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This paper compares and evaluates two recently developed and increasingly popular general approaches in comparative and historical political economy: the regulation approach and theories of governance.
 There are at least four good reasons for such a review at the present time. Its first, and immediate, pretext is the close connection often made between the alleged transition from Fordism to a post-Fordist accumulation regime and the purported development of new forms of economic and political governance.
 Second, even without this direct and explicitly drawn connection, the regulation approach and theories of governance would seem to have enough (meta-)theoretical assumptions in common to merit a systematic comparison. Third, in addition to various underlying parallels and (sometimes conscious) convergences in their theoretical apparatus, the two perspectives share substantive or practical concerns across a wide range of topical issues.
 And, fourth, as anyone who has tried to grapple with the complexities of either the regulation approach or theories of governance will have found, there are serious difficulties with each paradigm. So it is worth asking whether such difficulties would be alleviated, left unchanged, or magnified in the attempt to combine them into a more general account of contemporary economic and political change.

These four motives are reflected in the argument of the present paper. First it briefly reviews the conceptual background to current concerns with regulation and governance. Then it considers the basic (meta-)theoretical assumptions and core concepts of the two paradigms. This will enable me to identify major parallels and convergences and to identify areas where there are important differences in theoretical or substantive focus. I suggest that some of these differences are linked to the relatively 'pre-theoretical' and eclectic nature of work on governance; or, at least, to the far broader scope of studies of governance and hence the greater heterogeneity of their various theoretical objects as compared to those examined in the regulation approach. This in turn enables me to reveal some problems in earlier attempts to combine concepts and arguments relating to governance and regulation in research on local governance. Considerations of space as well as the specific thematic focus of the contributions in this issue prevent me from addressing governance and regulation in national and international regimes (but see also Jessop 1995). This article nonetheless concludes on an optimistic note with some suggestions for a way forward on both theoretical and empirical grounds which should be relevant to a wide range of regulatory and governance issues.

1. Theoretical Background to Regulation and Governance

It is important to distinguish words from concepts. This applies especially to regulation and governance. Etymologically speaking, the words regulation and governance have had long lives, dating back to medieval Latin and beyond.
 However, whereas 'regulation' gained wide currency in a variety of contexts, governance fell into disuse, being largely displaced by government. This is now reflected in a paradox. Whereas the revival of 'governance' suggestively highlights a major paradigm shift in political (and economic) analysis, the continued use of 'regulation' has partly obscured a major paradigmatic shift in economic (and political) analysis. Thus, although the words governance and regulation have ancient histories and chequered pasts, both have since become important concepts for narrating and/or analyzing the contemporary world.

The new concept of 'regulation' entered the anglophone world in the late 1970s and early 1980s through the work of the Parisian 'regulation' school (on which see Aglietta 1979; Boyer 1990; Boyer and Saillard 1994; Lipietz 1988; and Jessop 1990a). The polysemy of the English term encouraged many people to confuse, at least initially, the new concept with the more familiar idea of juridico-political regulation - which corresponds better to the French 'rêglementation'. Indeed, 'régulation' might have been better - and less mechanically - translated as regularization or normalization.
 Thus, although there is already a massive economic, legal, and political literature on the imperative coordination and control of economic activities, regulation theory should definitely not be seen as an addition to this specialized field but rather to the more general problematic of evolutionary or institutional economics.
 Likewise, although the first recorded uses of 'governance' occur in the 14th century and refer mainly to the action or manner of governing, guiding, or steering conduct, it is only in the last two decades that there has been a revival in explicit and sustained theoretical and practical concern with governance as opposed to government. In short, as far as the anglophone world is concerned, the recently renewed interest in regulation and governance can be dated to the mid-1970s.

This development seems to have both theoretical and practical motives. On the one hand, it apparently stems from growing dissatisfaction with a number of dominant approaches in conventionally demarcated mainstream social science disciplines. This holds both for the regulation approach and for research on governance. And, on the other hand, these new interests apparently coincide, also in both cases, with new problems (or, at least, new ways of discursively constituting problems) across a growing range of phenomena on many different social scales.

It is often forgotten nowadays that French
 work on 'regulation' arose in part in opposition to neo-classical economists' obsession with the market-driven tendency towards general equilibrium - a process that allegedly flows from disembedded economic exchange among pre-constituted rational economic actors. Certainly its subsequent popularity has much to do with a rejection of the taken-for-grantedness of the distinction between the economic and the extra- economic and with an increased interest in what I have elsewhere termed 'integral economics', i.e., in the socially embedded, socially regularized nature of economic activities, organizations, and institutions (e.g., Jessop 1990b: 6; 1992a: 233-4). Moreover, among Marxist adherents to the regulation approach, this interest was reinforced by a parallel reaction against the Althusserian structuralist account of the impersonal, quasi-automatic, self- reproduction of a given mode of production. Against this particular structuralist reduction of agents to the role of mere Träger (or supports) of capitalist reproduction, the early regulation theorists took for granted the key role of class struggle in shaping the dynamic of capital accumulation. Rather than involving simplistic celebration of militant class instincts or explaining the generic origins of class struggle and/or crisis tendencies, however, regulationists were concerned with the ways in which particular institutional or structural forms delimit the forms and intensity of class struggle for more or less extended time periods. Thus regulationists insisted on the socially embedded, socially regularized nature of class struggle. But they did not argue, as some of their more vehement Marxist critics have suggested,
 that such regularization will succeed in eliminating the foundations of class struggle in the antagonistic nature of capital as a social relation. Instead they were interested in the changing forms of that struggle and its impact on capital accumulation.

Although studies of governance have much more varied theoretical roots, they, too, have often emerged in reaction to perceived inadequacies in earlier theoretical paradigms. In very general terms it could be suggested that the various approaches to governance share a rejection of the conceptual trinity of market-state-civil society which has tended to dominate mainstream analyses of modern societies. In institutional economics and transaction cost analysis, for example, there has been growing interest in forms of economic coordination which conform neither to pure markets nor to unitary corporate hierarchies (on the market-hierarchy distinction in this context, see, classically, Coase 1937; Williamson 1975; Williamson 1985). This is reflected in studies of a growing range of economic governance mechanisms (such as relational contracting, 'organized markets' in group enterprises, clans, networks, trade associations, and strategic alliances) which coordinate economic activities in other ways (e.g., Campbell et al., 1991; Grabher 1993; Hollingsworth et al., 1994b; Salais and Storper 1993; Storper 1993; Teubner 1993). Likewise, in the field of international relations, there has been a growing reaction to the conventional realist distinction between the domestic political hierarchy organized under the dominance of a sovereign state and the international anarchy formed through inter-state relations (cf. Bull 1977; Krasner 1993).
 This has been reflected in increasing interest in a growing range of international regimes - forms of international coordination which apparently relieve international anarchy but allegedly by-pass the nation-state.
 Interestingly such regimes are sometimes described as involving 'governance without government' (e.g., Rosenau and Czempiel 1992). There has been an analogous shift among political scientists. For they have expressed growing dissatisfaction with a rigid public-private distinction in state-centred analyses of politics and its associated top-down account of the exercise of state power. This has been reflected in growing concern with the role of various forms of political coordination which not only span the conventional public-private divide but also involve 'tangled hierarchies', parallel power networks, or other forms of complex interdependence across different tiers of government and/or different functional domains. This reorientation is often signified in terms of a shift from a narrow concern with government to a broad concern with a wide range of political governance mechanisms with no presumption that these are anchored primarily in the sovereign state. In addition, by highlighting the growing role of associations, regulated self- regulation, private interest government, etc., such concerns challenge the idea that civil society is the residual site of community and/or the field par excellence of bourgeois individualism. A fourth example, more heterodox than the other instances cited above, can be found in the work of Foucauldian theorists. Inspired by Foucault's rejection of top-down analyses of state power and/or the taken-for-grantedness of the bourgeois individual, there is growing interest how in the intersection of specific technologies of power and so-called 'technologies of the self' serves to produce specific forms of disciplinary normalization and to codify or coordinate through governmental or governance mechanisms (see Burchell et al., 1992; Dean 1994; and, especially, Hunt and Wickham 1994).

The parallel between regulation and governance emerges especially well in the following observation by Scharpf. Although he is writing about governance mechanisms, the puzzle that he identifies is similar to that posed by first generation regulation theorists. Thus, whereas the latter theorists were concerned with the improbability of continued accumulation in capitalism despite its various contradictions, conflicts, and dilemmas, Scharpf writes:

'[c]onsidering the current state of theory, it seems that it is not so much increasing disorder on all sides that needs to be explained as the really existing extent, despite everything, of intra- as well as inter- organizational, intra- as well as inter-sectoral, and intra- as well as international, agreement and expectations regarding mutual security. Clearly, beyond the limits of the pure market, hierarchical state, and domination-free discourses, there are more - and more effective - coordination mechanisms than science has hitherto grasped empirically and conceptualized theoretically' (Scharpf 1993: 57, my translation).

