Mirages of Equilibrium:
William H. Riker and the Birth of Positive Political Theory

by
Lisa Helga Kinspergher

Department of Political Science
Duke University

Defense Date: April 3. 2024
Approved:

Georg Vanberg, Advisor

Jack Knight

Genevieve Rousseliere

Michael M. Munger

Thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Arts in the
Department of Political Science in The Graduate School of
Duke University
2024



ABSTRACT

Mirages of Equilibrium:
William H. Riker and the Birth of Positive Political Theory

by
Lisa Helga Kinspergher

Department of Political Science
Duke University

Defense Date: April 3. 2024
Approved:

Georg Vanberg, Advisor

Jack Knight

Genevieve Rousseliere

Michael M. Munger

An abstract of a thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of
Master of Arts in the Department of Political Science in The Graduate School of
Duke University
2024



Copyright by
Lisa Helga Kinspergher
2024



Abstract

This paper examines the history of Positive Political Theory (PPT) and William H. Riker’s
pursuit of political equilibrium. Riker's project was to transform the study of politics into
a scientific enterprise, making him arguably the first political “scientist.” This initiative
originated as a reaction to his graduate studies, where he observed a predominant focus on
philosophical theories about how the world should work. Dissatisfied with this approach,
he turned to mathematics, logic, and economics for insights into politics. Drawing parallels
between equilibrium in game theory and economics, he began to connect it with policy
decisions within committees, coalitions, and elections. Riker's approach, initially grounded
in a nuanced and sometimes contradictory understanding of equilibrium, changed over two
decades of research. After unsatisfying findings on equilibrium outcomes, Riker proposed
a methodological shift, introducing political disequilibrium as a key concept in politics.
This would carry significant implications for the theory of democracy — it discredited any
hope that “populism” could work, endorsing instead what he called “Madisonian
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liberalism.” This study finally considers the academic debates that the notion of

equilibrium sparked, including among Public Choice theorists and New Institutionalists.
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1. Introduction'

After the Second World War, Political Science emerged as a discipline composed of an
array of methods aimed at understanding political events. On one side, great philosophical
theories were employed to explain historical events, elections, and social upheavals. On the
other hand, the behavioral revolution attempted to elucidate individual behavior based on facts
without necessarily having a formulated theory beforehand. Disappointed with the state of a
discipline that merely passed as "Politics" (Cohn, 1999), which could not be tested and lacked
a unique framework of reference, William H. Riker (1920-1993) established a new subfield:
Positive Political Theory. His emphasis on formal theory, measurable and testable hypotheses,
the use of mathematics, and the parallels with economics that his scholarship brought about
soon spread to other subfields, ultimately reinventing the discipline as a whole. Riker aimed to
supply what the discipline lacked: a vision for how to fulfill the promise of a "science of
politics" (Amadae, 2003), with the main goal of predicting political events by finding the
"equilibrium" of strategies between political actors.

After the first twenty years of research, primarily conducted by Ph.D. graduates from
the newly established Department of Political Science at the University of Rochester — created
by Riker — he became disillusioned and suggested a methodological change of direction.

Political scientists, he believed, are now compelled by both theory and facts to look at the

1 I want to acknowledge Prof. Steven G. Medema and Roy E. Weintraub (Duke, Economics) for having
assisted my research from the early beginning. Prof. John Aldrich (Duke, Political Science) for two long
interviews and for providing the interview that Shepsle made to Riker in 1979. Prof. Georg Vanberg
(Duke, Political Science) for earlier revisions and comments. Prof. Bruce Caldwell (Duke, Economics),
Prof. Gary Cox (Stanford, Political Science), and the graduate students at the HOPE Summer Institute
(2023) and the Stanford Graduate Conference in Political Theory (2024) for their valuable and insightful
comments. I finally want to acknowledge the Department of Political Science at Duke University for the
John H. Hallowell Endowment Fund (2023-003) that I spent for visiting the William H. Riker archives at
the University of Rochester in December 2023.
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political world anew, as if disequilibrium is indeed its salient characteristic (Riker, 1982). It
was on this basis that he ultimately regarded political science rather than economics as the
"dismal" science.

Following a brief introduction of William H. Riker, I will explore the stages that
changed and refined his notion of equilibrium. Subsequently, I will analyze the reasons behind
his methodological shift and consider the normative implications he drew from disequilibrium.
Finally, I will review the academic debates of the 1980s on the actual existence or nonexistence
of equilibrium in politics. Although Riker has been mostly associated with the entry of
mathematics and game theory into political science (Riker, 1992; Medema, 2000; Amadae,
2003; Damiani, 2022), here I will exclusively focus on how his notion of equilibrium changed

and the methodological and normative implications he derived from it.



2. Early Years

The thing that is very impressive to me, Ken, is this: We, in this century,
have been looking for some kind of equilibrium that is comparable to the
equilibrium of tastes that one finds in the market, the price, the notion of a market
price. That is the only good equilibrium that we know about in social science. And
it is so valuable because it does permit us to predict things. We can just predict a
huge amount knowing something about the market equilibrium. And it would
certainly be nice to do the same thing in political science (William H. Riker, full

interview in Shepsle, 1979b).

“Bill” — as he was called by his friends and students — graduated in economics in 1942
from DePauw University. Instead of going straight to the Ph.D. at the University of Chicago
where he had received an acceptance, he worked for the RCA which supported the war effort —
a common practice for most economists during WWIL. In 1944 he enrolled at Harvard — that he
considered has “emerged as the leading program” — and obtained his Ph.D. in political science
four years later (Aldrich, 2004). However, Riker's dissatisfaction with the prevailing state of
the academic field of political science, especially at Harvard, characterized by ideological bias
and lack of theoretical rigor, motivated him to depart from traditional approaches and establish
a new analysis of politics based on the principles of economics and mathematics. His interest
was essentially academically driven, aimed at rescuing the field from dogmatism.

