

Planning. Durham, NC: Duke University Press (pp. 21–42).  

Fischer, Frank (2000). Citizens, Experts and the Environment: The Politics of Local 

Knowledge. London: Duke University Press. 

Fischer, Frank (2009). Democracy and Expertise: Reorienting Policy Inquiry. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Fishman, Robert M. (2016). Rethinking Dimensions of Democracy for Empirical Analysis: 

Authenticity, Quality, Depth, and Consolidation. Annual Review of Political Science 

19(1): 289–309. 



40 

Flinders, Matthew and Jim Buller (2006). Depoliticisation: Principles, Tactics and Tools. 

British Politics 1(3): 293–318. 

Flora, Peter (1977). Quantitative Historical Sociology: A Trend Report and Bibliography. 

Current Sociology 23(2). The Hague-Paris: Mouton. 

Flyvbjerg, Bent (2002). Bringing Power to Planning Research: One Researcher’s Praxis 

Story. Journal of Planning Education and Research 21(4): 353–66. 

Flyvbjerg, Bent (2004). Phronetic Planning Research: Theoretical and Methodological 

Reflections. Planning Theory & Practice 5(3): 283–306. 

Follesdal, Andreas and Simon Hix (2006). Why there is a democratic deficit in the EU: A 

response to Majone and Moravcsik. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies 44(3): 

533–62.  

Foster, Chase and Jeffry Frieden (2017). Crisis of Trust: Socio-economic determinants of 

Europeans’ confidence in government. European Union Politics 18(4): 511–35. 

Foucault, Michel (1980). Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings, 1972–

1977. New York: Pantheon Books. 

Fourcade, Marion (2009). Economists and Societies: Discipline and Profession in the United 

States, Britain, and France, 1890s to 1990s. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  

Fourcade-Gourinchas, Marion and Sarah L. Babb (2002). The Rebirth of the Liberal Creed: 

Paths to Neoliberalism in Four Countries. American Journal of Sociology 108(3): 533–

79. 

Franchino, Fabio (2002). Efficiency or credibility? Testing the two logics of delegation to the 

European Commission. Journal of European Public Policy 9(5): 677–94. 

Friedman, Lisa. (2018). ‘I Don’t Know That It’s Man-Made,’ Trump Says of Climate Change. 

It Is. New York Times. 



41 

Friedman, Milton (1968). The Role of Monetary Policy. American Economic Review 58(1): 

1–17. 

Friedman, Milton and Rose Friedman (1980). Free to Choose. A Personal Statement. New 

York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 

Fourcade, Marion, Ollion, Etienne and Yann Algan (2015). The Superiority of Economists. 

Journal of Economic Perspectives 29(1): 89–114.  

Fusaro, Carlo (2013). The Formation of the Monti Government and the Role of the President 

of the Republic. In Bosco, Anna and Duncan McDonnell (eds.). Italian Politics: From 

Berlusconi to Monti. New York: Berghahn (pp. 78–97). 

Gade, Thomas, Salines, Marion, Glöckler, Gabriel and Steffen Strodthoff (2013). Loose lips 

sinking markets? The impact of political communication on sovereign bond spreads. 

ECB Occasional Paper Series June 2013 (150).  

Galasso, Vincenzo and Tomasso Nannicini (2011). Competing on Good Politicians. American 

Political Science Review 105(1): 79–99. 

Gallie, Walter Bryce (1956). Essentially Contested Concepts. Proceedings of the Aristotelian 

Society 56(1): 167–98.   

Ganev, Georgy Y. And Michael L. Wyzan (2005). Bulgaria: macroeconomic and political-

economic implications of stabilisation under a currency board arrangement. In Lundahl, 

Mats and Michael L. Wyzan (eds.). The Political Economy of Reform Failure. 

Abingdon: Routledge (pp. 170–196). 

Gardels, Nathan (2012). Mario Monti’s Depoliticized Democracy in Italy. New Perspectives 

Quarterly 29(2): 27–31. 



42 

Gaviria, Alejandro, Carlos Medina, Carolina Mejía, David McKenzie and Rodrigo Soares 

(2006). Assessing Health Reform in Colombia: From Theory to Practice. Economía, 

7(1): 29–72.  

Geddes, Barbara (1994). Politician’s Dilemma: Building State Capacity in Latin America, 

Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Geddes, Barbara (1990). Building ‘State’ Autonomy in Brazil. 1930-1964. Comparative 

Politics 22(2): 217–35. 

Gellner, Ernest (1983). Nations and Nationalism. Oxford: Blackwell. 

Gerchunoff, Pablo and Carlos Díaz Alejandro (1989). Peronist Economic Policies, 1946–55. 

In di Tella, Guido and Rudiger Dornbusch (eds.). The Political Economy of Argentina, 

1946–83. London: Palgrave Macmillan (pp. 59–88). 

Gilad, Sharon (2012). Attention and reputation: Linking regulators’ internal and external 

worlds. In Lodge, Martin and Kai Wegrich (eds.). Executive Politics in Times of Crisis. 

Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan (pp. 157–75). 

Gilad, Sharon (2015). Political Pressures, Organizational Identity, and Attention to Tasks: 

Illustrations from Pre-Crisis Financial Regulation. Public Administration 93(3): 593–

608. 

Gilad, Sharon, Maor, Moshe and Pazit Ben-Nun Bloom (2013). Organizational reputation, the 

content of public allegations, and regulatory communication. Journal of Public 

Administration Research and Theory 25(2): 451–78. 

Gilardi, Fabrizio (2005). The Institutional Foundations of Regulatory Capitalism: The 

Diffusion of Independent Regulatory Agencies in Western Europe. The Annals of the 

American Academy of Political and Social Science 598(1): 84–101. 



43 

Gilardi, Fabrizio (2010). Who Learns from What in Policy Diffusion Processes? American 

Journal of Political Science 54(3): 650–66. 

Gingrich, Jane (2015). Still Not Dismantling? The Legacy of Dismantling the Welfare State 

in Comparative Politics. PS: Political Science & Politics 48(2): 279–83.  

Giugni, Lilia and Lucia Rubinelli (2015). Populism vs Technocracy? How Political Parties 

Adapt to New Dominant Narratives. Oxpol – The Oxford University Politics Blog. 

January 14. 

Giugni, Marco and Maria T. Grasso (2016). Austerity and Protest: Popular Contention in 

Times of Economic Crisis. London: Routledge. 

Gilley, Bruce (2017). Technocracy and Democracy as Spheres of Justice in Public Policy. 

Policy Sciences 50(1): 9–22. 

Goetz, Klaus H. (2014). A Question of Time: Responsive and Responsible Democratic 

Politics. West European Politics 37(2): 379–99. 

Golder, Sona N. (2010). Bargaining Delays in the Government Formation Process. 

Comparative Political Studies 43(1): 3–32.  

Goldthorpe, John (1987). Problems of Political Economy After the Post-War Period. In 

Maier, Charles (ed.). Changing Boundaries of the Political: Essays on the Evolving 

Balance Between State and Society, Public and Private in Europe. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press (pp. 363–408). 

González-Rossetti, Alejandra and Patricia Ramírez (2000). Enhancing the Feasibility of 

Health Reform: the Colombian Case, Latin American and the Caribbean Health Sector 

Reform Initiative N 39, Harvard School of Public Health.  

Gourevitch, Peter (1978). The Second Image Reversed: The International Sources of 

Domestic Politics. International Organization 32(4): 881–912.  



44 

Greskovits, Béla (2001). Brothers-in-Arms or Rivals in Politics? In Kornai, János, Haggard, 

Stephan and Robert R. Kaufman (eds.). Reforming the State: Fiscal and Welfare Reform 

in Post-Socialist Countries. Cambridge: Cambridge Univeristy Press (pp. 111–41). 

Grimmer, Justin and Brandon M. Stewart (2013). Text as Data: The Promise and Pitfalls of 

Automatic Content Analysis Methods for Political Texts. Political Analysis 21(3): 267–

97. 

Grindle, Merilee (1977). Power, Expertise and the “Técnico”: Suggestions from a Mexican 

Case Study. The Journal of Politics 39(2): 399–426. 

Grossman, Gene M. and Elhanan Helpman (1996). Electoral Competition and Special Interest 

Politics. The Review of Economic Studies 63(2): 265–86. 

Grzymala Busse, Anna and Abby Innes (2003). Great Expectations: Domestic Political 

Competition in East Central Europe. East European Politics and Society 17(1): 64–73.  

