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“A mythical visitor from Mars, not having been apmd of the centrality of markets and
contracts, might find the new institutional econosniather astonishing. Suppose that it ...
approaches the Earth from space, equipped withlestepe that reveals social structures.
The firms reveal themselves, say, as solid greeasawith faint interior contours marking
out divisions and departments. Market transactishew as red lines connecting firms,
forming a network in the spaces between them. ..adzgtions would be the dominant
feature of the landscape. A message sent back haemeribing the scene, would speak of
‘large green areas interconnected by red lineswétuld not likely speak of ‘a network of red
lines connecting green spots.™

(Herbert A. Simon 1991, 27)

Introduction

Compared to the vast amount of existing organisat@nd their role in everyday life, their
presence in theory is rather small. In economiusy ineglect in mainstream theory has led to
the emergence of a special sub-branch to dealthighdefect: the theory of the firm. Despite
the considerable presence of firms in some earnyeldpments of evolutionary economic
theorizing' nowadays “the role of firms in most of evolutiopaeconomics is not
fundamentally different from the role of firms itaadard neoclassical economics — they are
part of the explanans, not of the explanandum” §R2301, 325). So again, the evolutionary
explanation of the emergence and development woisfiis treated separately by their own
branch of an evolutionary theory of the firm (cfol@@ndet/Llerena 1998; Rathe/Witt 1999;
Foss 2001; Rahmeyer 2004; Holzl 2005).

Also in the field of political economy, the domimag neoclassical paradigm of Public
Choice has been challenged by an evolutionary agpraBut here again, organisations like
parties, international organisations, interest geoor administrative agencies are neglected or
mentioned as examples for political actors likeitmahns. Often, a rather abstract “unique
decision-maker” is assumed in order to more eastycentrate on the state-market-
relationship on a more aggregate level (cf. We2@03, 49; Stolper 1991). Thereby a
possible difference between individual and collextctors is systematically neglected.

This paper seeks to analyze the evolutionary psoogpolitics with regard to the different
level of actors and the question, how individuatcpptions and actions translate into the
ultimate form of collective action: the rule-setjifor a whole society. The focus will be on
the special role of political parties as those itioals of individuals with the right to compete

! Nelson/Winter (1982) being one of the most pranirexamples.
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for the power to enact the formal institutions cfaeiety. The paper is structured according to
three slightly modified questions, which are alsosped in the theory of the firm (Rathe/Witt
1999, 4 1.):

- What guides the creation of a political party?
- What are the paths of the internal developmenbadigs?
- How do parties co-evolve with their environment?

But before that, a brief sketch of approaches twmutnary policy making should be given to

put the role of organisations into the contexthaf political process.

Basic elements of an evolutionary approach to politics

Maybe quite naturally, when economists with th@edalised knowledge in the analysis of
markets and competition turn their focus to thatpal sphere, they approach this subject of
interest with concepts familiar to them. Conseqlyetitey are looking for suppliers (political
actors) of goods or services according to a cent@mand (voters, market participants).
Because of fundamental differences between mamkedsthe political sphere, this simple
transfer of concepts might be misleading (cf. Wehigth 2002, 223; 2003, 104). Although
stating this existing difference, Wohlgemuth forample directly compares democracy to
market competition, which leads him to the reshHtt,compared to market competition,
democratic selection processes are poorly equigpediscover individual opinions and
satisfy individual preferences according to thewedsity, intensity and variability, and they
provide much less opportunities and remuneratian cilmoperative efforts of the actors
involved.” (Wohlgemuth 2003, 107). Accepting thepligation of supply and demand to the
political sphere for now, a major problem of suclkcmparison might be grounded in the
unclear employment of what is regarded as ‘the yetdf political supply. What is it that
the selection forces of political competition shibbe working upon?

On a very abstract level one can speak of “prodeiations” (Wohlgemuth 2002, 224),
institutions (Stolper 1991), “legal paradigms” aodncrete legal rules (Eckardt 2004), or
knowledge about values, goals and facts (Witt 2008phigemuth (2003) speaks of
“opinions and conjectural problem-solutions” (p),9%olitical leaders” (p. 104), a “bundle of
political goods and services” and “bundles of pmesi as incorporated in parties and
candidates” (p. 105). His rather negative judgenaddut democracy, mentioned above, is

based on the monopolistic character of represertatemocracy. On the one hand, this
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means that after stating the individual prefereinca vote, the voters supporting the loosing
candidates are forced to ‘consume’ politicians @yt to their preferences. On the other
hand, there is also no parallel testing of politiaiernatives, reducing the potential to
generate and learn about new and better problentisos® While this is apparent concerning

parties and candidates (the Schumpeterian notiondevhocracy as competition for

leadership), it is not obvious why there shouldyéta continuous struggle among rivalling
political opinions (Hayek’s view of democracy aspeocess of forming opinions) on the

‘marketplace of ideas’ (Okruch 2003, 82.is argued, however, that these ideas represent

valuable element of political learning, as theynd generate feedback from their application
in an actual experiment (Wohlgemuth 2002, 237).

A clear distinction between actors, levels and dbgcts of interest seems necessary, as
well as the question of how all of these elemengéscannected. On the content-side, politics
may consist of very general and broad world viedsoplogies and basic beliefs which form
first opinions or hypotheses concerning concref@ctd From these opinions operational
proposals for a policy may be formed, which canwmeked out into detailed regulations
consisting of single legal or administrative rulékw ideas translate into concrete policy
measures that are finally enacted as effectiveidas@nnected to different selection processes.
First, there are the effective formal rules. Beeatisese apply to all inhabitants of a
jurisdiction, there is indeed a political monopb#slecting among alternative rules. When the
monopolistic power of the ruler is challenged, tomstituent has to select among different
potential successors. While the decision is forynaletween parties or candidates, it is
actually influenced by the bundle of regulatoryagdeand promises the candidates stand for.
Voters will favour candidates whose programmesesmond best to their personal political
opinions and their individual world view. Thus, arvery basic level there is also a selection

among alternative ideologies or beliefs that gumdividual (voting) behaviour.

Summarising this, one could state that politicabescproduce collective problem solutions
by generating alternative ideas based on broaddwaelvs and transform them into concrete

policies, which finally get implemented. On eacheleof this transformation process different

2 This only holds true within a given jurisdictiofiaking inter-jurisdictional competition into acattincreases
the range of comparable political problem-solutiahsne point of time.

