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FOREWORD 

New Dimensions in 

Policy and Politics 


Public policy can be defined simply as an officially expressed intention 
backed by a sanction. Although synonymous with law, rule, statute, edict, 
and regulation, public policy is the term of preference today probably because 
it conveys more of an impression of flexibility and compassion than the 
other terms. But no citizen, especially a student of political science, should 
ever forget that policy and police have common origins. Both come from 
"polis" and "polity," which refer to the political community itself and to 
the "monopoly of legal coercion" by which government itself has been 
defined. Consequently, all public policies must be understood as coercive. 
They may be motivated by the best and most beneficent of intentions, and 
they may be implemented with utmost care for justice and mercy. But that 
makes them no less coercive. 

There are multitudes of public policies because there are multitudes 
of social arrangements and conduct that people feel ought to be controlled 
by coercive means if public order is to be maintained and people are to 
be able to pursue their private satisfactions in peace. Consequently, some 
kind of categorization is necessary if meaningful policy analysis is to take 
place. If the editors and authors of this volume had a particular reason for 
inviting me to participate in their important project by the writing of this 
foreword, it was probably because I was young and foolish enough twenty
five years ago to attempt to provide a categorization of public policies and, 
somewhat later, to describe the logic underlying the categories. If there had 
been a second reason for involving me it was probably because they found 
the scheme uncomfortable as well as useful. In brief, I began the categorization 
with a simple question: If all policies are coercive, is it possible that we 
can develop a meaningful, small set of policy categories by asking a prior 
question of jurisprudence: How many kinds of coercion are there? Leaving 
aside the fine points of definition, I identified four logically distinguishable 
ways that government can coerce, and I then attempted to demonstrate, 
with some degree of acceptance in the field, that each of these types of 
coercion underlies a type of identifiable public policy. The source of each 
type of policy was, therefore, so close to state power itself that each, I 
reasoned, should be located in history and that each would, over time, tend 
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FIGURE 1 

Types of Coercion, Types of Policy, and Types of Politics 
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Source: Adapted from Theodore J. Lowi, "Four Systems of Policy, Politics, and 
Choice," Public Administration Review (July-August 1972), p. 300. 

to develop its own distinctive political structure. I was attempting to turn 
political science on its head (or back on its feet) by arguing that "policy 
causes politics." 

The four categories were given the most appropriate names I could 
contrive at the time: Distributive Policy (or as I have come more recently 
to call it, Patronage Policy), Regulatory Policy, Redistributive (and Welfare) 
Policy, and Constituent Policy. (Figure 1 is the four-fold formulation.) Lately 
I have grown accustomed to a modification of the names of the categories 
in order to emphasize the intimacy of the historical association between 
the type of policy and the type of politics that tends to be associated with 
it: The Distributive (or Patronage) State, the Regulatory State, the Redis
tributive (or Welfare) State, and the State within the state. 

During the very decade (roughly 1964-1974) that these categories were 
being developed, the national government was going through a virtual second 
New Deal. There was an explosion of new regulatory and welfare programs. 
Although most of these new policies fit comfortably enough into the four
fold scheme, there was something new about many of them that was not 
being captured by the scheme. Every scheme of categorization (of anything) 
sacrifices informational detail and nuance in order to gain analytic power, 
but is there a point where the sacrifice is too great? Students of these 1960s 
and 1970s policies referred to them as "new regulation," "social policy," 
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and "social regulation" in order to convey an emerging sense that there is 
indeed something about these policies that does not fit comfortably into 
existing categories. Tatalovich, Daynes, and associates do a valiant job of 
trying to catch the meaning of the "new" and the "social" and why these 
policies somehow don't fit into any preexisting scheme. In the opinion of 
these authors, the only way to preserve the four-fold scheme is to add, in 
effect, a fifth category, which they call "social regulatory policy." 

There is no need to take issue directly with the definition of this fifth 
category. I will try instead to subsume it. I recognize at the outset that there 
is something special about the cases being dealt with in this book. They 
are cases of regulatory policy in my terms; if they don't seem to fit comfortably 
it is because the politics of the "new" or "social" regulation looks a lot 
more like what is to be expected with the politics of redistributive policy. 
The authors discover in their cases that the observed political behavior is 
more ideological, more moral, more directly derived from fundamental values, 
more intense, less utilitarian, more polarized, and less prone to compromise. 