Guiso, Luigi, Sapienza, Paola and Luigi Zingales (2016). Monnet’s Error? Economic Policy 

31(86): 247–97 

Guriev, Sergei and Ekaterina V. Zhuravskaya (2009). (Un)happiness in Transition. Journal of 

Economic Perspectives 23(2):143–68. 

Haas, Peter M. (1990). Saving the Mediterranean: The Politics of International 

Environmental Co-operation. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Haas, Peter M. (1992a). Introduction: Epistemic Communities and International Policy Co-

ordination. International Organization 46(1): 1–35. 

Haas, Peter M. (1992b). Banning chlorofluorocarbons: Epistemic community efforts to 

protect stratospheric ozone. International Organization 46(1): 187–224. 

Habermas, Jürgen (1970). Toward a Rational Society. Boston, Mass.: Beacon. 



45 

Habermas, Jürgen (1989). Popular Sovereignty as Procedure. In Habermas, Jürgen (ed.). 

Between Facts and Norms. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Habermas, Jürgen (2015). The Lure of Technocracy. Oxford: Polity Press. 

Hagan, Joe D. (1989). Domestic Political Regime Changes and Third World Voting 

Realignments in the United Nations, 1946–84. International Organization 43(3): 

505−41. 

Hagan, Joe D. (1995). Domestic Political Explanations in the Analysis of Foreign Policy. In 

Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Hey, and Patrick J. Haney (eds.), Foreign Policy Analysis. 

Continuity and Change in Its Second Generation. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-

Hall (pp. 117–43). 

Hagemann, Sara and Bjorn Hoyland (2008). Parties in the Council? Journal of European 

Public Policy 15(8): 1205−21. 

Hagemann, Sara, Hobolt, Sara B. and Christopher Wratil (2017). Government 

Responsiveness in the European Union: Evidence from Council Voting. Comparative 

Political Studies 50(6): 850−76. 

Hagemann, Sara, Bailer, Stefanie and Alexander Herzog (2019). Signals to their Parliaments? 

Governments’ Use of Votes and Policy Statements in the EU Council. Journal of 

Common Market Studies. Forthcoming.  

Haggard, Stephan and Robert Kaufman (1995). The Political Economy of Democratic 

Transitions, Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Hall, Peter (1993). Policy Paradigms, Social Learning, and the State: The Case of Economic 

Policymaking in Britain. Comparative Politics 35(3): 275−96. 

Hallerberg, Mark (2004). Domestic Budgets in a United Europe: Fiscal Governance from the 

End of Bretton Woods to EMU. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press. 



46 

Hallerberg, Mark, Strauch, Rolf Rainer and Jurgen Von Hagen (2009). Fiscal Governance in 

Europe. New York: Cambridge University Press.   

Hanley, Seán (2009). Summertime special: two Czech prime ministers for the price of one, 11 

April. World Press.  

Hanley, Seán (2013). The Unexpected Consequences of an Unexpected Prime Minister? The 

2009-10 Fischer Administration in the Czech Republic. EUSA 13th Biennal Conference. 

Hanley, Seán (2018). Legitimacy and the Paradox of Technocratic Government in Newer 

European Democracies: The Fischer Administration in the Czech Republic Revisited. 

East European Politics and Societies 32(1): 78−100. 

Harford, Tim (2017). Some Things Are Best Left to the Technocrats. Financial Times, 17 

March.  

Harvey, George (2009). Techne and the Good in Plato’s Statesman and Philebus. Journal of 

the History of Philosophy 47(7): 1−33.  

Hawkins, Kirk A. (2009). Is Chávez Populist? Measuring Populist Discourse in Comparative 

Perspective. Comparative Political Studies 42(8): 1040−67. 

Hayek, Friedrich A. (1979). Law, Legislation and Liberty. Vol. 3: The Political Order of a 

Free People. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 

Headey, Bruce W. (1974). British Cabinet Ministers: The Role of Politicians in Executive 

Offfice. London: George Allen and Unwin. 

Heisenberg, Dorothee (2005). The Institution of ‘Consensus’ in the European Union: Formal 

versus Informal Decision-making in the Council. European Journal of Political 

Research 44(1): 65–90.  

Héritier, Adrienne (1999). Elements of Democratic Legitimation in Europe: An Alternative 

Perspective. Journal of European Public Policy 6(2): 269–82. 



47 

Herman, Valentine and John Pope (1973). Minority Governments in Western Democracies. 

British Journal of Political Science 3(2): 191–212. 

Hernandez, Enrique and Hanspeter Kriesi (2016). The Electoral Consequences of the 

Financial and Economic Crisis in Europe. European Journal of Political Research 

55(2): 203–24. 

Hershberg, Eric (2006). “Technocrats, Citizens and Second Generation Reforms: Colombia’s 

Andean Malaise”, in Eric Hershberg and Paul Drake (Eds.), State and Society in 

Conflict: Comparative Perspectives on the Andean Crisis, Pittsburgh: University of 

Pittsburgh Press. 

Herzog, Alexander and Kenneth Benoit (2015). The Most Unkindest Cuts: Speaker Selection 

and Expressed Government Dissent during Economic Crisis. The Journal of Politics 

77(4): 1157–75.  

Hibbing, John R. and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse (2002). Stealth Democracy: Americans’ Beliefs 

about How Government Should Work. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Hinich, Melvin J. and Michael C. Munger (1997). Analytical Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Hoffman, Erik O. and Robbin F. Laird (1985). Technocratic Socialism. The Soviet Union in 

the Advanced Industrial Era. Durham: Duke University Press.  

Holmes, Steven (1988). Pre-Commitment and the Paradox of Democracy. In Elster, Jon and 

Rune Slagstad (eds.). Constitutionalism and Democracy. Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge 

University Press (pp. 195–240).  

Holst, Catherine (2012). What is Epistocracy? In Anderson Øyen, Simen, Lund-Olsen, Tone 

and Nora Sørensen Vaage (eds.). Sacred Science? Wageningen: Wageningen Academic 

Publishers (pp. 41–54). 



48 

Hopkin, Jonathan (2012). A Slow Fuse: Italy and the EU Debt Crisis. The International 

Spectator 47(4): 35–48. 

Hosli, Madeleine O., Mattila, Mikko and Marc Uriot (2011). Voting in the Council of the 

European Union after the 2004 Enlargement: A Comparison of Old and New Member 

States. Journal of Common Market Studies 49(6): 1249–70. 

Huang, Haifeng (2015). Propaganda as Signaling. Comparative Politics 47(4): 419–44. 

Hübscher, Evelyne and Thomas Sattler (2017). Fiscal Consolidation under Electoral Risk. 

European Journal of Political Research 56(1): 151–68. 

Hussey, Gemman (1990). At the Cutting Edge: Cabinet Diaries 1982–1987. Dublin: Gill and 

Macmillan.  

Invernizzi Accetti, Carlo (2016). America’s Choice This November is Between a Populist and 

a Technocrat. The Guardian. October 5. 

Jacobs, Lawrence R. and Desmond King (2016). Fed Power: How Finance Wins. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Jasanoff, Sheila (1990). The Fifth Branch: Science Advisers as Policymakers. Cambridge, 

Mass.: Harvard University Press.  

Jasanoff, Sheila (2012). Science and Public Reason. London: Routledge. 

Jennings, Will (2009). The Public Thermostat, Political Responsiveness and Error-Correction: 

Border Control and Asylum in Britain, 1994–2007. British Journal of Political Science 

39(4): 847–70. 

Jensen, Christian B. and Jae-Jae Spoon (2011). Testing the “Party Matters” Thesis: 

Explaining Progress towards Kyoto Protocol Targets. Political Studies 59(1): 99–115. 



49 

Jochimsen, Beate and Sebastian Thomasius (2014). The Perfect Finance Minister: Whom to 

Appoint as Finance Minister to Balance the Budget. European Journal of Political 

Economy 34(C): 390–408. 

Joignant, Alfredo (2011). The Politics of Technopols: Resources, Political Competence and 

Collective Leadership in Chile, 1990–2010. Journal of Latin American Studies 43(3): 

517–46. 

Jones, Daniel Stedman (2012). Masters of the Universe. Hayek, Friedman, and the Birth of 

Neoliberal Politics. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Juárez, Carlos E. (1995). The Political Economy of Economic Policy Reform in Colombia: 

Technocratic Bureaucracy and business government relations, 1966-1992. Los Angeles, 

Calif.: University of California, PhD Dissertation. 