® Indeed, at some points Wohlgemuth (2003) sthiss‘a major field in which the evolutionary potemof the
democratic method can be shown relates to the ppraedemocracy as a process that helps createageha
and discover political opinions, mostly in theiognitive’ dimension (that is the hypothetical knedtje
which guides the actions of citizens and politisjdr(p. 116) and that political opinion polls torgmuously
evaluate the change of political preferences a€like market research (p. 108 f.).
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selection mechanisms operéat¥oters select the political actors and politicatoss select
among alternative rules, so obviously this selectiepends on decisions of these actors. The
question why organisations are among these actwrhaw their internal mechanisms — as
opposed to individual decision-making — affect paditical process should be analysed in

more detail below.

The creation of political parties

The basic behavioural assumptions of cognitive-evolutionary problem-solving

A sound analysis should start with stating the dassumptions — in this case the assumed
model of human behaviour. The arguments of thisepage grounded in a cognitive-

evolutionary approach, which should first be introeld briefly.

Human behaviour can be interpreted as problem+sglviwhich is guided by the
motivation to increase individual utilifyThe focal point of every action is the brain, whic
processes incoming environmental information ancects the individual activity. The
structure of the mind can be interpreted in terrhslifierent kinds of rules (Mantzavinos
2001, 24-26). Rules otategorization interpret the signals coming from the sensory
perception organs and try to assign them to cecategories, which have been learned by the
individual until that point. Thus it is possible tecognize objects, feelings or events and to
trigger appropriate action. The relevant behaviow certain situation is determined by rules
of causation, ocondition-action rulesFor each considered course of action, they state
expected result. For choosing one out of severasipte alternatives, the different
consequences attributed to each solution have teah&ted. Therefore rules need to be
applied that assign &alue to actually perceived or expected states, accgrdin their

expected influence on utility.

The stimulus for action is the perceiving of a ped feeling or a certain state of the
environment that is judged as a problem. Learnatkg@g place through conducting a specific
action to solve that problem and afterwards penecgivand evaluating the consequences.

Successful solutions will be reapplied, if a probleccurs, that is perceived similar to the

For a similar multi-stage process with differefiters” that guide the forthcoming of a politica@roblem
solution see Slembeck (2003); similar also Witt02082).

Mantzavinos (2001, 10-15). For the following argnts see especially Mantzavinos (2001, chap. I);
Denzau/North (1994); Budzinski (2003).



former situation. When a certain rule is successhyplied to a frequently occurring problem
again and again, this rule is strengthened. Fornoom problems, this can lead to the
automatic application of rules without any priofleetion. These rules are calleautinesand

can safe a tremendous amount of cognitive cap@dimtzavinos 2001, 29).

Mental modelsare sets of rules, which are built to addressegiip situation. They guide
the perception and order the available knowled¢gvaat for solving the problem. This can
mean that for a problem that is perceived as newparisons are made to similar problems
and rules are applied that proved successful iiffereht setting ljeuristicg. It also allows
for the creative imagination of completely new solutions or the pitt;n of externally
available rulesléarning from others Mental models are flexible in so far, as theg ar
predictions about expected results in dealing aithroblem. They can either be changed or
reinforced according to environmental feedbackwith single rules of action, the repeated
confirmation of a successful mental model can leads stabilization. Such unconscious,
“crystallized” mental models, obelief systemsmay turn out quite resistant to changes
(Mantzavinos/North/Shariq 2003, 4).

Usually the success of an individual action alspethels on the actions of others. Because
every individual has experienced a unique histofysoccessfully and unsuccessfully
approached problem situations, all individual memadels differ (Denzau/North 1994, 14;
Witt 2000, 745). Additionally, the possibility ofeative problem solving exists, which leads
to the application of completely new solutions tprablem. Therefore social interaction is
shaped by structural uncertainty about the behawbathers. Nevertheless, through repeated
interaction, communication and the experience ohilar problem situations between
individuals,shared mental modeklmerge that give rise to a common interpretatioreality
and to stable behavioural patterns among the mendiex group. One kind of shared mental
models reflects the knowledge about successful huntaraction itself. They incorporate the
rules which have been learned about peaceful soom@idination. These rules can emerge
unconsciously as informal institutions, when indivals gradually adapt their behaviour
through repeated interaction, but they can alsddsggned deliberately in a political process

of collective choice (Denzau/North 1994; Mantzawr®01, chapters 5 and 6).

Entrepreneurs as trigger for a collective problem-solution episode

In order to initiate the introduction of a new pler-solution, there has to be a problem first.

These problems do not exist as objective factey Have to be perceived and interpreted by
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individuals. This happens, when a cognitive disegcraexists between the perceived state of
the world and the mental model of the individudhisTwill lead the individual to search for

new solutions to overcome the perceived discrep&igmbeck 2003, 142 ff9).

To constitute a societal problem, which requireBective action to be overcome, the
problem perception has to be shared by a suffi@erdunt of citizens. “Problems have to be
brought forward to the collective level. The fistep toward collective action is to spread the
problem view and find economic and political sugpamong those who share the view”
(Slembeck 2003, 144). In an evolutionary perspediiese problem views are not given — an
entrepreneur coming up with a new perception caivedg influence the mental models of
others and try to persuade them of his conceptalE mental models to a large amount
consist of tacit knowledge and deeply engrainednscious beliefs, this cannot be done by
simple provision of information. Instead, the epteneur has to engage in “cognitive

leadership” (Witt 2000) which means the facilitatiof social learning processes.

“First, as the inauguration of a firm organizatizna genuinely entrepreneurial act, the
guestion calls for clarifying the role of the emreneur in the context of the theory of the
firm. Second, in creating a firm organization, kiedge, expectations, and beliefs of the
staff hired have to be concerted to such extertt tthe entrepreneur can indeed attain the
goals pursued by setting up the organization. Ehi®/ no means a trivial task as it requires
to generate socially shared cognitive and motivafi@ommonalities among the members of
the firm organization...” (Rathe/Witt 1999, 4 f.)

Because the learning of the tacit components of e mental model requires direct
interaction, which allows for learning by imitatiothe entrepreneur might establish an
organisation that provides the context for thesanieg processes (Witt 2000; see also
Wohlgemuth (2002, 235 f.) for a similar remark arpthion-leadership”). Close supporters
who share the ‘vision’ of the entrepreneur may ag@rbis ideas even further, to people with
no direct contact to the leader himself — a pregatguin large, anonymous societies, where
not everyone affected by rules is able to direathgract with each othérOrganisations
therefore serve as fundamental intermediary ingnimfor the spreading and the generation

of broader acceptance of new ideas. Without theesheontext of an organisation, in large

® For individuals and their perceptions serving,miggers” for organizational learning cf. Argyr&thon
(1996, 11); Nonaka/Takeuchi (1997, 86); Klimeckgkkeben (1999).

" Cf. Mantzavinos/North/Shariq (2003) who point tathe importance of the emergence of formal tiattins
for economic progress by enabling transactions éetvanonymous agents.
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societies the entrepreneurs would lack the pofigibilo gain the necessary deep

understanding of a critical mass of supporfers.

