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ABSTRACT. The mobilization of bias is considered a contemporary but also 
important political phenomenon in the democratizing world. This paper intends to 
find the organizational bases that precondition the mobilization of bias, having 
understood that the level of democracy inside a political society is the crucial 
determinant on the latter phenomenon. At the outset, this paper discusses the 
mobilization of bias phenomenon, by specifically being based in the Bachrach & 
Baratz scholarship, given the explanation of the tension between pluralism and 
elitism. Following that, the paper shows some of the instruments the elites use to 
mobilize the bias. Finally, in its body the paper builds a set of organizational/systemic 
bases which arguably precondition or give terrain to the mobilization-of-bias practice. 
 
 

KEYWORDS. Mobilization of bias  Mobilization of bias exercising  Elitism  

Pluralism   Organizational bases as preconditions for the mobilization of bias. 
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 

INTRODUCTION 

 

There has been a huge debate on the role of the state in decision making process between 

pluralists and elitists. Pluralists have used to undermine the role of elites in decision-

making in a developed western democracy while elitists have been arguing that pluralism 

is a wrong perception. The debate was grounded in Dahl’s scholarship in one side, and 

Bachrach & Baratz in the other side. As a consequence of that tension a huge scholarship 

was produced. This scientific tension in fact brought as a result, among others, the notion 

of mobilization of bias. As such the mobilization of bias phenomenon will be the central 

focus of this paper, limited to the organizational bases that precondition the latter. 

                                                 
1
 The authors are resident senior researchers at the Research Committee of the Group for Legal and 

Political Studies. 
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 Mobilization of bias phenomenon is a concept related with the level of access that 

the preferencesô of groups have into the policy-making environment. In fact mobilization 

of bias, as a second face of the state, as developed by Bachrach and Baratz, means that 

there is a bias conducted by the polity to suppress the potential issue, with the intention to 

prevent the latter to become an issue. This is in fact a non-behavioural phenomenon as 

opposed to the óbehavioural phenomenaô that pluralists seek to observe while making 

conclusions on the power. The main concern of this concept is to elucidate that there is a 

huge critique that follows preferencesô pluralism, thus the latter concept is a ófictionô 

rather than a reality in an elitist language.  

 The vast majority of the literature on the mobilization of bias phenomenon 

explains it as an instrument used from a clear political perspective. Hence there is just a 

slight scholarship on the organizational context of the respective phenomenon. Having 

said so, we do intend to develop a hypothesis that shows a range of organizational bases 

that precondition or give terrain to the exercising of mobilization of bias.  

 

 

MOBILIZATION-OF-BIAS CONCEPT 

 

The mobilization of bias is a concept related with the representation of groupsô 

preferences in the policy-making process. As a notion, the mobilization of bias has been 

scientifically developed by Schattschneider, while later it was further developed as a 

theory by Bachrach and Baratz. In principle, the mobilization of bias notion is a critique 

mainly to the pluralism of Dahl and Polsby, maintaining that there is a huge filter 

operated by the polity to suppress the access of specific groups into the policy making 

environment (as shown in figure A). At the outset, as Schattschneider had considered, óit 

is not necessarily true that people with the greatest needs participate in politics most 

actively ï whosoever decides what the game is about will also decide who gets in the 

gameô (Schattschneider 1960: 105). Therefore the role of the policy-maker in the 

determination of ówho the participants will beô is acknowledged.  