Kaarbo, Juliet (2008). Coalition Cabinet Decision Making: Institutional and Psychological 

Factors. International Studies Review 10(1): 57–86. 

Kaarbo, Juliet and Ryan K. Beasley (2008). Taking It to the Extreme: The Effect of Coalition 

Cabinets on Foreign Policy. Foreign Policy Analysis 4(1): 67–81. 

Kahler, Miles (1990). Orthodoxy and Its Alternatives: Explaining Approaches to Stabilization 

and Adjustment. In Nelson, Joan (ed.). Economic Crisis and Policy Choice: The Politics 

of Adjustment in the Third World. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press (pp. 33–

61). 

Kahler, Miles (1992). External Influence, Conditionality, and the Politics of Adjustment. In 

Haggard, Stephan and Robert Kaufman (eds.). The Politics of Economic Adjustment: 

International Constraints, Distributive Conflicts, and the State. Princeton, N.J.: 

Princeton University Press (pp. 89–136). 



50 

Kalyvas, Andreas (2005). Popular Sovereignty, Democracy, and the Constituent Power. 

Constellations 12(2): 223–44. 

Kaplan, Stephen B. (2014). The Political Economy of Macroeconomic Policymaking: 

Economic Crises and Technocratic Governance. Washington, DC: The George 

Washington University. 

Kaplan, Stephen B. (2017). Partisan Technocratic Cycles in Latin America. Electoral Studies 

45: 219–29. 

Kastner, Scott L. and Chad Rector (2003). International Regimes, Domestic Veto-Players, and 

Capital Controls Policy Stability. International Studies Quarterly 47 (1): 1–22. 

Kaplan, Stephen B. (2018). Fighting Past Economic Wars: Crisis and Austerity in Latin 

America. Latin American Research Review 53(1): 19–37 

Kaplan, Stephen B. (2013). Globalization and Austerity Politics in Latin America. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Kates, Sean and Joshua Tucker (2018). We Never Change, Do We? Economic Anxiety and 

the Far Right in a Post Crisis Europe. Working Paper. 

Katz, Richard S. (1986). Party Government: A Rationalistic Conception. In Castles, Francis 

G. and Rudolf Wildenmann (eds.). Visions and Realities of Party Government. 

Florence: EUI and Berlin: de Gruyter (pp. 31–71). 

Katz, Richard S. (ed.) (1987). Party Governments: European and American Experiences. 

Berlin: De Gruyter.  

Katz, Richard S. (1987). Party Government and its Alternatives. In Katz, Richard S. (ed.). 

Party Governments: European and American Experiences. Florence: EUI and Berlin: 

de Gruyter (pp. 1–26). 



51 

Kaufman, Robert R. and Joan M. Nelson (eds.) (2004). Crucial Needs, Weak incentives: 

Social Sector Reform, Democratization and Globalization in Latin America. Baltimore, 

MD: Woodrow Wilson Center and The Johns Hopkins University Press.  

Kelsen, Hans (2013) [1929]. The Essence and Value of Democracy. Lanham: Rowman and 

Littlefield.  

Keohane, Robert, Macedo, Stephen and Andrew Moravcsik (2009). Democracy-Enhancing 

Multilateralism. International Organization 63(1): 1–31. 

Kesgin, Baris Juliet Kaarbo (2010). When and How Parliaments Influence Foreign Policy: 

The Case of Turkey’s Iraq Decision. International Studies Perspectives 11(1), 19–36. 

Khan, Mehreen and Szu Ping Chan (2015). European Central Bank Boosts Greek Banks as 

IMF Default Is Averted. The Telegraph, 9 April. 

King, Anthony (2015). Who Governs Britain? London: Penguin. 

Klašnja, Marko and Joshua A. Tucker (2013). The Economy, Corruption, and the Vote: 

Evidence from Experiments in Sweden and Moldova. Electoral Studies 32(3): 536–43. 

Klein, Naomi (2007). The Shock Doctrine: The Rise of Disaster Capitalism. New York: 

Picador.  

Kling, Robert (ed.) (1996). Computerization and Controversy. Value Conflicts and Social 

Choices. New York: Academic Press.  

Koivumaeki, Riita Ilona (2010). Business, Economic Experts, and Conservative Party 

Building in El Salvador. Journal of Politics in Latin America 2(1): 79–106. 

Korpi, Walter and Joakim Palme (2003). New Politics and Class Politics in the Context of 

Austerity and Globalization: Welfare State Regress in 18 Countries, 1975–95. American 

Political Science Review 97(3): 425–46.  



52 

Koutsoukis, Kleomenis S. (1994). Cabinet Decision Making in the Hellenic Republic, 1974-

1992. In Laver, Michael and Kenneth A. Shepsle (eds.). Cabinet Ministers and 

Parliamentary Government. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (pp. 270–82). 

Kriesi, Hanspeter (2014). The Populist Challenge. West European Politics 37(2): 361−78. 

Kriesi, Hanspeter (2016). The Politicization of European Integration. Journal of Common 

Market Studies, 54(Annual Review): 32–47. 

Kydland, Finn E. and Edward C. Prescott (1977). Rules rather than Discretion: The 

Inconsistency of Optimal Plans. Journal of Political Economy 85(3): 473–92. 

Laffan Brigid (2014). Testing Times: The Growing Primacy of Responsibility in the Euro 

Area. West European Politics 37(2): 270–87. 

Laffan, Brigid and Pierre Schlosser (2016). Public Finances in Europe: Fortifying EU 

Economic Governance in the Shadow of the Xrisis. Journal of European Integration 

38(3): 237–49. 

Landes, David (1969). The Unbound Prometheus: Technological Change and Industrial De-

velopment in Western Europe from 1750 to the Present. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press.  

Landwehr, Claudia (2009). Democratic and Technocratic Policy Deliberation. Critical Policy 

Studies 3(3-4): 434–43.  

Landwehr, Claudia (2010). Discourse and Coordination: Modes of Interaction and their Roles 

in Political Decision-Making. The Journal of Political Philosophy 18(1): 101–22.  

Larsson, Torbjörn (1994). Cabinet Ministers and Parliamentary Government in Sweden. In 

Laver, Michael and Kenneth A. Shepsle (eds.). Cabinet Ministers and Parliamentary 

Government. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (pp.169–86).  



53 

Laski, Harold (1931). The Limitations of the Expert (Fabian Tract 235). London: Fabian 

Society. 

Lasswell, Harald D. (1936). Politics: Who Gets What, When and How. New York: McGraw-

Hill. 

Laval, Christian and Pierre Dardot (2016). Ce Cauchemar qui n'en Finit Pas: Comment le 

Néolibéralisme Défait la Démocratie. Paris: La Découverte. 

Lehnert, Thomas and Fabio Wasserfallen (2019). Political Conflict in the Reform of the 

Eurozone. European Union Politics. Forthcoming. 

Leloup, Lance T. and William B. Moreland (1978). Agency Strategies and Executive Review: 

The Hidden Politics of Budgeting. Public Administration Review 38(3): 232–39.  

Leonard, Mark (2017). The Macron Method. Project Syndicate. May 29. 

Lerner, Daniel and Harold Lasswell (1956). The Policy Sciences. Stanford, CA: Stanford 

University Press.  

Levi-Faur, David (2011). Regulatory Networks and Regulatory Agencification: Towards a 

Single European Regulatory Space. Journal of European Public Policy 18(6): 810–29. 

Li, He (2001). Technocrats and Democratic Transition: the Cases of China and Mexico. 

Journal of International and Area Studies 8(2): 67–86. 

Lindblom, Charles E. (1959). The Science of Muddling Through. Public Administration 19 

(2): 78–88. 

Lindblom, Charles E. (1965). The Intelligence of Democracy. New York, NY: The Free Press. 

Lindblom, Charles E. (1980). The Policy-Making Process. Englewood Cliffs, CA: Prentice-

Hall. 



54 

Linde, Jonas and Yvette Peters (2018). Responsiveness, Support, and Responsibility: How 

Democratic Responsiveness Facilitates Responsible Government. Party Politics. 

Forthcoming. 

 Linek, Lukáš and Tomáš Lacina (2010). Czech Republic. European Journal of Political 

Research 49(7-8): 939–46. 