However, while granting these authors their empirical findings, I hesitate 
to create a new category to fit the findings until all ways of maintaining 
the four-fold scheme have been exhausted. This position is one part ego 
but at least four parts bona fide concern not to destroy the simplicity and, 
more importantly, the logic of the analysis. For one cannot solve the problem 
by merely adding a new category. Addition of a category weakens the logic 
altogether. The fifth category won't work entirely until its logic has been 
worked out and until a probable sixth is coupled with it to give the new 
scheme a reasonable symmetry. 

In the spirit of trying to preserve the four-fold scheme and at the 
same time trying to give the new findings their due, I will try an alternative. 
Some people will agree with me that it is a way to preserve the four-fold 
scheme. Others will say that I am being too accommodating and will destroy 
the four-fold scheme by turning it not merely into a six- or eight-fold scheme 
but in fact (as in Figure 4) into a twelve-fold scheme. Either way, the effort 
will enhance and dramatize the value of the case materials presented in 
this volume. 

For several years I have shared with these authors a concern for how 
to make sense of the "new politics" of the public-interest groups on the 
left and the right in the United States and in Europe. Although these groups 
seem to be seeking policies that could be categorized as (largely) regulatory 
or redistributive, they refused to join what most of us would consider 
mainstream political processes, insisting instead on trying to convert political 
issues into moral polarities, claims into rights, legislation into litigation, 
grays into blacks and whites, and campaigns into causes and crusades. If 
there is confusion among analysts about all this, it is because there is an 
obvious, age-old fact that we have all been overlooking: that for every type 
of mainstream politics there is a radical politics. Policies can remain the 
same, insofar as the type of coercion involved is regulatory, or redistributive, 
or whatever. But just as some mainstream strategies will payoff and some 
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FIGURE 2 

Public Philosophy: 


Mainstream and Radical 


Direction 

Consensus on short-term, practical goals produces a politics of incrementalism, with 
positions distributed along a continuum, tending toward center: a 'politics of com
promise" 
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will not (giving each policy type its political distinctiveness) so will radi
calization as a strategy sometimes payoff and sometimes will not payoff. 
When it does payoff, there is likely to be an intensification of all the 
political elements without necessarily transforming the patterns altogether. 
And, to repeat, the policy at issue can remain in the same category even 
as its politics is being radicalized. 

Figure 2, a first step toward a new scheme, is an attempt to define 
radical in relation to mainstream in politics. The Oxford English Dictionary 
defines radical as "of or pertaining to a root or roots." That is also the 
meaning in mathematics and the origin of the term in politics. It is associated 
with extremes precisely because people who insist on getting to the root 
of things are likely to express themselves intensely, rejecting the rules and 
procedures designed to produce compromise-in other words, rejecting 
mainstream or ordinary politics. However, as soon as the two dimensions, 
radical and mainstream, are put side by side it becomes obvious that they 
are not a simple dichotomy because it is in the nature of radical politics to 
be so much more ideological that radicalism is at least dichotomous within 
itself. (I say "at least" because a full-scale analysis of radicalism would 
require more distinctions than the simple two needed here.) Ideology is not 
absent in mainstream politics, but lower intensity permits mainstream 
politicians to practice their skill, which is to obtain practical consensus on 
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goals and to reduce differences to a point where political conflict becomes 
political competition, strategy becomes tactic, and compromise is possible 
because the stakes are incremental. To the radical, mainstream means 
trivialization, and that is absolutely true. Figure 2 attempts to capture this 
evaluation for the mainstream by placing relevant ideologies on a continuum, 
with the concentration of positions toward the center, where the frontier 
between left and right is very fuzzy. 

This is precisely where radicalism differs most: What is a rather fuzzy 
frontier for the mainstream is a formalized border between radicals of the 
left and the right. Intensity of commitment demands an underlying logic, 
and logic demands some degree of consistency, reinforced by a conscious 
affiliation. Positions are distributed accordingly, in what can best be illustrated 
in Figure 2 as a bimodal distribution. So consistently is radical politics 
polarized that this distribution has to be maintained in any diagrammatic 
analysis. (This is why in Figure 4 we go from four mainstream to eight 
radical categories.) 