 The concept of mobilization of bias has been an elitist response to the mainly 

Dahlôs and Polsbyôs pluralism, with the intention to show that the role of elites is still 

dominant in the decision making politics. In fact, following the pluralist approach, it was 

argued that all groupsô interests have an equal access into the political system (in Dahlôs 

New Haven e.g.), thus the policy output meets all the groupsô preferences, and in addition 

to that, it was argued by pluralists that the role of the state in this process is neutral. By 

contrast, elitists had argued that the access of the groupsô preferences into the political 

system was subject to the will of the polity, maintaining that the latter decides who will 

enter the political system and who will not. Therefore the theory of a bias which can be 

mobilized by the polity per se was developed, meaning that the polity has the power to 

filter the inputs that might inquire to enter the political system. In concrete terms, it was 

argued that the mobilization of bias is a ódecision that results in the suppression or 

thwarting of a latent or manifest challenge to the values and interests of the decision 

makerô (Bachrach & Baratz 1970: 7; Bachrach & Baratz 1962). 
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         Input   

 

(Mobilization of bias ï filtering the input demands) 

 

Figure A  

 

 

 In theory, the mobilization of bias is considered to be an effective and active 

instrument used by the elites to filter the input demands coming from the interest groups, 

by allowing entrance only to those interests who do not endanger the elitesô will. 

Therefore the groupsô preferences should have been powerful enough to pass the filter of 

the political system, thus becoming an issue, otherwise they would have remained simply 

a potential issue. Seen from an agenda-setting point of view, the mobilization of bias 

means that the polity has the power to keep issues off-the-agenda, in the meantime 

limiting the preferencesô penetration into the decision-making process. As a consequence, 

the policy-making environment is dominated by preferences which do not threaten the 

will of the elites, provided that the chances for doing so are inexistent. 

 The mobilization of bias is mostly based on the political-power instruments the 

polity possesses to constrain the potential issues from becoming issues in the political 

system, however there are, according to us, a set of organizational bases that precondition 

the happening of this phenomenon. Therefore, below we will be building a hypothesis 

that shows some of the respective organizational bases.  

 

 

POTENTIAL ORGANIZATIONAL PRECONDITIONS FOR THE  

MOBILIZATION  OF BIAS 

 

In our search for a refined notion of mobilization of bias, we understood the need for 

exploring the organizational structures that might precondition the existence of the 

phenomenon in question. By doing saw, we attempted to make a notional contribution on 

the bases where the mobilization of bias most easily might rise. At the outset, the 

consideration of Lijphart about the importance of the organizational context of a given 

polity towards the preferences accommodation is acknowledged. As such, Lijphart 

emphasized that constitutions in multi-party systems are designed to facilitate the 
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bargaining between parties and possibly accommodate policy preferences of society 

segments (Lijphart 1999; Lijphart 1977 in Martin 2004). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                        Mobilization-of-bias phenomenon 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Organizational bases 

 

Figure B 

 

We follow a hypothetical approach that considers the exercising of mobilization of bias 

as a phenomenon mainly grounded on the political power application. However we argue 

that, there is a basis where this phenomenon is built upon, even that the basis in fact does 

not contribute hugely (or it might not at all) to the exercising volume of this phenomenon. 

Therefore we demonstrate the mobilization of bias as presented in figure B, where the 

inverted pyramid is the whole phenomenon. Whereas the pyramid itself is built on an 

organizational ground, however the construction of the phenomenon is done through a 

use of the political power. Therefore the organizational elements can only precondition 

the exercising or construction of the phenomenon, though they do not build it themselves, 

given that the use of the political power, grounded upon the organizational bases, 

generates the phenomenon in discussion and its exercising. As a result, we approach the 

argument by claiming that different models of structures can effect dissimilarly the 

mobilization of bias, given that the systemic elements individually but also as a whole 

show different fitting prerequisites for the phenomenon in discussion.  

 Following the above argumentation, we consider that there are a set of bases 

where the organizational aspect of mobilization of bias preconditioning can be found. As 

a consequence we produce a model for searching the organizational preconditions into 

four bases: first, the electoral system, second, parliamentary procedures and design, third, 

executive branch system, fourth, judicial-review system, fifth, referendum system, sixth, 

the regulators system, and seventh, party politics system. Throughout the course of 

explaining the organizational or systemic factors that might precondition the mobilization 

of bias, we produce hypotheses explaining the ability of one systemic factor to constrain 

or empower the mobilization of bias exercising. In addition we emphasise that we do not 

seek to follow a normative questioning of the organizational values that a given political 
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system might have, as a result we will only give explanations on the potentiality of the 

result-occurrence on a given organizational factor. 

