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Is there any prevalence or conflict between models of legitima tion ?
Developing the @ptimum balance between models of legitimation 6
hypothesis .
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ABSTRACT. This paper is aimed at explaining the potential prevalence or conflict
that might exist between @ifént forms of legitimacy, in addition to a search for a
balance or exclusion of a form of legitimacy for the sake of another. Initially the
paper will survey and discus the concept of legitimacy, given its philosophical and
sociological but also politicakaning. Following that, the paper will then set a range

of modelsof legitimacy that the literature proclaims to exist. In addition to that, we
will thenendeavoto classifythe forms of legitimacy into groups. Accordingly, we

will then assess whethkere is a potential conflict between one fafrihegitimacy

against anothem addition to the potential prevalence of a form of legitimacy
towards another. In the end, we will argue that, there are two basic grdepsabf
legitimating instrumentsist, theinputoriented ones and the put oriented ones,

in addition to the international legitim@&sing based in the latter, we will argue that,

in order for the democracy to have a dynamic development, there is a need to find
compromise in between models of legitiméion, therefore we produce a
synchronizing logior the latterWe will then produce our own hypothesis which
says tht, the balance betwemodels of legitimatiois the best possible consensus

that might follow a polity and a politisgstemwhile the result would be a modern
legitimacy.

KEYWORDS. Legitimacy * Models of legitimacy * Synchrony between forms of
legitimacy * Conflict between forms of legitimacy Optimum balance between modéls
Internal legitimacy* International kegitimacy* Input/Output legitimation.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

* KK

INTR ODUCTION

This paper intends to discuss the concept dintheéelsof legitiméiondwhile aiming to
hypothesize on the potential harmony or conflict between one form or a group of forms

of legitimacy, towardsdhothers.The useof legitimation models has bewa very
important issue in the political science, given that the use of legitimating models has been
used many times in a manipulating context. Following that, there have been cases where

! The authors are resident senior researchers at teafRh Committee of the Group for Legal and
Political Studies
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the use of one nael of legitimation has served as a basis for limiting or refusing to use
the other model. Therefore the question raised by the political science has demanded an
explanation on the potential hierarchy that might exist between modgisnaickand

as aonsequence, the potential prevalence of a model of temitagainst another.

We will follow an approach that will argue that, the use of a complex number of
legitimation models should be qualified as a matter of need, rather than a matter of
convergnce. Furthermore we will be arguing that, a modern legitimacy concept needs a
paired use of models of legitimation, otherwise the legitimation has taken place for a
manipulating aim. In addition to that, the use of a number of legitimation models shows
in fact the democratic volume of a polity.

While the models of legitimation will be qualified quite well in this paper, the
question of the latter is in fact more complex, since it demands an answer to whether
there is any consensus that can be reach&d,strould be reachgid between models
themselvesin that line, we will be building a hypothesis that demands an optimum
position of consensus between models, as shown in specific graphs. In addition to all
this, the major question of models of legition, will be divided on a classification
based in the input and outpegitimacy for the internal legitimacy part, while the
hypothesis will capture the potential synchrony in between the internal and international
legitimacy, and their possible coneages as a result of tha#sh

THE CONCEPT OF LEGITIMACY

The concept of legitimacy is, according to us, structurally related wittichef
democracy, if it is not the democracy itself. Legitimacy might be seen in two ways, first as
a process kere the rulership of a polity consumes the agreement that the people have
given for it, and secondly, as a measuring phenomenon for the ability of the polity to
serve, to get directed and t o Neverthelesse s pondce
the inportance of the concept of legitimacy shsuigblyserve to the directing needs of
this paper, it does not in fact imply to be an object of the research of this paper itself.
However, we will be surveying some of the most deepened and prominent esplanatio
of this respective term below, considering that the more aggregate the explanation for
this term is, better the fiA@ypothesis of the paper will be.

Among othersFriedrich considered legitimacy more frgohibpsophicapoint
of view rather thandm a political science point of view. He considered that the matter
of |l egitimacy is the O6question of fact whe
agodttebymet men subject tAsits@enhFriFedrideh chg
legitmacy is a matter of the perception of the people for their government. Following
that, it can be argued that the Friedrichian concept on legitimacy shows a quite limited
scope of specifying the subject where the legitimacy might come from. In addition, we
argue that the O6borderingd of |l egi ti macy
government is simply a classic concept, h ¢
times might be limited, manipulated or fragmeitlds the governance might use thi
circumstance as a way of consuming a O6mani
accepts the oO6rule of majorityd as a princi
if the view of the majority for the rulership is good, in order for thienbegyi to be
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existent. However, although the Friedrichian concept of legitimacy shows simply an
empirical condition that should exist, that of the belief of the people on the rulership, it

does not imply the need for any organizational demands thattithedggnight put

forward, asitdoestodadys f or the term O6rul ershipd use:
that the | atter in fact did not iIimply the
saw the rulership as a ruling class, dismisgingstitutional context (polity) in the
governance.

