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Abstraﬁt

This thesis concerns the justification of democracy. It is

“argued that in the tradition of democratic theory .there are

two main arguments for democracy: one is called the protective
argument, the other is called the developmental argument. The
protective argument can be roughly identified with liberal
democratic theory and does advocate representation as the
proper form of democracy. The developmental argument on the
other hand, advocates direct participation and public

involvement and can roughly be 1dent1f19d with social
democratic theory.

Representatives of the protective argument in this thesis
are John Locke and Joseph Schumpeter. Representatives of the
developmental argument are Jean-Jacques Rousseau and Benjamin
R. Barber. John Stuart Mill’s arguments for democracy are

presented as an attempt to synthesise these two arguments.

The hypothesis put forward in this thesis is that any good
defense and justification of democracy needs to employ both
the protective and the developmental argument and subseguently
to allow room for both representation and participation. It
is argued that these two arguments are not as irreconcilabls
as they are most often portrayed to be. Instead it is argued
that they can be complementary to each other. The problem the
protective argument faces is,that if it is taken to be the
only argument for democracyg#its end result will bhe a stagna.ed
democratic society. The problem with the developmental
argumént is that it risks overemphasising development at the
expense of fundamental protectiorn and security of ths
individuals who form the democratic society.

The arguments for this hypothesis are based on both
practical and theoretical criticism of the traditional outlook
and arrangement of democratic theory. The theoretical
concerns are that the initial assumptions about human nature
and human socisty of both rival traditions in democratic
theory are too narrow and therefore that their justifications
of democracy are insufficient. The solution offered is to
enlarge our conception of human nature and human sociaty,
especially with regard to the potentialities of the human
race. The practical concerns are that our present

ii



democratic practices - decision—making structures and .
.institutional arrangements - do not seem to be able to deal
with many of the problems we face today. It is even suggested

that these practices create, rather than solve, some of our
most serious problems.

The practical conglusion reached is that we need to increase
-public participation on all possible levels of decision—making
“in our society. Yet no bluepfint is offered for action, for

the simple reason that such a prescription for participation
would contradict the principle of autonomy and self-rule which
is taken to be thv main principle and connotation of
democracy. :

iii
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I believe that democracy can be justified. This belief I
share with‘pillions of people all over the world. fe£ despite\\ .
the almost universal agreement that democracy is desirable, ‘
exactly what democracy is and how we can justify it has been
the subject of intense disputes in politicallphilosophy during
past decades. And much longer’for that matter because
democratic theories of all kinds have been wvery much centre .
stage in political philosophy and iﬁ political struggle since
the latter parit of the eighteenth century.

There are two main clusters of theories and arguments. which
have emerged.in the past two hundred years as the basic
alternatives in democratic theory and which should be

identified here é& the beginning. On one hand there is
I's

S 1

liberal democratic theory; it is based ,on individualist ~ ;
assumptions, views liberty as prior to equality and advocates
representation. On the other hand there is social democratic
theory; it is based on collectivist assumptions, viewgngruly
effgctive equality as prior to liberty and advocates direct
participation.??

In this thesis I want to axagine the debate about the
Justifications of democracy, focusing primarily on the rivalry

-

between representative and participatory theories of
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democracy. Respectively ghere are two differeﬁt aréuﬁsgtsA
provided by each theory in defense of democracy. The
representative view :% democracy 1is based on ;hat can be
called a ;rotective-argument. because it sees protection of
individual interests as the primary function of democracy.
This argument is_tquiticnally one part of the liberal
democratic theory. The participatory view of democracy is
based on what can be calle& a developmental argument fpr
de@oqracy. beca;se it emphasizes the role\participation plays
in individual education, development and growth. This .
ﬁrgument is then p#rt of the social democratic Lheory.