 

 

ELECTORAL SYSTEM 

 

Electoral systems have a huge importance upon the construction of the political scene of 

a given country, provided that there are huge organizational electoral factors that might 

differentiate the trend of what the vote initially empowered. In that context, the electoral 

system might empower an organizational political scene, which favours or disfavours the 

use of mobilization of bias. From that point of view, it is quite clear that the use of 

mobilization of bias is hugely subject to the construction of the political scene coming 

from a given election. The very basic focus that we arguably see as important is the style 

of the electoral systems whose organization might be a preconditioning factor to the use 

of mobilization of bias. Therefore we consider the effects of a majoritarian and also 

proportional electoral system, adding the threshold importance. 

The majoritarian electoral systems in practice do typically produce a political scene 

dominated from one political party, or as a whole, by two major political parties, given 

that one of them has the ability to take the command alone (see also Lijphart 1999; 2008). 

Seemingly in majoritarian systems óthe government is entrusted to those who hold a 

majority in parliamentô (Meny 1990: 140). As a consequence, in political scenes where 

one party has the ability to rule with an institution, say a government, the openness of the 

latter towards the groupsô preferences is in fact not constrained by the other political 

parties. As such, a majoritarian electoral system produces, say a government, where the 

need for consensus about any issue is usually not in place, therefore the ability to govern 

alone, for a given political party, produces also an ability for the latter to limit the access 

of the groupsô preferences. Principally in the majoritarian electoral systems, first of all, 

the small parties tend to be excluded from the power, since the system itself is usually 

based in a winner-takes-all principle, therefore small amounts of votes get immediately to 

the big partiesô baskets. Therefore in such an electoral system, the existence of small 

parties, which might represent the interests of one or many groups, is potentially tough. 

Apart from that, the majoritarian electoral systems make the rule-of-majority a reality, 

meaning that the minority is usually constrained by the rule of majority, therefore a 

conflict towards an equally representation of groupsô preferences might commonly come 

up.  

The thing that matters in this electoral system, is that, if there is no need for the major 

party to have the consensus of any other smaller party, then there is no constrain, related 

with the intention to give access to any preference of groups, that might come in place, 

provided that the major party rules alone. As a consequence we hypothesise that, a 

majority electoral system preconditions the ability of a polity to exercise the mobilization 

of bias, given that no consensus is needed from any other party – a consensus which 

could have been conditioned with the increase of the groups’ preferences into the policy-

making environment.  
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The need for consensus in two major electoral systems 
 

                        Proportional system 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Majority system 

 
The extent of the arrow, shows the need for consensus in both electoral systems 

(lengthier the arrow, higher the need for consensus, and vice versa) 
Figure C 

 

 The proportional electoral system is in fact a denial of the winner takes all style 

of democracy, instead this system offers proportional representation to all groups of 

electorate. As a result, in these electoral systems the political scene has usually no major 

political actor who can rule alone; in addition most of the political parties who take the 

minimum needed votes get representation in the relevant institution, due to the 

organizational freedom that the system offers per se. Accordingly Meny argues that óthe 

switch to proportional representation stems from methodological and ideological 

assumptions: namely, the idea that ñgood governmentò more or less explicitly reflects not 

only the societies current options but also the particular characteristics of its social 

structureô (Meny 1990: 133-4). Typically, this electoral system produces a complex 

political scene, where the need for consensus is usually in place. Following that, this 

electoral system usually does not offer the possibility to one political actor to rule alone, 

as a result the coalition government is the solution. Contrary to the majoritarian electoral 

system, the need for consensus produces a consensual government, thus the government 

gets ruled by more than one, say many, political forces. In such a circumstance, the 

inquiry on making decisions, comes through the consensus between the coalition 

members, therefore a wider preferences of groups, ideally, get to be represented in the 

policy-making scene. As Martin (2004) has asserted, apart from the coalition government 

as a product of this electoral system, the law-making process gets to be held and shared 

between some parties (those who build the coalition) also. 