Organisations and the division of knowledge

In the evolutionary theory of the firm, the coorakion and development of new knowledge is
a central point of concern (Cohendet/Llerena 129&ahmeyer 2004, 212). Organisations
emerge to foster the deeper separation and sgatiah of knowledge. Taking the limited
cognitive capabilities of human beings with regerdhe complexity, ambiguity and diversity
of social problems into account, one can hardlygima one single political entrepreneur
having superior solutions to all problems at hekcializing in one field of problems — e.g.
environmental concerns — may allow gaining moreeetige in that area, which may lead to
the ability to develop better solutions (cf. Sim&f91, 37). Although, in most existing
political systems the opportunities to directly evdor single specialist politicians is rather
limited. For voters this would mean to build anrapn on many different specialists, leading
to very high demands towards the cognitive capeibf the voters. Indeed, to increase their
own specialised competences in a certain (nonipalltfield, voters might delegate this
judgment to people they trust. In a representafieocracy these are the delegates in the
parliament facing the same problem of judging campbolicy proposals and controlling
specialised administrative staff. Because all dekeg are responsible for all acts of
parliament, they have an incentive to cooperath wiiher delegates, so that each one of them
specialises in a certain field whereas following jhdgment of the colleagues when it comes

to other topics.

8 In contrast to this (and his own remark on opinlieadership of political entrepreneurs), Wohlgem@002,

238) sees parties as ,barriers to entry of polifitaovators”, because ,the 'woman with the newaideannot
start producing new policies until she has conuinber party members to adopt a new programme or
initiative and then convince a majority of voteoselect her (her pary) to office”. The alternatiwplied by
this would be a free access to the political mankbere everyone with a new idea can directly stilbtims for
approval. Without prior attempts to persuade pedjriea party or elsewhere) the new idea can only ge
realised, when instantly a majority of the constitcy supports this idea. As Hayek mentioned, tavang
point in time, the majority opinion might not besthest available. Indeed, new ideas are necesHagiligeas

of a minority, challenging the status quo. Whetheridea is superior or not is found out in a lomgcpss,
through gaining support in the competition of diffet opinions (Hayek 1991, 134). Because activeviddal
involvement is required for building these opinipnsass media cannot serve as a substitute, “aslyt o
allows a passive reception of information” (BohRetl 1994, 345).

In this way, a collective of political entrepreme producing a complex political programme carséen in
analogy to a firm, where the coordination of indival knowledge is essential. ,What is central to a
productive organizational performance is coordovgtiwhat is central to coordination is that indivad
members, knowing their jobs correctly interpret and respond to themessagesthey receive. The
interpretations that members give to messageshareechanism that picks out ... a collection of imdirel
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The reliance on the judgmental skills of co-delegatquires trust and a common set of
shared basic assumptiofisA delegate, still responsible to his electoratd), avily support the
opinion of a colleague, if he can expect that held/diimself have come to a similar opinion,
if he had specialised in that subject matter. phnésupposes the existence of a shared mental
model with the same problem categories, valuesridg® and more abstract rules guiding the
mental processes of reasoningthese mental models, or ideologies, are activieiped in
organisations like parties. Slembeck (2003, 131)}138s several functions that ideologies
might serve for a group: (1) They provide meanimgl avalue in order to explain and
rationalize reality, (2) they focus perception ahekct analysis and interpretation in a biased
way, (3) they provide a mental framework that préescsocial cohesion and group identity,
and (4) ideologies serve as a system of sociaralotiirough building behavioural standards

and routines that help to deal with conflicts adl &g to legitimize power.

Additional, ideology serves certain purposes in ploétical process. Not only might the
integration of diverse knowledge be enhanced. Aigrimllowing a certain ideology might
serve as an information cue that gives orientaiiotine possibly huge amount of alternative
ideas, actors and interests. Apart from that, mgies may enhance credible commitments by
politicians, known to follow a certain ideology,catherefore making the behaviour between
elections more predictable (Slembeck 2003, 131 f.).

Organisations and the politician-voter gap

So far the concepts of ideology, shared mental tsoaled knowledge have remained on a
rather abstract level. How do they interrelate whdt do they consist of? Following Vanberg
and Buchanan (1989), the choice of rules accorttingonstitutional preferences includes

interests and theories.

“A person’s constitutional theories are about mattef fact. They are his predictions
(embodying assumptions and beliefs) about whatfabtial outcomes of alternative rules

will be. ... His constitutional interests, on the etthand, are his own, subjectigealuations

member performances that actually constitute aymiek performance for the organization as a whole.
Nelson/Winter (1982, 104, italics by the autho®e%lso Cohendet/Llerena (1998, 13).

As Loasby (1999, 101) notes on the topic of attyr@nd trust for the co-ordination of knowledgefirms:
"Credible messages are vital for the efficient fimting of a business; they allow people to focustloe
performance of specific activities, and on the iay@ment of that performance”.

10

1" []deologies allow the formation of groups oftars that share interests and beliefs. Withoupthesibility to

commit to some ideology it would be difficult fazalated political actors to bring together thegawrces and
find political support” (Slembeck 2003, 131).



of expected outcomes, evaluations to which atteiblike true or false, correct or incorrect

can not be meaningfully applied” (Vanberg/Buchah@89, 52, original italicsY:

Moving from the perspective on direct democracy \Gdnberg and Buchanan to the
descriptive analysis of political choice in repmesgive democracies, a separate analysis of
mental models of voters and politicians becomeessary. While the interest component of
votersremains the same (the evaluated outcomes of ingoltad rules), the subject of the
theories is now composed of the future performasfcthe parties. This might include the
reflection upon the “working properties of alteimat rules and rule-systems”
(Vanberg/Buchanan 1989, 51) contained in the maniegrammes as well as the credibility
of the candidates. With regard to the uncertairipua the possible emergence of new
problems — for which by definition no solution che proposed in the party programme — a
surrogate for anticipating the future reaction lué tandidates might be their value system.
Politicians, who share the same values as voteesexpected to arrive at judgments that

would also find the voters’ consent.

Politicians choosing between alternative rules not only evelibe predicted personal
benefit, resulting directly from the polidy.In their role as social problem-solvers, the
institutions of the political system (should) coon¢he personal utility of politicians with
finding and implementing solutions to social prabge From the point of view of legitimacy,
political actors need to take the resulis the peopleof a political measure into account
(output-legitimation), as well as the acceptancetltd measureby the people(input-
legitimation) (cf. Okruch 2003, 78-82). The cructhiference between these two lies in the
condition-action rules. Citizens delegate to pcbins to enable them to specialise in
knowledge about the working properties of ruledijnid rules that yield better outcomes with
regard tocitizen’s interests. Complexity of social and environmerggstems as well as
ambiguity of the future makes the consequencesimgles policies uncertain. Trying to
anticipate what will happen if a political measigémplemented requires an understanding of

the underlying cause-and-effect chains of the systéitizens don’t accept the delegation of

2 This view is compatible with that of ideology isting of “regulatory beliefs”, which can be segtad into
positive and normative beliefs (Slembeck 2003, 180yvell as with the cognitive-rule approach, pedsin
this paper, building on condition-action rules asaduation rules. From the latter perspective thpdrtance
of rules for categorization might be added, as thage the perception and classification of signalsertain
categories.