When he attended graduate school, departments of political science were dominated by
ideology, deterministic explanations of events, and even unrefined definitions of the very basic
concepts students were trying to analyze. It was a field “plenty of angels and demons to banish”

(Riker, 1977). Riker blamed the entire field because “What passed as “political theory” in those
3



days “was some random normative prescriptions about the good society, with hardly any
mention of institutional arrangements... The theory was almost exclusively deontological,
conceived and often written in the imperative mood” (Riker, 1992). Truly, the word “theory”
was used in political science to refer both to scientific and philosophical approaches. For
Kramer (1986) this peculiar ambiguity brought about confusion in the field because as political
theorists we “imagine we’re doing science when we are actually doing philosophy, or vice
versa.” In two essays published in philosophy journals, Riker (1957; 1958) encouraged political
scientists to undertake a positivist approach. That is, to circumscribe the object of their analyses,
test their hypotheses, and clarify the vocabulary they use. These little attentions would prevent
ambiguity and allow for the use of statistical techniques. In the absence of ideological leanings,
political theories in the 1940s-1950s relied on case studies to derive generalizations.
Nevertheless, the case study method which dominated at Harvard under Pendleton Herring
(Shepsle, 2003) posed significant challenges to comprehending vast political phenomena. Since
“each explanation is a case study,” Riker argued, “one can never be certain whether or not the
elements of the situation selected for emphasis by one scholar or in one tradition are indeed the
crucial elements of the situation” (Riker, 1977). Overall, the political science in question was
“committed to a historical approach, philosophically inspired political theory, and an

antinaturalist methodology” (Quack & Herfeld, 2023).



3. Looking for equilibrium in the Power Index (1953-1959)

Dissatisfaction with the state of the discipline was already clear to Riker in 1953 after
he published his first book, Democracy in the United States. It was essentially a normative
textbook which “started out with a moral position and then asked what can we do to bring this
moral position into reality,” (Riker in Shepsle, 1979b) but completely lacked institutional

analysis. Looking back,

I began to ask myself then whether or not the more or less descriptive
sentences which I had uttered in this textbook were in fact true, simply as

descriptive analysis of the way institutions worked (Riker in Shepsle, 1979b).

A “true” sentence was one that could be tested and generalized — a concern almost alien
at that time in political science. Riker’s question of “whether or not institutions accomplish
what they are intended to accomplish” required answers coming from disciplines which had
“some more formal structure” such as economics and logic (Riker in Shepsle, 1979b).

By 1959 Riker was one of the only political scientists to be familiar with game theory
and formalistic economics. Not only he had read The Theory of Games and Behavior by Von
Neumann and Morgenstern, Social Choice and Individual Values by Arrow, and The Theory of
Committees and Elections by Black, but he also published two papers (1957; 1959) engaging
with the “Power Index” formulated by Shapley and Shubik (1954), and its game theoretic test
by Luce and Rogow (1956). Among those, the Shapley and Shubik index is significant because
it “exemplified a new type of analysis that spoke about political processes in the language of
mathematics” (Amadae, 2003). These works aimed at the understanding of institutions (such
as voting mechanisms and behavior in specific competitive settings) through mathematical and
economic lenses (O’Rand, 1992). The fact that those works were interdisciplinary — either
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trying to analyze politics through economics or mathematics — was a major obstacle for gaining
a reputation; they were all marginal in their own fields, and it was Riker’s positive political
theory that would bring and develop them under a unique framework (Amadae, 2003).

Riker was interested in the power index in order to study the distribution of power
among politicians and parties both at the state and federal level (1957; 1959). The index was
assumed to measure the capacity of a legislator to swing decisions — the higher the index the
higher the power of that legislator. Though it turned out that the power index was a little reliable
measure for Riker’s objects of analysis, it played an important role at the beginning of his career
for three reasons. First, it was a quantifiable, therefore testable measure. Second, it could be
applied to the study of institutions such as parties. Third, and more importantly, we can infer
from it the first definition of equilibrium that Riker provided.

When testing the adequacy of the power index (1959) applied to members of the French
National Assembly between 1953-54, Riker quotes the paper by Luce and Rogow (1956) in
connection with “i-stability” measure. That measure is the one they adopted when defining
equilibrium “in the sense that further haggling will not result in a modification of the
distribution.” A second inference of his definition of equilibrium can be found in that paper. He
quotes Dahl (1957), referring to his definition of power as “a relation among people” but that
can easily apply to parties, legislators, offices, governments, nation-states, or other human
aggregates as well — essentially, to anyone who can make other people do something that they
would not otherwise do. The reasons why he did not directly provide a definition of equilibrium
related to the power index or did not explicitly borrow one, are unknown. But the relation was
there, and Riker disclosed it in 1973 in An Introduction to Positive Political Theory, which he
wrote with his PhD student Peter Ordeshook. There he classified among different type of

equilibria and the power index fell in the equilibrium Type II:



The power index is a way of saying that, on the average a particular participant, /,
may expect to pivot a calculated proportion of the time. This calculated proportion

is an equilibrium of Type II (Riker & Ordeshook, 1973).



4. Looking for equilibrium in Game Theory (1960-1973)

The term “equilibrium” made its first appearance in Riker’s vocabulary in 1962 in The
Theory of Political Coalitions. He worked on that textbook between 1961-62 when he was
selected for a fellowship at the Center of the Study of Advance Behavioral Sciences (CSABS)
at Stanford. The presence of statistician fellows at the Center saved Riker from discussions with
the “strange group of political scientists” who “had nothing to say to each other” (Riker in
Shepsle, 1979b). They were mostly political philosophers (Leo Strauss was among them) while
Riker was there for developing a theory that had to be “formal” — meaning that it had to use
algebraic rather than verbal symbols — and “positive” — descriptive rather than normative
(Amadae & de Mesquita, 1999). Statisticians, then, were the only ones who could understand
Riker’s research and encouraged him “to go on with the Coalition work.”

By the time he came back from Stanford to Lawrence College, where he was a professor
from 1948 to 1962, he had a very precise definition of equilibrium in mind: “The notion of
equilibrium is that of a relationship of forces arranged so that deviation from some point of
balance results in a (possibly automatic) correction back to balance” (Riker, 1962) This
situation is, however, impossible to attain in politics because of its inherent character of being
zero-sum: “if one member increases its capacity to influence a decision, then some other
member(s) must lose some of its (their) capacity to do the same thing” (Riker, 1962). At the
same time, elections and wars are prizes that cannot be divided. Politics, therefore, was not to
be understood as a matter of compromise, agreement, or repeated interactions — it is a one-shot
and zero-sum affair.