 The proportional electoral system has therefore three characteristic effects (see 

also Lijphart 1999): first, it enables small parties to be able to participate in governance, 

second, it allows the minority and majority to have a proportional representation into the 

representative institution, while the system itself makes the consensus the only form of 

ruling. In addition to that, as described in figure C, the need for consensus in this system 

is hugely higher by contrast to the majoritarian system, thus a higher range of partiesô 

interests represent themselves into the governance. Following that, from the 

characteristics presented above, it can be arguably seen that the proportional electoral 

system results in a more or less proportional representation of the peoplesô segments. 

Hence we hypothesise that, a proportional electoral system does not precondition the 
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ability of a polity to exercise the mobilization-of-bias, given that the need for consensus 

in a government produced by this system, brings a potentially better representation of the 

peoples’ groups into the governance – therefore the consensus is, as a matter of the 

representative role of the parties, potentially conditioned with the increase of the 

preferences’ penetration into the policy making environment. However we consider that, 

the subtype of a given electoral system might produce the contrary of the principles we 

acknowledged here, therefore in order to prevent the argument from tautology, we assert 

that only on a principle-basis the argument given above stands true. 

 In addition to all this, being based in figure C, we do hypothesize that, in relation 

to the need for consensus in different electoral systems, higher the need for consensus as 

a result of the electoral system, better the probability to increase the preferences’ access 

into the political system, thus a lower possibility or extent on the exercising of the 

mobilization-of-bias. As such, we argue that the probability of exercising the mobilization 

of bias is either constrained or empowered from the organizational principles of the 

electoral system, thus the preconditioning takes place. 

Finally, another organizational element that might precondition the limiting of 

preferences representation into parliament is the threshold of votesô earned. E.g. Czech 

Republic has a threshold of 11% for large blocks (coalition of parties) (Holmes 1997), 

meaning that all coalitions who get a lower percentage do not enter the parliament, 

meaning that a less capable parliament to address the all-groups preferences is in place. 

In addition, for instance, in Germany óthe principle of fairness is to some extent affected 

by an exclusion clause: the only parties included in the allocation of seats are those which 

either obtained at least five percent of the second votes at the federal level, or which 

managed to win a seat in at least three constituenciesô (Meny 1990: 135), thus increasing 

the importance on the small groupsô preferences representation into the parliament 

(subsequently to the mobilization of bias also). 

 

 

PARLIAMENTARY PROCEDURES AND DESIGN 

 

The parliamentary procedures and their design in a given country are an important 

organizational basis on the way to define the preconditioning factors of the mobilization 

of bias. Parliamentôs role in policy making varies between different governing systems, 

e.g. in parliamentary governing systems, the parliament is a handling tool of the 

government, while in presidential governing systems the parliament is a real constrainer 

to the governmentôs actions. As Martin (2004: 446) argues, óin parliamentary 

democracies, it is the government not the legislature that determines the timing and 

substance of major policy initiativesô. Therefore the parliamentary democracies tend to 

have a more aesthetic role for the parliament, given that the governmentôs rulership heads 

the majority seats in the parliament. While in presidential systems, even that the role of 

the parliament is less significant, as least constitutionally, in practice the parliaments 

enjoy a huge independency from the presidentôs rule, given the party politics and 

separation of powers factors. Therefore in presidential systems the parliamentôs role 

towards policy-making is huger and pretty important in constraining but also sourcing the 

policy-making (for deep considerations see also Lijphart 1999).  



  
Page 9 

 
  

 As a consequence of the governing system, in parliamentary democracies with 

proportional electoral systems, the coalition government is usually a need, given the 

impossibility of any party to win an absolute majority of seats in parliament. As such, as 

Martin (2004: 457) asserts, óthe policy agenda produced by coalition governments 

appeared to be organized in a fashion that accommodates the goals of coalition 

membersô. While in presidential governing systems, the parliament does not precondition 

the presidency therefore the existence of majority in the parliament in fact does not make 

any difference towards the presidency composition. 