And, whereas regulation theorists introduced the social mode of economic regulation to resolve their seeming improbability, Scharpf introduces network forms of governance in explaining his own apparently improbable outcome.

In highlighting the explosive interest in the regulation approach and/or theories of governance since the 1970s, it would be quite wrong to imply that these paradigms have no pre-history and no current competitors. After all, if regulation and governance are not to be reduced to mere words, one must recognize that the concepts to which they correspond could also be presented in other terms. In this context the pre-history of the regulation approach can certainly be traced in much earlier work on institutional and evolutionary economics. Likewise, although this approach is popular nowadays in a wide range of social science disciplines, there are certainly other schools with an interest in the complex social embeddedness of economic activities. Theories of governance have obvious precursors in institutional economics, work on statecraft and diplomacy, research on corporatist networks and policy communities, and interest in 'police'
 or welfare. And, although the idea of 'governance' has now gained widespread currency in mainstream social sciences, it has by no means displaced other research on economic, political, or social coordination.

Given such theoretical pre-histories and present theoretical alternatives, it is worth asking whether other factors might lie behind the recent interest in regulation and governance. Here one should certainly consider the strong practical dimension to these paradigm shifts. For it is well-known that the emergence of regulation theory is closely related to the crisis of Atlantic Fordism and the search for a new social mode of economic regulation. In this context the regulation approach provides a powerful narrative
 in and through which to make sense of the continuing economic crisis and to frame possible solutions to that crisis (see particularly the papers by Peck and Tickell and by Hay in this issue of Economy and Society). Nor has it gone unremarked that current fascination with the nature and dynamic of governance is closely linked to the failure of many taken-for-granted coordination mechanisms in the postwar world. Here we could mention the competitive threat to Anglo-American capitalism posed by other models of capitalism (either Continental European or East Asian); the crisis of US hegemony in a post-Cold War order and the attendant search for post-hegemonic and/or 'post-national state' solutions to global problems; the crisis of the postwar Keynesian welfare national state and its typical modes of economic and political coordination, including tripartite macro-corporatism; and the eruption of identity politics and new social movements which threaten established forms of social and political domination. It is in these circumstances that we find concern with both corporate governance and national competitiveness; with managing new (or newly defined) economic, military, demographic, environmental, and other threats to global security; with 'good' rather than 'bad' governance in Third World polities, whose authoritarianism and corruption can no longer be simply defended as preferable to totalitarian communist rule;
 with compensating for the failure of hierarchical decision-making and 'top-down' planning in a turbulent environment marked by complex interdependence; and with resolving the disciplinary crisis of an allegedly dependency-inducing 'state of welfare' by instituting new forms of 'regulated self-discipline' in an 'enterprise society'. More generally, the academic discovery of networks and governance has coincided with economic changes that have made big business and big government appear rather ineffective as means of economic and political organization. In short, whether prompted by a growing sense of problems in mainstream social science disciplines and/or of problems in maintaining postwar disciplinary (and other) regimes, there are some striking parallels between the respective critiques and solutions offered by the regulation approach and theories of governance. Both shifts provide a good example of the close, mutually constitutive links among academic discourse, political practice, and changing realities.

2. The Meta-theoretical Background to Work on Regulation and Governance

My preceding remarks have suggested a certain parallelism between interest in regulation and governance. The link between them is not confined, however, to parallel developments in separate paradigms. For various regulation theorists have shown an interest in governance theory, either en passant or through more sustained and intensive engagement. Likewise some theorists of economic or political governance and/or of emerging international regimes have shown an interest in regulation theory and its analysis of (the crisis of) Fordism. I will comment briefly on each of these three connections.

A prominent regulationist has suggested that governance is the American paradigmatic equivalent of the French regulation approach (Lipietz 1993: 8n). This goes too far. But there are good reasons to accept the parallel he (and a co-author) have noted between the regulationist notion of 'local mode of regulation' and the conventionalist
 notion of 'mode de gouvernement' (mode of governance) as deployed in recent work on contrasting regional worlds of production (Benko and Lipietz 1994). Indeed these authors suggested earlier that governance designates 'all the forms of regulation that are neither market nor statal: it is civil society minus the market .. plus local political society' (Benko and Lipietz 1992, my translation).
 If these theorists have only noted the parallels, Boyer, the doyen of the Parisian approach, has himself recently participated in research on sectoral governance (e.g., Boyer 1991, 1994a; Boyer and Hollingsworth 1995; cf. Swyngedouw and Moulaert 1992).
 Of particular interest is his recognition that, whereas theories of economic governance are especially useful in the analysis of sectoral governance, it is in analyzing national styles of regulation that one finds the distinctive contribution of the regulation approach (1991: 29-41).

Conversely, some American theorists of neo-corporatism and/or theorists of industrial governance have recently shown real interest in the regulation approach (e.g., Campbell et al. 1991). Of particular interest have been questions of local modes of economic regulation and/or the dynamic lying behind the transformation of governance mechanisms and its roots in the crisis of Fordism, changes in the local-regional-national-global economic dynamic, and the transition to post-Fordism. Indeed, Hollingsworth and his colleagues have suggested that a 'mode of regulation' could be defined in terms of the distinctive mix of different forms of governance (Hollingsworth et al., 1994a: 9).
 In commenting on regulation, they also added that '"the process of fitting production and social demand" necessarily involves a wide and diverse range of governing institutions, not just those setting wages and norms of production' (ibid.).

Likewise, in the field of political governance, various commentators have posited significant connections between the restructuring of the local state (especially the alleged shift from government to governance) and the crisis of the Fordist social mode of economic regulation (for example, Cochrane 1991, 1992; Esser and Hirsch 1989; Harvey 1989; Mayer 1992, 1994; Painter 1991; and Stoker 1989). This aspect is discussed in more detail in section 6 below. Analogous arguments are put in relation to the restructuring of the national and supranational state and the transformation of international regimes (for a discussion of literature and trends in this regard, see Jessop 1993; 1995).

However, whether parallel or convergent, one should not take concurrent paradigmatic shifts, theoretical overlap, or even reciprocal borrowing as self-evident proof of any simple relationship between regulation and governance. Whether there is such a relationship is one of the key issues to be addressed in the present paper. Accordingly, I will now note certain meta- theoretical similarities that might help to explain the parallelism and convergence. These similarities relate to the structural and strategic moments of regulation and governance. Regarding structural analysis, the development of systems theory has been particularly influential; and, on issues of identity, agency, and strategy, one could note the influence of developments in accounts of discourse (and narrativity) and in the understanding of the dialectic of structure-agency (or structuration). There are also some interesting links between these influences. For the new systems theory inclines towards constructivist accounts of the self-organization of social systems; and there are obviously strong constructivist elements in discourse-analytic accounts of how organizations and other social forces besides individuals come to develop distinctive identities, interests, and strategies. I will deal with each moment in turn.

First, there has been increasing concern with the self-organization and self- reproduction of complex systems in turbulent environments. These are issues for which neo-classical equilibrium theory in economics, notions of market and hierarchy in institutional economics, the state-anarchy dichotomy in international relations, the public-private distinction in political science, structural-functionalism in comparative politics,
 and top-down (or katascopic) accounts of power are all, in their different ways, ill-adapted. A systems-theoretical concern with complex self-regulation was emphasized in first generation regulationist work and has lately surfaced again. The intellectual climate shaping French regulationism included concern with auto-organisation (cf. the work of Lemontowicz, Morin, and Prigogine). Lipietz noted parallels between régulation and biological notions such as autopoiesis and homeostasis (Lipietz 1984; 1985). Whereas the former refers to self- production of their own elements and own organization through the INTERNAL operation of systems, the latter connotes the collective contribution of interdependent structural forms to (economic) stabilization. Other regulationists cited Marx's account of the role of crisis as a steering mechanism that forcibly re-imposes the unity of the circuit of capital. More recently, Delorme has linked régulation to concepts relevant to the self- organization of complex systems and has noted the problems introduced by such complexity into the analysis of self-organization (1995).

There has also been a strong systems-theoretical influence in Continental European studies of governance. This has led not only to rejection of any structural-functional account of the relationship between social systems - in which the operation of one (sub-)system is explained in terms of its functions for another (sub-)system or the system as a whole; but also to rejection of an input-output model in which the operation of any given system can be read off from external changes (including attempts at outside control from, for example, a sovereign state). Instead we find strong interest in (a) the self- organization of systems concerned in the first instance with their own self- reproduction rather than with their impact on other systems; and (b) problems related to the external 'steering' (governing, guiding, managing) and/or strategic coordination of complex systems that are resistant to direct intervention or top-down management but nonetheless co-exist and co-evolve in complex ways with other systems with which they are reciprocally interdependent. Such meta-theoretical concerns were initially less marked in Anglo-American work on governance - which was largely concerned at first with more substantive problems of effective policy-making or issues of (neo-)corporatism. As Anglo-American students of governance has moved from critique and problem-solving to sui generis theorization, however, systems-theoretical concerns have also been placed on their research agendas.