Notice that in The Theory of Political Coalitions, Riker’s characterization of politics as
“fundamentally and inherently unstable” has very little to do with Black’s, Arrow’s and
Downs’s theories of political disequilibrium. Theirs are about aggregation of preferences, while
Riker is here dealing with disequilibrium in game theory — precisely in zero-sum games. Thus,
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solutions for coping with disequilibrium were not about changing voting mechanisms or
imposing the shape of players’ preferences — as Arrow, Black, and Downs did — but about
constraining players’ strategies, adding uncertainty, dynamics, and stability to the game-
theoretic analysis of coalition building (Amadae, 2003). To moderate political instability Riker
suggested two restraints that would prevent parties from forming certain coalitions. The “moral
restraint” will work as “an internalized and presumably absolute morality” (Riker, 1962) that
prevents parties from forming coalition with some other parties (for example, from the opposite
side of the political spectrum). The “institutional restraint” consists “of the transformation of
an n-person system into a two-person system by the creation of a set of quasi-permanent
blocking coalitions” (Riker, 1962) which will balance each other.

It was probably the uneasiness with the inherent instability of politics that resulted from
the zero-sum approach and his reading of The Calculus of Consent by Tullock and Buchanan
(1962)? that led Riker to shift to the non-zero-sum model — the same used by Luce and Raiffa
(1957) to analyze economics and other social sciences with game theory. That model, Riker
acknowledged (1962), allowed economics to be “self-equilibrating.” Economics implies a win-
win situation for all exchanging parties because they act as utility-maximizers. “The economic
approach,” as Buchanan and Tullock (1965) pointed out, “does not require that one individual
increase his own utility at the expense of other individuals.” Therefore, if we apply this
approach to politics, coalition building will resemble a “particular form of exchange” among

parties and politicians where “mutual gains to all parties are ideally expected to result”

2 There are reasons to think that Riker was influenced to adopt the non-zero-sum model after he read
The Calculus of Consent. Not only he wrote a favorable review of the book in 1962 (Riker, 1962b) in the
Miduwest Journal of Political Science, but Riker also took the following notes on the last page of that book:
“Competitive markets eliminate strategic considerations, p.103” and “Relation zero-sum + non-zero sum
in politics p.254” which give reason to conjecture the way he was influence by that book [Book
Marginalia The Calculus of Consent]. (1965). Rare Books, Special Collections, and Preservation (RBSCP.
Box 115, Folder 20). William Harrison Riker Papers, University of Rochester, Rochester, NY.

Also, for the relationship between Riker and the Public Choice School, see Medema (2000).
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(Buchanan & Tullock, 1965). Instead, the approach adopted by Shapley and Shubik (1954) was
that of agents as “power maximizers” — that would result in a zero-sum game because “The
power of the one individual to control the action of behavior of another cannot be increased
simultaneously for both individuals in a two-man group” (Buchanan & Tullock, 1965). As he
confessed to Shepsle later, at that time Riker would have put more game theory in the Coalition
book if only knew a little more about solution theory, but he couldn’t figure out how to use it
(Riker in Shepsle, 1979b).

Thus, in an article published in 1967 Riker adopted the n-person non-zero-sum game
for analyzing a bargain in a three-person game who had to divide political payoffs among
themselves in a stable way — a Nash equilibrium that “once one of them [the players] is arrived
at, it is in some sense unreasonable to move away from it” (Riker, 1967). In that situation he
acknowledged that “the greater portion of political activity in forming coalitions is non-zero
sum in the sense that different minimal winning coalitions win different amounts and the loss
to the loser may not equal the gain to the winner” (Riker, 1967). This shift motivated Riker
because “if we can assume players are rational maximizers of utility” it will be possible to
“predict the political future with some confidence” and give politicians advice about how to

behave successfully (Riker, 1967).
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5. Looking for equilibrium in Positive Political Theory
(1973-1978)

In 1973, Riker thought it necessary to unify under one framework the methodologies
he had been adopting and the results obtained over the past twenty years and publicly formulate
the methods and goals of what he called “Positive Political Theory” (PPT). Together with his
PhD student Peter Ordeshook, he wrote An Introduction to Positive Political Theory, in 1973.
The goal of the book — whose first page reads “And here we begin to build a positive political
theory of politics” — was the development of political science from stage 1 (characterized “by
some conceptualization and a great deal of operationalization of notions relevant to the subject
matter”) to stage 2 (when “the verified hypotheses from stage 1 are used to generate additional
empirical generalizations but more importantly to generate a systematic theory”). From stage
2, political science would have become a deductive science, allowing for generalizations, and
reliable for making predictions. The methods would also change. Test of hypotheses would
have to be accessible to anyone who has learned the necessary skills so that they would be able
to criticize the logic of other scientists (MacRae, 1986) instead of covering their theories behind
non falsifiable sentences about the world and human nature.

The definition of politics adopted by Riker and Ordeshook that replaced Easton’s
(1953) “authoritative allocation of values for a society” was “the selection of the preference of
some person (or the potential preference of some person) to be the choice of society” (Riker &
Ordeshook, 1973). This new definition signaled that the goal for political scientists was now
that of revealing “the mystery in the art [of politics]: that we start with the contradictory
preferences of many and end up with a single bundle of more or less realizes choices for the
whole” (Riker & Ordeshook, 1973).

Equilibrium was defined “as a property of the society as a whole, of all the people

together in a collectivity” when their individual preferences, aggregated, result in a Condorcet

11



winner or, more generally, a transitive social order (Riker & Ordeshook, 1973) — one that
resembled Arrow’s definition (1951) of social welfare function. Applied to candidates during
electoral campaigns, an equilibrium is the strategy which moves candidates toward a point that
“once arrived stay at” (Riker & Ordeshook, 1973). Applied to political coalitions, equilibrium
occurs when the winning coalition is always minimal, that is, the coalition for which the
subtraction of one member would render it nonwinning, “thus the size principle asserts that
winning coalitions will not be larger than they need to be” (Riker & Ordeshook, 1973).

They left behind the notion of equilibrium as analyzed by game theory and finally went
back addressing the type of questions raised twenty years earlier by Black, Arrow, and Downs
about the aggregation of preferences. Although Riker and Ordeshook did not find many
equilibria that respected transitivity of preferences, the goal of the book was more

methodological, and the absence of equilibrium did not worry them. As they wrote,

We are not deeply disturbed by the [Arrow’s] paradox, for it serves mainly
to reminding us that society is not the same as the people who compose it... there
is no reason to reject other institutions of summation simply because they also are

incoherent by human (i.e., individual) standards (Riker & Ordeshook, 1973).