 Being based in the logic that, in parliamentary democracies the parliament is in 

fact a handling tool of the government to support its policies, we conclude that there is no 

need for bargaining in between the parliament and the government for any policy issue. 

By contrast to that, in presidential polities, the parliament is not an instrument of the 

presidency, even why the party of the president might have the majority of seats in the 

parliament. Therefore we consider that the parliament in presidential governing systems 

has a huger bargaining power towards the executive branch, given a huger separation of 

powers that constitutionally takes place. As a result we hypothesise that, the higher the 

bargaining power of a parliament (towards the government), higher the potentiality to 

include a wider range of interests into the policies is, and vice versa. We do use the term 

óbargaining powerô to show the real power a parliament has, to produce own-versioned 

authority. As such, it can be arguably spoken for a wider possibility of parliament to 

increase the extent of interestsô representation into the policies in the presidential 

governing systems, and contrary to that, for a narrower role of the parliament in such a 

process in parliamentary governing systems. To sum up, it can be arguably spoken for a 

better input of parliamentary preferences in polities where the separation of powers 

principle is well-established, and for a lesser preferences-input in the polities with a soft 

separation of powers. Thus the organizational context in the parliamentary democracies, 

allows a higher possibility for the government to exercise the mobilization of bias due to 

the low-bargaining power of parliaments, while in presidential democracies, there is a 

lower possibility for the presidencies to exercise the mobilization of bias due to the 

higher-bargaining power of the parliament whose insistence, potentially, increase the 

possibility to constrain the government or to demand a higher preferences-range to be 

included in the policies.  

 More particularly the organizational parliamentary preconditioning factors for the 

mobilization of bias according to us are: first, the percentage of MPs needed to proceed a 

law-initiative or a referendum initiative, second, the procedure of setting the agenda of 

the parliament, third, the threshold of MPs needed to form a parliamentary group, and 

fourth, the type and height of voting majority.  

Following the above points, the parliamentary law-initiative is a very important 

instrument; therefore the procedural capability to use that instrument is an important 

organizational basis for the mobilization of bias application. As of our consideration, the 

easier to use the law-initiative instrument inside a parliament, the lesser the probability 

to occupy the law-proposing agenda, thus less potentiality to exercise the mobilization of 

bias in the parliamentary law-making process (organizationally). As such, the procedure 

of the ability to use the law-initiative instrument does in fact organizationally interfere to 

the mobilization of bias exercising. Namely, in parliaments where the law-initiative is a 

right for every MP, the probability to insert easily more group preferences onto law-
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proposals is higher, whereas in parliaments where this initiative demands for a number 

of, say 30 MPs, the probability of monopolizing or excluding the less powerful 

preferences or choosing only politicized ones is higher. Therefore the procedure to use 

the law-initiative instrument, from the side of the parliamentarians, is an important 

organizational basis which preconditions the exercising of mobilization of bias. 

 

 
Source: Dorin (2001: 149)

2
 

Figure D 

 

Despite the law-initiative, a very important premise that plays an important role 

towards the exercising of mobilization of bias is the setting-of-agenda of parliament in 

the organizational context. This is in fact correlatively related with the number of MPs 

needed to form a parliamentary group, given that some parliaments allow only 

parliamentary groups to propose agenda-points, while the formation of groups in many 

parliaments is constrained with a threshold of MPs needed to make it. As such, in 

parliaments where a high number of MPs is required for making a parliamentary group, 

the probability to decrease the insertion of preferences into the parliamentary agenda is 

higher, thus the mobilization of bias is easier to be exercised. However, apart from that, 

following Dorin (2001), there is a set of occasions that show better the penetration into 

agenda setting (as shown in figure D). In parliamentary democracies, the setting of 

parliamentôs agenda is a prerogative of the government, provided that the rulership of the 