Figure 3 moves the analysis one step further by attempting to specify 
the general substantive orientations of the two dimensions. The basic four "0 .~ 

V .<;::policy categories are maintained (across the top and extending through both c::
<+=~Mainstream and Radical dimensions). The cells contain brief descriptions v 
Cl~of the general political orientation for each of the eight resulting patterns. v .~ 
1-<"0In this diagram, the left-right direction of ideology is disregarded for the ('f") ~ ~ 

sake of simplicity, based on the assumption that even radicals can, in the ~rn~ 
~ ~.5words of Carl Friedrich, "agree on what to disagree about." A word of ~:O"O 
c.::> 0 c::explanation is needed mainly for the concepts in boldface. These were the 
- I-< ~ 
~~ Sbest available words to connote the general orientation; the prose in each 
~~ 

box is an effort to spell that out. Note, for example, the distinction between ;..::: ~ o .... 
ERROR and SIN; this is an antinomy, which is intended to suggest how ~ .5 
differently the two types view the same regulatory issue. The mainstream o ~ 

:I:~approach to regulation is as close to instrumental as human beings can get. .5 
Mainstream political actors avoid taking a moral posture toward the conduct 
to be regulated; conduct is to be regulated only because it is injurious in 
its consequences. Though privately the mainstreamer may consider prostitution 
immoral, the mainstream public position would be that prostitution should 
be regulated as to its potential for disease or its association with drugs and 
abduction. The radical would define the conduct moralistically; Le., for the 
radical, conduct is to be regulated because it is good or bad in itself. From 
the radical left, prostitution is a sinful product of a sinful economic system; 
for the radical right it is a sinful expression of bad character. But radicals 
take a moral posture toward it while mainstreamers can take it as a conduct 
in need of modification. Regulation is itself a mainstream word, coming 
from the French, regie (rule), so that reglementation means "to impose rules 
upon" or to regularize. From the radical, moralistic standpoint, something 
like elimination would be a more accurate description. 

There is no need to treat the three remaining categories too extensively, 
since the phenomenon of concern in this book is regulation. Suffice it to 
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say that the boldface concepts in each of the categories were also selected 
as antinomies that distinguish most clearly between mainstream and radical 
discourse, with radicals of both sides agreeing with each other on what to 
disagree about. Thus, even on something as commonplace as distributive 
policy (patronage), radicals can be quite moralistic: Railroads should be 
public corporations because capitalism is bad; museums should be built 
because art is good. In contrast, for mainstreamers, the whole point of ...,. 

resorting to patronage policies is its UTILITY, its complete amorality; 
patronage policy is a way to displace conflict, not confront it. For redistributive 
policy, the near antinomy between ENTITLEMENT and RIGHTS should be 
close to self-evident. Description in the boxes might help marginally. The 
constituent policy categories may cause a bit more of a problem, but that 
need not be a burden for us here. The best way to think about this category 
is through the history of American approaches to the "good administrator." 
The mainstream ideal was the "common man"; the modern version of this 

.~is the individual trained in the appropriate skills but loyal to majority rule :; 

.&> 
~and to the elected representatives of that majority, presumably whatever c ~~ 
.~ :.sthe "goal." To the radical, majorities and skills are not irrelevant, but they c ~ 

are subordinate to character. Administrators are good if they are committed (1) 

E 
to virtue (on the right) or "program" (on the left). o 

We can now turn to Figure 4, the main point and purpose of this v 
o 
~ 

UJt-<enterprise. Figure 4 combines features of Figures 1-3 and joins them to cz:: .S 
;:J ~actual policy issues. The antinomies from Figure 3 are repeated in boldface t.:J.~ 

to evoke (without space to be explicit) a sense of the political patterns to ti:~ !
iiibe expected. Cl.. 
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policies, which are so rich in "new politics."l Only one-quarter of the figure 
~ 

:9 .~ 
(the Regulatory column, therefore put first) is relevant to the cases in this '0 Q

Cl.. 
volume, but the comprehensive (and I hope exhaustive) presentation in the 
figure makes a productive linkage to the findings in this book and puts 
these findings in an inherently comparative context. 

I like this figure, as revised, not merely because it might preserve my 
scheme. It confirms my own confidence that policy categorization (not 
necessarily mine) will in the long run be the route to the new political 
theory because it arises out of some fundamental political truths: (1) that to 

Q

there are inherent limits to the ways a state can control society, no matter ~ 
:; 
OIlhow powerful that state may be; (2) that each of these ways is so fundamental 
~ 

that it has enough of a history and a regularity to become in itself a kind 
of regime; and (3) that every regime tends to produce a politics consonant 
with itself. This particular effort has perhaps added a fourth truth: that 
political leaders can radicalize politics by adding a moral dimension to 
policy. Radicalizing the policy (Le., adding the moral dimension) will almost z 

« ~ 
certainly change the political patterns, but even radicalized political patterns c:: Q~I w 

~ 

U 

r51will probably vary according to the particular policy category (regime) in ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~ 
question. ~ 

Since Tatalovich, Daynes, and associates have concentrated on the 
regulatory category, I will hold my elaboration of this now two-dimensional 
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scheme to the regulatory quadrant alone. But this should not mask the fact 
that if we had cases here of radicalized policies in, say, the redistributive 
category, the political pattern, though radicalized, would probably differ 
from the pattern observed in the radicalized regulatory cases. 