They were interested in testing sentences of political science and the existence of disequilibrium
had not to be translated into a failure of the theory. It would merely signal that in those cases,
the aggregation of preference results in disequilibrium.

It was only in 1977 that Riker started worrying about the necessity of finding equilibria
if political science was to be promoted to the status of “science.” He realized that it was
equilibrium price theory — understood as “the property that no subgroup of the economy could

find an alternative trade on its own resources that would yield at least as much satisfaction to
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each member of the subgroup” (Riker, 1977) — which gave economics the possibility of being
a predictive science. Equilibrium price theory “elevates the science of economics above all
other social sciences... and renders economists believable even when they write of totally
different subjects” (Riker, 1980). For this reason, economics was able to conform “at least in
part, to the positivist description of science” that Riker (1977) described in “The Future of a
Science of Politics.” Therefore, the agenda for political scientists would be that of looking for
parallels between economic equilibrium and political equilibrium. Medema notices (2009) that
this tendency of looking for parallels between the two disciplines was not new as “political
science has historically been open to, and even relied upon, the insights of other disciplines in
the furtherance of its own, and that this created a degree of receptivity for the economic
approach that would not otherwise have been present.”

Riker saw that at the rudimentary state, there are some situations in which political
science shows regularities and can predict behaviors of voters, party members, and political
coalitions — similar to what price theory was able to do for economics. These political
regularities are Duverger’s law (i.e., simple majority elections in single-member districts favor
the two-party system), Downs’s median voter theorem (i.e., in two-party systems with a single
ideological dimension and a unimodal distribution of voters, both parties platforms converge
to the ideological position of the median voter), and Riker’s size principle (i.e., in situations
similar to n-person zero-sum games with side payments, participants create coalitions just as
large as they believe will ensure winning and no larger). He then concluded:

These three theories have essentially the same structure, in terms of both empirical
laws and axiomatic formulation, as does price theory. They are, of course less far

developed [...] Nevertheless some elaboration is going on (Riker, 1977).
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Positive political theory was in fact flourishing. Since Riker moved from Lawrence College to
the University of Rochester in 1962 and instuted a new PhD program in Political Science there,
he had maintained “an active publication record, contributing so many articles to the flagship
journal of political science, The American Political Science Review.” APSR’s editor Austin
Ranney even worried that the journal would turn “into the ‘William H. Riker Review’”
(Amadae & de Mesquita, 1999). The “creative community” of scholars that gathered at
Rochester when Riker was chair of the department of Political Science (1962-1977) resembled,
on a smaller scale, what was happening in Bloomington and Virginia during the same period.?
A new tradition, Positive Political Theory, “was driven by the efforts of a small circle of
scholars who worked together to launch this new field of inquiry” (Medema, 2011). To give a
sense of the success of Political Science at Rochester, how and why it had defined “much of
the political science agenda for the past decade and more,” Riker wrote a report in 1991

“Political science at the University of Rochester: Looking to the Future:™

Rochester's political science department is widely recognized as the disciplinary
success story of the last 25 years. In the 1960s we were not on anyone's list of the
top 50 political science departments in the country; by 1982 we were ranked in the
top 11 in the country. This development has been characterized by Berkeley's

Nelson Polsby as "one of the great success stories of department building in the

3 Elinor and Vincent Ostrom established the Bloomington School at Indiana University —a program
where collective choices and institutions were studied from an interdisciplinary perspective that
typically implied economics and political science. Similarly, in Virginia at VPI and later George Mason
University, Gordon Tullock and James Buchanan established the headquarters of the Public Choice
School.

4 [Writings by William H. Riker (arranged chronologically) continued], unpublished. (March 11, 1991).
Rare Books, Special Collections, and Preservation (RBSCP. Box 26, Folder 4). William Harrison Riker
Papers, University of Rochester, Rochester, NY.
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annals of political science and perhaps of American higher education" (PS, Fall
1984). We were able to do this because we had an enlightened view of where
political science ought to go, because we had the high quality personnel to
implement that view, and because we had the exceptional leadership of Bill Riker
and Richard Fenno. decided to build outstanding strength in the emerging field of
formal theory and, at the same time, to maintain a balanced, high quality
department with a strong emphasis on the application of innovative empirical
techniques -- as influenced by formal theory -- to important substantive problems.
That is, we sought to achieve disciplinary leadership in the rational choice mode
of theorizing, while at the same time becoming strong enough on the empirical
side of the discipline to be competitive with our far larger and far more diversified
counterparts at other universities. The work of this department and its PhDs has
legitimated the field of formal theory within our discipline and has fundamentally
altered the way political science research is done and the way political science is
taught at the graduate level. Now we propose to undertake to redirect
undergraduate education in political science not only at Rochester, but throughout

the nation.

Rochester's political science department, coupled with its highly visible and
successful PhD students, is known throughout the discipline as the Rochester
School. The department is well positioned to capitalize on its national and, indeed,
international signature as the creator of the rational-choice movement in political
science. We wish to introduce a core curriculum that will establish an orderly,
cumulative progression of knowledge among undergraduate students in political
science; a curriculum that instructs students in the fundamental theories of politics

in a way that has never been done before. We have in mind nothing less than to do
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for undergraduate political science education what the revolution in micro-

economic theory did two generations ago (Box 26, Folder 4).

Peter Ordeshook, Richard McKelvey, Kenneth Shepsle, Peter Aranson, Robert Samberg,
Gerald Kramer, Morris Fiorina, Dick Niemi, David Rohde, and John Aldrich, all graduated
from Rochester or joined the department as professors advancing the positivist study of politics.
As the first cohorts of PhDs began to spread to other universities, the prominence of PPT in
political science journals increased, and it became evident that a new methodology had firmly
taken root. Research in PPT was following three main directions which all aimed at finding an
equilibrium — broadly defined as a Condorcet winner, a set of transitive alternatives also known
as top-cycle set, or a “core.” One direction consisted in papers by Plott, McKelvey, Kramer,
Davis and Hinch, which studied the possibility of finding an equilibrium “assuming more than
one ideological dimension” but which all arrived at “frustrating” results (Riker, 1977). In
particular, Plott was the very first who used a spatial model in political science “to make clear
such a notion of equilibrium and to investigate its existence” (1967) and he undermined the
existence of a political equilibrium in more than one ideological dimension. By “equilibrium”
he meant the event when “a change in the variables is proposed and the change does not receive
a majority vote.” Plott’s analysis considers a committee that has to approve a motion under
majority rule. In the first case, the committee faces no constraints on motions that can be
proposed. Given that any member could propose any motion they like, Plott concludes that
“there is certainly nothing inherent in utility theory which would assure the existence of an

equilibrium.” If equilibrium is achieved, “it would only be an accident (and a highly improbable