                                                 
2
 Dorin, Herbert (2001) óParliamentary agenda control and legislative outcomes in Western Europeô. 

Legislative Studies Quarterly. Vol. 26, no. 1: pp. 145-165 
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government holds the vast majority of the seats in the parliament, being able to head with 

the latter. As such, figure D shows the relationship between the governments and the 

agenda-setting into the parliament. Therefore, as seen below, the determination of plenary 

agenda, the veto of ómoney billsô, the restriction of the MPs initiatives, the competence to 

remove committee members, and the curtailing of debates, are all organizational bases on 

which the exercising of the mobilization of bias is preconditioned or not. In that context, 

the higher the prerogative to determine the plenary agenda, to veto the bills, to restrict the 

membersô initiatives, to remove the committee members and curtail the debates, the 

smaller the potentiality to widely include ranges of preferences being represented in the 

parliament, or the smaller the ability of MPs to constrain a mobilization of bias 

exercising.  

As such, following figure D, the organizational prerogatives that the governments 

might hold towards the parliament, are preconditioning factors for the exercising of 

mobilization of bias. Practically, in France for instance, the ógovernment takes priority in 

determining agendas in the parliamentô, while in Germany óagenda is decided by a 

council of elders composed of the president, vice-president of the Bundestag together 

with a number of delegates of varies parties in proportion to their respective strengthô 

(Meny 1990: 171). Thus the small partiesô interests have real barriers to penetrate into the 

agenda-setting process, while their interests do not usually get represented in the latter 

process. In addition, in Italy, the óagenda and the scheduling of parliamentary tasks are 

fixed by a conference of parliamentary party group presidents, whose decisions must be 

unanimousô (Meny 1990: 172). In addition to that, as figure D shows, Greece has all 

organizational preconditions to determine a situation where the government prevails upon 

all other actors, while setting the agenda of parliament. 

Apart from that, the committee involvement into the legislation-making process 

shows another important preconditioning factor, given that, the more the committees get 

involved in the law-making process, the more plural the legislation is, in terms of 

preferences penetration. As seen from figure E, some countries give the right of law-

redrafting to the respective committees, or the capability to call for government 

documents, which is arguably a pretty strong way of potentially penetrating interests into 

legislative-agenda. For instance, in France, óthe right of amendment is strictly 

controlledéin particular the government can reject all amendments as a result of which 

funds would be depleted or public expenditure increaseéhaving rejected them, it can 

request its majority to adopt the law as draftedô (Meny 1990: 175). Accordingly the 

governmental prevalence towards the committees, makes the latter incapable to address 

more preferences, given that their bargaining power does not exist at all. Therefore the 

organizational context of the committeesô activity is an important preconditioning factor 

in determining the mobilization of bias exercising.  
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Source: Dorin (2001: 151)

3
 

Figure E 

 

 Lastly, the type and height of majority voting is an organizational basis that might 

precondition the exercising of mobilization of bias. In fact, the enactment of laws has 

dissimilar procedures in different parliaments. Of course that the enactment procedure in 

some parliaments requires a different majority; some might require a relative majority for 

enacting a law, some others might demand an absolute majority while a few might 

require a qualified majority for the law enactment. In that context, we argue that, due to 

the plural structure of the parliament, given that different representative interests take part 

in it, the style of majority used to enact a law determines the volume of preferencesô 

penetration into that respective law. Therefore, we hypothesise that, the higher the height 

of majority required (e.g. 4/5), the more the potentiality for a wider range of preferences 

to get inserted in it, while by contrast to that, the smaller the height of majority required 

(e.g. relative majority), the smaller the potentiality of including more preferences into 

that respective law. At that extent, the organizational factor that preconditions the 

mobilization of bias, amongst others, is of course the type of majority procedurally 

demanded as a way to pass the laws, given that e.g. in a simple majority procedure the 

majority party does not need to bargain with any other party provided that it has enough 

votes to pass the bill alone, with its own interests included only. 