Llamazares, Iván and Wladimir Gramacho (2007). Eurosceptics among Euroenthusiasts: An 

analysis of Southern European public opinions. Acta Politica 42(2-3): 211–32. 

Lobo, Marina Costa and Michael S. Lewis-Beck (2012). The integration hypothesis: How the 

European Union shapes economic voting. Electoral Studies 31(3): 522–28. 

Lobo, Marina Costa and Pedro C. Magalhães (2011). Room for Manoeuvre: Euroscepticism 

in the Portuguese Parties and Electorate 1976–2005. South European Society and 

Politics 16(1): 81–104.  

Loughlin, Martin (2003). The Idea of Public Law. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Lynskey, Dorian. (2017). “I Thought I’d Put in a Protest Vote”: The People Who Regret 

Voting Leave. Guardian. November 25. 

Mackie, Gerry (2003). Democracy Defended. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Mackie, Gerry (2009). Schumpeter's Leadership Democracy. Political Theory 37(1): 128–53. 

MacLean, Nancy (2017). Democracy in Chains: The Deep History of the Radical Right’s 

Stealth Plan for America. Melbourne: Scribe.  

Magaloni, Beatriz (2006). Voting for Autocracy: Hegemonic Party Survival and Its Demise in 

Mexico. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Magone, José (2003). The Politics of Southern Europe: Integration into the European Union. 

Westport, CT: Praeger.  



55 

Maier, Charles (1970). Between Taylorism and Technocracy: European Ideologies and the 

Vision of industrial productivity in the 1920s. Journal of Contemporary History 5(2): 

27–61. 

Mair, Peter (2008). The Challenge to Party Government. West European Politics 31(1–2): 

211–34. 

Mair, Peter (2009). Representative versus Responsible Government. Cologne: MplfG 

Working Paper 09/8. 

Mair, Peter (2011). Bini Smaghi vs. the Parties: Representative Government and Institutional 

Constraints. Florence: European University Institute EUI working paper/RSCAS.  

Mair, Peter (2013). Ruling the Void. London: Verso. 

Majone, Giandomenico (1994). The Rise of the Regulatory State in Europe. West European 

Politics 17(3): 77–101. 

Majone, Giandomenico (1996). Regulating Europe. London: Routledge.  

Majone, Giandomenico (1998). Europe’s Democratic Deficit: The Question of Standards. 

European Law Journal 4(2): 5–28.  

Majone, Giandomenico (2001). Two Logics of Delegation: Agency and Fiduciary Relations 

in EU Governance. European Union Politics 2(1): 103–22. 

Majone, Giandomenico (2005). Dilemmas of European Integration: The Ambiguities and 

Pitfalls of Integration by Stealth. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Malbin, Michael J. (1980). Unelected Representatives: Congressional Stuff and the Future of 

Representative Government. New York: Basic Books. 

Meltsner, Arnold J. (1976). Policy Analysts in the Bureaucracy Berkeley: University of 

California Press. 



56 

Manin, Bernard (1987). On Legitimacy and Political Deliberation. Political Theory 15(3): 

338–68. 

Manin, Bernard (1997). The Principles of Representative Government. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Mann, Michael (1993). The Sources of Social Power (two volumes). Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Maor, Moshe, Gilad, Sharon and Pazit Ben Nun Bloom (2013). Organizational Reputation, 

Regulatory Talk, and Strategic Silence. Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory 23(3): 581–608. 

Maor, Moshe and Raanan Sulitzeanu-kenan (2016). Responsive Change: Agency Output 

Response to Reputational Threats. Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory 26(1): 31–44. 

Marangoni, Francesco and Luca Verzichelli (2015). From a Technocratic Solution to a Fragile 

Grand Coalition: The Impact of the Economic Crisis on Parliamentary Government in 

Italy. The Journal of Legislative Studies 21(1): 35–53. 

March, Luke and Cas Mudde (2005). What’s Left of the Radical Left? The European Radical 

Left after 1989: Decline and Mutation. Comparative European Politics 3(1): 23–49. 

Marcussen, Martin (2009). Scientization of Central Banking: The Politics of A-Politicization. 

In Kenneth Dyson and Martin Marcussen (eds.). Central Banks in the Age of the Euro: 

Europeanization, Convergence, and Power. Oxford: Oxford University Press (pp. 373–

90).  

Markowski, Radosław and Joshua A. Tucker (2010). Euroscepticism and the Emergence of 

Political Parties in Poland. Party Politics 16(4): 523–48. 



57 

Martin, Lisa L. (2000). Democratic Commitments: Legislatures and International 

Cooperation. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Mattes, Michaela, Leeds, Brett A. and Royce Carroll (2015). Leadership Turnover and 

Foreign Policy Change: Societal Interests, Domestic Institutions, and Voting in the 

United Nations. International Studies Quarterly 59(2): 280–90. 

Matthews, Owen (June 28, 2016). Beyond Brexit:  Europe’s Populist Backlash Against 

Immigration and Globalization. Newsweek. 

Matthijs, Matthias and Mark Blyth (2017). Theresa May’s Horrible, No Good, Very Bad Day 

Explains Why Democracy Is Better than Technocracy. Washington Post - Monkey 

Cage. 5 October. 

Mattila, Mikko (2004). Contested Decisions. Empirical Analysis of Voting in the EU Council 

of Ministers. European Journal of Political Research 43(1): 29–50. 

Mattila, Mikko (2009). Roll Call Analysis of Voting in the European Union Council of 

Ministers after the 2004 Enlargement. European Journal of Political Research 48(6): 

840–57. 

May, Kenneth O. (1952). A Set Of Independent Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for 

Simple Majority Decision. Econometrica 20(4): 680–84. 

McDonnell, Duncan and Marco Valbruzzi (2014). Defining and Classifying Technocrat-Led 

and Technocratic Governments. European Journal of Political Research 53(4): 654–71. 

McNeill, William H. (1963). The Rise of the West: A History of the Human Community. 

Chicago, Ill.: University of Chicago Press. 

Mény, Yves (2014). Managing the EU Crises: Another Way of Integration by Stealth? West 

European Politics 37(6): 1336–53. 



58 

Mény, Yves and Yves Surel (eds.) (2002). Democracies and the Populist Challenge. London: 

Palgrave. 

Meridiana Notizie (2018). Pensioni, Salvini: “Boeri renda efficiente Inps, non deve far 

politica”, October 15.  

Merriam, Charles E. (1938). The Assumptions of Aristocracy. American Journal of Sociology 

43(6): 857–77.  

Meynaud, Jean (1964). La Technocratie: Myte ou réalité? Paris: Payot. 

Meynaud, Jean (1969). Technocracy. New York: The Free Press. 

Mills, C. Wright (1956). The Power Elite. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Milner Helen V. and Dustin H.Tingley (2011). Who Supports Global Economic Engagement? 

The Sources of Preferences in American Foreign Economic Policy. International 

Organization 65(1): 37–68. 

Mirowski, Phillip (2009). Defining Neoliberalism. In Mirowski, Philip and Dieter Plehwe 

(eds.). The Road from Mont Pelerin: The Making of the Neoliberal Thought Collective. 

Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press (pp. 417–55). 

Momani, Bessma (2005). Recruiting and Diversifying IMF Technocrats. Global Society 

19(2): 167–87. 

Montecinos, Veronica (1998). “Economists and Party Politics: Chilean Democracy in the Era 

of Markets”, in Miguel A. Centeno and Patricio Silva (Eds.), The Politics of Expertise 

in Latin America, New York: Macmillan Press.  

Monti, Mario and Sylvie Goulard (2012). De la Démocratie en Europe. Paris: Flammarion.  

Moravcsik Andrew (1993). Preferences and Power in the European Community: A Liberal 

Intergovernmentalist Approach. Journal of Common Market Studies 31(4): 473–524. 



59 

Moravcsik, Andrew (1998). The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and State Power from 

Messina to Maastricht. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 

Moravcsik, Andrew (2002). Reassessing Legitimacy in the European Union. Journal of 

Common Market Studies 40(4): 603–24. 

Moravcsik, Andrew (2012). Europe After the Crisis. How to Sustain a Common 

Currency. Foreign Affairs 91(3): 54–68. 

Morgan, Edmund S. (1988). Inventing the People: The Rise of Popular Sovereignty in 

England and America. New York: Norton.  

Morozov, Evgeny (2014). To Save Everything, Click Here: The Folly of Technological 

Solutionism. New York: Public Affairs. 