Virtually all regulatory policy, as we know it from the familiar economic 
regulatory programs of the national government, approaches conduct in an 
almost purely instrumental way. It arises largely out of concern for conduct 
deemed good or bad only in its consequences. (See Figure 4, upper left 
corner.) The very term regulation or regulatory policy, as suggested above, 
became the term of choice by lawyers, economists, and policymakers because 
the goal of most of these policies is not so much to eliminate the conduct 
in question but to reduce it, channel it, or otherwise constrain it so that 
the conduct might persist but with fewer of the injuries (or in some instances, 
more of the benefits) attributed to it. But there is another whole reality of 
regulatory policies, and those policies are concerned with conduct deemed 
good or bad in itself (lower left corner in figure). Call the first Ct and the 
second C2• The first type, instrumental regulation, will be abbreviated as 
Ct. The second, moral regulation, will be referred to as C2 • Most C

2 
regulation 

in the United States has escaped the recent attention of most political 
scientists (until this volume) because it has been the province of state 
government. Examples include the criminal law, all the sex and morality 
laws, most family and divorce laws, the basic compulsory education laws, 
and the fundamental property laws. The intrinsic moral orientation of this 
kind of policy accounts also for the fact that state politics in the nineteenth 
century (when most of these policies were being enacted as a matter of 
positive, statute law) was far more radical, often violent, than the politics 
of regulation at the national level. But note well, the descriptions of state 
politics will reveal that they were dominated not by political parties but 
by interest groups and movements. Some of those interest groups engaged 
in mainstream politics-lobbying, bargaining, and compromise like the 
interest group patterns we associate with the national government. But those 
groups engaged in "direct-action politics," "single-issue politics," and "social 
movement politics" to a far greater extent than is found at the national 
level, except during the epoch of what we now are calling "new politics." 

In contrast, the regulatory policies at the national level have not only 
been quite recent (most of them dating from the New Deal) but have been 
almost exclusively of the Ct type. To repeat, the politics is mainstream
dominated by organized interest groups and engaging in lobbying and all 
the patterns associated with pluralism-and, in a word, regulatory. However, 
it is an obvious point, though made significant within the context of the 
cases and my Figure 4, that this standard type of national regulatory policy 
can be radicalized by the addition of moral (e2) considerations. 

An example of radicalization by degree would be elements of the 1964 
Civil Rights Act. Most of the titles were by and large of the type.Ct 
Following the spirit of Brown v. Board of Education, Congress reasoned that 
separate schools and public facilities and separate criteria of employment 
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were inherently unequal in their consequences, unconstitutional because 
they gave minorities a badge of inferiority and tended to render minority 
individuals in actual fact unequal in their ability as well as their opportunity 
to enjoy what society had to offer. People who have never read Brown 
would be surprised at how instrumental and nonmoral (Le., how mainstream 
liberal) the Supreme Court's argument was. Although this same utilitarian, 
Ct rationale was sufficient to win a congressional majority in favor of the 
historic 1964 Act, it was far from the full argument the civil rights movement 
itself was making. Happy as the movement was to have such a historic 
law, the leaders of the movement had good reason to be frustrated by the 
public debates and by the modesty of the message and the sanctions in the 
regulatory provisions of the Act. The moral case against all forms of 
discrimination was overwhelming, and there was equally strong moral 
justification not only for far stronger and more unilateral sanctions eliminating 
all discrimination but also for more direct compensatory policies to overcome 
the effects of past discrimination-in other words, affirmative action. This 
amounts, as the critics say, to positive and group discrimination that 
contradicts the individualist definition of rights as comprehended by the 
Constitution and also contradicts the explicit wish of Congress, as expressed, 
for example, in the following passage from the employment provisions (Title 
VII) prohibiting "preferential treatment to any individual or group ... on 
account of an imbalance which may exist with respect to the total or 
percentage of persons of any race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. 
..." The civil rights movement (note the form: a movement) sought what 
amounted to a radicalization of the civil rights laws and, if not the laws, 
the implementation of the laws by the agencies and courts. To the extent 
that civil rights policy embodied a moral dimension, it both reflected and 
contributed to a "new politics"-the politics of morality, of movements, of 
polarization, and of what the authors in this book call "social regulatory 
policymaking. " 

