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Is there any prevalence or conflict between models  of legitima tion ? 
Developing the ôoptimum balance between models of legitimation õ 

hypothesis . 
 

 

Fisnik Korenica *  Dren Doli1 
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ABSTRACT.  This paper is aimed at explaining the potential prevalence or conflict 
that might exist between different 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 political meaning. Following that, the paper will then set a range 
of models of legitimacy that the literature proclaims to exist. In addition to that, we 
will then endeavor to classify the forms of legitimacy into groups. Accordingly, we 
will then assess whether there is a potential conflict between one form of legitimacy 
against another, in addition to the potential prevalence of a form of legitimacy 
towards another. In the end, we will argue that, there are two basic groups of internal 
legitimating instruments, first, the input-oriented ones and the output oriented ones, 
in addition to the international legitimacy. Being 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 legitimation, therefore we produce a 
synchronizing logic for the latter. We will then produce our own hypothesis which 
says that, the balance between models of legitimation is the best possible consensus 
that might follow a polity and a political system, while 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 models * 

Internal legitimacy *  International legitimacy *  Input/Output legitimation. 

 

```````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````` 

 

 

*** 
INTR ODUCTION  

 

This paper intends to discuss the concept of the ômodels of legitimationõ while aiming to 
hypothesize on the potential harmony or conflict between one form or a group of forms 
of legitimacy, towards the others. The use of legitimation models has become a 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 
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the use of one model 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 models of legitimacy and 
as a consequence, the potential prevalence of a model of legitimation against 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 
convergence. 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 reached, or if it should be reached, in between models 
themselves. In 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 legitimation, will be divided on a classification 
based in the input and output legitimacy for the internal legitimacy part, while the 
hypothesis will capture the potential synchrony in between the internal and international 
legitimacy, and their possible consequences as a result of their clash.  
 
 

THE CONCEPT OF LEGITIMACY  
 

The concept of legitimacy is, according to us, structurally related with the notion of 
democracy, if it is not the democracy itself. Legitimacy might be seen in two ways, first as 
a process where 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 to get responded to the peopleõs say and needs. Nevertheless 
the importance of the concept of legitimacy should simply serve 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 explanations 
of this respective term below, considering that the more aggregate the explanation for 
this term is, better the final-hypothesis of the paper will be.  
 Among others, Friedrich considered legitimacy more from a philosophical point 
of view rather than from a political science point of view. He considered that the matter 
of legitimacy is the ôquestion of fact whether a given rulership is believed to be based on 
a good title by most men subject to itõ (Friedrich 1963: 23). As seen, Friedrichõs view on 
legitimacy 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 ôborderingõ of legitimacy only inside the view of the people for the 
government is simply a classic concept, having considered that the peopleõs view many 
times might be limited, manipulated or fragmented ð thus the governance might use this 
circumstance as a way of consuming a ômanipulatedõ legitimacy. Subsequently Friedrich 
accepts the ôrule of majorityõ as a principle taken into account, meaning that it is enough 
if the view of the majority for the rulership is good, in order for the legitimacy 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 that the legitimacy might put 
forward, as it does today. As for the term ôrulershipõ used by Friedrich, it can be argued 
that the latter in fact did not imply the ôinstitutionalõ context of the rule, instead Friedrich 
saw the rulership as a ruling class, dismissing the institutional context (polity) in the 
governance.  

Lipset considers legitimacy 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 Friedrich who 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 disregarding the political elitesõ position 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 whom Friedrich would put the responsibility, while polity 
includes the whole state officials, including the street bureaucrats (the whole state 
apparatus) ð thus the view of the same people might vary, if compared between the view 
for the polity and political elites. Following Lipsetõs consideration for the legitimacy, it 
can be seen that Lipset sees the acceptance of the people for the polity, as something 
closer to reality, since Lipset demands that the ôpolity should be the most acceptable for 
the societyõ in order for it to be considered legitimate. The latter is in fact a realist view 
on legitimacy, which required that the polity be the best among the existing options, even 
that the options themselves might be low-graded. Contrary to Lipset, Friedrich 
considered that there should be a belief that the rulership is based in a good title, and if 
not, it would not be legitimate ð thus Friedrich in fact promotes a more ôideal legitimacyõ, 
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 legitimate. Therefore Lipsetõs realist view on the legitimacy 
of the polity brings in fact a modern approach to the latter, however it can be wrong-
sided on the cases when the legitimacy of a non-democratic regime would be judged. In 
addition to all this, we argue that Lipsetõs argument on legitimacy is in fact more an 
argument on the legitimacy of the regime (since it directs the analysis on the polity side) 
rather than an argument on the elitesõ legitimacy, as that of Friedrich.  