 

                                                 
3
 Dorin, Herbert (2001) óParliamentary agenda control and legislative outcomes in Western Europeô. 

Legislative Studies Quarterly. Vol. 26, no. 1: pp. 145-165 
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EXECUTIVE BRANCHôS DESIGN 

 

In our principal approach, we consider that the design of the executive branch is an 

important factor to determine the preconditioning of the mobilization of bias. Therefore 

in practice the executive branch can have a bi-model of organization, first as a 

monocephalic executive branch, with the president as the chief-executive, and second, as 

a bi-cephalic executive branch, with the president and the prime minister (government) as 

the rulers of this respective branch (Lijphart 2008). As such, we do arguably consider 

that, in a monocephalic executive branch, the policy-making is subject to the president 

only, therefore no constrain inside the executive for his policy-lines can come through. 

Meanwhile, in bi-cephalic executive branches, the division of power between the 

president and prime minister, many times, bring as an outcome the constrains that each of 

them puts towards the other. From that perspective, the constrain that both of them 

potentially produce to each other, in the policy making context, means that a wider 

preferencesô range should be the result, given that each of them tends to find consensus in 

order for the policy to be free from barriers. In that line, we hypothesise that, the more 

divided the executive branch is, given that each segment holds real powers, the more 

possible, for a wider range of preferences to get represented, it is. Thus the monocephalic 

executives tend to be more able in exercising the mobilization of bias, given that there is 

no constrain that might precondition its exercising (inside the executive), while by 

contrast the bi-cephalic executives tend to be less able to use the mobilization of bias, 

provided that there are constrains that both sides make to each other, while the consensus 

usually is a need, thus a less probable environment for limiting the access of preferences 

is doable.  

 Following that, a study undertaken from Steven M. Fish, while studying the 

denials of democratization, has found that the countries who have denied the 

democratization have a thing in common, namely the presidential governance. As such, 

the monocephalism in countries with a lack of democratic culture has instead produced a 

denial of democracy, which of course, among others, has been accomplished through the 

unlimited use of the mobilization of bias phenomenon (Fish in Anderson et al 2001). 

Thus the design of the executive branch, as argued by us, organizationally shows a very 

stable precondition for the exercising of the mobilization of bias, as a result the latter 

phenomenon finds itself more accommodated in some executive structures, if compared 

to the others.  

 Finally, it should be argued that, apart from the internal organization of the 

executive branch, as a preconditioning factor to the mobilization of bias, the relationship 

between the executive branch and parliament is also of a vast importance. E.g. as Harrop 

& Rod (2001) argue, in United States the president shares the power with the congress 

therefore each of them seeks to interfere and impose, but neither of them can dictate the 

other, given that in lots of issues a consensus between them is needed. However, despite 

the importance of the design of executive in mono or bi-cephalic terms, it is also 

important to consider the organization of the government itself inside the bi-cephalic 

model, given that there are huge factors in that direction that differ the preconditioning 

context of the mobilization of bias. 
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PARTY POLITICS ORGANIZATION 

 

Party politics organization is a notional context that inquires whether there is multi-party 

empowered system, or simply a bipolar one in a given country. In that logic, electoral 

systems are commonly treated as exogenous determinants of political party systems, yet 

our theoretical understanding remains limited as to how these institutions themselves are 

determined (Benoit 2004; Heywood 1997). Thus, as seen from above, the determination 

upon the electoral system is the source of the party politics in the organizational context. 

As such, the bipolar party systems, such as the British case, tend to be more a party 

democracy than a parliamentary democracy, given that everything is a matter of the 

determination of the parties and not of the parliament. While in multiparty-empowered 

systems, the use of parliamentary instruments against a coalition government, makes the 

parliament rather than the parties, the source of power deliberation. In that logic, we see 

the multiparty-empowered systems, as better sources for a complex access of preferences 

into the parliament, so as to be able to drive a multidimensional policy scrutiny. 