5 For the history of how the concept of the ‘core” had been introduced from game theory and
mathematics to economics, see Cogliano (forthcoming).
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one)” (Plott, 1967). In the second case, he considers a committee under a budget constraint, but
“again there is nothing in utility theory that would guarantee the existence of an equilibrium.
And again, if an equilibrium exists, it would be purely accidental” (Plott, 1967). Even though
the budget constraint limits the set of motions that can be passed, members can be “either
diametrically opposed or at least opposed on every motion” in that subset. Plott was very clear
about the impossibility of achieving political equilibrium through elections or decisions by
majority rule on more than one dimension; the core will always be empty.® “The analysis here,”
he claimed, “implies that a majority rule political process will fail to reach an equilibrium at
all.” When Richard McKelvey read this paper, he claimed that “Plott has shown if all voters
have continuous, differentiable utility representation of their preferences, that a necessary
condition for the existence of a core point (i.e., a point that is undefeated under the majority
relation) is that a very strong symmetry condition on individual gradient vectors be met. The
condition is so strong that even if it were met, a minor perturbation of any one voter’s preference
would cause it to be violated” (McKelvey, 1979).

The second category of studies in political equilibrium, where “there has been more
satisfactory progress” and that gave Riker hope given Plott’s findings, was investigated by
Davis, Hinich, and Ordeshook, and Riker and Ordeshook. Recently, McKelvey and Ordeshook
gave demonstration of some convergence results toward a top-cycle set (Riker, 1977). And
finally, Robertson was examining “the theory of convergence in terms of actual party platforms
and voters’ behavior, an enterprise which results in the kinds of modifications in the theory of

party competition that parallel modifications in price theory to account for an imperfectly

¢ This finding will actually be contrasted by Banks and Duggan (2000). They provide a multidimensional
noncooperative model of n-person bargaining that proves the existence of stationary equilibrium
outcomes which solves the empty-core problem typical of social choice theory.
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competitive market” (Riker, 1977). However, failures of some studies and the confused results

of others did not discourage Riker, who felt confident toward a science of politics:

It seems, therefore, that some political theorists are on the right track and that there
is real hope for the scientific description of some parts of political life [...] I
conclude this essay with several other reasons for believing that the kind of

development described here is likely to flower into science (Riker, 1977).

Riker would have finally achieved the goal “on the possibility of forming a pure science of
Politics” that Duncan Black set out in the preface to The Theory of Committees and Elections
in 1958 (Aldrich, 2023).

The notion of equilibrium as the existence of a top-cycle set, a transitive order of social
preferences as the result of aggregation of individual transitive preferences, or “core”
consolidated across time and distinguished Positive Political Theory as scientific. Equilibrium
was considered “the pivotal concept in analytical political science” because “conditions under
which Condorcet winners, cores, Nash equilibria and the like exist, or fail to exist, define
political contexts in which political processes and strategic behavior are set in motion”
(Ordeshook & Shepsle, 1982). Similarly, in his study on the number of candidates running for
seats for a particular electoral system, Gary Cox (1997) points out that equilibrium analysis is
fundamental to the understanding of elections — which are precisely the arena where strategic

behavior plays a decisive role.
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6. Finding Disequilibrium (1978-1980)

The hardest shock to the whole project of PPT followed two papers by political
economist Norman Schofield and political scientist Richard D. McKelvey, in 1978 and 1979
respectively. Their findings seemed strong enough to destroy all the great expectations on the
possibility of a pure science of politics that Riker held just one year earlier. McKelvey’s proofs
were driven by his unsatisfaction with how political scientists dedicated little attention to
Arrow’s impossibility theorem and the problem of intransitivities. He noticed a reluctance in
the acceptance of the notion of disequilibrium and an overrating of the likelihood of equilibrium

toward a median position:

There still seems to be a tendency in much of the formal literature dealing
with majority rule over multidimensional policy spaces to view majority rule as a
fairly well defined notion, which will generally force the social outcome towards

"median" like alternatives (McKelvey, 1979).

It may be useful to recall the first test McKelvey conducted on equilibrium in 1976. As
a reaction to this apathy, he examined whether in the absence of “the severity of the restrictions
which are needed in order to generate an equilibrium policy outcome” (i.e., in the absence of
equilibrium) assumed in the model by Plott (1967) there still existed a small set T of similar
alternatives that could beat all the alternatives outside that set. “If so, there would be a kind of
equilibrium outcome, not unique, of course, but nevertheless stable and predictable in the sense
that it would always be a member of the set T, the “top cycle.” Instead, the “surprising result”
was that “the intransitivities extend to the whole policy space in such a way that all points are
in the same cycle set.” Therefore, if we have all points in the same cycle set, any point can win
and be selected as the final outcome of a majoritarian voting. This means for Riker that “any
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possible outcome is a feasible outcome, which is complete disequilibrium” (Riker, 1983).
Consequently, 1) the agenda setter becomes extremely powerful as they can dictate the order
of voting, and 2) the final outcome can be a Pareto-dominated one. The assumption of this study
was that all voters evaluated policy in terms of a Euclidean metric, but McKelvey concluded
that “there does not seem to be any reason why the results herein would not extend to more
general types of utility functions” (McKelvey, 1976).

It will be Schofield in 1978 to show that regardiess of the shape of voters’ preferences,
“it is possible that optimizing behavior by winning coalitions can lead as far from the Pareto
set as one choose” as any possible outcome is a feasible outcome. The second and more
revealing test McKelvey conducted on equilibrium was in 1979. He shifted the analysis from
the likelihood of disequilibrium to “the extent, or severity of the intransitivities” which was a
topic “relatively unexplored.” Previous analyses focused on “local” intransitivities — that is
where, for a given set of alternatives, an individual's preference ordering is not consistent across
all pairwise. McKelvey’s 1979 “devastating” demonstration was that when intransitivies exist
locally they “will generally be global” — that is, also for the group — “so that all points in the
space are members of the same cycle set.” This demonstration came to be called “Chaos
theorem.” The significance of this theorem is that “when equilibrium breaks down, it breaks
down completely” (Riker, 1980). The tests all showed that any “escape from instability will not
work” (Riker, 1982a) and the agenda setter is so pivotal that their power “is indistinguishable
from that of the dictator” (Shepsle, 1986). Riker called (1983) especially McKelvey’s theorem
“the coup de grace for the expectation of equilibrium.” Shepsle and Fiorina affirmed (1980)
that it opened “a crisis in formal political theory” so deep that required “new ways to reason
about the problems of voting instability” to pass (Shepsle, 1986). And Ordeshook complained

(1991) that “political theorists became mesmerized” by those findings.