Lipsetconsiderdegitimacy as a measuring tool on judging whether the political
institutions of a state (polity) are the most acceptable for the society of that state (Lipset
1963) Contrary to Friedritwho considered legitimacy from the view of the people on
the ruling class, Lipset sees legitimacy as a dimension of the view of the people for the
polity of the state, recognizing the importance of the institutional context of the state,
and disregardinge political elitéposition in this circumstance. In fact, we argue that,
the determination of the subject which should have taken the agreement of the people
(the Friedrichian ruling class or the Lipsetian state institutions) is of a vast importance,
since the ruling class in a modern state is simply a small number of top politicians who
build policy lines and to whoFRriedrichwould put the responsibility, while polity
includes the whole state offigiahcluding the street bureaucréitee whole sta
apparatus) thus the view of the same people might vary, if compared between the view
for the polity and political elitdso | | owi ng Li psetds consider at
can be seen that Lipset sees the acceptance of the people for tlaes goltgthing
closer to reality, sincelp s et demands t h the mostlaceeptébedor i t vy
the societyd in order for it to be cons
on legitimacy, which required that the polity be thaimeng the existing options, even
that the options themselves might be-doaded. Contrary to Lipset, Friedrich
considered that there should be a belief that the rulership is based in a good title, and if
not, it wouldnot be legitimaté thus Friedrich n f act pr omotes a mor e
since if the rulership is the best option in the table, but it lacks the belief of the people
on its goodness, yet it is not Il egitimate.
of the polity brings inatt a modern approach to the latter, however it can be-wrong
sided on theases when the legitimacy aba-democratic regime would be judded.
addition to all/l t his, we argue that Li pse
argument on the legitacy of the regime (since it directsaidysi®n the polity side)
rather than an argument on the dliéggtimacy, as that of Friedrich.

Easton sees legitimacy as O6the convicti
and proper ét dhe authari(fastonalaad 7ol facy Easton has a
proximate position with that of Lipset and Friedrich, adding that he largely stands upon
the 1 dea of baccepting and obeying author
hand, Easton sees legdcy as the route on which the people follow the obedience to
the authority, which if not accepted would presume the illegitimacy. Contrary to Lipset
and Friedrich who give a static position to the polity and the ruling class, Easton in fact
sees the igtimacyas the sourcehich would bring the disobedience of the people to
the authority, thus a chaos or anarchy would appear consequently. In this context, the
disregard of the people on obeying the authority, based in an Eastonian concept, would
bring te incapability of the rulership to govern the people. Therefore we argue that
Easton in fact recognizes the limited powahepolity to govern on circumstances

s |
i de
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when there is no legitimacy, which in fact, as we argue, is the case of a modern industrial
state, or better described as a modern western state. While following this line, we argue

t hat Eastonds |l egitimacy in fact procl ai ms
of the polity, which is meant as the free determination of the people tingocet

the rightness of the authority, whil e the
peopl eds determination would interfere to

legitimacy aa precondition to state power, therefore according to amiBastoncept
of legitimacy the lack of legitimacy would be equal with the lack of the ability of the
existence of authority.

By a more recent view, additionto Easton David Beetharargues thathere
are three components to legitimacy in liberabckatic societies: thperformance of
institutions; their conformity to democratic values of consent, representation and
accountability; and politicaémdity, without which citizemsayquestion the right of a
particular collectivity to make decisiongheir behalf, however useful those policies, or

impeccable the procedures by which they ar@émafleBe et ham i n Lord 200
Finally, the last classic but prominent concept of legitimacy is Dadul, afho
consi der s | sewhdse actvityy aceepted ast rlglt and proper by a

preponderanpor t i on of t he a mntfactvDahd chdodes tb defing 9 6 2 : .
legitimacy baseah the performance of the governance as an output context, meaning
that the more accepted thetivityof the governnm@, more legitimated a government is.
D a h én@ossemerf legitimacy recognizes the importance of the jmltpyt of the
government, rather than the belief of the people on the rulership or polity.