Meanwhile, we see the bipolar party systems as less probable systems to organizationally 

represent that range of preferences that a multiparty one can, in addition the exercising of 

the mobilization of bias has a wider terrain of potentiality. E.g. Meny (1990) argues that 

the British majoritarian electoral system gives rise to protests from parties (Scottish and 

Welsh Nationalist parties, Liberal and the Social Democrats, Greens, etc.) which are 

marginalized or excluded from the representation, due to the organizational principles of 

the respective system (Meny 1990). Therefore the lack of representation of a group of 

interest, due to the organizational aspect of electoral system, might be seen from groups 

as a way of denial to their preferences, even why a developed democracy might perform 

correctly in such terms. Therefore it can be arguably considered that the bipolar party 

systems do organize the interest representation inside-party basis; however they do built 

an organizational ground that gives organizational potentiality to the exercising of 

mobilization of bias, even why for a western democracy that might not be rigidly seen 

with that logic. Despite that, the multi-empowered party systems give the mobilization of 

bias a slighter terrain of exercising, given that the complexity of preferences accessed 

into the polity through the representatives, make the bargaining power of the latter 

produce a more plural policy life. Finally it should be argued that, the organization of 

party politics from the context we followed can only make sense if considered upon the 

developing or underdeveloped world, given that the western polities do not usually suffer 

from such preconditioning circumstances.  

 

 

JUDICIAL -REVIEW SYSTEM, REFERENDUM THRESHOLD AND 

REGULATORS 

 

Lastly, the judicial review, considered as the review of constitutionality and legality upon 

legislative and executive acts (Doli & Korenica 2009), has an organizational importance 

towards the mobilization of bias exercising. We do argue that, in the cases when the 

constitutionality-review procedure can only be filed from the state institutions, or a high 

number of individuals, there is a huge organizational probability for preconditioning the 
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mobilization of bias exercising. By contrast, if the judicial-constitutional review can be 

filed from an individual, then procedurally the mobilization of bias is less likely to 

happen, given that a less powerful preference is easily accessible to the judicial-review 

procedure (for the procedure, see also Horowitz 2006). As such, if only an institution or a 

high number of citizens are capable to address an issue as unconstitutional in the 

judiciary, the mobilization of bias is preconditioned, given that smaller preferences 

cannot enter the system.  

 In the case of referendum inquires, different legal systems offer different 

procedures on the declaration of a referendum. Thus, we hypothesise that, the easier the 

procedure for declaring a referendum, the less likely the exercising of mobilization of 

bias, and vice versa. For instance, the use of referenda as an instrument of a direct 

participation of the people in policy making can be seen at Lindblom (1980), when 

considering the Switzerland case.  

 In addition to the above organizational factors, the last factor seemed important 

from us, is the regulator (see Woolley 2008 for the regulator in Canada). In fact, we argue 

that, the structuring of the regulator in any sector in the society has a vast importance for 

the limiting or freeing the preferences access to the political system. In addition, it can be 

arguably said that, the strength of regulator in the state, as a leftist approach, might but 

also might not, better filter the preferences. Therefore we would not be able to raise any 

argument on the relation between the strength of the regulator and the exercising of 

mobilization of bias.  

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The paper discussed the notion of mobilization of bias, given the basic elitist approaches 

followed to develop this concept. In addition, the paper showed the critique to which this 

phenomenon was intended to engage in. Certainly the paper was intended to find the 

organizational bases which might precondition or not, the mobilization of bias 

phenomenon. In doing so, the paper displayed a range of organizational bases that 

precondition positively or negatively the exercising of the mobilization of bias. In that 

context, the paper showed that there is a clear and huge organizational importance of the 

electoral system, parliamentary procedures, executiveôs design, etc. towards the 

preconditioning of the phenomenon in discussion. On doing so, the paper showed a pretty 

wide range of disjointed scholarship, which acknowledges the organizational factors and 

their importance on the preferencesô filtering while judging the circumstances which 

favour the exercising of mobilization of bias. Finally, the paper acknowledged that, it 

does not mean that, the organizational component does not per se produce a bias, 

however it can only do so, if there are sufficient power factors which do use the 

organizational bases as a ground to stand upon.  
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