The hypothesis I will try to substantiate is, that in order
to make a good, coherent, and undogmatic case for democracy,
one has to employ both the protective and the deQelobmental
argument and hence aliow room for both representation and
participation. The protective argument is an argument against
non—demoﬁracy. but if it 1s taken to be the only argument for
democracy, its application resulis in a stagnatea democratic

society.,fio b}ing life to democracy we need to give it a

.-{ l

purpose which exceeds the mere protective function. The

developmental argument does that, because it is an argument

for a developing and progressing democracy which honors, and

tries to find ways to enhance, the very values that are at the

base of the democratic tradition. The basic claim in this

thesis is that these two argdﬂggfg’are not opposite, and hence

that representation and participation are not irreconcilable;
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rather ghey are complementary to each other. —
The underlying concern in this thesis is that there is
something fundamentally wrong with placing liberal and sécial
democratic theories as besing fundamentally opposite to each
ofher. it may be understandable becauss it mak?s the
political and theoretical picture more simple once it has Been
painted in black and white colagrs only. It reflécts a desire

Lte provide clear, simple and, in some casesl scientific

explanationé and justifications. But it is a bad representa-

tion of reality. It will be argued that this either/or mode)

of thinking is one of the main reasons why most earlier

attempts to justify democracy have been insufficient and
Q\ﬁherefore unsuccessful.

This n pproach to the Jjustification of democracy I want
to offer, rejects the ideas that there is one "true"”
Justification of democracy or that an eloquent philosophical
proof can be constructed. The defense of dqﬁocrgcy‘has to be
coherent and based on various considerations and relevant

arguments. By the same token, I reject John Dunn’s

proposition that "Today, in politics, democracy is the name

for what we cannot have - yet cannot cease to want."=?
. T '
Democracy - a better democracy than we practice today - is

within the realm of the possible. What we need in order to
move towards it is a change in attitude towards the poténtials
of democracy. Ultimately, that will rest on a new, enldrged .

and richer conception of what human beings are and can
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possibly .be.

The organization of the thesis is as follows. In Chapter 1,
I try to- establish that there is a significant diversity of
views in modern democratic tﬁeorf and to explain how this
diversity came about. In Chapter 2, I look at-the origins of
the two main arguments; the protective argument as found in
John Locke and ﬁhe developmental argument as found in Jean-
Jacques Rousseau. In Chapter 3, I exanmine a possible
synthesis of these two arguments as proposed by John Stuart
Mill. Chapter 4 deals with contemporary versions of both
arguments; Joseph Schumpeter'sleconomical model 1is justified
by the pro;ective argumeﬁt while Benjamin R. Barﬁer's "strong
democracy"” 1s primarily justified by the developmental
argument. The final Chapter sketches my own.alternative
approach to the justification of democfacy and the

implications that approach has.
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EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

TRANSVALUATION
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The'purpose of this chapter is to set the stage for the
subsequent discussion of democratic theories. It should
estﬁblish two things. First, that today we have many
different definitions of democracy and hence, theories and
Justifications of dembcracy. Despite this diver ity., we can
be roughly split all these different theories up into two main R
trends; one emphésizing representation and protection; the
other pirticipition and human development and growth.
Secondly, this chapter shoﬁld explain what triggered the
growth of democracy and how this diversity arose. We will
examine how democracy changed form being a negative term
peculiar to political theory, into being a positive term
applicable in actual politics. That change will be at%ributigf,“‘
to a twofold change in the connotation of "democracy”; from |

meaning rule of the poor to meaning middle class rule and from.

meaning direct participation to meaning representation.
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1. Modern diversity

On the surface, demeccracy can easily be defined as “popular

rule,” meaning "rule of the people.” This stems frcﬁ the
Greek origin of the English word "democracy"; demos -~ people,
™~ kratein - (to) rule. Most people will agree with this

definition but it seems to be toe broad to have any specific
meaning. Each and ever$ political theorist has interpreted
this wvague definition in his own way. Thus, weg have a
multitude of defini'ions to choose from. A few illustrations
will suffice to establish this diversity.??