3 In some cases there even is no direct resulttirfipthe politican’s utility, e.g. in decisionsreerning social
social security systems in which politicians aré member.
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their decision, when the agent doesn’t decide ategrto their interests — they delegate in
order to utilize superior knowledge about whicleet§ will be evoked by rules.

Although theoretically separable, the problem lies the difficulty to practically
disentangle the two concepts (Vanberg/Buchanan,1®89Witt 2003, 88). Citizens cannot
be sure whether a certain policy is chosen beciauseds to result in better outcomes from
the citizens’ point of view, or because it justves the personal interests of politicians.
Because of the possibly resulting scepticism oérstpoliticians cannot just search for better
political instruments, they also have to acquirewledge about the mental models of the
citizens. Additionally, trying to make policy in éhrealm of social systems leads to an
interesting circle: as the underlying cause-andetf€hains of a social system depend on the
actions of human beings, the result of a politroagasure hinges on the reactions of the rule-
takers™ These reactions are influenced by the mental nsodéh their implicit regulatory
beliefs, containing the lay knowledge, which hagrbehe reason to delegate collective
decisions to specialised politicians. A governmenwilling to loose legitimation by the
citizens therefore either has to take the lay r@guy beliefs of “real people” into account —
thereby limiting it's own potential to utilize pably superior theoretical knowledge — or to
engage in changing the lay mental models “untilrtbehavior fits the theory” (Slembeck
2003, 136-140). Once again, organisations may sasvthe facilitators of this knowledge
conversion, by bridging the gap between specialisenvledge of condition-action rules and
local knowledge of interests and lay regulatorydigel The party can therefore be seen as the
mechanism for transmitting citizens’ feedback tadieg politicians or for the latter to
facilitate cognitive leadership in order to chatige lay regulatory beliefs.

The political party as feedback mechanism

Although in the common understanding the essenadenfocracy might rest in the citizen

expressing his opinion through voting, this is joisé part of the picture. Systems competition
already added the voting with one’s feet as a pdidgito express one’s preferences about the
institutional framework of a jurisdiction. Howevéhe voice mechanism is often just seen as
casting formal votes when an election period ofesalvyears ended (in representative
democracies) or every now and then in a referen@ardirect democracies). The occasions

for ‘voice’ are therefore seen as rather limitediith a little advantage for direct democratic

* In an evolutionary perspective, because of thetority of agents, the reaction to a rule is utaierand
agents are capable to invent new behaviour to mivemt the intention of the regulator. Cf. Wegndd();
Okruch (2003, 77); Witt (2003, 84).
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elements (cf. Bohnet/Frey 1994; Wohlgemuth 2002erEthough the positive incentive of
plebiscites for citizens to engage in opinion fotiova as well as the positive affect of
initiatives on the variety of alternatives shoulot e neglected herd the rather negative
judgment of representative democracies changesn waldditional elements are taken into
consideration. The freedoms of opinion, assembpught, and speech (including the
freedom of association) allow citizens at any titmdorm and express opinions concerning
political problems. This does not only mean thespubty to spell out discontent with a
policy measure at demonstrations, through the mediay forming protest organisations or
parties. The policy of governments that are forraedhe basis of a party can be influenced
by the discourse going on in that party. Governnmembers who depend on the support of
the party members for their future political careslt be keen not to loose support. Taking
political parties into account enhances the feeklmaechanisms towards the monopolistic
government. The organisation allows for additiomaice (through organisational routines,
which will be elaborated upon later) and exit (lkgigning from it, which leads to losses in
membership fees and a lack of support in futuretiele campaigns)® Party members
working at the grass-root level directly feel a#tis’ discontent with a political project in their
everyday life. Either because of sharing theseabiojes due to the personal ideology or by
anticipating future electoral losses, local pol#tics can build an inner-party opposition
towards the policy of their ‘own’ government. Thadeof the German chancellor Schroder in
2005 may serve as an extreme example. Becauseooigstejection of the government’s
reform agenda a new “electoral alternative” emergdsgo attracting former supporters of
Schroder's party, the SPD. Seeing an emerging igallitcompetitor and loosing party
members gave additional support to internal crégubeing uncomfortable with the
governmental agenda anyway. Finally, the chancélimself set the way for early elections,

claiming he had lost the support of his party.

To summarize the first part of this paper, the adflpolitical parties can be seen as binding
mechanism between voters and politicians. In aobotip point of view, it induces the party
leaders to consider lay regulatory beliefs and wark as a sanction mechanism, when the

programme gets increasingly detached from the sotereferences. From a top-down

!> For a detailed discussion of these effects afaidemocracy with various examples from Switzetlage
Bohnet/Frey (1994).

® The vulnerability of parties with a lack of aaivmembers was shown in Germany. In several cities t
number of members of the party of free democraBP)FHs so tiny that it has become target of attesntpt
,capture” it. In order to change the educationaligyoof the FDP, in Berlin as many students applfed
membership than the party already had membersjégrabsolute majority — PAM”). Cf. Dittberner (200

-12 -



perspective, the party may assist the leadersreadpunderstanding and acceptance of new
problem-views and proposed solutions. Consequeayigrt from public discourse, the quality
of the work of a government depends to a largengxda processes taking place within the

governing party. These internal processes shouldb®examined in more detail.

The internal development of political parties

Hypothetical Competition

It is important to note, that knowledge and memtaldel do not only contain knowledge
about facts. To a large extent they are conjectamadl contain hypothetical if-then
assumptions about problems, cause-effect chainyaoegs (Mantzavinos 2001, 26 f.; Witt
2003, 80 f.). As has been mentioned earlier, paditis build their hypotheses with regard to
(1) the effects a political measure will actuallielg (which may be dependent on the
cognitive abilities of the rule takers) and (2) theceptance of the measure by voters and

supporters, which is partly grounded in lay reguiabeliefs.