Second, regarding the subjective moment of regulation and governance, we find an increasing concern with the constitution of identity, interests, and action. Early regulationist work on Fordism was concerned with the manner in which workers and consumers had been transformed through struggles around new norms of production and consumption and the associated development of a new mode of societalization. These concerns have re-emerged strongly in studies of Fordism in crisis and/or post-Fordism - especially in the stimulating and original work of Jenson (1989, 1990, and 1993). Foucauldian work provides an important intersection between work on regulation and governance through its interest in technologies of the self in the 'state of welfare' (notably Rose 1992). Other work on governance has examined the self-organization of organizations, the constitution of organizational identities, the modalities of coordination of inter-organizational relations (which, by definition, exclude organization or hierarchy), and issues of organizational intelligence and learning (useful surveys of work in this area include the contributions in Kooiman 1993; Kickert 1993; Marin 1990; Marin and Mayntz 1991; Matzner 1994; Mayntz 1993; Scharpf 1994; and Teubner 1992, 1993).

These influences feed into a parallel argument in both regulationist and governmentalist work. For, just as regulation theoretical work implies that the objects of regulation do not fully pre-exist the process of regulation,
 governance theorists are beginning to recognize that 'objects of governance are only known through attempts to govern them' (Hunt and Wickham 1994: 78).
 In other words, the very processes of regulation or governance constitute the objects which come to be regulated or governed in and through a form of self- referential self-organization. One implication of this is that, to paraphrase Marx on production, just as there is neither regulation in general nor general regulation, there is no governance in general nor general governance. Instead, there is only particular regulation and the totality of regulation, only particular governance and the totality of governance (cf. Marx 1857: 99; and Jessop 1990a: 186). In the real world there are only definite objects of regulation that are shaped in and through definite modes of regulation; and definite objects of governance that are shaped in and through definite modes of governance. This in turn highlights the need to study the many and varied struggles over the constitution of such objects and the necessary failures or incompleteness of their regularization or governmentalization. And it also suggests the importance of examining cycles of regularization and governance (on which, see below).

3. Some Basic Differences between Analyses of Regulation and Governance

It would be quite wrong, of course, to conclude from these epistemological and methodological commonalities and parallels, that the regulation approach and governance theory have exactly the same general theoretical object. This in turn means that the regulation approach and governance theory should not be seen as simple substitutes or functional equivalents in theoretical analyses, empirical research, or practical judgements. This can be shown by referring to the sorts of objects examined by regulation theorists and students of governance. Let us consider the regulation approach first.

The pioneer regulation theorist, Aglietta, noted that Marxist and neo- classical economics alike had largely been concerned with the relationship between simple reproduction (or repetition) and rupture (qualitative change or transformation) (Aglietta 1979: 11-12). In the Marxist case, this was reflected in excessive concern with the role of the value form in securing the circuit of capital; and, in the neo-classical case, in excessive concern with the role of the price mechanism in equilibration. In both cases this occurred to the neglect of other mechanisms which helped to secure relative stabilization of capitalism or market economies. We might rephrase this to suggest that Marxist value-theoretical or neo-classical price-theoretical analyses have previously been primarily concerned with the economic mode of economic regulation and the ruptural breakdown of such forms of market-driven regulation. In contrast, Aglietta aimed to develop 'a theory of social regulation (as) a complete alternative to the theory of general equilibrium' (Aglietta 1979: 13). He rejected the idea that the reproduction of economic relations involves 'modes of coordination between the predetermined and unalterable behaviour of (economic - BJ) subjects'; and he proposed to study regulation in terms of 'the transformation of social relations as it creates new forms that are both economic and non-economic, that are organized in structures and themselves reproduce a determinant structure, the mode of production' (Aglietta 1979: 13, 16).

Stripping away the ambiguities in the regulationist concept of 'mode of regulation', we can say that, whereas Aglietta was initially interested in the economic and social modes of economic regulation, regulationists have since become increasingly, and one-sidedly, interested in the social mode of economic regulation. In this context, of course, 'social' operates largely as the 'other' of the economic (market-mediated) mode of economic regulation. It is an extremely heterogeneous category and, even when its various dimensions are identified, it operates primarily as a heuristic for studying the socially embedded, socially regularized nature of economic activities. Among other factors that are frequently mentioned by regulationists in this regard we can mention: the legal regulation of the wage relation, the articulation of financial and industrial capital, changing forms of corporate organization, modes of economic calculation, the role of the state, modes of societalization, and international regimes. In this sense one could easily multiply the modes of economic regulation in line with the number of modalities of so-called extra-economic regulation of the capital relation.

This clarification should alert us to the need to distinguish between the modality of regulation and the object of that operation rather than conflate them. In this context it also has valuable lessons for considering theories of governance. It is particularly tempting to suggest that the 'other' of governance is government (qua state or organizational hierarchy).
 Thus theories of governance are primarily concerned with a wide range of 'social' modes of social coordination rather than with narrowly political (sovereign, juridico-political, bureaucratic, or at least hierarchically organized) modes of social organization. In this context, social coordination refers to the ways in which disparate but interdependent social agencies are coordinated to achieve specific social (economic, political, etc.) objectives. And, in these terms, one could define the general field of governance studies as concerned with the resolution of (para-)political problems (in the sense of problems of collective goal-attainment or the realization of collective purposes) in and through specific configurations of governmental (hierarchical) and extra- governmental (non-hierarchical) institutions, organizations, and practices. Admittedly, there are attempts to generalize the phenomenon of governance further still, to encompass the totality of attempts to govern, manage, or control any phenomenon (e.g., Hunt and Wickham 1994). However, whilst these are certainly more ambitious than other studies of governance and thereby reveal some key features of governance which might otherwise go unremarked, they are quite unrepresentative of the generality of such studies.

4. Some Contingent Theoretical and Substantive Differences

Apart from these basic differences in overall focus, which is rooted in the distinctively Marxist genealogy of the regulation approach and the more eclectic background of the governance approach, there are other theoretical and substantive differences between these two paradigms as they have developed over the last two decades. In some cases these are largely contingent differences, rooted in the ways in which they have been applied, rather than differences inherent in the nature of the paradigms themselves. And, in so far as they are contingent, they may enable us to identify points of future convergence between regulationism and theories of governance.

First, the former, despite the existence of various regulation schools (on which, see Jessop 1990), has attained somewhat greater theoretical coherence than have theories of governance. This may be related in turn to the greater coherence of the theoretical objects on which regulationists focus and to the progressive nature of the regulationist research paradigm (on which see, for example, Boyer and Saillard 1994). For, whilst their approach is unified by a common problematic which originated in an interest to explain how capitalism could remain stable over the long run despite its generic, structurally- inscribed crisis-tendencies, it has since developed in a well-directed manner around a series of key issues. Although there is some scope for disagreement on how the social mode of economic regulation is best interpreted and how it relates to the economic mode of economic regulation, there is at least broad agreement that the basic objects of regulation are connected to the capital relation in its integral economic sense. Thus, whether regulationists have examined the labour process, sectoral regulation, regional accumulation regimes, political regimes, societalization,
 plurinational productive systems, or international regimes, the same general economic concerns are evident (e.g., respectively, Coriat 1992; Swyngedouw and Moulaert 1992; Jessop 1993; Hirsch and Roth 1985; de Bernis 1988; Mistral 1986). In contrast governance theory tends to remain at the pre-theoretical stage of critique: it is much clearer what the notion of governance is against than what it is for. In theoretical terms, governance comprises the 'other' modality (or set of modalities) for a wide range of dominant concepts or paradigms in the social sciences. Thus, whereas regulationists work in one relatively well-defined problematic, theorists of governance operate within several, often disparate and fragmented, problematics. This is reflected in a proliferation of typologies of governance mechanisms constructed for different purposes and a large measure of (often unspoken) disagreement about what is included, what excluded, from the overall concept (vivid examples of different typologies can be found in: Campbell et al., 1991; Grabher 1993; Kitschelt 1991; Kooiman 1993; Thompson et al., 1991).

A relevant consideration here is that the question of governance is more often and more directly related to problem-solving and crisis-management in a wide range of fields than is the regulation approach. Whilst this can have salutary effects in diverse fields, it also risks falling into a 'floating eclecticism'
 by working within and against old paradigms in a wide range of terrains. The risk of eclecticism is reinforced in some cases by the interest of governance theorists in issues of institutional design - which contrasts with the more structuralist or ex post analyses favoured by many regulation theorists. In turn this has led some governance theorists to focus more on specific collective decision-making or goal-attainment issues in relation to specific (socially and discursively constituted) problems. In this sense governance theorists have sometimes inclined towards more instrumentalist analyses than regulationists. The latter, especially the first and second generation theorists, were more interested in the general problem of the micro-foundations of stable macro-economic expansion and the causes of structural economic crises. Only more recently have they shown much interest in institutional design and even here they tend to stress a plurality of (as yet unresolved) scenarios.