While discussing the prominent concepts on legitonaayan arguably consider
that the multdimensionality of legitimacy is a fact, a {ginfiensionality which we call
60t he forms of |l egi ti macy?d. Therefore the
legitimate a process is in fact just one instruangorig many, in thastrumentspool
of legitimacyHence we will be surveying and discussing the forms of legitimacy below,
after we did introduce a large quantity but also prominent scholarship on the
consideration for the notional aspect of legitinkbmyever it was clear that none of the
above scholars did introduce or proclaim, in their basic concepts, the notion of
international legitimacy.

MODELS OF LEGITIMACY

There are a number of models of legitimatygendetermined from many bases. The
methalological aspect of dividing and defining the models of legitimacy is of a huge
importance. There is still a huggp in the literature when seeking to find -well
determined models (forms) of legitimacy, yet there are many bases on which we might
build themodels. In addition to that, we will pay a huge importance on disabling a
potential tautological result, thus we will first pay a major attention on defining the
models themselves, aadterwardsve will be approaching the question of the gagrer
se.

First of all, the classification of the modeldegftimacyshould be done by
seeking the answer. fivhy command and obedience raghtful, then we can classify
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them according to the particular explanation or reason why command &ntelzed
sadtok | egiti mated (Matheson 1987: 3) .

Matheson models of legitimacy

Il n view of that, the first model ,dhefi ned b
second, is the ©O6contractual | e gprinciplesacy, t h
confomi t y 0, f o {basdd hegitimacy, pifth,r popudgpeovabased legitimacy,

sixth personal relatidoased legitimacy and seventh, perspradity of the ruler
legitimacyMatheson 198 A\Vewill explare ach of t he Mathesonds f
below.

The O6conventional l egitimacyd i s a mode
rulership or polity as legitimate due to some conventions in the society. This is in fact a
legitimacy based aonventionatules, therefore the behavior, performamcevel of
rul ers® consumption of democracy iIs not a
that respective society have already determined the rightness of the rulership or polity.

The model of6 convent i on alfactlusuglly tnimoraesy, dvhere she a
legitimacy of the regime is based on the convention that the rulership is always right. The
latter is inrealitya model of legitimation as a whole systemnethelesshere are
conventional aspects of legitimacy in many societies, whichrgetend make the use

of the model of conventional legitimacy. It might be, for instance, a convention in one
society, to legitimate the rulership in cases when it pretends to show xenophobic
intentions, given that there is a huge historical backgralpdeaadence on believing

and supporting thabcial norm

The O6contractual |l egiti macyd 1 s another
on the idea thahere has been a set of duties and rights agreed by the rulers and those
subject to that rule.iTi s mo d el of |l egitimati o®ocidt ands

Contraciming to approach the rulership or polity as something based on a contract
between the people and the governors. The contractual legitimacy is in fact a model of
legitimationtta f ol | ows t he &6concept of | egitimacy
the two subjects (the ruler and the ruled) rather than a set of norms which do legitimate

the power of the state, as that of conventional legitimacy.

The model of O uneegsaft ri immaaciyp |beass eado nofnor mi t y
the idea that there are a set of universally accepted principles which should be respected
by the whole human beings. I n such | ogi cs,

law that stands upon the lmade by the human beinfygdlows and roots this model of
legitimacy (Matheson 1987).

The model -wmds edde xlpe gnitatidisiomahwoged of legitimacy
based on the idea that an action of government or a policy of the latterggiseltd
if it is based on a professional ground. This model of legitimacy, as seen, does not
il nvol ve the people on direct judgment , bt
governance from 6the people who have knowl
thismodel below, not as a unitary principle of legitimation, but as a supplementary one.

The model -appovald popdi | laegi ti macyd stands u
comes through the approval of the people by voting for a polity, policy or decision, as
ugually determined by the electoral rules and constitutional principles. This model of
legitimacy requires that the people vote pro or against the candidatures for a polity,
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policy or proposed decision, given that their votes will determine the destimgsurith
of the latter.

The model of -Wpeedohabi rielacy®nstands
populist rulership, where the people subject to the rule, accept the obedience due to the
high popularity and general acceptandbeofdeology or proclamonsof the ruler,
given the affection of the people to the personality of the ruler. This is a model of
legitimacy used mostly in Ad@mocratic countries, or countries where huge reforms are
in need.