Searching for a 'good’ political solution for a ptem according to the first criterion
implies knowledge about the system in focus. F@angxe, looking for a measure to prevent
global warming, fight unemployment or increase iti@ovativeness of a domestic industry
requires an idea about how the climate system|atheur market or the competition in the
respective industry works. When proposing to immatra certain policy, politicians build a
hypothesis about the expected outcome, which dependhe reaction of the system. This
generates demand for scientific expertise and sps®il knowledge. Problems of high
complexity with many interconnected factors as vesllsocial systems containing creative
agents lead to ambiguity of the theoretical knogéedTherefore proponents of competing
hypotheses have to convince people of the likedirestheir assumptions. As Mantzavinos
(2001) points out, the faculty of imagination igg@uine human capability. Individuals are
able to visually create the hypothetical futureiaditon and the abstract and often invisible
properties of the system in focus. They can imagingé mentally evaluate certain potential
states of the world, building a judgment on theidba$ their prior experiences. They have
learned how different objects have reacted in simdituations in the past and so have
generated a ‘knowing how’ certain things work. Tetevant knowledge about the working

properties of policy-proposals therefore is in garhplicit. This also shows the limits of
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debating and imagination. As the judgment of thiecak arguments is based on some prior

experience, from time to time an idea really halsewealised’

Whereas leading politicians (assisted by specthligdministrative staff and scientific
advisors) have the resources to substantially aseretheir theoretical knowledge about
possible effects of a policy, voters and ‘ordingogrty members usually have to solely rely
on their intuitive judgment based on personal epee. This is not necessarily a ‘defect’,
leading to irrational judgments (cf. Dane/Pratt 200rhrough the idiosyncratic experiences a
valuable know-how about local specialties can biobd. The formal rules enacted at the
political centre can — due to different informastitutions — yield locally diverging outcomes
(cf. Okruch 2003). A party with a hierarchical stiure and different local sub-divisions will
therefore usually build certain decision-making tioes that provide arenas for party
members from different levels and regions to meet engage in the “concerted meshing of
individual's images of their activity in the conte)of their collective interaction”
(Argyris/Schon 1996, 15). At these occasions, paegders can learn about member’s
opinions about policy ideas as well as providinipimation about the (expected) properties

of their proposals.

The organisational process of knowledge generation

A useful framework for analysing the process of wlealge conversion was developed by
Nonaka and colleagues (Nonaka 1994; Nonaka/Take®®Bi7; Nonaka/Konno 1998).

According to the distinction between explicit amdpiicit knowledge, four mechanisms of
knowledge conversion can be described, which can &k interpreted as the different
settings, in which shared mental models evolveapdaltered: socialization, externalization,
combination and internalization. This spiral of lnedge is depicted in figure 2. The
organisation — in this case the party — provides dbntext which stimulates these learning

processes and provides the arena for discussingehs.

Figure 2: Modes of Knowledge Creation

7 As Ryle (2000) already mentioned, the practicaiidedge of knowing how precedes the theorizingualito
Okruch (2003) consequently pleas for a decentdiks@erimentalism in policy-making.
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Assuming that the entrepreneurs founding an org#iars have a clear initial conception of a
future state of the world they would like to reatite first task is to found supporters to reach
the critical mass to be able to realise the visidns means communicating the idea again and
again and to engage in discussions, in which theegt may be challenged. These challenges
constitute new problems to the debater, who hagdéoch for a new argument to support the
concept, or to adjust the concept, when the olgectvas regarded as valuable. This may
enrich the concept over time, increasing its coxipleStating arguments that are repeatedly
successful in convincing outsiders might lead tatiresation of those arguments. From that
time on they are automatically applied, when aaterstimulus (e.g. an objection encountered
before) triggers themir(ternalizatior). These unconscious rules become part of the basic
assumptions, which are taken for granted. Engagindiscussions frequently and through
direct interaction speeds up this process of lugldi shared mental model that in large parts

consists of tacit knowledge.

The larger an organisation grows, the more diffithé cognitive leadership gets. It seems
likely that people who already have an individuantal model similar to the concept of the
party members will join very soon, as they feelunally attracted by the idea and don’t have
to be persuaded for a long time. Through the iotema with the established party members
the newcomers’ mental models will further adaptthe party concept through shared
experiences, observation and imitati@odjalizatior). After reaching a size where all those

naturally in favour of the concept have alreadyéai, the further growth gets more difficult
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as with greater divergence of peoples’ originalnapi, persuasion gets more diffictft.
Either the party stagnates, encapsulates and stdkgir concept that provides a comfortable
and closed system for explaining the world or tleacepts gets increasingly challenged,
which means to scratch the underlying tacit assiomgt® In the latter case, when potential
new members with diverging mental models get inedlin party discussions in order to get
persuaded, they lack the same tacit understanditigearty’s concept, which the old party
member has. This may lead to disturbing reactionghe candidate, through ‘untypical’
behaviour, questions or arguments. When the raatihstandard procedures for socialising
the newcomer seize to be sufficient, the party memis induced to reflect on old
unconscious assumptions and to make them exptjainagxternalization.?° In order to get
to an agreement, arguments based on the refleamtl knowledge are exchanged and

possibly combined into new insightonbination.?*

Obstacles to organisational learning

The learning through debating alternative hypotbeselimited. Certainly, a point will be
reached where alternative propositions will claippasing if-then conjectures that cannot be

clarified by arguments. The actual implementatiba policy is needed to test the proposition

8 In contrast, Witt (2003, 82) suggests a critielss phenomenon, where persuasion gets easiemaitee
people already are convinced. This certainly i @t early stages, where a certain level of comaatioin
occasions has to be reached to get sufficienttadterAdditionally an effect of group cohesion migkork,
which attracts people to belong to the group. Giersig alternative competing ideas at a time, adhligwo
choose a group with a greater mental similaritys ot clear why marginal persuasion costs shbel@ver
decreasing. Therefore a u-shaped curve of margerauasion costs seems more likely.

19 Organizational knowledge and faiths are diffustedindividuals through various forms of instructjo

indoctrination, and exemplification. An organizatisocializes recruits to the languages, beliefspadtices
that comprise the organizational code ... SimultasBguhe organizational code is adapting to indinabd
beliefs.” March (1991, 74).

It should be noted that the different forms obwiedge, like knowing that and knowing how, or ésipland
tacit knowledge, are distinct and cannot change fbem (Mantzavinos 2001). Instead of really triomsing
the knowledge, it is more a theorizing about thettaomponents through reflection and thereby hogd
additional theoretical knowledge about the knowhiogv. For example, Nonaka/Takeuchi (1997, 76) dbscri
how an engineer learned (through socialization) hownead dough and later on transformed this icitpli
knowledge into a bread-baking machine.