Second, although the regulation approach has been applied to a wide range of integral economic phenomena, its principal strengths and most distinctive contributions are in the field of macro-economics. This does not imply that it adopts a narrow macro-economic perspective: its heuristic and explanatory power consists above all in its concern with the regularization of macro- economic arrangements (accumulation regimes), various types of economic crisis, and the nature and role of social modes of economic regulation in economic stabilization, crisis-management, and the transition between accumulation regimes. Moreover, while all regulation theorists eschew teleological explanations for social modes of economic regulation and many reject ex post functionalist accounts, there is a strong emphasis on the emerging institutional complementarities at lower levels that sustain an accumulation regime, the character of which is often taken for granted (especially in historical rather than prospective studies).
 In this sense regulationists tend to adopt a top-down approach to integral economic analysis. In contrast, governance theories have a more micro- or meso-level focus and, if they are concerned with them at all, tend to adopt a bottom-up (anascopic) account of micro-macro linkages. Thus the notion of governance in economic analysis originated in industrial economics with work on modes of economic coordination within and between firms; and it has since been applied to regional productive systems in particular economic spaces and, on an even larger scale, to the totality of institutional arrangements, rules, and agents involved in coordinating and regulating transactions within and across the boundaries of an economic sector (cf. Gilly and Pecqueur 1994).
 As yet there has been no real concern with the social or political coordination (or governance) of the diverse modes of economic governance which would enable one to understand their interrelations on some larger (e.g., national or supranational) scale. Instead, in focusing on specific sets of inter- organizational relations, theories of governance imply that the macro-level is marked by an ungoverned (and probably inherently ungovernable), blindly evolving, hybrid series of governance systems.
 The same sort of pattern is found in political science, international relations, international political economy, and Foucauldian analyses, albeit on other and different social and spatial scales. All are typically concerned with specific governance regimes concerned with specific objects of governance and they tend to neglect the governance of governance regimes. The principal exception here concerns the raising of general issues of constitutional (as opposed to institutional) design, i.e., the rules of the game which might govern the formation of governance regimes and/or contextually steer the otherwise autonomous actions of key players in specific governance situations.

Third, notwithstanding its emphasis on social embeddedness, regulation theory is, almost by definition, (macro-)economic in orientation. It also tends to focus on the institutional complementarities that secure the regularization of accumulation regimes. In this context one can note the well-known regulationist list of five institutional complexes or structural sets which together comprise a (social) mode of (economic) regulation: the wage relation, the money form, competition, the state, and international regimes (cf., classically, Boyer 1990). Moreover, in examining space, the regulation approach regards it primarily as an economic space of accumulation that must be regularized and coordinated. In contrast, governance theories tend to be more meso-political or more generically inter-organizational in scope. Thus they tend to examine specific sectors, localities, or functional areas rather than more global systems (economies, national territories, societies); and, in addition, they tend to focus on how organizations relate to each other within rules of the game that they themselves have some role in shaping. The more narrowly political theories of governance regard space as a territory (with its population of individuals and its organizational ecosystems) to be governed or else as a broad, functionally-defined space within the horizon of a social formation which stands in need of governance. I have already noted how this broad focus helps to explain the greater eclecticism of governance theory in terms of the heterogeneity of the objects of governance and their respective governance mechanisms.

Fourth, notwithstanding my earlier remarks on class struggle, it is clear that regulationists sometimes tend to ignore subjects - conflating the claim that regulation is a process without a subject with a belief that regulation occurs without subjects. This is reflected in a form- and function-theoretic account of macro-economic stabilization which would require more detailed specification before it could become subject- and action-oriented. This view is reinforced when we consider its principal exceptions: the influence of the economic theory of conventions and Bourdieu's ideas about force fields and 'habitus' on more micro-level analyses of regulation (e.g., Bourdieu 1977). The economic theory of conventions is directly concerned with norms and rules that govern economic relations as social relations. And 'habitus' focuses on the basic stock of knowledge acquired by individuals from their path-dependent involvement in a specific series of social milieux and cultural contexts, which shapes their expectations and conduct, and thereby becomes a means of social reproduction and regularization.
 Conversely, governance theory is specifically focused on the coordination problems of subjects - especially in relation to inter-organizational coordination and negotiation. This is reflected in its more direct and widespread links to transaction costs analysis, rational choice theory, game theory, and other action-oriented approaches to social analysis.

These substantive differences are more often contingent than inherent in the core concepts of the regulation approach and governance theories. They reflect the particular path-dependent theoretical development and empirical concerns of their respective protagonists. This conclusion is reinforced by the above- noted convergence between regulation and governance analysts when they encounter each other on common empirical ground. This suggests there is no good theoretical reason why these substantive differences should continue to mark future work on regulation and/or governance.

Indeed there could well be sound theoretical reasons for combining the two notions or paradigms in dealing with specific issues. Several possibilities exist here: they could be seen as semantically different but conceptually identical approaches with exactly the same coverage (e.g., Lipietz 1993: 8n); as equivalent conceptual approaches which are, however, relevant to different analytical domains (e.g., integral economics vs integral politics); as super- and subordinate concepts within an abstract-concrete hierarchy (e.g., governance as an abstract concept, regulation as its concretization in the economic domain); as more and less encompassing concepts respectively along a general-particular continuum (e.g., the Benko and Lipietz view of local governance as a rather heterogeneous residual category within the regulation approach); or as non-equivalent but possibly complementary conceptual approaches relevant to different domains (e.g., regulation pertaining to structural forms and governance to inter-organizational relations). It would be wrong (even if it were feasible) to legislate that one of these possibilities be adopted by all commentators to the exclusion of others. Nonetheless an awareness of the wide range of possibilities should caution us against moving too readily between arguments about regulation and those about governance.

5. Fordism and Post-Fordism

The need for such caution can be seen in the attempts to use the regulation approach to describe and explain changes in local governance in terms of the transition from a Fordist to a putative post-Fordist (central and/or local) state. These political changes are interpreted in relatively unitary terms (at the expense, as Painter and Goodwin note below, of neglecting their very uneven development); and they are explained primarily in terms of a shift in the dominant mode of economic growth (at the expense, as Hay notes below, of ignoring the discursive mediation of economic failure, crisis, and change). The danger of economism (even if 'integral economism') in this context should be obvious. Thus it is hardly surprising that there are, as yet, no adequate regulationist explanations of the structural transformation and/or strategic reorientation of the local state. At best we have more or less plausible regulationist contextualizations of these shifts. Yet, however detailed the analysis of such a strategic context might be, it cannot itself generate an adequate explanation for strategic action. This would require in addition at least some account of the strategic capacities of actors (individual and/or collective) to respond to economic problems, the strategies which they try to pursue, and the relationship between these capacities and strategies and those of other relevant actors in that context. This in turn suggests that one way to link regulationist and 'governmentalist' concerns is through more focused analyses of the institutional, organizational, and discursive mediation of economic regularization. For, although the regulation approach has identified important structural forms or broad regimes (such as the Keynesian welfare national state) which play a key role in securing the extra-economic conditions for capital accumulation, it has tended to neglect both the general manner in which form problematizes function and the particular forms of strategic selectivity (including the differential strategic capacities) of specific forms of coordination. In this sense the regulation approach could benefit from more direct attention to the contributions of theories of governance. Indeed, without considering problems of institutional design and inter-organizational coordination as well as the discursive constitution of objects of regulation and strategies of regularization, the regulation approach will fail to build on its basic insights about the socially embedded, socially regularized character of economic activities.

In contrast, theories of the transformation of local governance tend to distinguish a wider range of policy regimes (by no means reducible to a Fordist vs. post-Fordist contrast) and emphasize the more directly political dynamic behind regime shifts. This seems far more appropriate to explaining the changes in the articulation of government and governance. Thus one might examine how failure in established forms of governance and/or an emerging 'crisis' of governance is perceived by political actors (broadly conceived) and is then translated into demands for restructured and/or new governance regimes. This in turn might lead to an innovation process oriented to solving the purported governance problems and doing so in a more or less turbulent environment; new forms of governance will emerge on condition that collective action problems are resolved through one (or more) of the attempted solutions and become part of new patterns of conduct (cf. the model suggested by Campbell and Lindberg 1991). New governance mechanisms, like new structural forms in regulation, emerge from a trial-and-error search process that operates through evolutionary variation, selection, and retention. It is in this context that issues of strategic selectivity and strategic capacities are so crucial and that attention must be paid to the material and discursive appropriateness of proposed responses.