20



As a reaction, Riker wrote his famous 1980 article “Implications from the
disequilibrium of majority rule” which “offered a serious challenge to positive political
theorists” (Aldrich & Rohde, 1982). There, he introduced a methodological doubt that came be
known in the political science literature as the Riker Objection (Shepsle, 2008). If
disequilibrium is inescapable, what are political scientists going to predict? How is their
methodology valuable? The problem of intransitivity or disequilibrium the “Rochesterians”
devoted so much time to, was not limited to majority rule but to any voting mechanism. Any
voting mechanism was found to be subject to instability. Therefore, politicians could suppress
alternatives, manipulate voting rules, and become skillful agenda setters. Consequently,
political results are not a genuine summation of individual preferences, but “of force” (Riker,
1980). For example, results of elections will always be filtered and determined by conditional
voting institutions. As voting institutions vary (e.g., majority rule, Borda count, pairwise
competition), the result obtained from the aggregation of preferences will vary as well. This is
the meaning of disequilibrium: there will always be alternative ways of aggregating individual
preferences that will cause different political outcomes.

The reason why the 1980 paper marked a methodological turning point for positive
political theorists is related to the implications that Riker drew from the pervasiveness of
disequilibrium analyzed. Though during the 19" century, economics was labeled the "dismal
science" by journalists, Riker argued that they overlooked the fact that politics, inherently, is

even more disheartening.

And what we have learned is simply this: Disequilibrium, or the potential that the
status quo be upset, is the characteristic feature of politics... In what seems to me
a deeper sense, however, politics is the dismal science because we have learned

from it that there are no fundamental equilibria to predict (Riker, 1980).
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Riker criticized political scientists who preferred to maintain a neutral stance in light of these
findings, persisting in their attempts to predict outcomes based on individual preferences while
disregarding the significance of institution. That attitude would be just “an illusion” because
tastes are neither autonomous nor decisive; they are always mediated by institutions (Shepsle,
1986). Rather, social scientists should try “to penetrate the illusion and to learn to take both
values and institutions into account” (Riker, 1980). The acknowledgment that political
preferences are just “unstable constants” jeopardized the positivist enterprise of PPT. Rather
than being well-established “data,” preferences are subject to different variables in the political
arena such as “political skill and artistry of those who manipulate agenda, formulate and
reformulate questions, generate "false" issues, etc., in order to exploit the disequilibrium of
tastes for their own advantage” (Riker, 1980). Politics is not a regulated space of interacting
individuals (i.e., candidates and voters) and the mystery of politics cannot be solved
computationally. Political equilibrium is rather to be accepted “as unpredictable as poetry”
(Riker, 1980).

The whole edifice of PPT was crumbling down. When Black found the Condorcet
paradox, he started the search for equilibria as an “intellectual necessity” for a science of
politics (Black, 1958). Riker followed this path and started the project of Positive Political
Theory in the hope that political science would identify equilibria, provide predictions, and
finally become a positivist science. What was clear, instead, was that neither equilibrium nor

predictability could be achieved. Prospect for the discipline looked, therefore, gloomy:

In the absence of such equilibria we cannot know much about the future at all,

whether it is likely to be palatable or unpalatable, and in that sense our future is
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subject to the tricks and accidents of the way in which questions are posed and

alternatives are offered and eliminated (Riker, 1980).

We are obliged, I believe, by both the theory and the facts to look at the political
world anew, as if disequilibrium is indeed its salient characteristic. What kind of

world, we must ask, do we have then? (Riker, 1982a).

Instead of predictions, Riker encouraged political scientists to look for generalizations — general
laws that he stated in 1977 (i.e., Duverger’s law, the median voter theorem, and the size
principle) — while always keeping in mind that “for the most part we live in a world that is
uncertain because it lacks equilibria” (Riker, 1980). He considered aiming at generalizations
still revolutionary as confronted with earlier political science. Failure to do so had caused “the
movement toward phenomenology and hermeneutics and other efforts to turn political science
into a belles-lettristic study” (Riker, 1982b), which focused on hardly generalizable case
studies.

Overall, the implications from disequilibrium may be understood as a reorientation of
the scientific program of PPT, or as the beginning of two scientific agenda in political science
that will arise shortly after — “New Institutionalism” (Shepsle & Weingast, 1982) and
“Heresthetics” (Riker, 1986). The former will study institutions “as given” and try to find
regularities in political outcomes depending on institutions. The latter will be about the tricks
that political actors can (and will) use to win within the institution considered. Though these
two research areas could be consistent with each other, they have been studied separately. Or
better, heresthetics, as Riker framed it, has never been fully embraced by political scientists,

while New Institutionalism flourished and thrived.
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7. Disequilibrium and its Normative Implications

From a normative perspective, the impact of McKelvey’s and Schofield’s findings
about political equilibrium was similar to that of Arrow’s “Impossibility Theorem.” McLean
reports (2002) that “Riker seized with delight on the early ‘chaos theorems’ of Kramer, Plott,
Schofield and McKelvey” as they finally gave him “the deductive basis for political science for
which he had been searching since the 1950s.” As Riker acknowledged, he had a lot of “hats”
and found very difficult to keep the hat of pure political scientist separated from that of the
political philosopher (Riker in Shepsle, 1979). He thought that these scientific results had
normative implications for democracy, and political scientists “can’t really escape this practical
feature.” Thirty years before, Arrow concluded that in the presence of three or more
alternatives, a social welfare function could be derived only in the case of unanimity otherwise
it had to be imposed. Given the unlikeliness of unanimity within a society, the normative
implication was that policies of social welfare always contained some sort of imposition, they
could not be the rational aggregation of voters’ preferences. Similarly, Riker pointed out (1982)
that the inexistence of political equilibrium undermined the notion of a “will of the people.”
Cyclical majorities make elections able to provide just a snapshot of individual preferences at
a particular point in time, which is not very informative. At most they represent “congealed
tastes,” far from the will of the people and “the public interest.” Consequently, democracy lost
much of its meaning, at least morally. Voters and politicians are left with “a much more limited
sort of morality about democratic outcomes” which “says nothing about what the people want
in general.” These are essentially the theses that Riker held in Liberalism against Populism
(1982), a 253-page manuscript where he used formal results of positive political theory to
justify a limited version of democracy already anticipated in the 1980 paper.