Easton sees legitimacy as ôthe conviction on the part of the member that is right 
and proper éto accept and obey the authorityõ (Easton 1965: 278). In fact Easton has a 
proximate position with that of Lipset and Friedrich, adding that he largely stands upon 
the idea of ôaccepting and obeying authorityõ as a means to legitimation. In the other 
hand, Easton sees legitimacy 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 illegitimacy as the source which 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 the incapability of the rulership to govern the people. Therefore we argue that 
Easton in fact recognizes the limited power of the polity to govern on circumstances 
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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 
that Eastonõs legitimacy in fact proclaims the peopleõs real sovereignty upon the power 
of the polity, which is meant as the free determination of the people on accepting or not 
the rightness of the authority, while the latter wouldnõt have anymore power if the 
peopleõs determination would interfere to it. Consequently we argue that Easton puts 
legitimacy as a precondition to state power, therefore according to an Eastonian concept 
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, in addition to Easton, David Beetham argues that ôthere 
are three components to legitimacy in liberal democratic societies: the performance of 
institutions; their conformity to democratic values of consent, representation and 
accountability; and political identity, without which citizens may question the right of a 
particular collectivity to make decisions on their behalf, however useful those policies, or 
impeccable the procedures by which they are madeõ (Beetham in Lord 2000: 3). 

Finally, the last classic but prominent concept of legitimacy is that of Dahl, who 
considers legitimacy as ôthose whose activity is accepted as right and proper by a 
preponderant portion of the activeõ (Dahl 1962: 138). In fact Dahl chooses to define 
legitimacy based on the performance of the governance as an output context, meaning 
that the more accepted the activity of the government, more legitimated a government is. 
Dahlõs endorsement of legitimacy recognizes the importance of the policy-output of the 
government, rather than the belief of the people on the rulership or polity. 

While discussing the prominent concepts on legitimacy one can arguably consider 
that the multi-dimensionality of legitimacy is a fact, a multi-dimensionality which we call 
ôthe forms of legitimacyõ. Therefore the use of one form to measure the legitimacy or 
legitimate a process is in fact just one instrument among many, in the instrumentsõ pool 
of legitimacy. Hence 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 legitimacy. However 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 legitimacy in-use determined from many bases. The 
methodological aspect of dividing and defining the models of legitimacy is of a huge 
importance. There is still a huge gap in the literature when seeking to find well-
determined models (forms) of legitimacy, yet there are many bases on which we might 
build the models. 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, and afterwards we will be approaching the question of the paper per 
se. 
 First of all, the classification of the models of legitimacy should be done by 
seeking the answer to: ôwhy command and obedience are rightful, then we can classify 
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them according to the particular explanation or reason why command and obedience are 
said to be legitimateõ (Matheson 1987: 3).  
 
Matheson models of legitimacy 
In view of that, the first model defined by Matheson is the ôconventional legitimacyõ, the 
second, is the ôcontractual legitimacy, third, the ôlegitimacy based on universal-principles 
conformityõ, fourth, expertise-based legitimacy, fifth, popular-approval-based legitimacy, 
sixth, personal relation-based legitimacy and seventh, personal-quality of the ruler 
legitimacy (Matheson 1987). We will explain each of the Mathesonõs forms of legitimacy 
below. 

The ôconventional legitimacyõ is a model of legitimacy where the people see the 
rulership or polity as legitimate due to some conventions in the society. This is in fact a 
legitimacy based in conventional rules, therefore the behavior, performance or level of 
rulersõ consumption of democracy is not a matter of judgment, given that the norms in 
that respective society have already determined the rightness of the rulership or polity. 
The model of ôconventional legitimacyõ is a fact usually in monarchies, where the 
legitimacy of the regime is based on the convention that the rulership is always right. The 
latter is in reality a model of legitimation as a whole system, nonetheless there are 
conventional aspects of legitimacy in many societies, which determine and 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 background and precedence on believing 
and supporting that social norm.  

The ôcontractual legitimacyõ is another model (form) of legitimation, which stands 
on the idea that there has been a set of duties and rights agreed by the rulers and those 
subject to that rule. This model of legitimation stands most closely to the Russoõs Social 
Contract aiming 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 
legitimation that follows the ôconcept of legitimacyõ more as a mutual agreement between 
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 ôlegitimacy based on universal-principles conformityõ stands upon 
the idea that there are a set of universally accepted principles which should be respected 
by the whole human beings. In such logics, the natural lawõs presumptive position, as the 
law that stands upon the law made by the human beings, follows and roots this model of 
legitimacy (Matheson 1987). 