The model -goafity obtpeauieslegitaacliy the last model used to be
found by Matheson. This model of legitimacy stands upon the thought that the ruler or
rul ership has some special abilities, not
would be easily reached. Such cases of mbdeggtimacy can be found, according to
us, in the national salvage governsesitere the rule of the country is given to a group
of peope whose abilities to goverhatvedistinctiveness

Weber models of legitimacy

There is another classificatidntlee models of legitimacy offered by Weber. Weber
classifies the models of legitimacy as, first, the traditional legitimacy, second, the rational

or legal legitimacy, and third, the charismatic legitirmioyving that, Weber implies

that one model cacorrespond to only oneegimet her ef ore Weber 6s vi
types of legitimacy is exclusive, since it does not recognize any complementarity in
between them (Matheson 1987.®p nsequent | vy, Weberds <cl ass
legitimacy is consideraml be a ruleconcentrated oneince the view on legitimacy is

based in the u | perspedtive(Merquior at Matheson 1987: Jhe traditional

legitimation that Weber offers is based on a traditional background of the society, to
whom the latter pays lef| appreciation and rationality, given the status of the regime
in-place such as monarchies. The-tagahal legitimation offered by Weber is sat at the

idea that a legal rule or a set of legal rules, rationalized by the people, is the basis which
judges the legitimacy or produces it. Lastly, the charismatic legitimacy offered by Weber
implies the popular support of a charismatic leader, due to his charisma, for making him

a legitimate ruleAlthough Weber does not find a reason to apply the threstsmod

the same polity or rulership, we do seek to modernize his view, and intend to apply the
three models complementarily into one case.

Jr. Fallon models of legitimacy

Jr. Fallon asserts that there are three models of legitimacy, first, thecabciologi
model of legitimacy, second, the moral model of legitimacy, and third, the légdl mode
legitimacy(Jr. Fallon 2005Yhe sociological model of leggtim&@ym of legitimation
where the general public is considered to give support to a regpmatinance for
reasons Obeyond fear of sanctionsTher perso
sociological model is arguably a form where methodologically the legitimacy is searched
among the publicsd view onmotalrides.gover nment,
Jr. Fallon considers that the sociological model of legitimacy is a variable and not a
constant, thus is has a dynamic but also varying morphology, given that the sociological
legitimacy has a different level in different groups ofysdtetated with the latter, there
might be a group of people who mightirelysupport the rulership, while another
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group might lowly support it. Therefore, as Jr. Fallon argues, the sociological legitimacy
shows the different and pulsing view of diffteggoup for the same governméit

Fallon 2005)meaning that the sociological legitimacy as a model is deschbed to
dissimilarly sourced by the groups irptii#icd a case that cannadppen with the two

other models.

Contrary to that, if seen froa communist perspective of legitimacy, Huntington argued
that in the communisityled regimes the party was not an instrument of transferring
legitimacy instead the party was the primary source of legitimacy itself, given that the
government actions alegitimate since they reflect the will of the party. Huntington
therefore argued that the source of legitimacy of the party in communism was the
embodiment of national sovereignty, ideology and popular will (Tarifa 1997). Therefore
from t he Hunnotfview, ghe sociofogicalpegitimation model would not have
been an option at all from a communist perspective.

Themodel oforal legitimationsists in the justification or rightness of an action,
rulership, polity or policy, based on the setmfihrules, whatever that the political
support or the constitutional provisions might say for that respeotivmand
(Habermas in Jr. Fallon 2005). This is a model of legitimation that seeksthe judge
legitimacy based on a mevalue prototype, whetiee prototype itself has been created
from a long tradition and precedembeng witha consideration of fairness in that
societyFollowing that, we argue that the muedlie prototype is created and accepted
by the whole public (generally) thusraliy does not have an individdaésed
approach

Thelegal model of legitoraigts in the idea that if an action, policy, rulership or
polity 5 lawful it is also legitimgtsr. Fallon 2005)n addition, the legal legitimation
takes place whéhex er ci se of the political power is
is exercised in accordance with the constitution the essentials of which all citizens as free
and equal may reasonably be expected to endorse in the light of principles and ideals
expecth | e to their common humbBhe modet afdegal 6 ( Raw
legitimacy is quite close, or in fact the same, with the constitutional legitimacy, given that
the legal legitimacy is a more voluminous concept than the constitutioAddmmg.
tha, the legal model of legitimacy might enforce a situation, that even that is legal, it
might lack the support and agreement of the people and the conformity with the moral
value guide.

As seen from above, t he t hrerappreaaht hor s 6
the legitimacy somewhat similarly in the same time as dissimilarly. However, for the
purposes of the argument of this paper, we need to make a more simple and-principally
sound classificatiasf the models of legitimadyased in the above awuty with some
other supplements

We consider that the very typical way of classifying the models of legitimacy is through
dividingthem into two basic groups:

1 First, the international legitimacy and internal legitimacy, and
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1 Second, inside the internagitimacy, alivision into the inpwubrientedand
outputoriented legitimacy.