In presenting the argument in these terms I have deliberately separated the ideas of re-regularization and 'regovernmentalization'. In distinguishing the logics of regulation and governance one can pose a fundamental theoretical as well as practical problem: to what extent and in what ways might solutions to specific 'governance' problems be related to those for specific 'regulation' problems? If one accepts that regulation and governance are not conceptually identical and actually refer to different objects, processes, and practices, there is no reason to anticipate that attempts to re-regularize an (integral) economic object will solve problems of (integral) political governability. Or vice versa. It also points to possible substantive dilemmas, conflicts, and contradictions between a response to economic and political crisis which is more oriented to solving problems of accumulation and one which is more oriented to issues of (para-)political governability. Whether a solution for governance problems can be linked to new modes of regulation depends on how far (integral) economic concerns can find expression in the discursive construction of the problem of governance and secure a social basis among the political actors involved in resolving this problem. Likewise, whether an emerging mode of governance is subsequently linked to a new mode of regulation will also depend on the nature of the structural coupling between political and economic processes, i.e., on the appropriateness of the mode of governance to integral economic as well as governability problems. In this sense, although regulation problems certainly provide a context for identifying and solving governance problems, they may not be directly reflected in the problem-solving behaviour that leads to a new mode of governance (for a discussion of this problem with special reference to the competing logics of accumulation and partisan advantage in Thatcherism, see Jessop 1992 and 1994b; an alternative perspective on the failure of neo-liberalism as a political project to resolve regulation crises is provided in Peck and Tickell's paper below).

In short, whether one examines a specific economic and political crisis in terms of a regulationist or governance approach can involve more than a question of perspectival preference; it also depends on the construction of the problem itself by social forces, the relative primacy accorded to different axes of societalization, and the outcome of competing strategies oriented to such alternative axes. If problems of political governance take priority over the solution of economic problems and thereby shape the transformation of local governance, for example, this could have major repercussions on the capacity of the local economy to compete in the national, European, and global economies. Whether, and under what conditions, solutions to governance and regulation problems can be implemented in tandem and then become structurally coupled is an interesting but under-researched problem. That such coupling is possible is illustrated (up to a point) by the articulation of government and governance mechanisms that contributed to the regulation of postwar Atlantic Fordism and secured a relatively crisis-free operation of the postwar national state.

Attempts to address the question of the appropriate forms of articulation of regulation and governance can also be found in contemporary discourses on the crisis of urban politics and local economies. This can be illustrated from a recent paper by Fosler, a US-American local economic development adviser. He refers, as do many others, to the emerging local economic development paradigm that emphasizes the role of a reinvigorated, market-driven, private sector in securing economic growth in a Schumpeterian growth dynamic. But he also notes that this requires the development of institutions to shape and execute the state's responsibilities in this regard. Thus he writes that:

'the new institutional capacities include a conceptual reorientation of the economic role of governance; the ability to generate and apply knowledge across a broad range of policy areas; fashioning new mechanisms and approaches to leadership and decision-making; redesigning systems and strategies for getting results; and creating more effective means of performance assessment and accountability' (Fosler 1992: 4).

He also notes that the range of these new state responsibilities cannot be satisfactorily handled within a single state agency: there needs to be a range of agencies. Nor can they be satisfactorily handled by the state alone. Instead the strategic reorientation of the state requires that (a) governance as an instrument of economic performance must combine a top-down, long-term strategic vision and bottom-up, market driven, performance-oriented action; and that (b) a new generation of organizational intelligence and new mechanisms of organizational and agency coordination are developed with can display market features but also offer means of effective performance quality assessment and accountability. What is required, in short, is a strategy for institutional change (Fosler 1992: 9-13).

This argument exemplifies an increasing concern to connect regulation and governance. It highlights the contribution of a shift from the centrality of government to more decentralized forms of governance at the local as well as national and international levels in the attempt to re-regularize the capital relation. This involves a functional reorganization of the state's activities in the broader political system characterized by a movement away from the taken-for-granted primacy of official (typically national) state apparatuses towards the taken-for-granted necessity of quite varied forms (and levels) of partnership between official, parastatal, and nongovernmental organizations in the management of economic and social relations.
 For this reason it also involves a shift from the top-down hierarchical political organization which is a formal characteristic of sovereign states to an emphasis on promoting and/or steering the self-organization of inter-organizational relations. In this expanding range of networks, partnerships, and other models of economic and political governance, official apparatuses would remain at best primus inter pares. For, although public money and law would still be important in underpinning their operation, other resources (such as private money, knowledge, or expertise) would also be critical to their success. In this sense the state's involvement would tend to be rather less hierarchical, less centralized, and less dirigiste in character.

6. Problems in the Problematics of Regulation and Governance

It is in this context that we can understand the widespread fascination with the self-organization of inter-organizational relations and the continuing experimentation with alternative forms of governance, whether re-discovered or newly invented. The most general case for this shift both from government hierarchy and pure market exchange can be made in terms of the evolutionary advantage
 of the self-organizing logic of inter-organizational relations where a plurality of interdependent but autonomous organizations, each controlling important resources, need to coordinate their actions to produce a joint outcome which is deemed mutually beneficial.

One solution to this problem involves organizing governance around the representation of actors (organizations) which can represent the self- reproduction and self-regulation interests of different systems as well as the self-interest of specific actors within those systems. This becomes especially acute when we consider the dispersion of governance solutions and the necessity of building appropriate macro-organizational capacities to deal with a wide range of structural changes at the interorganizational level without undermining the coherence and integrity of the (national) state. Likewise, in addition to issues of finding collective solutions to individual regulation problems (i.e., problems of economic reproduction-regulation), there is an issue of the overall coherence of the accumulation regime and its social mode of economic regulation. There is a major tension between these two forms of coherence even if individual governance solutions are also appropriate for a specific regulatory problem (and vice versa) - especially as the territorial scale and the overall logic of governance and regulation are different. This poses issues of inter-systemic negotiation or strategic coordination on a different scale from those of individual governance problems - this is the problem of metagovernance or governance in the shadow of hierarchy and poses issues of constitutional design. It may also shed light on the relative merits of neo-liberal, neo-corporatist, and neo-statist solutions to the crisis of Fordist regulation in so far as these are differentially related to the solution of the governance problems posed (or reinforced by) that crisis.

There is a more fundamental problem that has not been fully addressed in recent work on regulation and governance (but see the contribution of Peck and Tickell to this issue of Economy and Society). This concerns the extent to which form problematizes function. The growing obsession with governance mechanisms as a solution to market failure or state failure should not lead to neglect of governance failure. One should avoid seeing governance as being necessarily a more efficient solution than markets or states to problems of economic or political coordination. Another implication of this is that the growth of interest in governance mechanisms might be a specific stage in an established cycle of modes of policy-making (cf. Offe 1975).
 For Offe notes that, since each and every mode of state policy making is prone to failure, one must either accept that a stable state is impossible or that it is possible only to the extent that it has capacity to flexibly shift modes of policy-making as the failures and contradictions of the dominant mode (or the prevailing policy-making mix) become more evident and threaten the state's rationality and legitimacy. This suggests that the state's long-run survival depends on specific organizational qualities of the state, including what we might term the articulation of government and governance. Much the same argument could, of course, be made about policy cycles within forms of market organization or industrial governance structure.

This suggests that the current expansion of networks at the expense of markets and hierarchies and of governance at the expense of government may involve little more than a specific stage in a regular succession of dominant modes of policy-making. In this sense what we are witnessing today is really discontinuity in continuity: oscillation within a repeated policy cycle. An alternative explanation would be that, for various reasons, there has been a shift in the institutional centre of gravity (or 'institutional attractor') around which policy cycles operate due to some qualitative shift in the basic problems which regularizing or governmentalizing policies must address. Here we would be dealing with continuity in discontinuity: the revival of familiar governance mechanisms for qualitatively new purposes. If there is a major transition from Fordism to post-Fordism (linked additionally to new technologies, internationalization, and regionalization), then such a long term shift may be at work. The same possibilities are indicated by the crisis of the national state - with a proliferation of cross-border and multi-tier problems that can no longer be coordinated within national state hierarchy or through neo-realist anarchy of market (see Jessop 1995). Here too we could anticipate that the expansion of networks and/or governance is a sign of a qualitative shift rather than a simple pendular shift within a policy cycle. Rather than prejudge this issue, however, it is more important to recognize that there could be various path-dependent possibilities.