Webster’s dictionary defines democracy in this way:
“government by the people, either directly or through elected
representatives; rule by the ruled.” Here the distinction
between participatory and representative governments is taken
to be the main dividing line in democratic theory and
pracf;ice.23

A contemperary theor?st. Robert A. Dahl, claims that we can
properly talk about democracy in practice if the societies in
question fulfill two conditions: They allow for "continuous
politic#l competition among indiwviduals, parties, or both.;
and they not only allow but maintain regular election
prccesses. According to this definitioen, democracy is merely

an institutional arrangement at the political level. involwving

representation, where all rsal powers are in the hands of a
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political elite. The purpose of démocracy. i.e. elections,
bacomes to "produce government” on _one hand, and to insure
minimum accountability or protection for the people, i.e.
voters, on the other. The only general participation is when
people form'special—interestgroups to protect or promote their
particular intérests.=?

A very different definition of democracy is this ons,
adapted from Louis Wessarman:

In its broadest sense, democracy is a social
philosophy governing the whole of human relations,
personal and collective. It is dynamic in character
and responsive to changing demands. Democracy must
not be thought of as a completed pattern of society,
of government, or of an economic system. It does not
become static at any point of its development. The
institutions it brings into being are tentative and

flexible, and they are likely to differ among. -~
different peoples at different stages.=<’

Here democracy is not limited to glection processes, as in
Dahl’s case, instead the emphasis is on the richness and

flexibilitf of democracy. Moreover, democracy is not

restricted to national politié§ but is defined as a certain

.way of life, or a certain way of dealing with life.

fhese guotations present the two main trends in democratic
theory. One of them advocates representation, gives narrow
procedural definitions of demccracy, and rests on individual-
istic assumptidns and economical, or "market-model,"” concep-
tions of politics. The other advocates participation,
provides a broad "way-of-life"” definition of democracy, and

is somstimes based on collectivist assumptions and social
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conceptions of politics. : )

The existence of this split is well recognized in contempo-
rary political theory, as we can see from this observation:

So we have really two distinct and developed
democratic theories loose in the world today - one
dismally ideclogical and the other fairly blatantly
Utopian. In the first, democracy is the name of a
distinct and very palpable form of modern state, at
the most optimistic, simply the, least bad mechanism
for securing some measure of responsibility of the
governors Lo the governed within modern states. In
the second, democracy (or as it is sometimes called
participatory democracy) is close to meaning simply
the good society in operation, a society in which we -
produce as profusely as we do today, if less ‘
wastefully and with better taste — and in which all
social arrangements authentically represent the
interest of all persons, in which all live actively

in, and for their society and yet all remain as free
as before.®?

But this diversity has not always been the case. The word
“democracy”., for one thing., did not enter the English language
until the six;eenth century. And two more centuries were to
pass before it entered popular speech.

The absence of the term "democracy” from the English
vocabulary does not mean that democratic practices were
totally absent from western civilization. In ancient Athens
there existed a society which can be called democratic and the
same can be said about various city-states in?Italy and
Switzerland during the middle ages. One could even claim, as
Jean-Jacques Rousseau did, that the Roman Republic was in some
sensa democratic. Atpenian democracy is of some relevance

because most democratic theories evaluate it to some extent:

A

ety
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either they oppose it, and subsequently argue for
representation, or they derive inspiraticn from it, and argue
N

for direct participation. The difference in evaluation,

‘e

reflects different views of what Athenian democracy actually
was. Thoselfavdrabfa to it sometimes seemktb rely more on a
myth about t#fe virtuous.and harmonic life h ancient Athens,
than on historical facts. Those opposed tg’it. emphasize the
darker aspects of Athenian demotracy, perhaps forgetting the
values it undeniably had. To the extent Athenian democracy is
relevant as a background fof modern democratic tﬁeory and
practices, it will be ‘referred to later in the thesis.=*?
However, discussing;hthenian democracy will not help us
understand contemporq}y democraticfﬁheory. Our topic is
restricted to what m%y be callea modern democracy to separate
it from those earliér versions. ' Therefore, in ordér to fﬁlly

f

understand what thefcurrent diversity in democratic theory
I

. involves, we must éxprore how this diversity came about. That
will take us back io the late eighteenth centdf;\wﬁere the

roots of the modenh conceptions of democracy lie.
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2. From the negative to the positive meaning of democracy.