MODELS OF INTERNAL LEGITIMACY AND THEIR POTENTIAL
CONFLICT OR COMPLIMENTARITY

The internal legitimacy is meant as the legitimation of the rulership and/or polity
internally,apart from the international context of legitimacy. We do consider that
internallegitimacyand subsequently models of intetegitimacyhave the uppermost
significance, since from the peopleds posi
they shald stand as the subject who derivates power inside a country. In addition to
that, there is a classiategorizatioof the internal legitimacy, as asserted by Scharpf,
into the input legitimacy and the output legitimacy. Following the latter, wergim to a
whetter there is a complimentatitgtween the input and output models of legitimacy,
given the question to whether there is any conflict in betweenMbanmwhilewe
regard the use of the models complementarily, since it is obvious that thedalsre mo
there are wplace, more legitimated a process, polity or rulership is.

Firstly, |l etds see if there can be an
between the Jr. Fallon models of legitimation, which seem to be more inclusive than the
ot h e rs#icatiorc Tha sociological model of legitimation is based upon the view of
the general public for the rulership, polity or policy. In addition, the legal legitimation is
based upon the requirements of law for the rulership, polity or policy. In thisecase
context of a possible conflict is more tipgobablebetween these two models of
legitimation, since a legal duke aniglat nabe the one to have the support of the
people in one special circumstance, therefore the public might inquire rat differe
approach. In suchdivergencethe question is, how can the conflict between these two

modelsbe mediatedgiven thatthere s a confl i ct bet ween the |
on a matter? We argtinat, in principal, the model of sociological legibmé& ranked

hi gher than the | egal mo d e | of |l egitimati o
wi ||, however it i's quite obvious that der

law. Therefore a form of conssus between these two modeteasiired. In addition,

the moral model of legitimation, might have a conflict with both the sociological and
legal models. That might happen due to the circumstance where a moral rule is
countered by the existent law, while the public might show imdéféodts effecting in

a specific circumstance.

We consider that there idragilerarkingsense wittthe Jr. Fallon models of
legitimacy, which might be useful on deciding whether the question of a hierarchy
between models might be the cksgstly, he sociological model of legitimatsows
t he peiewmphaenater;therefore it is the peak model. While the legal model of
legitimation has no less importance than the sociological one, however there is a need to
see if the law itself has beemfed by a confirmation of the people. Having said that,
we argue that, prior to making the law, it is necessary to apply the sociological model of
legitimation upon the lamaking procegser se and only then it can be spoken for a
publiclyaccepted legahodel of legitimation. If the law has been confirmed by the
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people (such as e.g. through a referendum for the constitution) then the legal model of
legitimation according to us, in a functional democracy, agkesimatelyequal

position with the socialical model of legitimation.

Therefore the acceptability of the | aw by
causes people to perceive an obligation to
(Tyler in Stryker 1994:11h addition, the m@l model of legitimation, according to us,

is ranked below the two above models, even why its importance might be huge, however

it is quite clear that the moral rules have a historical ground of formation, thus for a
specific moment the will of the peoaled the law on a specific circumstance, need to

have prevalence towards the moral set of Allehat is a normative issue, since the

rightness of a model of legitimation can only be described if taken in a specific case.

As a specific example, intBer88BusltuUni t ed St ates presidenti al
has been a potential conflict between the legal model and sociological model of
legitimation, since in fact the popular vote counted in a natiopattional technique,

favored Gore as a wier given that he had more votes nationally, however the legal
system and as a consequence the electoral system brought Bush as a winner, due to the
electoral organization model affirmed by the American constitution. In the latter case,
there was shown agvalence of the legal legitimation model against the sociological
model of legitimation, since the winner in fact was the one affirmed so by the law. In this
context, the prevalence of the legal model was done througlcanseftsusith the
sociologiddegitimation, since the electoral model in fact allowed only a small amount of
peopl esd votes irueof-thajositynordhe natiomgbpulareoteitoo n a |
prevail upon the electoral system established by the law, given that the law itself was

| egi ti mated by the peoplesd representative
Another example that can show a conflict and a potential prevalence of a model towards
another is that of the conflict between specific segments of law and the moral values in a
given Chistian European society. For instance there is a huge conflict between the right

of abortion allowed by I aw in all of the w
values which condemn such a matter. Following that, it can be argued thatnthere is a
established conflict between the legal model and the moral model of legitimation,
however there is a clear prevalence of the former towards the latter, since a right
guaranteed by law cannot be dismissed by the moral rules.