7. Concluding Remarks

This article has been largely concerned with clarifying the theoretical relationship between the regulation approach and work on governance in methodological and substantive terms. It is correspondingly abstract in nature and cannot substitute for empirical analysis of specific patterns of regulation and governance in particular contexts. This is an important part of the research project on local governance and regulation currently being undertaken by Jessop and Hay. Nonetheless I hope to have shown that there are strong meta-theoretical similarities between the two approaches in terms of their common interest in the path-dependent, constitutive relationship between modes of governance-regulation and objects of governance-regulation. Neither regulation theory nor theories of governance can be seen as teleological in character or as committed to ex post functionalist arguments: for they imply that it is in and through governance (or regulation) that the elementary objects of their attention are transformed through complex articulation into specific moments within a given mode of governance (or regulation).
 Moreover, taking this notion of differential articulation further, we should note that the same modes of regulation and/or governance could be configured into rather different economic or political projects. Thus partnership could be a major feature in re-regularization of an economy in crisis or a major feature in the re-governmentalization of a political regime in crisis. Sometimes there will be a (temporary) coincidence of interest between economic and political forces in calling for partnership; but this could be followed by struggles to 'instrumentalize' partnership for economic or political purposes. Similarly, if not directly the focus of struggle, contradictory expectations or insertions could lead to contradictions in the operation of governance mechanisms. I would suggest that such struggles are especially clear in the British case (see, for example, Peck and Tickell below) and that the primacy of the political means that an initially unfavourable neo-liberal strategy has been further weakened by its subversion for political purposes (cf. Jessop 1994a). For this reason, if for no other, it is especially important to avoid a simple-minded equation of regulation and governance.

References

Aglietta, M. (1979) A Theory of Capitalist Regulation: the US Experience, London: New Left Books.

Atkinson, M.M. and Coleman, W.D. (1992) ‘Policy networks, policy communities and the problems of governance’, Governance, 5 (2), 154-80.

Benko, Georges and Lipietz, A. (1994) ‘De la régulation des espaces aux espaces de régulation’, in R. Boyer and Y. Saillard, eds., Théorie de la régulation. L’état des savoirs, Paris: La Découverte, 293-303.

de Bernis, G. (1988) ‘Propositions for an analysis of the crisis’, International Journal of Political Economy, 18 (2), 44-67.

Bourdieu, P. (1977) Outline of a Theory of Practice, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Boyer, R. (1990) The Regulation School: a critical introduction, New York: Columbia University Press.

Boyer, R. (1991) ‘The transformations of modern capitalism: by the light of the “Regulation Approach” and other political economy theories’, Paris: CEPREMAP, Couvertures Orange, No. 9134.

Boyer, R. (1994a) ‘Vers une theorie originelle des institutions économiques?’, in R. Boyer and Y. Saillard, eds., Théorie de la régulation. L’état des savoirs, Paris: La Découverte, 530-539.

Boyer, R. and Hollingsworth, R.J. (ed.) (1995) 

Boyer, R. and Saillard, R., eds. (1994) Théorie de la régulation. L’état des savoirs, Paris: La Découverte.

Bull, H. (1977) The Anarchical Society: a Study of Order in World Politics New York: Columbia University Press.

Burchell, G., Gordon, C., and Miller, P., eds., The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality, Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Campbell, J.L. and Lindberg, L.N. (1991) ‘’, in J. Campbell, J.R. Hollingsworth, and L.N. Lindberg (eds.) Governance of the American Economy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 319-355.

Campbell, J.L., Hollingsworth, J.R., and Lindberg, L.N., eds., (1991) Governance of the American Economy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Coase, R. (1937) ‘The nature of the firm’, Economica, 4 (4), 386-405.

Cochrane, A. (1991) ‘The changing state of local government: restructuring for the 1990s’, Public Administration, 69, 281-302.

Cochrane, A. (1992) ‘Is there a future for local government?’, Critical Social Policy, 32, 4-19.

Coriat, B. (1990) 

Cox, R.W. (1993) ‘Structural issues of global governance: implications for Europe’, in S. Gill, ed., Gramsci, Historical Materialism, and International Relations, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 259-289.

Czempiel, Ernst-Otto and Rosenau, James N., eds. (1989) Global Changes and Theoretical Challenges: Approaches to World Politics for the 1990s. Lexington: Lexington Books.

Daly, G. (1993) ‘The discursive construction of economic space’, Economy and Society, 20 (1), 79-102.

Dean, M. (1994) Critical and effective histories: Foucault’s methods and historical sociology, London: Routledge.

Delorme, R. (1995) ‘Self-organization and complexity’, Paper presented to a conference on Self-Organization in Economics, Paris: CEPREMAP, 9-10th March.

Demirovic, A. (1992) ‘Regulation und Hegemonie: Intellektuelle, Wissenspraktiken und Akkumulation’, in A. Demirovic, H.-P. Krebs, and T. Sablowski, eds., Hegemonie und Staat, Münster: Westfälisches Dampfboot,  128-157.

Duchacek, I.D. (1984) ‘The international dimension of subnatinal self-government’, Publius: the journal of federalism, 14 (1), 5-31. 

Dupuy, J.-P. et al., (1989)  special issue.

Esser, J. and Hirsch, J. (1989) ‘The Crisis of Fordism and the Dimensions of a ‘Postfordist’ Regional and Urban Structure’, International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 13 (3), 417-437.

Favereau, O. (1994) ‘Conventions et régulation’, in  R. Boyer and Y. Saillard, eds., Théorie de la régulation. L’état des savoirs, Paris: La Découverte, 511-519.

Felder, M. (1994) ‘Auf der Suche nach einem neuen technologischen Paradigma? Steuerungstheoretische Überlegungen zur Europäischen Forschungs- und Technologiepolitik’, in H.-J. Bieling and F. Deppe, eds., Entwicklungs-probleme des europäischen Kapitalismus, Marburg: Studien der Forschungs-gruppe Europäischen Gemeinschaft, Nr. 4, 127-154.

Fosler, R.S. (1992) ‘State economkic policy: the emerging paradigm’, Economic Development Quarterly, 6 (1), 3-13.

Ghai, Y. (1993) ‘Constitutions and Governance in Africa: A Prolegomenon,’ in S. Adelman and A. Paliwala, eds., Law and Crisis in the Third World, London: Hans Zell Publishers, 51-75.

Gilly, J.-P. and Pecquer, B. (1994) ‘La dimension locale de la régulation’, in R. Boyer and Y. Saillard, eds., Théorie de la régulation. L’état des savoirs, Paris: La Découverte, 304-312.

Grabher, G. (ed.) (1993) The Embedded Firm: on the socioeconomics of industrial networks, London: Routledge.

Harvey, D. (1989) ‘From Managerialism to Entrepreneurialism: The Transformation of Urban Governance in Late Capitalism’, Geografiska Annaler, Series B: Human Geography, 71 (1), 3-17.

Hay, C. (1994) ‘Werner in Wunderland or notes on a marxism beyond pessimism and false optimism’, Futur Anterieur, 23-24 (special issue on École de la régulation et critique de la raison économique), 331-362.

Hirsch, J. and Roth, R. (1985) Das neue Gesicht des Kapitalismus, Frankfurt: EVA.

Hollingsworth, J.R. and Lindberg, L.N. (1985) ‘The role of markets, clans, hierarchies, and associative behaviour’, in W. Streeck and P.C. Schmitter, eds., Private Interest Government: beyond market and state, London: Sage, pp 221-254.

Hollingsworth, J.R., Schmitter, P.C., and Streeck, W. (1994a) ‘Capitalism, sectors, institutions, and performance’, in idem, eds., Governing Capitalist Economies, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp 3-16.

Hollingsworth, J.R., Schmitter, P.C., and Streeck, W. (1994b) Governing Capitalist Economies: performance and control of economic sectors, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Holsti, K.J. (1992) ‘Governance without Government: Polyarchy in nineteenth-century European International Politics’, in J.N. Rosenau and E.-O. Czempiel, Governance without Government, pp 30-57.

Hunt, A. and Wickham, G. (1994) Foucault and Law: towards a sociology of law as governance, London: Pluto Press.

Hyden, G. (1992) ‘Governance and the study of politics’, in G. Hyden and M. Bratton, eds., Governance and politics in Africa, Boulder: Westview, pp. 1-26.

Hyden, G. (1994) ‘Changing ideological and theoretical perspectives on development’, in U. Himmelstrand, K. Kinyanjui, and E. Mburugu, eds., African perspectives on development: controversies, dilemmas and openings, London: James Currey.

Jenson, J. (1989) ‘”Different” but not “exceptional”: Canada’s permeable Fordism’, Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropology, 26 (1), 

Jenson, J. (1990) ‘Representations in crisis: the roots of Canada’s permeable Fordism’, Canadian Journal of Political Science, 24 (3), 653-683.

Jenson, J. (1991) ‘Thinking (a Feminist) History: the regulation approach as theatre’, Cahiers de Recherche Sociologique, 17, 185-198.

Jenson, J. (1993) ‘Naming nations: making nationalist claims in Canadian public discourse’, Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropology, 30 (3), 337-350.

Jessop, B. (1982) The Capitalist State: Marxist Theories and Methods, Oxford: Martin Robertson.