The model of ôexpertise-based legitimacyõ is an additional model of legitimacy 
based on the idea that an action of government or a policy of the latter is self-legitimated 
if it is based on a professional ground. This model of legitimacy, as seen, does not 
involve the people on direct judgment, but simply applies the Platoõs idea on the 
governance from ôthe people who have knowledgeõ to do that. We do seek to develop 
this model below, not as a unitary principle of legitimation, but as a supplementary one. 

The model of ôpopular-approval-based legitimacyõ stands upon the legitimacy that 
comes through the approval of the people by voting for a polity, policy or decision, as 
usually 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 destiny or the result 
of the latter.  

The model of ôpersonal relation-based legitimacyõ stands upon the idea of a 
populist rulership, where the people subject to the rule, accept the obedience due to the 
high popularity and general acceptance of the ideology or proclamations of the ruler, 
given the affection of the people to the personality of the ruler. This is a model of 
legitimacy used mostly in non-democratic countries, or countries where huge reforms are 
in need.  

The model of ôpersonal-quality of the ruler legitimacyõ is the last model used to be 
found by Matheson. This model of legitimacy stands upon the thought that the ruler or 
rulership has some special abilities, not found in others, based on which the peopleõs aim 
would be easily reached. Such cases of models of legitimacy can be found, according to 
us, in the national salvage governments, where the rule of the country is given to a group 
of people whose abilities to govern it have distinctiveness.  
 
Weber models of legitimacy 
There is another classification of the 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 legitimacy. Following that, Weber implies 
that one model can correspond to only one regime; therefore Weberõs view on these 
types of legitimacy is exclusive, since it does not recognize any complementarity in 
between them (Matheson 1987: 9). Consequently, Weberõs classification of models of 
legitimacy is considered to be a ruler-concentrated one, since the view on legitimacy is 
based in the rulersõ perspective (Merquior at Matheson 1987: 9). The traditional 
legitimation that Weber offers is based on a traditional background of the society, to 
whom the latter pays belief, appreciation and rationality, given the status of the regime 
in-place such as monarchies. The legal-rational 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 ruler. Although Weber does not find a reason to apply the three models in 
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, the sociological 
model of legitimacy, second, the moral model of legitimacy, and third, the legal model of 
legitimacy (Jr. Fallon 2005). The sociological model of legitimacy is a form of legitimation 
where the general public is considered to give support to a respective governance for 
reasons ôbeyond fear of sanctions or personal rewardõ (Lipset in Jr. Fallon 2005: 10). The 
sociological model is arguably a form where methodologically the legitimacy is searched 
among the publicsõ view on the government, other than in law or moral rules.   
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 of society. Related with the latter, there 
might be a group of people who might entirely support 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 different group for the same government (Jr. 
Fallon 2005), meaning that the sociological legitimacy as a model is described to be 
dissimilarly sourced by the groups in the public ð a case that cannot happen with the two 
other models. 
Contrary to that, if seen from a communist perspective of legitimacy, Huntington argued 
that in the communist-styled 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 are legitimate 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 the Huntingtonõs point of view, the sociological legitimation model would not have 
been an option at all from a communist perspective. 
 

The model of moral legitimation consists in the justification or rightness of an action, 
rulership, polity or policy, based on the set of moral rules, whatever that the political 
support or the constitutional provisions might say for that respective command 
(Habermas in Jr. Fallon 2005). This is a model of legitimation that seeks to judge the 
legitimacy based on a moral-value prototype, where the prototype itself has been created 
from a long tradition and precedence along with a consideration of fairness in that 
society. Following that, we argue that the moral-value prototype is created and accepted 
by the whole public (generally) thus morality does not have an individuals-based 
approach.  
 The legal model of legitimacy consists in the idea that if an action, policy, rulership or 
polity is lawful it is also legitimate (Jr. Fallon 2005). In addition, the legal legitimation 
takes place when the exercise of the political power is entirely appropriate ôonly when it 
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 
expectable to their common human reasonõ (Rawls 1993: 137). The model of legal 
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 constitutional one. Adding 
that, 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, the three authorsõ models discussed in this paper approach 
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 classification of the models of legitimacy, based in the above authors, with some 
other supplements.  