Many of the same persons who have decried what I have described 
here as the radicalization of civil rights share responsibility not only for 
radicalizing the opposition to civil rights but also for radicalizing other 
important policies in other subject matter areas. Although the list is longer 
than the cases in this volume, all the cases here belong to such a list. And 
note well the several following characteristics of these cases: 

1. 	Each C2 policy had once been the almost exclusive province of state 
government power; 

2. 	 Each policy experienced radical politics almost any time the issue got 
on state policy agendas, in the nineteenth or the twentieth centuries; 

3. All 	but gun control were removed altogether or in substantial part from 
state jurisdiction by the Supreme Court; 

4. 	 Each in recent years was then nationalized altogether or in substantial 
part. 
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Thus, none of the politics flowing from these issues was "new." The 
policies and the politics were relatively new merely to the national government. 
All of the laws and proposals in these cases qualify as "social" in that their 
focus and preoccupation were not on economic activities as such, even 
when companies and employers were the main objects of regulation. But 
now we can get a better sense of what people have been trying to convey 
by calling policies new or social. If people only meant that these policies 
were noneconomic, that wouldn't add much to our understanding of policies 
or politics. But if we take social to indicate that the policy is aiming at the 
moral base of conduct, then we have opened an entirely new dimension 
or have put an old dimension into a new and more useful context. That is 
at least what I intend to convey by the concept of radicalization. George 
Will, a self-defined man of the right, provides the distinction between 
mainstream and radical that I am striving for here: "In a famous opinion 
in a famous case ... Justice Felix Frankfurter wrote: 'Law is concerned 
with external behavior and not with the inner life of man.' I am not sure 
what Frankfurter meant. I am sure what he said cannot be true. The purpose 
of this book is to say why that proposition is radically wrong."2 Taken in 
moderation, Will's position may be mainstream, simply toward the far right 
of the mainstream continuum. But embraced to the fullest extent, by our 
taking Will literally on the desirability of using law to reach lithe inner life 
of man," the continuum becomes a circle, turning downward toward the 
radical half of Figures 2, 3 or 4. But note well that moral, e2, considerations 
can also be introduced from the left, pushing the left side of the continuum 
in a circular turn downward toward radicalization. In the world of morality 
and radicalization, the left and the right are a unity of opposites, together 
as one, logically and empirically apart from the mainstream. 

This formulation will, I hope, make a contribution to theory in political 
science in at least three ways. First, it may make cases like the ones in this 
volume more interesting and significant by rendering their findings more 
cumulative, due to their demonstrated membership in a common framework. 
Second, introduction of the second dimension of policy may contribute to 
overcoming a long-standing embarrassment in political science: our difficulty 
in dealing with political radicalism in U.S. history except as something 
exceptional, sporadic, and temporary. Radical politics is as regular as main
stream, even if less frequent. Some policies are radical from the start, but 
any area of policy can be radicalized. It depends upon the way the policy 
or policy proposal is constructed and the severity of the sanctions provided. 

Third, success on the first two points would be good for theory in 
political science. But my hopes expressed in this third point are even more 
ambitious. Taking away the "new" from the so-called new politics could 
lead to a richer sense of the historic relation between society and the state 
in the United States. Radical elements are inevitable in a society as dynamic 
as ours, and the society would be less healthy and less productive without 
the radical. The question for the study of political development is how 
radicalized forces interact with governmental institutions, whether they are 
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channeled into progressive changes, and how they make a place for themselves 
within the constitutional structure. Was the U.S. system lucky or successful 
in the great transition through the New Deal to the "Second Republic"?3 
Everyone will agree that the Depression had radicalized an unusually large 
segment of U.S. society. Yet, it is clear from this analysis that most of the 
New Deal policies were of the C1 type. Imagine, if possible, what the 
outcome would have been if the radicalized groups and movements of the 
1930s had succeeded in radicalizing the policies. If there had been in the 
1930s a large number of cases at the national level like the cases in this 
volume, we would not be talking here about the political system as it is 
today. 

Tatalovich, Daynes, and their colleagues have given us not only cases 
and findings, but more. They have provided an agenda for a new policy 
analysis appropriate to the new politics. 

Theodore J. Lowi 