Apart from Jr. Fallon, but §d in Matheson antfe b emodets, in the last
stage, we classify the models of internal legitimacy in tangaoeway, as following:
first, electoral legitimacy (parliamentary legitimacy), second, goveutpoent
legitimacy, third, corporate legdcy, fourth, technocratic legitimacy, fifth, efficiency
based legitimacgndsixth, legaprocedural legitimacy (Lo2@00Q Stillman 199%4The
electoral legitimacy is an inptiented model of legitimacy, since it inputs legitimacy to
the institution$y the direct participation of the people in an electoral process, given that
the decision of the people is their say and view on that nv@nwhile the
governmenbutput legitimacy is an outpuiented model of legitimacy, since this
model sees the@eptability and the agreement of the pagma the governmental
performance and policies. I n addition the
poliarchic category, which is considered to be aranented legitimacy given tila
g r o u p sst§ gelaards@ the agendsetting in the political system. Following that,
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the technocratic model of legitimaan outpuoriented model)assumes the
legitimation of a specific ruler or polity due to its professional attributes, whereas the
efficiencybased model of legitimacy is also an output oriented legitimation, since it is
based in the efficiency of the polity as a way of legitimation. Finally,-firededalal
legitimacy is the exact conceghasused by Jr. Fallon above.

The task of findig the possible synchrony between these modeltogbes
problem ofthe living-scopeof each of them towards the others, given the classification
of them intothe inputoriented and outptdriented groups of models.

Inside the inpubriented group, theris a potential conflict between the electoral
model of legitimation and the corporate legitimation, given that the vote of the people

mi g ht have enforced a political el i te whi
interests from the poliagendagg ue t o a di spute between the
elitesd intentions. This type of conflict
legitimacy usually comes as a case due to the fact that, there is a potential change in

between the willoftheh ol e peopl e expressed by vote in

interests in a given time, therefore the lack of one form of legitimacy would make the
policymaking process deficient. As a result there is a need to synchroroze¢hlesth
models of iput-oriented legitimacy.

Inside the outpubriented group of legitimating models, there is less probability
for conflict, given that there is no tension betweegdhernmenbutput,technocratic
and efficiencpased legitimacy, sintdee threemodelsakogetherhave a positive
correlation irbetween them, while performing simultaneously

A high potential tension usually appears between theoinguotted and output
orientedgroups oimodels of legitimacysually governments or rulers seek to legitimize
a policy by <c¢claiming that the i1input |l egi t
position on that issue, or vice versa, by claiming that the intention of the people and its
approach, without an input of legitaypresumes their input legitimatiéor instance
the political elite produced by an electoral process might not accept to follow a policy
l i ne that i s consi der e dspitatmndbedo ntaryeecasorns.] or i t y
In this case the model of inpariented legitimation is-plec e , since the el
been electorally legitimized by the electorate, however thenoodgliof legitimation
is not taking place. Countered to this, there might be a situation where the rulership
seeks to reach a developmentalist character ofatbe e an output (by reaching
peopl esd needs), w h i eleeoraliyibgaimized, given thee theh as n o
peopl e mi ghtreeteeionyln dudheircianstantes therulership intends to
fill the lack of input legitimacy with an owpuénted legitimacy, as a way to hold the
power.
Therefore it can be seen that there are potential but also real conflicts between models of
legitimation, and that, not only between the groups but also inside them. Despite the
potentiality olsynchronpetween many models, it does not reduce the intention to use
all models together for evesgue given that only the synchronization of the models of
legitimacy might produce the modern legitimacgddition we argue that the use of
one model of legitineg might limit or reduce the ground for the use athan model.
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MODELS OF INTERNATIONAL LEGITIMACY  AND THEIR POTENTIAL
COMPLIANCE OR CONFLICT

The international models of legitimacy are linked with the acceptation of a national
government or a peopls an entity with rights and duties inside the international
community. This is in fact a way of | egit]i
statehood from the external point of view, given that the international legitimacy is a
matter decided lilie governments of the whole international community.

In fact the international legitimacy can be shown by two models, finst as a
international political legitimacy model, argued to be based in the logicerthet for
the rulership to be fullggtimate it must be viewed so by the other world gowents
(Polin in Stillman 1974), and second, as a legal international legitimacy model.