 
We consider that the very typical way of classifying the models of legitimacy is through 
dividing them into two basic groups: 
 

¶ First, the international legitimacy and internal legitimacy, and  
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¶ Second, inside the internal legitimacy, a division into the input-oriented and 
output-oriented 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 
internal legitimacy and subsequently models of internal legitimacy have the uppermost 
significance, since from the peopleõs position the internal legitimacy is a matter where 
they should stand as the subject who derivates power inside a country. In addition to 
that, there is a classic categorization of the internal legitimacy, as asserted by Scharpf, 
into the input legitimacy and the output legitimacy. Following the latter, we aim to argue 
whether there is a complimentarity between the input and output models of legitimacy, 
given the question to whether there is any conflict in between them. Meanwhile, we 
regard the use of the models complementarily, since it is obvious that the more models 
there are in-place, more legitimated a process, polity or rulership is. 

Firstly, letõs see if there can be any prevalence, complimentarity or conflict 
between the Jr. Fallon models of legitimation, which seem to be more inclusive than the 
othersõ classification. The 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 this case, the 
context of a possible conflict is more than probable between these two models of 
legitimation, since a legal ruleõs claim might not be the one to have the support of the 
people in one special circumstance, therefore the public might inquire a different 
approach. In such a divergence, the question is, how can the conflict between these two 
models be mediated, given that there is a conflict between the law and the publicõs view 
on a matter? We argue that, in principal, the model of sociological legitimation is ranked 
higher than the legal model of legitimation, since the former is a product of the peopleõs 
will, however it is quite obvious that democracy wouldnõt function without a functional 
law. Therefore a form of consensus between these two models is required. 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 indifference to its effecting in 
a specific circumstance.  

We consider that there is a fragile ranking-sense with the Jr. Fallon models of 
legitimacy, which might be useful on deciding whether the question of a hierarchy 
between models might be the case. Firstly, the sociological model of legitimation shows 
the peopleõs view on a matter; 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 been formed 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 law-making process per se, and only then it can be spoken for a 
publicly-accepted legal model 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, takes a proximately equal 
position with the sociological model of legitimation. 
Therefore the acceptability of the law by the people, and the ôbelief in lawõs rightness 
causes people to perceive an obligation to obey and ultimately to act on that perceptionõ 
(Tyler in Stryker 1994:11).  In addition, the moral 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 people and the law on a specific circumstance, need to 
have prevalence towards the moral set of rules. All that 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, in the Gore-Bush United States presidential electionsõ contest, there 
has been a potential conflict between the legal model and sociological model of 
legitimation, since in fact the popular vote counted in a national-proportional technique, 
favored Gore as a winner 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 a prevalence 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 through a soft consensus with the 
sociological legitimation, since the electoral model in fact allowed only a small amount of 
peoplesõ votes to dismiss the national-rule-of-majority or the national-popular-vote to 
prevail upon the electoral system established by the law, given that the law itself was 
legitimated by the peoplesõ representatives in the federal context. 
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 Christian European society. For instance there is a huge conflict between the right 
of abortion allowed by law in all of the western European laws and the peoplesõ Christian 
values which condemn such a matter. Following that, it can be argued that, there is an 
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 based in Matheson and Weberõs models, in the last 
stage, we classify the models of internal legitimacy in a more tangible way, as following: 
first, electoral legitimacy (parliamentary legitimacy), second, government-output 
legitimacy, third, corporate legitimacy, fourth, technocratic legitimacy, fifth, efficiency-
based legitimacy, and sixth, legal-procedural legitimacy (Lord 2000; Stillman 1974). The 
electoral legitimacy is an input-oriented model of legitimacy, since it inputs legitimacy to 
the institutions by the direct participation of the people in an electoral process, given that 
the decision of the people is their say and view on that matter. Meanwhile the 
government-output legitimacy is an output-oriented model of legitimacy, since this 
model sees the acceptability and the agreement of the people upon the governmental 
performance and policies. In addition the corporate model of legitimacy is a Dahlõs 
poliarchic category, which is considered to be an input-oriented legitimacy given that the 
groupsõ interests get access in the agenda-setting in the political system. Following that, 
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the technocratic model of legitimacy (an output-oriented model) assumes the 
legitimation of a specific ruler or polity due to its professional attributes, whereas the 
efficiency-based 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, the legal-procedural 
legitimacy is the exact concept as that used by Jr. Fallon above. 