Jessop, B. (1998) ‘Regulation Theory, Post-Fordism, and the State: more than a reply to Werner Bonefeld’, Capital and Class, 34, 147-69.

Jessop, B. (1990a) ‘Regulation Theories in Retrospect and Prospect’, Economy and Society, 19 (2), 153-216.

Jessop, B. (1990b) State Theory: Putting the Capitalist State in its Place, Cambridge: Polity Press.

Jessop, B. (1992a) ‘Regulation und Politik: integrale Ökonomie und integraler Staat’, in A. Demirovic, H.-P. Krebs, and T. Sablowski, eds., Hegemonie und Staat, Münster: Westfälisches Dampfboot Verlag, 232-62

Jessop, B. (1992b) ‘Fordism and Post-Fordism: a Critical Reformulation’, in A.J. Scott and M.J. Storper, eds., Pathways to Regionalism and Industrial Development, London: Routledge, 43-65.

Jessop, B. (1993) ‘Towards a Schumpeterian Workfare State? Preliminary Remarks on Post-Fordist Political Economy’, Studies in Political Economy, 40, 7-39.

Jessop, B. (1994a) ‘Post-Fordism and the State’, in A. Amin, ed., Post-Fordism, Oxford: Blackwell, 251-279.

Jessop, B. (1994b) ‘The Transition to Post-Fordism and the Schumpeterian Workfare State’, in R. Burrows and B. Loader, eds., Towards a post-Fordist Welfare State?, London: Routledge, 13-37.                        

Jessop, B. (1995) ‘The Nation-State: Erosion or Reorganization?’, Lancaster Regionalism Group Working Papers (Governance Series), No. 50, Lancaster University.

Kickert, W.J.M. (1993) ‘Autopoiesis and the Science of (public) Administration: Essence, Sense and Nonsense’, Organization Studies, 14 (2), 261-78.

Kitschelt, H. (1991) ‘Industrial Governance Structures, Innovation Strategies, and the Case of Japan: sectoral or cross-national comparative analysis?’, International Organization, 45 (4), 453-493.

Kooiman, J. (ed.) (1993) Modern Governance, London: Sage.

Krasner, S.D., ed. (1983) International Regimes, Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Laclau, E. and Mouffe, C. (1985) Hegemony and Socialist Strategy, London: Verso.

Leftwich, A. (1994) ‘Governance, the State, and the Politics of Development, Development and Change, 25 (4), 363-386.

Lindberg, L.N., Campbell, J.L., and HOll 88 (1991) Economic governance and the analhysis of structural\cjhanger in the Amn econ’, in Cet al 3-34.

Lipietz, A. (1985) The Enchanted World, London: Verso.

Lipietz, A. (1988) ‘Accumulation, crises, and ways out: some methodological reflections on the concept of “regulation”’, International Journal of Political Economy, 18 (2), 10-43.

Lipietz, A. (1993) ‘The local and the global: regional individuality or interregionalism?’, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 18 (1), 8-18.

Marin, B., ed. (1990) Governance and Generalized Exchange: Self-organizing Policy Networks, Boulder: Westview Press.

Marin, B. and Mayntz, R., eds., (1991) Policy Networks: empirical evidence and theoretical considerations, Frankfurt: Campus.

Markusen, A.R. (1985) Profit Cycles, Oligopoly and Regional Development, Cambridge: MIT Press.

Marx, K. (1843) ‘Critical marginal notes on the article “The King of Prussia and Social Reform. By a Prussian”’, in K. Marx and F.W. Engels, Marx-Engels Collected Works, London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1975, pp 189-206.

Marx, K. (1857) ‘Introduction to the Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy’, in idem, Grundrisse der Kritik der politischen Ökonomie, Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Matzner, E. (1994) ‘Instrument-targeting or context-making? A new look at the theory of economic policy’, Journal of Economic Issues, 28 (2), 461-476.

Mayer, M. (1992) ‘The shifting local political system in European cities’, in M. Dunford and G. Kafkalis, eds., Cities and Regions in the new Europe: the global-local interplay and spatial development strategies, London: Belhaven, 255-278.

Mayer, M. (1994) ‘Post-Fordist city politics’, in A. Amin, ed., Post-Fordism, Oxford: Blackwell, 316-339.

Mayntz, R. (1993) ‘Modernization and the logic of interorganizational networks’, in J. Child, M. Crozier, R. Mayntz et al., Societal Change between Market and Organization, Aldershot: Avebury, 3-18.

Miller, P. and Rose, N. (1990) ‘Governing economic life’, Economy and Society, 19 (1), 1-31.

Mistral, J. (1986) ‘Régime internationale et trajectoires nationales’, in R. Boyer (ed.), Capitalismes fin de siècle, Paris: PUF, 167-202.

Mjøset, L. (1985) ‘Regulation and the institutionalist tradition’, in idem and J. Bohlin, Introduksjon til Reguleringskolen: tre arbeidsnotater, Aalborg: Nordisk Sommeruniversiteit, 1985, pp 1-101.

Moulaert, F. and Swyngedouw, E. (1992) ritain and France, London: UCL Press, 39-62.

Offe, C. (1975) ‘The Theory of the Capitalist State and The Problem of Policy Formation’ in L.N. Lindberg et al., eds., Stress and Contradiction in Modern Capitalism, Lexington: D.C. Heath, 125-44.

Offe, C. (1984) Contradictions of the Welfare State London: Hutchinson.

Orléan, A., ed. (1994) Analyse économique des conventions, Paris: Presses Universitaires Françaises.

Painter, J. (1991) ‘Regulation theory and local government’, Local Government Studies, 17 (6), 23-44.

Polanyi, K. (1944) The Great Transformation, New York: Rinehart and Company.

Rose, N. (1992) ‘Governing the Enterprising Self’, in P. Heelas and P. Morris, eds., The Values of the Enterprise Culture: the Moral Debate, London: Routledge.

Rose, N. and Miller, P. (1992) ‘Political power beyond the state: problematics of government’, British Journal of Sociology, 43 (2), 173-205.

Rosenau, J.N. (1992) ‘Governance, order, and change in world politics’, in idem and Czempiel, eds., Governance without Government, 1-29.

Rosenau, J.N. and Czempiel, E.-O., eds. (1992) Governance without Government: Order and Change in World Politics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Scharpf, F.W. (1993) ‘Positive und negative Koordination in Verhandlungssystemen’, in A. Héritier, ed., Policy-Analyse: Kritik und Neuorientierung, PVS Sonderheft 24, Opladen, 57-83.

Scharpf, F.W. (1994) ‘Games real actors could play: positive and negative coordination in embedded negotiations’, Journal of Theoretical Politics, 6 (1), 27-53.

Schmitter, P.C. (1989) ‘Corporatism is Dead! Long live Corporatism!’, Government and Opposition, 24 (1), 54-73.

Schmitter, P.C. (1994) ‘Sectors in modern capitalism: models of governance and variations in performance’, in R. Brunetta and C. Dell’Aringa, eds., Labour Relations and Economic Performance, London: Macmillan, 000-000.

Somers, M.R. (1994) ‘The narrative construction of identity: a relational and network approach’, Theory and Society, 23 (4), 605-649.

Salais, R. and Storper, M. (1993) Les mondes de production: Enquête sur l’identité économique de France, Paris: Éditions de l’ÉHESS.

Stoker, G. (1989) ‘Creating a local government for a post-fordist society: the Thatcherite Project?’, in J. Stewart and G. Stoker, eds., Local Government in Europe: Trends and Developments, London: Macmillan.

Stoker, G. and Mossberger, K. (1992) ‘The post-fordist local state: the dynamics of its development’, Paper presented at a Conference on Towards a Post-Fordist Welfare State?, University of Teesside, September.

Storper, M. (1993) ‘Regional “worlds of production”: learning and innovation in the technology districts of France, Italy and the USA’, Regional Studies, 27 (5), 433-455.

Storper, M. and Harrison, B. (1991) ‘Flexibility, Hierarchy and Regional Development - the Changing Structure of Industrial Production’, Research Policy, 20 (5), 407-22.

Streeck, W. and Schmitter, P.C. (1985) ‘Community, market, state - and associations? The prospective contribution of interest governance to social order’ in idem, eds. Private Interest Government: beyond market and state, London: Sage, 1-29.

Swyngedouw, E. and Moulaert, P. (1992) ‘Accumulation and organization in computer and communications industries: a regulationist approach’, Regional Studies, 23 (4).

Théret, B. (1992) Régimes économiques de l’ordre politique, Paris: PUF.

Teubner, G. (1992) ‘Autopoiesis and steering: how politics profit from the normative surplus of capital’, in R.J. ‘t Veld et al., Autopoiesis and Configuration Theory, Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic, pp 127-142.

Teubner, G. (1993) ‘Unitas multiplex: corporate governance as an example’, in idem, Law as an Autopoietic System, Oxford: Blackwell, 123-158.