The international political legitimacy model is based in the idepahatom
the will of the majority ingiven country, the right to decide on its legitimacy belongs to
the great powers (Metternich in Stillman 19hs.is in fact the external legitimation of
the national government, in addition to its huge importancdodibeof this model
standson the thought that, the participation of a national government in the
i nternational scene S subj ect t o t he [
acceptability, thus the internal legitimacy might not be a determining factor for the
international political lgignacy.Followingthat, the lack of legitimation of a country
with this model, brings the impossibility of the latter to participate or exist in the
international community.

The international legal legitimatisnanothemodel that seeks to legitimize a
process based in the public international
condemnation for a country, brings the international legal delegitimization of it, and as a
result the impossibility of that country to be an active part of #rmatndnal
community Thereforedn contemporary politics the conformity with international norms
and law is more influential in determining which actors and actions will be accepted as
|l egiti mated (Hurd in Finnemore 2009: 6).

Usually political systemifering for international legitimation, from any of the
above models, tend to be violent and-cmrperative internationally (Finnemore 2009),
given that the international legitimacy is in fact an interference of the foreign
governments in internal issugg)ich is not easily accepted from some national
governments/polities.

As for the possible conflicts between these two international models of
legitimacy, we argue that due to the highly liquid character of the public international law,
in practice thers an ordinary compliance betweensttaodelshemselves

TOWARDS A THEORY OF BALANCE BETWEEN MODELS OF
LEGITIMACY

@ he balance between models éhigmitimeacs/applied at Jrckaiincation

Based in the Jr. Fallon models of legitimaeyhave built th&igure Ao show the
positions of three polities in terms of internal legitimation mydelargue that, if the
models 6Jr. Fallon would be taken into consideration, then there is a clear correlation
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that can happen in between theme Wesent the application of these models
complementarily into three countries. First, as seen from the figureha@hiveen

placed by us the border of the legal and moral legitimatiodelspretty far from the

border with the sociological legitimat We placed China into that position, since we
considered that, the rulership in China is based upon a legal base but also on a moral
base of authoritarian rule (guided by Holmes 1997). In that context, the sociological
legitimation (the view of the gde on the government) towards the authoritarism in
China is pretty tough, however the legitimizing power of a Confucian morality where the
ruler should have a clear respect, while the law proclaims the rigidness of the regime,
makes China be far from aasensus between the three Jr. Fallon models of legitimacy.

X Sociological legitimation
\
\\
\
% 9
\'\
\\
\ USA
\
\
\
Legal legitunation /o

China \
/ Russia é

/ Moral legitimation

Figure A

In the case of Russia, the moral legitimacy of the regime, as a matter of legacy,
makes the government be legitimated morally but also legally, given that the law
strengthens sh@ regime type. However the sociological legitimation does not appear to
have an existence, given that the peoplebemugely prohibitedo opposingthe
government massively, while the whole public/moral opinion considers the application
of a moderrsociological legitimation, a matter of westernization, therefore it is denied.
Thus Russia also stays in the border between moral and legal legitimacy, but far from a
modern sociological legitimation, given that the electoral regime does not offer that
possibility.

Finally, Uni ted States izroplzoaned fmreami u
that in this case, the whole three models get to be applied altogether.
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Therefore, having into account that in the CambRussieassthere is a huge
conflia between the sociological model of legitimation in one side and the moral and
legal legitimation in the other side, the consensus is far from being reached in between
the three models themselves. While in the case of the United States the three models
shav a very clear consensus between them, therefore the ideal type of a modern
legitimation takes place. Based into that (the Jr. Fallon classification), we produce the
hypothesis thathecloser to the zero (in figure A) a country is, more conedatsug hatyeen
whilghefarer from zero a country is, more conflict between models of leditimization it shows
consequence, tiegure S hows t hat the O6zerod point i s
therefore we call it aptimum balance fooitite modelsgiven their clear consensus

The balance between models of legitimacy hypiitbesisrappligoudfoutiagsification
We argue that, as shown in the figure B & C, governments or polities use one model or
group of models of ¢ggtimation, to fill the gap formed from the lack of other models or
group of models. If applied in the input/output models of legitimacy, as figure B shows,
the use of the output models of legitimacy to fill the gap coming from the lack of the
input modelf legitimacy, is in fact a misbalance between models themselves. We call
this the@phenomenon of substituting a model of legitimation, bgxtineuse of the
othe© , or by other means, It can Ibethear gued
territory d another.