The task of finding the possible synchrony between these models goes to the 
problem of the living-scope of each of them towards the others, given the classification 
of them into the input-oriented and output-oriented groups of models.  

Inside the input-oriented group, there is a potential conflict between the electoral 
model of legitimation and the corporate legitimation, given that the vote of the people 
might have enforced a political elite which follows a policy that excludes the groupsõ 
interests from the policy-agenda, due to a dispute between the groupsõ interests and the 
elitesõ intentions. This type of conflict between the corporate legitimacy and electoral 
legitimacy usually comes as a case due to the fact that, there is a potential change in 
between the will of the whole people expressed by vote in a specific time and the groupsõ 
interests in a given time, therefore the lack of one form of legitimacy would make the 
policy-making process deficient. As a result there is a need to synchronize both of these 
models of input-oriented legitimacy.  

Inside the output-oriented group of legitimating models, there is less probability 
for conflict, given that there is no tension between the government-output, technocratic 
and efficiency-based legitimacy, since the three models altogether have a positive 
correlation in between them, while performing simultaneously.  

A high potential tension usually appears between the input-oriented and output-
oriented groups of models of legitimacy. Usually governments or rulers seek to legitimize 
a policy by claiming that the input legitimacy shows to the large extent the peopleõs 
position on that issue, or vice versa, by claiming that the intention of the people and its 
approach, without an input of legitimacy presumes their input legitimation. For instance 
the political elite produced by an electoral process might not accept to follow a policy 
line that is considered to be the majority of the peopleõs aspiration, due to many reasons. 
In this case the model of input-oriented legitimation is in-place, since the elitesõ have 
been electorally legitimized by the electorate, however the output-model of legitimation 
is not taking place. Countered to this, there might be a situation where the rulership 
seeks to reach a developmentalist character of the state, as an output (by reaching 
peoplesõ needs), while that regime has not been electorally legitimized, given that the 
people might deny the elitesõ reelection. In such circumstances the rulership intends to 
fill the lack of input legitimacy with an output-oriented 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 of asynchrony between many models, it does not reduce the intention to use 
all models together for every issue, given that only the synchronization of the models of 
legitimacy might produce the modern legitimacy. In addition we argue that the use of 
one model of legitimacy might limit or reduce the ground for the use of another 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 people as an entity with rights and duties inside the international 
community. This is in fact a way of legitimating the country, polity or peopleõs right on 
statehood from the external point of view, given that the international legitimacy is a 
matter decided by the governments of the whole international community.  
 In fact the international legitimacy can be shown by two models, first as an 
international political legitimacy model, argued to be based in the logics that, in order for 
the rulership to be fully-legitimate, it must be viewed so by the other world governments 
(Polin in Stillman 1974), and second, as a legal international legitimacy model.  
 The international political legitimacy model is based in the idea that, apart from 
the will of the majority in a given country, the right to decide on its legitimacy belongs to 
the great powers (Metternich in Stillman 1974). This is in fact the external legitimation of 
the national government, in addition to its huge importance. The logic of this model 
stands on the thought that, the participation of a national government in the 
international scene is subject to the international communityõs agreement and 
acceptability, thus the internal legitimacy might not be a determining factor for the 
international political legitimacy. Following that, 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 legitimation is another model that seeks to legitimize a 
process based in the public international law. In principle, the pubic international lawõs 
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 the international 
community. Therefore ôin contemporary politics the conformity with international norms 
and law is more influential in determining which actors and actions will be accepted as 
legitimateõ (Hurd in Finnemore 2009: 6). 
 Usually political systems suffering for international legitimation, from any of the 
above models, tend to be violent and non-cooperative internationally (Finnemore 2009), 
given that the international legitimacy is in fact an interference of the foreign 
governments in internal issues, which 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 there is an ordinary compliance between these models themselves. 
 
 

TOWARDS A THEORY OF BALANCE BETWEEN MODELS OF 
LEGITIMACY  

 
ôThe balance between models of legitimacyõ hypothesis applied at Jr. Fallon classification 
Based in the Jr. Fallon models of legitimacy, we have built the Figure A to show the 
positions of three polities in terms of internal legitimation models. We argue that, if the 
models of Jr. Fallon would be taken into consideration, then there is a clear correlation 
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that can happen in between them. We present the application of these models 
complementarily into three countries. First, as seen from the figure, China has been 
placed by us in the border of the legal and moral legitimation models, pretty far from the 
border with the sociological legitimation. 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 people 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 a consensus between the three Jr. Fallon models of legitimacy.  