20

L This blending of explicit knowledge requires @lgkogut and Zander (1992) label “combinative chibigy”,

which allows for taking advantage of capabilitieghich so far have been unnoticed. Closely related t
combination is the diffusion of explicit knowledgarough the dissemination of external artefact® lik
documents, blueprints and technology. Because tlaskeast partially, contain of translations ofpiiit
knowledge, the application of these external dessigdl differ in a context with different implicknowledge.
The explicit knowledge is re-translated accordinghte shared mental models prevailing in the nemieod.
As a result, organizations are more likely to depehew knowledge in fields related to what thegadly do

or know.
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and generate the environmental feedback needesl/&uation of the measure. This learning
from feedback is subject to some possible diffiesltwhich should now be addres$éd:

a) Those members of the organisation working at aerfate with the environment don’t
perceive relevant information or misclassify th&ecause the perception is selective and
guided by the existing mental model, very oftert fiisit information is recognized that
supports the pre-existing opinion. Furthermore,itp@s developments are more often
associated with one’s own actions, whereas negainants are blamed on external
factors. More than that, environmental feedback rbhaycompletely mistaken. For a
policy to become effective, certain time-lags havelapse, before the effects get visible
(Stolper 1991, 203). Even then, it is often uncgleahich effects have led to which
development. A feedback may be associated withcaoraby which it wasn’t caused, or
a consequence is not attributed with the actiomnboted in. This “superstitious learning”
may lead to effective rules being waived (due tgatiee effects from other sources) and
unsuccessful rules (because another effect incdupesitive development that is mistaken
as success) are being routinised (March/Olsen 13776; Levitt/March 1988, 323-326).

b) The problem of “competency traps” arises. The loragproblem solution is executed, the
better an organisation gets in applying the cooedmg routines (learning curve). The
more often a regulatory belief system is succelsséydplied, the deeper it gets engrained.
Exploring new alternatives that might be bettertlie long run gets more and more
difficult, also reducing the adaptability of theganisation to environmental changes
(Levitt/March1988, 322 f.; March 1991, 71-73).

c) Even if a party engages in organisational learnthg, scope of new alternatives being
explored may be limited. For the recombination abwledge and especially for the
integration of new or external knowledge, a “conaltive capability” is required which
also leads to new knowledge being tied to existimgwledge (local learning). “Switching
to new capabilities is difficult, as neither theokrledge embedded in the current
relationships and principles is well understood; th@ social fabric required to support
the new learning known. It is the stability of theselationships that generates the

characteristics of inertia in a firm's capabiliti@€ogut/Zander 1992, 396).

As a result, a paradoxical situation may arisevénfy the hypotheses build on the basis of
unconscious belief systems, a ‘reality test’ isassary to generate environmental feedback.

22 Or as Nelson (2003, 708) puts it: ,Whég-postevaluation of a reform may be somewhat easier ¢xaante
prediction of the effects of that reform, it idlistery difficult.”
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Because the perception and interpretation of #émadlfack is guided by the prevailing mental
model, a prior change (irrespective of feedbackhefbelief system may be essential in order
to draw the ‘right’ conclusions. Thus, the collgetilearning process itself is also partly

hypothetical.

Interaction with the environment

Members of an organisation working at their bougdare especially important for
organisational learning, as they can spot critidelvelopments in the organisational
environment and provide necessary external infaonatThrough their interaction with
outsiders these “boundary spanners” (Bohling 2@adlfl shared mental models with relevant
stakeholder groups. Because they are not justlssdan the organisation, they are able to
translate between the party and other societara¢tor example party members being also
member in a union, a NGO or a research associatiGompared with other types of
organisations, a political party to a large pamsists of ‘ideological supporters’ who don’t
work for the party full-time. This also increasée tpossibility of taking an external view on
the organisation and thereby initiating meta-laagnprocesses to overcome the learning

barriers mentioned above.

As organisational learning is always prone to stigkin local learning paths, the
interaction with other specialised organisationssdang certain services for a party might be
necessary. Indeed, following Hayek (1991, 138ifffig unlikely that political leaders, seeking
to find and implement policies accepted by a majast the people, come up with new and
controversial idea® As Witt (2003, 82 f.) notes, political entreprerejust take up new
ideas developed elsewhere. New ideas are develepboh rather small groups and then

diffused through communication networks like episite communitie&' that finally try to

23 Der Sozialphilosoph, der findet, daR seine Amszigen sehr popular sind, hat allen Grund zu biéziwe

daf er seine Pflichten erfullt* Hayek (1991, 140).

LAn epistemic community is a network of professts with recognized expertise and competence in a
particular domain and an authoritative claim toigetelevant knowledge within that domain or issauea.
Although an epistemic community may consist of pssfonals from a variety of disciplines and backgisy
they have (1) a shared set of normative and piliegipeliefs, which provide a value-based ratiorafethe
social action of community members; (2) shared albsliefs, which are derieved from their analysis
practices leading or contributing to a centralafgiroblems in their domain and which then servéhadasis
for elucidating the multiple linkages between pblgspolicy actions and desired outcomes; (3) shaotidns
of validity — that is, intersubjective, internaltiefined criteria for weighing and validating knoddge in the
domain of their expertise; and (4) a common poéinterprise — that is, a set of common practicescised
with a set of problems to which their professiooaipetence is directed, presumably out of the cbiovi
that human welfare will be enhanced as a consegl€Haas 1992, 3).

24
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permeate their idea into the political decision-mgkprocess through approaching the
various “veto points” (Haas 1992; Zito 2001).

Because of the influence of established organisatiooutines on the perception of
environmental information, leading politicians masefer ‘sourcing out’ some parts of the
political production process to relying on theirtgaalone. For example, this may lead to the
founding of International Organisations for thej&tiive’ (in the sense of not determined by
the parties’ mode of thinking) provision of analysenplementation or control of policies. As
Nelson and Winter (1982, 97) have already mentipoeghnisations that deal with change as
their main task “do not fit neatly into the routimperation mold”. So especially for the
introduction of innovation the assistance of acgpscialised in change may be fruitful. The
OECD can be seen as an example. Out of its stcatbgie, it is looking for undetected

problems, develops the measures to illustrate greinspreads their problem viéw.

Conclusion

Inspired by evolutionary theories of the firm, tipsper followed the questions of how
political parties come into being, what guides theternal development and their relations to
the environment. Building on a cognitive-evolutionanodel of individual problem solving,

parties can be seen as instruments for the raahsaf entrepreneurial visions. To get the
support necessary for implementing a ‘monopolishstitutional arrangement, entrepreneurs
have to convince a critical mass of supporters. gdlgician offering institutions — regarded

as solutions to societal problems — requires airteknowledge. On the one hand knowledge
about the system in which he wants to induce claragel on the other hand about the
acceptance of his work by his supporters and volreough specialisation this knowledge
can be enhanced — presupposing an adequate cdorglimechanism. A party can serve this
function as it provides contexts for building slthmmental models, including common

unconscious understanding of problems, values aunsezeffect chains.