The figure B shows a case where the cotjrited legitimacy has been used to
occupy or legitimize a field that belongs to the-omperited legitimacy. In the figure B
case, the government uses the owtpahnted legitimation model as thain mean of
legitimation, de to the impossibility to ussomplementarily the inpatiented
legitimation also, given that the use of the latter model might bring the rulership out of
the polity. We consider China to be a polity that uses the modalenBij since the
developmentaligtased governance (as argued by Sorensen 1998) is in fact an output
oriented legitimation, while there is a huge evidence that shows the lack of-the input
oriented legitimation. The imbalance caused in between the dnpuipan legitimation
models in the China case, is arguably a case where there is no consensus between the
input/output models of legitimation. Thus we argue that, the misuse of the output
model constrains and refuses the inpadel of legitimation in th&hina case.
Therefore, the lack or failure of one model of legitimation, might turn a polityge
(extrause)another one as a substitution. Following that, Chen argues that in the case of
China, the collapse of two traditional models of legitisnabyas the charismatic and
the i1 deol ogi cal one, due to the failure o
China turned to a performarzased legitimacy or as called by raathors as a
eudemonic legitimation (Chen 199xhile the changing die legitimating models was a
matter associated with the o6rising expect
rationale on changing the models of legitimation (Holmes H&%&ver there is also
logicof a tradeoff between the output performance amel lack of input legitimation,
due tothe need for an increase of wellb@gin, Pravda, Markus, etcWihite 1986).

Contrary to figure B, the figure C shows a case where the input legitimacy has
been used to occupy or substitute the output modsditiiation. As the figure shows,
in this case also, there is no consensus between thedeglvestherefore the
imbalance between them is a reality. We argue that the case of Afghanistan is a
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representative model where the idpgitimation of the gevnment, makes them use
policies that not usually have the support of the people. In that circumstance-the input
model of legitimization occupies the territory of the output one, given that based in the
electoral legitimacy the government claims tohaveté pr opert y 6 on maki 1
legitimate. The Afghanistan ¢casexposegrepresents the misuse of the input model of
legitimation to substitute the lack of the output legitimation, as shown in figure C.

The figure D represents our hypothetipgk@ach, since it shows a case where
the rukrship or polity uses the input andput models in a balanced way, therefore as
seen in figure D the optimal balance position is reached, given that the input model and
the output model have been complemewtéart also equally used to legitimize the
politics. We consider that the figure D shows e.g. a western polity, which uses
correspondinglthe electoral and corporate input of legitimation, but also balances the
latter with the general view and opiniorhefgublic for those processes. This is in fact
the ideal case, which is arguably, a modern legitirmagaldition we argue that, seen
from the international perspective, the circumstance of imbalance between the input and
output models might/usually hgas a result the denial for an international legitimation.
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The balance between models of legitimacy hypottiesismteppdiedeasus international
classification

After arguing that a modern legdtion demanda consensus between the internal
input and output models of legitimation, the question is whether there is a need to
balance the internal legitimacy with the international one.

The figure E produced from us, shows a situation where #neatignal
legitimacy has been used to fill the gap of the internal legitimacy, given that in this case
the internal legitimacy has a deficient arrangéiieite. the figure F shows a situation
where the internal legitimacy is used to substitute theiioieah one, meaning that a
rulership has the support of the people on doing so, however it is countered
internationally, meaning also an imbalance between the internal and international
legitimacyT he f i gure E can be ap pPalesend whherethe he Fat
internatonal legitimacy that has beewegito him, even that he lacks an internal
legitimacy, has made him an internationally but not internally accepted leader. In the
same case, the figure F is applied with the Hamas governmanthas an internal
legitimacy, countered to Abpresidency, but the lackimternational legitinian has
made the Hamas government to be disqualified internationally. Therefore, as the case of
Palestine shows, the figure E makes a presidency witieoodlilegitimacy, to be
internationally legitimate, therefore the international model of legitimacy has been used
to fill the gap of the lack of internal legitimacy. Contrary to that, in the same case, the
lack of international model of legitimation o lHamasaséhas made the latter use the
input model of legitimation to substitute the lack of an international legitimation. At
both cases, there is no balance met between the internal and international legitimacy,
therefore the view of the people (in&dly) is not legitimizedternationally, and vice
versa, producing a conflict between the view of the people internally and the
international view.

Whilst we presentedamb cases, we hypothesize that the balance between the
internal and international ilggacy, as shown in figure G, is argued to be the modern
legitimation. Therefore only a balance between theseonaiscan bring a polity to
have a full legitimacy, whatever that the conditions of international lebiiveaogen
in terms of rightnes§hus a balance between these models is the optimum point that
might be achieved, as of our hypothesis, which among others, brings a complimentarity
between the internal view of the people and the internationadfpasw.
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