Tickell, A. and Peck, J. (1992) ‘Accumulation, regulation and the geographies of post-Fordism: missing links in regulationist research’, Progress in Human Geography, 16 (2), 190-218.

Thompson, G. et al. (eds.) (1991) Markets, Hierarchies, and Networks: the Coordination of Social Life, London: Sage.

Waltz, K.N. (1979) Theory of International Politics, Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Whitley, R. (1992) Business Systems in East Asia, London: Sage.

Wickham, G. (1987) ‘Power and power analysis: beyond Foucault?’, Economy and Society, 12 (4), 468-498.

Williamson, O.J. (1975) Market and hierarchies: analysis and antitrust implications, New York: Free Press.

Williamson, O.J. (1985) The economic institutions of capitalism, New York: Free Press.

Wilks, S. and Wright, M., eds., (1987) Comparative Government-Industry Relations, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

World Bank (1991) World Development Report: the Challenge of Development, New York: Oxford University Press.

Wright, M. (1988) ‘Policy community, policy network, and comparative industrial policies’, Political Studies, 36 (4), 593-612.

Endnotes





� This paper emerge from a research project on local governance financed by the ESRC, grant number L311253032. I am especially grateful to Colin Hay, Gordon MacLeod, Joe Painter, Jamie Peck, Rod Rhodes, Gerry Stoker, Ngai-Ling Sum, Gunther Teubner, Adam Tickell, John Urry, and Helmut Willke for past discussions and pertinent comments which have helped to shape the present argument. The usual disclaimer applies.


� This connection is especially clear in the current multidisciplinary and multi-project research programme on local governance financed by the Economic and Social Research Council in Britain. A useful account of some ideas behind this project, which suggests some interesting links between post-Fordism and the new local governance, can be found in Stoker 1989. See also the introduction to this collection of papers.


� To mention just a few illustrative topics: the contradictory nature and repercussions of globalization and regionalization in the world economy; the transformation of local economies and the local state; the changing nature of the corporate form; and the development of international regimes in a post- hegemonic world order.


� The roots are the classical Latin regulatio and mediaeval Latin gubernantia respectively and the etymologies refer to rule-making and steering, piloting, or guidance.


� The relevant norms in this context are norms of production and norms of consumption, with the focus of regulation being to secure their compatibility within a given accumulation regime: see especially Aglietta 1979. The appropriateness of regularization or normalization is also indicated by the close links some commentators see between the regulation approach and recent French institutionalist work on the 'economy of conventions', with its marked emphasis on hermeneutic understanding of the bounded rationality of economic action grounded in socially embedded institutional rules and macro-economic diversity: on this, see, for example, Dupuy 1989; Favereau 1994; Orlean 1994; and Salais and Storper 1993.


� The regulation approach is affiliated to the 'old' institutional and evolutionary economics (cf. Mjøset 1985) as well as to classical Marxism (cf. Boyer 1990; Lipietz 1985); and to the more general Polanyian emphasis on the socially embedded, socially regulated character of economic activities (cf. Polanyi 1944).


�  On the discursive constitution of problems, see: Jenson 1990; Hay, this issue; Jessop 1982; Jessop 1990b).


� This holds both for the now dominant Parisian school and for the less celebrated grenoblois school. On these schools, see Jessop 1990a.


� Among such critics we can mention Bonefeld, Clarke, and Holloway. For replies to them see Jessop 1988; Hay 1993.


� This is especially marked in the work of Waltz, whose analogue for the international system is a market [sic] in which balances of power automatically equilibrate relations among functionally equivalent units. See Waltz 1979.


� See especially the contributions on transnational or international regimes in the journal, International Organization.


� I am well aware that most Foucauldians follow Foucault in writing about governmentality and governmentalization. But the anglophone concept of governance in industrial economics and political science is often translated into French as 'gouvernement'; in addition, there are important parallels between the ways in which Foucauldians and non-Foucauldians deploy these terms.


� 'Police', 'policey', or Polizei concern the governance of conduct in ways that will enable those in charge of 'affairs of state' to produce an orderly 'state of affairs' in a given state's territory. This is an issue much debated in early doctrines of statecraft and discussed more recently in Foucault's work on governmentality.


�  For a recent and significant account of the narrativity of social order, see Somers 1994.


� This is especially clear in the concern with governance in Africa that has been prompted by the World Bank, among other international agencies: see World Bank 1991; Ghai 1993; Hyden 1992; and Leftwich 1994.


� Cf. Atkinson and Coleman's remark that 'networks and communities are natural conceptual responses to both the limits of markets and hierarchical arrangements, to the enormous expansion in the types of societal actors involved in policy-making and to the dispersion of specialized political resources' (1992: 162). This remark clearly links theoretical and practical problems and neatly illustrates the more general argument made in the text.


� On conventionalism see note 5 above and the references cited therein.


� This definition is the one cited in Gilly and Pecqueur 1994: 305.


� In addition to denoting the many similarities between the regulation approach and theories of governance in their interdisciplinary focus and converging insights on transformations in advanced capitalist economies, Boyer adds that 'economic governance and the mode of regulation are twin concepts' (1991: 3-4). In this context he defines a mode of regulation as 'any dynamic process of adaptation of production and social demand resulting from a conjunction of economic adjustments, linked to a given configuration of social relations, forms of organization and structures' (1991: 4); and he repeats the idea of governance proposed by Hollingsworth and others, viz., 'the totality of institutional arrangements, rulers and rule-making agents that coordinate and regulate transactions inside and across the boundaries of economic sectors' (Campbell et al. 1991: 4).


� A similar argument is developed by Richard Whitley regarding 'business systems' in East Asia: he identifies three business systems based on the differential configuration of market, hierarchy, and pre-industrial social relations - the Japanese kaisha, South Korean chaebol, and Chinese family business system (Whitley 1992).


� On the limitations of structural-functionalism and the growth of interest in governance in comparative politics, see Hyden 1992: 20.


� In an earlier paper on regulation theory, I suggested that 'the objects of regulation do not, and cannot, predate regulation in their full historically constituted identity. ... except in a very weak sense, the objects of regulation cannot really be said to pre-exist regulation. At most they could exist as a series of elements, different subsets of which could be articulated in different ways to produce different ensembles, each with its own relative stability and unity' (Jessop 1990: 186). See also Théret (1992).


� For example, Campbell et al., in their work on sectoral governance, note that 'sectors are socially constructed through self-organization and/or through public policy so they can be effectively administered' (1991: 9).


� This is certainly the view taken by Benko and Lipietz, cited above. And Hollingsworth et al., suggest that governance excludes the state (which has a key role, nonetheless, in organizing governance and facilitating - or blocking - shifts in governance).


� Societalization can be briefly defined as the pattern of institutional integration and social cohesion which characterizes a social formation.


� This nice term was coined by Robert Delorme in criticizing alternative approaches to the political economy of complexity: Delorme 1995.


� This tendency is incisively criticized in earlier work by Peck and Tickell as well as in their current paper.


�  The last and broadest focus is that identified by Campbell et al. in the introduction to their anthology of governance studies: 1991, 5, 8.


� There could be sound ontological, epistemological, and methodological reasons for this neglect of 'macro' governance: for terms such as micro, meso, and macro are discursively constructed (whether by participants or observers) and, short of constituting the biosphere as an object of macro-governance, it would always be possible to posit some higher-order macro-object for governance - or regulation. Cf. Wickham 1987. Moreover, suggesting that the macro-level is in principle governable could well be taken to imply that there was somewhere a master-subject capable of achieving such governance.


� For a critique of the relevance of the concept of 'habitus' to regulation theory, see especially Demirovic 1992.


� This should not be taken to imply a voluntarist account of regulation: regulation is a process without a subject in the sense that specific modes of regulation are always emergent, evolutionary effects of a multiplicity of actions in specific, strategically selective contexts.


� Before the expansion of the state in the twentieth century, there were various forms of partnership between state and non-state bodies. But it is probable that there were two main differences with the post-Fordist situation: (a) the state was relatively hierarchical in form as compared to the flatter, leaner post-Fordist state; and (b) there was less emphasis on partnership (certainly at the discursive level) and a greater tendency to take for granted a mutual indifference and division of labour between state and civil society.


� This evolutionary advantage should be understood in Schumpeterian terms: the capacity to innovate and learn in a changing environment.


� Similar ideas have been proposed by Marx (1843) and Polanyi (1947) among others. More recently, Schmitter has referred to the dynastic continuity of corporatism, which periodically experiences demise and is later resurrected (Schmitter 1989: 72). Likewise, Cox has noted a reversion from de-regulation to re-regulation in the current neo-liberal era (Cox 1993).


� Markusen notes a technologically-driven governance cycle which would seem to run parallel to the product cycle (Markusen 1985).


� On the distinction between element and moment in this context, see Jessop 1990a; more generally, see Laclau and Mouffe 1985.