The way between one individual having an idea amdnatitution being shared by all
members of a society is long. Parties deliver tifeastructure for the diffusion of ideas,
enriching them on the way by discussions that nwdiyate tacit knowledge that can be added

to the idea. This probing of alternative hypothesekects those ideas that are the most

% Dostal (2004) shows this leadership role witharegto the European Employment Strategy, which was
largelly influenced by the OECD Jobs Study. A mogeent example may be the framing of educational
policy through the Programme for International &ntdAssessment (PISA).
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convincing. This does not replace the necessitgaming from experience, but it has shown
that also learning from ‘real’ environmental feedbas bound to the pre-existing mental
models. Competition between alternative regulaideas as well as cooperation between
actors with differing special capabilities may #fere increase the quality of implemented

policies.

A ‘theory of the political party’ can therefore juse a small part of the puzzle and a
starting point for a more general evolutionary tlyeof governance. For the solution of
collective problems a variety of possible govermarforms exist. These include the
combination of different actors with their spedialowledge (Metcalfe 2003, Nelson 2003).
The task of politics from such a perspective isamanging the arena of actors and in
facilitating the collective learning processes. sThiequires further exploration into the

learning processes in and between different kifidsganisations.

-20 -



References

Argyris, Chris/Schén, Donald A. (1996): Organizatb Learning II: Theory, Method, and
Practice, Reading u.a.: Addison-Wesley, 1996.

Bohnet, Iris/Frey, Bruno S. (1994): Direct-DemomraRules: The Role of Discussion, in:
Kyklos, Vol. 47 (1994), p. 341-354.

Bohling, Kathrin (2001): Zur Bedeutung von “bounglarspanning units® fir
Organisationslernen in Internationalen OrganisaorS Il 01-101, Schriftenreihe der
Abteilung ,Organisation und Technikgenese“ des €lmnsgsschwerpunktes Technik-
Arbeit-Umwelt am Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin fliza&orschung, Berlin.

Budzinski, Oliver (2003): Cognitive Rules, Instituts, and Competition, in: Constitutional
Political Economy, Vol. 14, 2003, S. 213-233.

Cohendet, Patrick/Llerena, Patrick (1998): Thedrthe firm in an evolutionary perspective:
A critical development, Paper to the conference mPetence, Governance and

Entrepreneurship”, Copenhagen, June 9-11th, 1998.

Dane, Erik/Pratt, Michael G. (2007): Exploring Iiiton and its Role in Managerial Decision
Making, in: Academy of Management Review, Vol. B, 1, S. 33-54.

Denzau, Arthur T./North, Douglass C. (1994): Shaiddntal Models: Ideologies and
Institutions, in: Kyklos, Vol. 47, No.1 (1994), $-31.

Dittberner, Jurgen (2000): Die F.D.P. an der Sclenamim neuen Jahrhundert, in: Aus Politik
und Zeitgeschichte (B 5/2000ttp://www.bpb.de/publikationen/DDUQ3L.html

Dostal, Jorg M. (2004): Campaigning on expertisewy the OECD framed EU welfare and
labour market policies — and why success couldyérdailure, in: Journal of European
Public Policy, Vol. 11, No. 3 (June 2004), S. 48B4

Eckardt, Martina (2004): Evolutionary Approached egal Change, Working Paper No. 47,
Thinen-Series of Applied Economic Theory, Rostock.

Foss, Nicolai J. (2001): Evolutionary Theories loé f=irm: Reconstruction and Relations to
Contractual Theories, in: Dopfer, Kurt (ed.): Ev@unary Economics: Program and
Scope, Boston, Dordrecht, London: Kluwer AcademiblBhers, 2001, p. 319-355.

Haas, Peter M. (1992): Introduction: Epistemic Camities and International Policy
Coordination, in: International Organization, V6, No. 1 (Winter 1992), p. 1-35.

-21 -



Hayek, Friedrich A. von (1991): Die Verfassung ¢reeiheit, 3. Auflage, Tubingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1991.

Holzl, Werner (2005): The Evolutionary Theory ofetlrirm: Routines, Complexity and
Change, Working Paper No. 46, WirtschaftsuniverSiién, Januar 2005.

Klimecki, R.G./LaRBleben, H. (1999): What Causes ddigaitons to Learn?, Paper to be
presented at the 3rd International Conference ayadzational Learning 6-8th June

1999, Lancaster University, UK.

Kogut, Bruce/Zander, Udo (1992): Knowledge of therf- Combinative Capabilities, and the
Replication of Technology, in: Organization Scigneel. 3, No. 3, August 1992, S.
383-397.

Levitt, Barbara/March, James G. (1988): OrganizetioLearning, in: Annual Review of
Sociology, 14, S. 319-340.

Loasby, Brian J. (1999): Knowledge, Institutionsl &wvolution in Economics, London and
New York: Routledge, 1999.

Mantzavinos, C. (2001): Individuals, Institutionand Markets, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001.

Mantzavinos, C./North, Douglass C./Sharigq, Syed 080 Learning, Institutions and
Economic Performance, Preprints of the Max Planoktitute for Research on
Collective Goods 2003/13, Bonn.

March, James G. (1991): Exploration and Exploitatio Organizational Learning, in:
Organization Science, Vol. 2, No. 1, February 192171-86.

March, James G./Olsen, Johan(P976): Ambiguity and Choice in Organizations, @,

Oslo, Tromsg: Universitetsforlaget, 1976.

Metcalfe, J.S. (2003): Equilibrium and evolutionafgundations of competition and
technology policy: new perspectives on the divisioinlabour and the innovation
process, in: Pelikan, Pavel/Wegner, Gebhard (e€the Evolutionary Analysis of
Economic Policy, Cheltenham, Northampton: EdwaighEI2003, p. 162-190.

Nelson, Richard R. (2003): On the complexities lmits of market organization, in: Review
of International Political Economy, Vol. 10, No.pt,697-710.

Nelson, Richard R./Winter, Sidney (3982): An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change,
Cambridge, London: Harvard University Press, 1982.

-22 -



Nonaka, Ikujiro (1994): A Dynamic Theory of Organizational Knowledgreation, in:
Organization Science, Vol. 5, No. 1, February 1994,4-37.

Nonaka, Ikujiro/Takeuchi, Hirotaka (1997), Die Ongsation des Wissens: Wie japanische
Unternehmen eine brachliegende Ressource nutzbahema Frankfurt/Main, New
York, 1997.

Nonaka, lkujiro/Konno, Noboru (1998): The Concept“Ba”: Building a Foundation for
Knowledge Creation, in: California Management Reyi¥ol. 40, No. 3 (Spring 1998),
p. 40-54.