If disequilibrium cannot tell us anything from the point of view of society’s preferences,
it can tell at least two stories. First, disequilibrium tells us that “change will occur.” Revolutions
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will occur and majorities will shift. Second, “that outcomes depend not simply on participants’
values and constitutional structures,” but human action plays a major role. Given that in a
democracy, “political outcomes are not simply a mechanical, impersonal, unbiased
amalgamation of individual values,” politicians will likely become political entrepreneurs
creating new dimensions, shifting issues, and manipulating the agenda, in order to win

elections. Similarly, voters will likely vote strategically.
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8. Disequilibrium and its Discontents

McKelvey’s and Schofield’s results disturbed only Riker, apparently. He seemed alone
in his disillusionment, and he did not have to wait long for rebuttals. Rochesterians, positive
political theorists more broadly, and Public Choice theorists soon engaged in the debate on the
impossibility of equilibria, the definition of equilibrium, and the methodological shift
envisioned by Riker.

Debates on the relevance of equilibrium and disequilibrium as the result of preference
aggregation go back to Arrow’s Social Choice and Individual Values in 1951,” but after Riker’s
1980 paper they powerfully revived. In response to Riker, Rae (1980) suggested that the
omnipresence of disequilibrium within democracies means that the Pareto-efficiency criterion
to evaluate political decisions is not an equilibrium in politics as it is instead in markets — an
argument similar to Sen’s (1970) “liberal paradox” in Collective Choice and Social Welfare.
According to Rae, this evidence that the Pareto criterion “is simply one among many criteria of
choice which men and women may apply within a democratic order,” is not enough “to think
we have arrived at a resting point in the theory of constitutions.”

Similarly, Ordeshook (1980) criticized Riker for the definition of equilibrium he
provided. In the 1980 paper, Riker interpreted equilibrium as the existence of a Condorcet
winner instead of empirical and predictable political regularities — as Ordeshook would have
preferred. Furthermore, he decried Riker for trying to find political equilibrium by drawing full
inspiration from “the abstract representation of markets” in economics following the Walrasian
theory of price. The parallel had to be illusory then, because “the presumed stability of markets
is an abstract fiction that most economists recognize as a theoretical impossibility.” The mere

fact that political equilibria seem uncommon and not at all close to the idea of economic

7 See for example Buchanan (1954; 2000).
26



equilibrium does not justify the theoretical implications that Riker draws, he argues. Ordeshook
also disagreed with Riker about the future research agenda for PPT. Instead of focusing on
general “laws,” he suggested to deal with equilibrium in a semantic way. The mission for
political scientists would have to be that of “generalizing and redefining the meaning of the
word equilibrium.” And he concluded that in his assertions Riker was overlooking all the
progresses that had already been done by political theorists regarding equilibrium.®

Following Riker’s advice on the necessity of emphasizing institutions instead of mere
“tastes” — whose equilibrium (preference-induced equilibrium) would demand extremely
rigorous orders of preferences that are unlikely to arise naturally —, Shepsle formulated the
concept of structure-induced equilibria (1979; 1986; Shepsle & Weingast, 1981). As
institutions directly affect individual distribution of preferences, they have an important impact
on the existence of equilibrium. Equilibrium had not to be entirely dismissed just because we
have accepted the disequilibrium of tastes as a permanent condition; it had to be searched
elsewhere, prior to tastes. In other words, tastes are just the solution of some prior conditions,
namely institutions. The shift of focus from preferences to institutions is remarkable because it
acknowledged that political preferences are not exogenously given (as Black and Downs
assumed) but endogenous and modeled by institutions. According to Shepsle (1986), this new
strand of research will “revitalize equilibrium theories” because “it will highlight the ways in
which the underlying P relation is embedded in a structure of arrangements among agents
(division of and specialization of labor), rules of comparison, and mechanisms by which

choices and behavior of subgroups are monitored by the entire set of agents.”

8 See in particular p.450. Ordeshook suggests alternative approaches to political equilibrium such as the
Bargaining Set, the Competitive Solution, the Kernal, and the Defensible Set. Ordeshook (1991) and
others will also underline that McKelvey’s results had been misinterpreted by Riker.
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Together with Fiorina (1980), Shepsle reiterated the importance of finding regularities
as the main feature of scientific analysis instead of the prediction of unique events. They
highlighted the importance of the models that political scientists choose to adopt. The absence
of an equilibrium identified as the “core” or top-cycle set did not prevent the possibility of
finding equilibria within a model. Given that “equilibria and disequilibria are properties of
models” positive political theorists should aim at constructing models that reflect the
regularities that we see in the world, as economists have always been doing — instead of
overemphasizing disequilibria. The “modest proposal” they advanced to cure the crisis in
formal political theory, was that of studying “(a) the scholarly choice of models which (b)
possess equilibria which (c¢) correspond to observed regularities.”

The unlikeliness of stable equilibria does not implicate the absence of many empirical
regularities in the political arena (such as Duverger’s law) nor the understanding of political
processes. Aldrich and Rohde (1982) similarly claimed that though it shall remain a crucial
question, “a science of political choice is possible in the absence of stable equilibria.” Even if
equilibria cannot be predicted, by studying short-term and medium-term dynamics around
equilibria, we are able to understand and generalize recurrent political patterns (such as
Duverger’s law). As they pointed out, “the key to understanding politics lies in the proper
understanding of the political dynamics, not in the study of comparative statics” (Aldrich and
Rohde, 1982).

The attack from Public Choice theorists came first from Tullock (1981). He contrasted

this theoretical world of disequilibrium to the stability observed in the actual world.

If we look at the real world, however, we observe not only is there no endless

cycling but acts are passed with reasonable dispatch and then remain unchanged
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for very long periods of time. Thus, theory and reality seem to be not only out of

contact, but actually in sharp conflict (Tullock 1981).