Motta, Matthew (2018). The Dynamics and Political Implications of Anti-Intellectualism in 

the United States. American Politics Research 46(3): 465–98.  

Mounk, Yascha (2018). The People vs. Democracy: Why Our Freedom Is in Danger and How 

to Save It. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Mudde, Cas (2004). The Populist Zeitgeist. Government and Opposition 39(4): 542–63.  

Mudde, Cas (2007).  Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe. Cambridge:  Cambridge 

University Press.  

Mudde, Cas (2017). The EU has tolerated Viktor Orban for too long. It has to take a stand 

now. The Guardian. April 3. 

Mudde, Cas and Cristóbal R. Kaltwasser (eds.)(2012). Populism in Europe and the Americas. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Mueller, Jan-Werner (2011). Contesting Democracy: Political Ideas in Twentieth-Century 

Europe. New Haven: Yale University Press. 



60 

Mueller, Jan-Werner (2016). What Is Populism? Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 

Press. 

Mueller, Dennis C. (1997). Public Choice in Perspective. In Mueller, Dennis C. (ed.). 

Perspectives on Public Choice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (pp. 1–17). 

Mühlböck, Monika and Jale Tosun (2017). Responsiveness to Different National Interests: 

Voting Behaviour on Genetically Modified Organisms in the Council of the European 

Union. Journal of Common Market Studies 56(2): 385–402. 

Müller, Jan-Werner (2017). What Is Populism? London: Penguin. 

Narizny, Kevin (2003). Both Guns and Butter, or Neither: Class Interests in the Political 

Economy of Rearmament. American Political Science Review 97(2): 203–20. 

Nelkin, Dorothy (1975). The Political Impact of Technical Expertise. Social Studies of 

Science 5(1): 35–54. 

Nelson Joan (1999). Reforming Health and Education: the World Bank, the IDB, and 

Complex Institutional Change, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.  

Nelson, Joan (2004). “The Politics of Health Sector Reform: Cross National Comparisons” in: 

Robert R. Kaufman and Joan M. Nelson (Eds.), Crucial Needs, Weak Incentives: Social 

Sector Reform, Democratization, and Globalization in Latin America. Baltimore: 

Woodrow Wilson Center and the Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Neto, Octavio Amorim and Kaare Strøm (2006). Breaking the Parliamentary Chain of 

Delegation: Presidents and Non-partisan Cabinet Members in European Democracies. 

British Journal of Political Science 36(4): 619–43. 

Neto, Octavio Amorim and Marina Costa Lobo (2009). Portugal’s Semi-Presidentialism 

(Re)Considered: An Assessment of the President’s Role in the Policy Process, 1976–

2006. European Journal of Political Research 37(3): 309–33. 



61 

Neumayer Eric (2003). Are Left-Wing Party Strength and Corporatism Good for the 

Environment? Evidence from Panel Analysis of Air Pollution in OECD Countries. 

Ecological economics 45(2): 203–20.  

Nicolaïdis, Kalypso (2001). Conclusion: The Federal Vision Beyond the Federal State. In 

Nicolaïdis, Kalypso and Robert Howse (eds.). The Federal Vision: Legitimacy and 

Levels of Governance in the United States and the European Union. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press (pp. 439–82). 

North, Douglass (1990). Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Nossiter, Adam (2017). Marine Le Pen Echoes Trump’s Bleak Populism in French Campaign 

Kickoff. New York Times, February 5. 

Neue Zuricher Zeitung (2018). Die Euro-Gruppe fordert Italien zum Einlenken im 

Budgetstreit auf. November 5. 

Noriega, Gustavo (2010). Indec: Historia Indima de una Estafa. Buenos Aires: 

Sudamericana. 

O’Brien, Philip J. and Jaqueline Rodick (1983). Chile, the Pinochet Decade: The Rise and 

Fall of the Chicago Boys, London: Latin American Bureau. 

O’Donnell, Guillermo (1973). Modernization and Bureaucratic Authoritarianism, Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 

O’Donnell, Guillermo A. (1994). “Delegative Democracy.” Journal of Democracy 5(1): 

55−69. 

O’Donnell, Guillermo A. (1996). Poverty and Inequality in Latin America: Some Political 

Reflections. Kellogg Institute for International Studies, University of Notre Dame: 

Working Paper no. 225. 



62 

OECD (2016). The Social Expenditure Database: SOCX 1980–2013. Paris: Organisation of 

Co-operation and Economic Development. 

Offe, Klaus (1973). Strukturprobleme des kapitalistischen Staates. Frankfut: Suhrkamp. 

Oppermann, Kai and Klaus Brummer (2013). Patterns of Junior Partner Influence on the 

Foreign Policy of Coalition Governments. British Journal of Politics and International 

Relations 16(4): 555–71. 

Ortiz de Zevallos, Gabriel, Hugo Eyzaguirre, Rosa María Palacios and Pierina Polarollo 

(1999). “La Economía Política de las reformas institucionales en el Perú: los Casos de 

Educación, Salud y Pensiones”. Working paper R-3948, Washington: Interamerican 

Development Bank. 

Palacios, Marco (2001). “Saber es Poder: el Caso de los Economistas Colombianos”, in De 

Populistas, Mandarines y Violencias, Bogotá: Editorial Planeta Colombiana. 

Panebianco, Angelo (1988). Political Parties: Organization and Power. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Pasquino, Gianfranco and Marco Valbruzzi (2012). Non-Partisan Governments Italian-Style: 

Decision-Making and Accountability. Journal of Modern Italian Studies 17(5): 612–29. 

Pastorella, Giulia (2014). Why Have Technocrats Been Appointed to Govern European 

Demoracies? Cork: UACES General Conference. 

Pastorella, Giulia (2016). Technocratic Governments in Europe: Getting the Critique Right. 

Political Studies 64(4): 948–65. 

Pedersen, Mogens (1979). The Dynamics of European Party Systems: Changing Patterns of 

Electoral Volatility. European Journal of Political Research 7(1): 1–26. 

Pennock, Roland J. (1952). Responsiveness, Responsibility, and Majority Rule. American 

Political Science Review 46(3): 790–807. 



63 

Peters, B. Guy and Jon Pierre (2004). Politicization of the Civil Service: Concepts, Causes, 

Consequences. In B. Guy Peters and Jon Pierre (eds.). The Politicization of the Civil 

Service in Comparative Perspective: A Quest for Control. Abingdon: Routledge (pp. 1–

13). 

Peters, B. Guy and Anthony Barker (eds.) (1993). Advising West European Governments 

Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 

Pettit, Philip (2004). Depoliticizing Democracy. Ratio Juris 17(1): 52–65. 

Pielke, Roger A. (2007). The Honest Broker: Making Sense of Science in Policy and Politics. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Pitkin, Hanna F. (1967). The Concept of Representation. Berkeley: University of California 

Press.  

Plato (1995). The Statesman. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.   

Plato (2000). The Republic. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Plato (2007). The Republic, 2nd Edition, translated by Desmond Lee. London: Penguin 

Classics.  

Plato (2008). Protagoras. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Poblete, Mario E. (2015). How to Assess Populist Discourse through Three Current 

Approaches. Journal of Political Ideologies 20(2): 201–18. 

Poggi, Gianfranco (1978). The Development of the Modern State: A Sociological 

Introduction. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press. 

Poguntke, Thomas and Paul Webb (eds.) (2005). The Presidentialization of Politics: A 

Comparative Study of Modern Democracies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  



64 

Pollitt, Christopher (2015). Decentralized management: Agencies and ‘arms-length’ bodies. 

In Bovaird, Tony and Elke Loeffler (eds.). Public Management and Governance. 

London: Routledge (pp. 249–64). 

Pop, Liliana (2006). Democratising Capitalism? The Political Economy of Post-Communist 

Transformations in Romania, 1989–2001. Manchester: Manchester University Press. 

Pop-Eleches, Grigore and Joshua Tucker (2017). Communism’s Shadow: Historical Legacies 

and Contemporary Political Attitudes. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Popper, Karl (1945). The Open Society and Its Enemies. Vol. I: The Spell of Plato. London: 

Routledge.  

Powell, Eleanor Neff and Joshua A. Tucker (2014). Revisiting Electoral Volatility in Post-

Communist Countries: New Data, New Results and New Approaches. British Journal of 

Political Science 44(1): 123–47.  