Okruch, Stefarf2003): Knowledge and economic policy: a plea folitigal experimentalism,
in: Pelikan, Pavel/Wegner, Gebhard (ed.): The BExahary Analysis of Economic
Policy, Cheltenham, Northampton: Edward Elgar, 2Q0%7-95.

Rahmeyer, Frit2004): Auf dem Wege zu einer evolutorischen Theder Unternehmung,
in:  Kerber, Wolfgang (ed.): Studien zur Evolutohisa Okonomik IX:
Evolutionsdkonomische Grundsatzfragen, Makrodkolkoomd Institutionen, Berlin:
Duncker & Humblot, 2004.

Rathe, Klaus/Witt, Ulrich (1999): The ,Nature” did Firm — Functional vs. Developmental
Views, Paper prepared for the Workshop on Austiaanomics and the Theory of the
Firm, Copenhagen, August 16-17, 1999.

Ryle, Gilbert (2000): The Concept of Mind, Lond&enguin Books, 2000.

Simon, Herbert A. (1991): Organizations and MarkegtsJournal of Economic Perspectives,

Vol. 5, No. 2, Spring 1991, p. 25-44.

Slembeck, Tilmann(2003): Ideologies, Beliefs, and economic advicea—cognitive-
evolutionary view on economic policy making, in:likan, Pavel/Wegner, Gebhard
(ed.): The Evolutionary Analysis of Economic Polic€heltenham, Northampton:
Edward Elgar, 2003, p. 128-161.

Stolper, W. F. (1991): The theoretical bases ofneoac policy: the Schumpeterian
perspective, in: Journal of Evolutionary Economiésl. 1, p. 189-205.

Vanberg, Viktor/Buchanan, James M. (1989): Interesid Theories in Constitutional Choice,

in: Journal of Theoretical Politics, Vol. 1, p. 89-

-23 -



Wegner, Gerhard (2003): Evolutionary markets arel diesign of institutional policy, in:
Pelikan, Pavel/Wegner, Gebhard (ed.): The Evolanpminalysis of Economic Policy,
Cheltenham, Northampton: Edward Elgar, 2003, p6@6-

Witt, Ulrich (2000): Changing Cognitive Frames —abfging Organizational Forms: An
Entrepreneurial Theory of Organizational Developmem Industrial and Corporate
Change, Vol. 9, No. 4 (2000); p. 733-755.

Witt, Ulrich (2003): Economic policy making in evolutionary pestive, in: Journal of
Evolutionary Economics, Vol. 13 (2003), p. 77-94.

Wohlgemuth, Michael(2002): Evolutionary Approaches to Politics, in: Kgs, Vol. 55,
p. 223-246.

Wohlgemuth, Michael (2003): Democracy as an evolutionary method, inlikRe,
Pavel/Wegner, Gebhard (eds.): The Evolutionary ¥sial of Economic Policy,
Cheltenham, Northampton: Edward Elgar, 2003, p1256-

Zito, Anthony R.(2001): Epistemic communities, collective entreguaship and European

integration, in: Journal of European Public Poli¢g). 8, No. 4, p. 585-603.

-24 -



XXl

XXI

XX

XIX

ANDRASSY WORKING PAPER SERIES
ISSN 1589-603X

Mingst, Alexander. 2008. ,Evolutionary Polis¢ Economy and the Role of
Organisations”.

Mingst, Alexander. 2008. ,The Organizational #erpinnings of Innovation and
Change in Health Care".

Okruch, Stefan. 2007. “The ‘Open Method of Cdoedion’ and its Effects: Policy
Learning or Harmonisation?

Okruch, Stefan. 2006. “Die ‘Offene Methode ddKoordinierung’: Gefahr
schleichender Harmonisierung oder Chance fir Rigimen?”

XVIII Okruch, Stefan. 2006. “Values and Economiad@r. In Search of Legitimacy”

XVII

XVI

XV

XV

Xl

Xl

Xl

Okruch, Stefan. 2006. ,Die EU-Wettbewerbspiditzwischen Einheitlichkeit und
Vielfalt — Anmerkungen aus ordnungstkonomischehtSic

Beckmann, Klaus B. 2006. “Tax evaders keep ufh\the Joneses”

Margitay-Becht Andras 2005 “Inequality and Ailimulating the correlation between
economic inequality and the effect of financial’aid

Beckmann, Klaus B. 2005. “Tax competition astdategic complementarity”

Meyer, Dietmar — Lackenbauer, Jorg. 2005 ,EWhesion Policy and the Equity-
Efficiency Trade-Off: Adding Dynamics to Martin’s ddel”

Chiovini, Rita und Zsuzsanna Vetd. 2004. ,Datemd Bemerkungen zu den
Disparitaten im Entwicklungsstand ausgewahlterdsih

Alfred, Endres. 2004 ,Nattrliche Ressourcen madhhaltige Entwicklung”

-25 -



VIl

VI

Vi

Bartscher, Thomas, Ralph Baur and Klaus Beckm@004 ,Strategische Probleme
des Mittelstands in Niederbayern”

Arnold, Volker — Hibner, Marion. 2004. ,Repressioder Umverteilung - Welches ist
der beste Weg zur Erhaltung der Funktionsfahigkeitktwirtschaftlicher Systeme? -
Ein Beitrag zur Theorie der Einkommensumverteilling.

Okruch, Stefan. 2003. ,Verfassungswahl und fesungswandel aus 6konomischer
Perspektive - oder: Grenzen der konstitutionenékoschen Suche nach der guten
Verfassung.”

Meyer, Dietmar: ,Humankapital und EU-Beitritt Uberlegungen anhand eines
Duopolmodells.”

Okruch, Stefan. 2003. ,Evolutorische Okonomikdu®rdnungspolitik — ein neuer
Anlauf”.

Arnold, Volker. 2003. ,Kompetitiver vs. kooperae#ir Foderalismus: Ist ein
horizontaler Finanzausgleich aus allokativer Sazfdrderlich?’

Balogh, Laszl6 — Meyer, Dietmar. 2003. ,Gerechtaind/ oder effizientes
Steuersystem in einer Transformationsokonomie ra¢hsendem Einkommen’.

Beckmann, Klaus B. 2003. ,Tax Progression anda&ion: a Simple Graphical
Approach”.

Beckmann, Klaus B. 2003. ,Evaluation von LehneduForschung an Hochschulen:
eine institutenbkonomische Perspektive”.

Beckmann, Klaus B. and Martin Werding. 2002. ,Tv@heers for the Earned
Income Tax Credit”.

- 26 -



Paper copies can be ordered from:

The Librarian

Andrassy Gyula Egyetem
Pf. 1422

1464 Budapest

Hungary

Visit us on the web at httpyww.andrassyuni.huPlease note that we cease to circulate
papers if a revised version has been acceptedifdication elsewhere.

-27 -