The main criticism was that spatial models frequently involve logrolling which is difficult to
incorporate in diagrams and formulas. According to Tullock, individually bargained logrolling
and anticipation of logrolling are a stabilizing component of political outcomes and secures
equilibrium,

Voting systems and committee decisions do not take place randomly but are embedded in
specific sets of institutions that prevent instability, restrict alternatives, and produce no cycles.
Rather, it is when decisions are taken “by procedures with a substantial random component”
that they “are generally inefficient” (Tullock, 1981).° Institutional constraints, therefore,
prevent cyclical majorities that represented, according to Riker, “the failure of the voting
process” (Riker, 1982a). Riker called this phenomenon “manufactured stability” which tended
to mask a large amount of incremental disequilibrium, indeed (Riker, 1982a). His position was

not very far from that of Tullock. In Liberalism against Populism, Riker wrote:

We have, therefore, a number of good reasons, exogenous to the world of tastes
and values in social choice theory, for the observed social stability. An equilibrium
of tastes and values is in theory so rare as to be almost nonexistent. And I believe
it is equally rare in practice. But individuals in society are more than ambulatory
bundles of tastes. They also respect and are constrained by institutions that are

intended to induce regularity in society. And it is the triumph of constraints over

? Shepsle and Weingast (1981) provide a critique of this article. They argue that it is not logrolling or other
informal agreements among parties and politicians such as individual bargain, vote trading, and coalition
formation that secure stability. Rather, “it is the restrictions on such legislative exchange that promote
structure-induced equilibrium.”
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individual values that generates the stability we observe. But tastes and values

cannot be denied, and they account for the instability we observe (Riker, 1982a).

In a response (1980b) to both Ordeshook’s and Rae’s criticisms, Riker tried to refuse the
discussion. After quickly dismissing Rae’s argument as his own account of liberal democracy
“has never been concerned with social utility as set forth in Rae’s principle,” he wrote that
Ordeshook “has misread my emphasis” concerning the parallel with economics, and “in fact
we [Ordeshook and I] have extremely similar views.” When realizing that politics was “the
dismal science” Riker’s intent was not that of denying the scientific enterprise of politics but
“for the present, the possibility of a general scientific prediction of outcomes.” On the other
hand, Ordeshook’s suggestion of merely redefining the concept of equilibrium was not going
to improve the state of political science. Riker was certain that “if equilibria of tastes are indeed
rare and fragile, then redefining “equilibrium” will not produce equilibrium.” Even worse, “by
assuming he can redefine equilibrium into existence, he is attempting to substitute a word for
the thing” (Riker, 1980b).

In conclusion, Riker's rejection of equilibrium in politics does not discount the
occurrence of certain types of equilibria in the real world. And probably he has been
misinterpreted by most of his critics who have overemphasized his argument about “the dismal
science.” Probably the difference with the hard “new institutionalists” was that despite apparent
stability, for Riker marginal disequilibrium would persist due to individuals' divergent tastes
and values, even under institutional constraints — because human action and the manipulation
of even institutions is always a possibility that needs to be accounted for. Thus, the observed
political stability is primarily a result of constraints triumphing over individual values, while
acknowledging that tastes and values and manipulation still account for the remaining

instability. Riker’s main argument, as he wrote in the 1980 reply, was “directed toward a
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renewal of political scientists’ interests in the study of institutions” and the empirical
regularities that they would provide. Dependence of political outcomes on institutions was for
Riker “the unique subject matter of political science (as distinct from, for example, economics)”

(1980b). Therefore, institutions would become the central focus of analysis.
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9. Conclusion

Riker’s path toward a definition of equilibrium has been contorted and always nuanced.
It changed as the agenda of Positive Political Theory unraveled. Started as a relationship of
forces, equilibrium would measure the difference in power of political actors. When it was
applied to game theory, political equilibrium resembled a sort of Nash equilibrium strategy that
indicated how coalitions would have divided the electoral prize among the member parties.
Only when the Rochester School became well established, the notion became clearer. Political
equilibrium occurred when the aggregation of preferences from the individual to the group was
transitive. This means that equilibrium had to coincide with a Condorcet winner, a top-cycle
set, or a “core.” Riker used this notion — or better, its contrary — to promote a specific version
of democracy. Given that equilibrium is unattainable, only a Madisonian liberalism is consistent
with the findings of social choice theory. In contrast, the ideology of populism, which claimed
that by means of voting it is possible to discover the public interest, is scientifically incorrect.

It is not clear whether it was the definition of equilibrium or the implication that Riker
drew after 1980 that caused heated debates, especially among positive political theorists.
Probably, some of them felt their findings to be discredited, while it is clear today that there
had been great advances in the study of political events thanks to the application of the positivist
method and the search of equilibria (Kramer, 1986; MacRae, 1986).

Something that has not been extensively addressed in this paper, but that is an
underlying theme, is the parallel of political science with economics. Riker recurrently referred
to the Walrasian equilibrium of prices as an inspiration for credibility, predictability, and
generalization — the feature which elevated the status of economics above all other social
sciences. But in political science the history of how the ideas in political theory developed, took

the opposite way of economics. Economists kept on refining their models in order to find
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equilibrium'® (Diippe & Weintraub, 2014), and historian of economics reported this intellectual
enterprise as one of “stabilizing dynamics” (Weintraub, 1991). According to Fiorina and
Shepsle, “our colleagues in Economics have deliberately chosen a research program different
from that embraced by the younger generation of positive political theorists.” When at the end
of his career, Shepsle asked Riker “What are the great ideas that have been formulated during
your professional life that have changed the way people think about politics?” he replied: “it
seems to me that the things that will have the deepest impact on the science are the ideas of
disequilibrium” (Riker in Shepsle, 1979).

Kuhn forces us to consider that sometimes the shift in paradigm is just a matter of
accident. At the beginning of PPT, research was not about disequilibrium and the impossibility

of predictability. On the contrary, “the emphasis was on equilibrium results.”

Why this research program was abandoned is not clear; perhaps those involved
became convinced that reasonably interesting equilibrium models of political
situations constituted a set of measure zero. But it is not obvious that the situation

is any different in economics (Shepsle & Fiorina, 1980).

10 Tt should be pointed out that only “neoclassical” economists thought that equilibrium could be
achieved. Austrian economists strongly opposed this view. For example, F. A. Hayek (1968) refused to
use the term economic “equilibrium” because it would presuppose “that the facts have already all been
discovered and competition therefore has ceased.” Similarly, for I. Kirzner (1971), the very existence of
entrepreneurs means that we live in a reality of economic disequilibrium.
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