Pridham, Geoffrey and Susannah Verney (1991). The Coalitions of 1989-90 in Greece: Inter-

party relations and democratic consolidation. West European Politics. 14(4): 42–69. 

Protsyk, Oleh (2005). Politics of Intraexecutive Conflict in Semipresidential Regimes in 

Eastern Europe. East European Politics and Societies 19(2): 135–60. 

Protsyk, Oleh (2005). Prime Ministers’ Identity in semi-presidential Regimes: Constitutional 

Norms and Cabinet Formation Outcomes. European Journal of Political Research 

44(5): 721–48. 

Przeworski, Adam (1985). Capitalism and Social Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Przeworski, Adam (1991). Democracy and the Market. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Przeworski, Adam (1992). The Neoliberal Fallacy. Journal of Democracy 3(3): 45–59. 



65 

Przeworski, Adam (1999). Minimalist Conception of Democracy: A Defense. In Shapiro, Ian 

and Cassiano Hacker-Cordon (eds.). Democracy’s Value. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press (pp. 23–55). 

Putnam, Robert D. (1977). Elite Transformation in Advanced Industrial Societies: An 

Empirical Assessment of the Theory of Technocracy. Comparative Political Studies 

10(3): 383–412. 

Putnam, Robert D. (1988). Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-Level 

Games. International Organization 42(3): 427–60.  

Quinn, Dennis P. and A. Maria Toyoda (2007). Ideology and Voter Preferences as 

Determinants of Financial Globalization. American Journal of Political Science 51(2): 

344–63. 

Radaelli, Claudio M. (1999a). The Public Policy of the European Union: Whither Politics of 

Expertise? Journal of European Public Policy 6(5): 757–74. 

Radaelli, Claudio M. (1999b). Technocracy in the European Union. New York: Longman. 

Radaelli, Claudio M. (2003). The Europeanization of Public Policy. In Featherstone, Kevin 

and Claudio M. Radaelli (eds.). The politics of Europeanization. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press (pp. 27–56). 

Radaelli, Claudio M. (2003). The “Representation” of Expertise in the European Union. In 

Saurugger, Sabine (ed.). Les Modes de Représentation dans l'Union Europeénne. Paris: 

L’Harmattan (pp. 279–304). 

Radin, Beryl A. (2013). Beyond Machiavelli: Policy Analysis Reaches Midlife, 2nd edition. 

Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press. 

Rahu, Christian (2016). A Responsive Technocracy? EU Politicisation and the Consumer 

Policies of the European Commission. London: Rowman and Littlefield (ECPR Press). 



66 

Raunio, Tapio (2004). The Changing Finnish Democracy: Stronger Parliamentary 

Accountability, Coalescing Political Parties and Weaker External Constraints. 

Scandinavian Political Studies 27(2): 133–52. 

Redrado, Martín (2010). Sin Reservas: Un Límite al Poder Absoluto, Buenos Aires: Planeta.  

Reuters (2016). After Trump and Brexit, Populist Tsunami Threatens European Mainstream. 

November 9. 

Ridley, Frederick F. (1966). French Technocracy and Comparative Government. Political 

Studies 14(1): 34–52. 

Riker, William H. (1982). Liberalism against Populism: A Confrontation between the Theory 

of Democracy and the Theory of Social Choice. San Francisco, Calif.: Freeman. 

Rimkutė, Dovilė (2018). Organizational Reputation and Risk Regulation: The Effect of 

Reputational Threats on Agency Scientific Outputs. Public Administration 96(1): 70–

83. 

Roberts, Alasdair (2011). The Logic of Discipline: Global Capitalism and the Architecture of 

Government. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Rodrik, Dani (2006). Goodbye Washington Consensus, Hello Washington Confusion? A 

Review of the World Bank's Economic growth in the 1990s: Learning from a Decade of 

Reform. Journal of Economic Literature 44(4): 973–87.  

Rohac, Dalibor, Johansson Heinö, Andreas and Sahana Kumar (2017). The Wisdom of 

Demagogues: Institutions, Corruption and Support for Authoritarian Populists. Working 

Paper. 

Rokkan, Stein (1970). Citizens, Elections, Parties: Approaches to the Comparative Study of 

the Processes of Development. Oslo: Unviersitetsforlaget. 



67 

Rooduijn, Matthijs and Teun Pauwels (2011). Measuring Populism: Comparing Two Methods 

of Content Analysis. West European Politics 34(6): 1272−83. 

van Roozendal, Peter (1997). Government survival in Western multi-party democracies. The 

effect of credible exit threats via dominance. European Journal of Political Research 

32(1): 71–92. 

Roper, Steven D. (2000). Romania. The Unfinished Revolution. Abingdon: Routledge. 

Rosanvallon, Pierre (2011). Democratic Legitimacy: Impartiality, Reflexivity, Proximity. 

Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Rose, Richard (1969). The Variability of Party Government: A Theoretical and Empirical 

Critique. Political Studies 17(4): 413–45. 

Rosenblum, Nancy L. (2008). On the Side of the Angels: An Appreciation of Parties and 

Partisanship. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Rothstein, Henry (2006). The Institutional Origins of Risk: A New Agenda for Risk Research. 

Health, Risk and Society 8(3): 215–21. 

Rothstein, Henry, Huber, Michael and George Gaskell (2006). A Theory of Risk 

Colonization: The Spiralling Regulatory Logics of Societal and Institutional Risk. 

Economy and Society 35(1): 91–112. 

Rouban, Luc (2003). Politicization of the Civil Service. In B. Guy Peters and Jon Pierre 

(eds.). Handbook of Public Administration. Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage (pp. 310–20).  

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques (1997) [1762]. The Social Contract and Other Later Political 

Writings. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Ruiz-Rufno, R. and Sonia Alonso (2017). Democracy without Choice: Citizens’ Perceptions 

of Government Autonomy during the Eurozone Crisis. European Journal of Political 

Research 56(2): 320–45.  



68 

Sadurski, Wojciech (2013). Rights before Courts: A Study of Constitutional courts in 

Postcommunist States of Central and Eastern Europe. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic. 

Saffon, Maria Paula and Nadia Urbinati (2013). Procedural Democracy, the Bulwark of Equal 

Liberty. Political Theory 41(3): 441–81. 

Sánchez-Cuenca, Ignacio (2017). From a Deficit of Democracy to a Technocratic Order : The 

Postcrisis Debate on Europe. Annual Review of Political Science 20(1): 351–69. 

Santiso, Javier (2003). The Political Economy of Emerging Markets: Actors, Institutions and 

Financial Crises in Latin America. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Santiso, Javier and Laurence Whitehead (2006). “Ulysses, the Sirens and the Art of 

Navigation: Political and Technical Rationality in Latin America”, Working Paper N 

256 OECD Development Center. 

Sarfatti Larson, Magali (1972). Notes on Technocracy: Some Problems of Theory, Ideology 

and Power. Berkeley Journal of Sociology 17: 1–34. 

Sartori, Giovanni (1968). Representation Systems. In International Encylopedia of the Social 

Sciences, Vol. 13. New York: Macmillan (pp. 465–74).  

Sartori, Giovanni (1976). Parties and Party Systems: A Framework for Analysis. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Sartori, Giovanni (1982). The Theory of Democracy Revisited. Part Two: The Classical 

Issues. Chatham, NJ: Chatham House Publishers. 

Sartori, Giovanni (ed.) (1984). Social Science Concepts: A Systematic Analysis. London: 

Sage. 

Sartori, Giovanni (1987). The Theory of Democracy Revisited - Part Two: The Classical 

Issues. Chatham, N.J.: Chatham House.  



69 

Sartori, Giovanni (1991). Comparing and Miscomparing. Journal of Theoretical Politics 3(3): 

243–57. 

Sartori, Giovanni (2005). Party Types, Organisation and Functions. West European Politics 

28(1): 5–33. 

Scharpf, Fritz W. (1999). Governing in Europe: Effective and Democratic? Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

Schattschneider, Elmer E. (1942). Party Government: American Government in Action. New 

York: Farrar and Rinehart. 

Schedler, Andreas (1996). Anti-Political-Establishment Parties. Party Politics 2(3): 291–312. 

Schimmelfennig Frank (2014). European Integration in the Euro Crisis: The Limits of 

Postfunctionalism. Journal of European Integration 36(3): 321–37. 

Schleiter, Petra and Edward Morgan-Jones (2009). Party Government in Europe? 

Parliamentary and semi-presidential democracies compared. European Journal of 

Political Research 48(5): 665–93. 