 

 
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 such a regime type. However the sociological legitimation does not appear to 
have an existence, given that the people have been hugely prohibited to opposing the 
government massively, while the whole public/moral opinion considers the application 
of a modern sociological 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, United States is placed from us very close or in the ôzeroõ zone, meaning 
that in this case, the whole three models get to be applied altogether.  

USA 

China 

Russia 
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Therefore, having into account that in the China and Russia cases there is a huge 
conflict 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 
show 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 that: the closer to the zero (in figure A) a country is, more consensus between models it has, 
while the farer from zero a country is, more conflict between models of legitimization it shows. As a 
consequence, the Figure A shows that the ôzeroõ point is the meeting point of all models, 
therefore we call it an optimum balance point for the models, given their clear consensus.  
 
The balance between models of legitimacy hypothesis applied at the internal input/output classification 
We argue that, as shown in the figure B & C, governments or polities use one model or 
group of models of legitimation, 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 models of legitimacy, is in fact a misbalance between models themselves. We call 
this the ôphenomenon of substituting a model of legitimation, by the extra-use of the 
otherõ, or by other means, it can be argued to be an occupation of one model by the 
territory of another.  
 The figure B shows a case where the output-oriented legitimacy has been used to 
occupy or legitimize a field that belongs to the input-oriented legitimacy. In the figure B 
case, the government uses the output-oriented legitimation model as the main mean of 
legitimation, due to the impossibility to use complementarily the input-oriented 
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 model in figure B, since the 
developmentalist-based 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 input and output 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 input-model of legitimation in the China case.  
Therefore, the lack or failure of one model of legitimation, might turn a polity to misuse 
(extra-use) another one as a substitution. Following that, Chen argues that in the case of 
China, the collapse of two traditional models of legitimacy such as the charismatic and 
the ideological one, due to the failure of the Maoõs cultural revolution, the regime in 
China turned to a performance-based legitimacy or as called by many-authors as a 
eudemonic legitimation (Chen 1997), while the changing of the legitimating models was a 
matter associated with the ôrising expectations theoryõ, from the people side, as a 
rationale on changing the models of legitimation (Holmes 1997). However there is also 
logic of a trade-off between the output performance and the lack of input legitimation, 
due to the need for an increase of wellbeing (Kusin, Pravda, Markus, etc. in White 1986). 
 Contrary to figure B, the figure C shows a case where the input legitimacy has 
been used to occupy or substitute the output model of legitimation. As the figure shows, 
in this case also, there is no consensus between models themselves; therefore the 
imbalance between them is a reality. We argue that the case of Afghanistan is a 
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representative model where the input-legitimation of the government, 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 to have the ôpropertyõ on making the policies 
legitimate. The Afghanistan case, as exposed, represents 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 hypothetical approach, since it shows a case where 
the rulership or polity uses the input and output 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 complementarily but also equally used to legitimize the 
politics. We consider that the figure D shows e.g. a western polity, which uses 
correspondingly the electoral and corporate input of legitimation, but also balances the 
latter with the general view and opinion of the public for those processes. This is in fact 
the ideal case, which is arguably, a modern legitimation. In addition we argue that, seen 
from the international perspective, the circumstance of imbalance between the input and 
output models might/usually bring as a result the denial for an international legitimation. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure B 
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Figure C 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure D 
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The balance between models of legitimacy hypothesis applied at the internal versus international 
classification 
After arguing that a modern legitimation demands a 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 the international 
legitimacy has been used to fill the gap of the internal legitimacy, given that in this case 
the internal legitimacy has a deficient arrangement. While the figure F shows a situation 
where the internal legitimacy is used to substitute the international 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 
legitimacy. The figure E can be applied to the Fatahõs leader Abas in Palestine, where the 
international legitimacy that has been given to 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 government, which has an internal 
legitimacy, countered to Abas presidency, but the lack of international legitimation has 
made the Hamas government to be disqualified internationally. Therefore, as the case of 
Palestine shows, the figure E makes a presidency without internal legitimacy, 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 on the Hamas case has 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 (internally) is not legitimized internationally, and vice 
versa, producing a conflict between the view of the people internally and the 
international view. 
 Whilst we presented two cases, we hypothesize that the balance between the 
internal and international legitimacy, as shown in figure G, is argued to be the modern 
legitimation. Therefore only a balance between these two models can bring a polity to 
have a full legitimacy, whatever that the conditions of international legitimacy have been 
in terms of rightness. Thus 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 international point-of-view.  
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Figure E 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure F 