Schmidt, Steffen W. (1974). Bureaucrats as Modernizing Brokers? Clientelism in Colombia. 

Comparative Politics 6(3): 425–50. 

Schmidt, Susanne K. (2018). The European Court of Justice and the Policy Process: The 

Shadow of Case Law. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Schmidt, Vivien A. (2011). Can Technocratic Government Be Democratic? Telos, 23 

November. 

Schmidt, Vivien A. (2016). Reinterpreting the Rules “By Stealth” in Times of Crisis: A 

Discursive Institutionalist Analysis of the European Central Bank and the European 

Commission Central Bank and the European Commission. West European Politics 

39(5): 1032–52.  



70 

Schmidt, Vivien A. and Elisabetta Gualmini (2013). The Political Sources of Italy’s 

Economic Problems: Between Opportunistic Political Leadership and Pragmatic, 

Technocratic Leadership. Comparative European Politics 11(3): 360–82. 

Schneider, Ben R. (1998). The Material Basis of Technocracy: Investor Confidence and Neo-

Liberalism in Latin America. In Miguel Ángel Centeno and Patricio Silva (eds.). The 

Politics of Expertise in Latin America. New York: Macmillan Press (pp. 77–95). 

Scholten, Miroslava (2017). Mind the Trend! Enforcement of EU Law Has Been Moving to 

“Brussels”. Journal of European Public Policy 24(9): 1348–66. 

Schön, Donald A. and Martin Rein (1994). Frame Reflection: Toward the Resolution of 

Intractable Policy Controversies. New York: Basic Books. 

Schumpeter, Joseph A. (1942). Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy. New York: Harper. 

Scruggs, Lyle (2006). The Generosity of Social Insurance. Oxford Review of Economic Policy 

22(3): 349–64. 

Segal, Howard (1985). Technological Utopianism in American Culture. Syracuse: Syracuse 

University Press.  

Seligson, Mitchell A. (2007). The Rise of Populism and the Left in Latin America. Journal of 

Democracy 18(3): 81–95. 

Sen, Amartya (2002). Rationality and Freedom. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Shapiro, Martin (1964). Law and Politics in the Supreme Court: Studies in Political 

Jurisprudence. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press. 

Shapiro, Martin and Alex Stone Sweet (1994). The New Constitutional Politics of Europe. 

Comparative Political Studies 26(4): 397–420. 

Shields, Stuart (2012). Opposing Neoliberalism? Poland’s renewed populism and post-

communist transition. Third World Quarterly 33(2): 359–81. 



71 

Shils, Edward (1956). The Torment of Secrecy: The Background and Consequences of 

American Security Policies. London: Heinemann. 

Sikkink, Kathryn (1991). Ideas and Institutions: Developmentalism in Brazil and Argentina. 

Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press. 

Silva, Eduardo (1993). Capitalist Coalitions, the State and Neo-liberal Economic 

Restructuring: Chile, 1973–1978. World Politics 45(4): 526–59. 

Silva, Patricio (1991). Technocrats and Politics in Chile: From the Chicago Boys to the 

Cieplan Monks. Journal of Latin American Studies 23(2): 385–410. 

Silva, Patricio (1994). State, Public Technocracy and Politics in Chile, 1927–1941. Bulletin of 

Latin American Research 13(3): 281–29. 

Silva, Patricio (2008). In the Name of Reason: Technocrats and Politics in Chile, University 

Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press. 

Skocpol, Theda (1985). Bringing the State Back In: Strategies of Analysis in Current 

Research. In Evans, Peter, Rueschemeyer, Dietrich and Theda Skocpol (eds.). Bringing 

the State Back In. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (pp. 3–38). 

Snyder, Jack (1991). Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition. Ithaca, 

N.Y.: Cornell University Press. 

Sonntag, Lars (2010). Politica. Available at www.kolumbus.fi/taglarsson/. 

Stegmaier, Mary and Klára Vlachová (2011). The parliamentary election in the Czech 

Republic, May 2010. Electoral Studies 30(1): 238–41. 

Straussman, Jeffrey D. (1977). The Limits of Technocratic Politics. New Brunswick, NJ: 

Transaction Books. 

Streeck, Wolfgang (2014). Buying Time: The Delayed Crisis of Democratic Capitalism. New 

York: Verso Books. 



72 

Strøm, Kaare, Müller, Wolfgang C. and Torbjörn Bergman (2000). Delegation and 

Accountability in Parliamentary Democracies. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Stuckler, David, Reeves, Aaron, Loopstra, Rachel, Karanikolos, Marina and Martin McKee 

(2017). Austerity and health: the impact in the UK and Europe. European Journal of 

Public Health 27(4): 18–21. 

Sugiyama, Natasha Borges and Wendy A. Hunter (2013). Whither Clientelism? Good 

Governance and Brazil’s Bolsa Família Program. Comparative Politics 46(1): 43–62. 

Sunstein, Cass R. (2011). Humanizing Cost-Benefit Analysis. European Journal of Risk and 

Regulation 2(1): 3–7. 

Swank, Duane and Hans-Georg Betz (2003). Globalization, the welfare state and right-wing 

populism in Western Europe. Socio-Economic Review 1(2): 215–245. 

Swidler, Ann (1986). Culture in Action: Symbols and Strategies. American Sociological 

Review 51(2): 273–86. 

Tabachnick, Linda and Barbara Fidell (2007). Using multivariate statistics, 5th edition. Boston: 

Pearson. 

Târlea, Silvana, Bailer, Stefanie, Degner, Hanno et al. (2019). Explaining Governmental 

Preferences on Economic and Monetary Union reform. European Union Politics. 

Forthcoming. 

Teichman, Judith (1997). Mexico and Argentina: Economic Reform and Technocratic 

Decision Making. Studies in Comparative International Development 32(1): 31–55. 

Teichman, Judith (2002). Private Sector Power and Market Reform: Exploring the Domestic 

Origins of Argentina’s Meltdown and México’s Policy Failures. Third World Quarterly 

22(3): 491–512. 



73 

Teichman, Judith (2004). Merging the Modern and the Traditional: Market Reform in Chile 

and Argentina. Comparative Politics 37(1): 23–40. 

Tetlock, Philip E. (2006). Expert Political Judgement. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 

Press. 

Thatcher, Mark and Alec Stone Sweet (2002). Theory and Practice of Delegation to Non-

Majoritarian Institutions. West European Politics 25(1): 1–22. 

The Economist (2011). Minds like Machines. November 19. 

The Electoral Commission (2016). EU Referendum Results. Retrieved August 8, 2017. 

The Electoral Commission (2016). Designation of Lead Campaigners for EU Referendum. 

Retrieved August 8, 2017.  

The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (2016). EBRD Transition Report 

2016–17. 

Tilly, Charles (1990). Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990–1990. Oxford: 

Blackwell. 

Torgerson, Douglas (1985). Contextual Orientation in Policy Analysis: The Contribution of 

Harold D. Lasswell. Policy Sciences 18(3): 241–61. 

Torgerson, Douglas (1992). Priest and Jester in the Policy Sciences: Developing the Focus of 

Inquiry. Policy Sciences 25(3): 225–35. 

Torre, Carlos de la (2013). Technocratic Populism in Ecuador. Journal of Democracy 24(3): 

33‒46. 

Torres, Francisco (2013). The EMU’s Legitimacy and the ECB as a Strategic Political Player 

in the Crisis Context. Journal of European Integration 35(3): 287–300.  



74 

Tortola, Pier Domenico and Pamela Pansardi (2018). The Charismatic Leadership of the ECB 

Presidency: A Language-Based Analysis. European Journal of Political Research. 

Forthcoming. 

Törnudd, Klaus (1969). Composition of Cabinets in Finland 1917-1968. Scandinavian 

Political Studies 4(4): 58–70. 

Tsebelis, George (1999). Veto Players and Law Production in Parliamentary Democracies: 

An Empirical Analysis. American Political Science Review 93(3): 591–608. 

Tucker, Paul (2018). Unelected Power: The Quest for Legitimacy in Central Banking and the 

Regulatory State. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Turnbull, Nick (2008). Harold Lasswell’s “Problem Orientation” for the Policy Sciences. 

Critical Policy Studies 2(1): 72–91. 

Turnbull, Nick (2018). Policy Design: Its Enduring Appeal in a Complex World and How to 

Think it Differently. Public Policy and Administration 33(4): 357–64. 

Turner, Leigh (2008). Politics, Bioethics, and Science Policy. HEC Forum 20(1): 29–47. 

Urbinati, Nadia (1998). Democracy and Populism. Constellations 5(1): 110‒24. 

Urbinati, Nadia (2006). Representative Democracy: Principles and Genealogy. Chicago, Ill.: 

University of Chicago Press. 

Urbinati, Nadia (2014). Democracy disfigured. Opinion, Truth, and the People. Cambridge, 

Mass: Harvard University Press.  

Urbinati, Nadia (2014). The Populist Phenomenon. Paper presented at the Political Theory 

Workshop, University of Chicago. 

Urrutia, Miguel (1991). On the Absence of Economic Populism in Colombia. In Rudiger 

Dornbusch and Sebastian Edwards (eds.). The Macroeconomics of Populism in Latin 

America, Chicago, Ill.: University of Chicago Press (pp. 369–91). 



75 

Valbruzzi, Marco (2018). When populists meet technocrats. The Italian innovation in 

government formation. Journal of Modern Italian Studies 23(4): 460–80. 

Van der Veer, Reinout and Markus Haverland (2018a). Bread and Butter or Bread and 

Circuses: Politicisation and the European Commission in the European Semester. 

European Union Politics 19(3): 524–45. 

Van der Veer, Reinout and Markus Haverland (2018b). The Politics of (De-)Politicization and 

Venue Choice: A Scoping Review and Research Agenda on EU Financial Regulation 

and Economic Governance. Journal of European Public Policy. Advanced online 

access. 

Van Rensburg, Willem and Brian W. Head (2017). Climate Change Scepticism: 

Reconsidering How to Respond to Core Criticisms of Climate Science and Policy. 

SAGE Open 7(4): 1–11.  

Várnagy, Réka (2010). Hungary. European Journal of Political Research 49(7-8): 1001-1008. 

Varoufakis, Yanis (2017). Adults in the Room: My Battle with the European and American 

Deep Establishment. New York: Farrar Straus and Giroux. 

Vela, Estelí, Becerra, Maria Gracia, García, Sebastián, Roca, Pablo and Gabriela Ruiz (2014). 

Tecnocrácias Sociales: El Surgimiento de una Tecnocrácia en el Ministerio de 

Desarrollo e Inclusión Social. Politai: Revista de Ciencia Política 9(2): 83–110. 

Verdun, Amy (2017). Political Leadership of the European Central Bank. Journal of 

European Integration 39(2): 207–21. 

Vergara, Alberto and Daniel Encinas (2016). Continuity by Surprise: Explaining Institutional 

Stability in Contemporary Peru. Latin American Research Review 51(1): 159–80.  



76 

Verhoest, Koen, B. Guy Peters, Geert Bouckaert and Bram Verschuere (2004). The Study of 

Organisational Autonomy: A Conceptual Review. Public Administration and 

Development 24 (2): 101–18. 

Verney, Susannah and Anna Bosco (2013). Living Parallel Lives: Italy and Greece in an Age 

of Austerity. South European Society and Politics 18(4): 397–426. 

Vibert, Frank (2007). The Rise of the Unelected: Democracy and the New Separation of 

Powers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Visser, Jelle (2013). ICTWSS: Database on Institutional Characteristics of Trade Unions, 

Wage Setting, State Intervention and Social Pacts in 34 Countries between 1960 and 

2012. Amsterdam Institute for Advanced Labour Studies.  

Wadia, Pheroze (1987). The Notion of Techne in Plato. Philosophical Studies 31(1): 148–58.  

Wallerstein, Immanuel (1974). The Modern World-System. Volume I: Capitalist Agriculture 

and the Origins of the European World-Economy in the Sixteenth Century. Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 

Wasserfallen Fabio, Leuffen, Dirk and Zdenek Kudrna et al. (2019). Analysing European 

Union Decision-Making during the Eurozone Crisis with New Data. European Union 

Politics. Forthcoming. 

Weyland, Kurt (1999). Neoliberal Populism in Latin America and Eastern Europe. 

Comparative Politics 31(4): 379–401. 

Weyland, Kurt (2002). The Politics of Market Reform in Fragile Democracies: Argentina, 

Brazil, Peru and Venezuela. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Weber, Max (1922 / 1978). Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretative Sociology. 

Berkeley: University of California Press. 



77 

Weible, Christopher M. and Paul A. Sabatier (eds.) (2017). Theories of the Policy Process, 4th 

edition. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 

Weiss, Carol H. (1992). Helping Government Think: Functions and Consequences of Policy 

Analysis Organizations. In Weiss, Carol H. (ed.). Organizations for Policy Analysis: 

Helping Government Think. Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage (pp. 1–18).  

Wild, John (1963). Plato’s Theory of Techne. In Carron, Malcolm T. (ed.). Readings in the 

Philosophy of Education. Detroit: University of Detroit Press. 

Wildavsky, Aaron (1964). The Politics of the Budgetary Process. Boston, MA: Little, Brown 

and Co.  

Williams, Conor (2010). Technocracy and Populism. Dissent 22. 

Williams, Mark E. (2006). Escaping the Zero-Sum Scenario: Democracy versus Technocracy 

in Latin America. Political Science Quarterly 121(1): 119–39. 

Williamson, John (1993). Democracy and the ‘Washington Consensus. World Development 

21(8): 1329–36. 

Williamson, John (1994). The Political Economy of Policy Reform. Institute for International 

Economics.  

Wirth, Werner, Esser, Frank, Wettstein, Martin, Engesser, Sven, Wirz, Dominique, Schulz, 

Anne, Ernst, Nicole, Büchel, Florin, Caramani, Daniele, Manucci, Luca, Steenbergen, 

Marco, Bernhard, Laurent, Weber, Edward, Hänggli, Regula, Dalmus, Caroline, 

Schemer, Christian and Philipp Müller (2016). The appeal of populist ideas, strategies 

and styles: A theoretical model and research design for analyzing populist political 

communication. NCCR Working Paper No. 88. 

Wodak, Ruth, Mral, Brigitte and Majid KhosraviNik (eds.) (2013). Right-Wing populism in 

Europe: Politics and Discourse. London: Bloomsbury. 



78 

Woldendorp, Jaap, Keman, Hans and Ian Budge (2000). Party Government in 48 

Democracies (1945–1998): Composition, Duration, Personnel. Dordrecht: Kluwer 

Academic Publishers.  

Wolin, Sheldon (2004). Politics and Vision. Continuity and Innovation in Western Political 

Thought (Expanded Edition). Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Worsham, Jeff and Jay Gatrell (2005). Multiple Principals, Multiple Signals: A Signaling 

Approach to Principal-Agent Relations. The Policy Studies Journal 33(3): 363–76. 

Wratil, Christopher and Giulia Pastorella (2018). Dodging the Bullet: How Crises Trigger 

Technocrat-Led Governments. European Journal of Political Research 57(2): 450–72. 

Yılmaz, Ferruh (2012). Right-Wing Hegemony and Immigration: How the Populist Far-Right 

Achieved Hegemony through the Immigration Debate in Europe. Current Sociology 

60(3): 368–81.  

Zaidi, Salman, Alam, Asad, Mitra, Pradeep and Ramya Sundaram (2009). Satisfaction with 

Life and Service Delivery in Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union. Some 

Insights from the 2006 Life in Transition Survey. World Bank Publications. 

Zaslove, Andrej (2004). Closing the Door? The Ideology and Impact of Radical Right 

Populism on Immigration Policy in Austria and Italy. Journal of Political Ideologies 

9(1): 99–118. 

Zaslove, Andrej (2008). Exclusion, Community, and a Populist Political Economy: The 

Radical Right as an Anti-Globalization Movement. Comparative European Politics 

6(2): 169–89. 

Zielonka, Jan (2006). Europe as Empire: The Nature of the Enlarged European Union. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 



79 

Zilinsky, Jan (2019). Democratic Deconsolidation Revisited: Young Europeans Are Not 

Dissatisfied with Democracy. Research & Politics. Forthcoming. 

Λαμψίας, Παναγιώτης Κ. (2001). “Το Χρονικό Μιας Προαναγγελθείσης Ήττας”. ΒΗΜΑ, ΤΟ. 

Πρετεντέρης, Γιάννης (2001). “Υπουργοί Σε Νευρική Κρίση”. ΒΗΜΑ, ΤΟ. 