™ The first thing to be noted is that before the lad ter part
of the ;ighteenth century "democracy" was only known to
political ghinkers and scholars.. For them the word w;s only
part of the conceptual inheritance from Aristotle which, along
with the worés "aristocracy” and “monarchy".‘were only "tools
of analysis, closely defined, dry in connotation and without
emotionai impact.”7?

Not only was the word dry in connotation, democracy was
thought of as the least desirable, or pPossibly the most
dangerous, of these three forms of government. This can be
explained in many ways, among others by reference to the saa
end;of the ancient Greek experiment with democracy. But all
that is needed here is to note that for the medieval.scholars
it had a negative coﬁnotation insofar as it related toc real
politics at all.

Around the middle of the eighteenth century there is a
slight change noticeable in the more “enlightened" circles of
Eurbpe. M. le Chevalier de Jahcourt's @ssay on democracy,
published in Didérot's thyclqpedié in 1754, provides a good
exanmple of the new view, that democracy is "admirable," yet

its application to any real circumstances will prove

disastrous.
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It would be a happy thing if popular government could
conserve the love of wvirtue, the execution of the
laws, mores and frugality; dif it could avoid the
excessos, namely theé spirit of inequality that leads
to aristocracy, and the spirit of extreme equality
that leads to despotism alone: but it is indeed rare
that democracy may preserve itself from these two
dangers for long. It is the fate of this government,
admirable in principle, to become almost infallibly
the prey for the ambition of some citizens, or of a
foreigner, and thus to pass from a precious freedom
to the greatest slavery.®?

This guotation represents both the feudal view. of the late
middle ages, 1.e. democracy is the worst form of éovernment.

and the view of a new era in politics and political theory,
e

i.e. democracy is "admirable” in principle. This new era
gradually began to take shape in Europe and Nor;h America in
the last decades of the eighteenth century, though the roots

of this change streich at least as far back as the English
& -

Civil War in the seventeenth céntury.

Such a reading of history has been stressed by, among

others, R.R. Palmer who has argued that the whole Western (or
Atlantic) civilization

was swept in the last four decades of the eighteenth
century by a single revolutionary movement, which
manifested itself in different ways and with varying
success in different countries, yet in all of them
showed similar objectives and principles. It is held
that this forty-year movement was_essentially
"democratic,” and that these years are in fact the
Age of the Democratic Revolution.®?

¢ \ ~
Two characteristics are essential regarding this \dsfifratic

revolution.” The first concerns' the relationship between the

prevalent political situation in the sighteenth century and
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to be a word for a political ideal which could never be

Eighteenth Century Transvaluation 12

the "democratic movement"” that was opposed to that situation.

The essence of this relationship is summed up in the following
r

- way by Palmer:

/

Politically, the eighteenth-century movement was }
against the possession of government, or any public
‘power, by any established, privileged, closed, or
self-recruiting groups of men., It denied that anv
person could exercise coercive authority simply by
his own right, or by right of his status, or by right
of "history."” either in the old-fashioned sense of
custom and inheritance, or in any newer dialectical

sense . . . The "democratic revolution" emphasized
the delegation of authority and the removability of
cofficials, precisely because, . . . neither

delegation neor removability were much recognized.in
actual institutions.?©?

The importaqt thing he:e is opposition to Qhat might be
called th; political eétablishment. the "established,
privileged, closed and self-recruiting groups” who controlled
all public power in the middle ages. This was true, more or
less, all over Eurocope, rag%ndless of the specific circum-
stances in eii:'place. These were "revolutions"” on the
practical level with certain common gpals and should be
referred to as such.?*®*

The second characteristic of this "democratic revolution® is
on the thecretical level/ where political theories play a—
major role. The meaning of the word “democracy” changed,
inc;uding its connotation and the_emotional impact 1t cafried.
No longer w#s 1t only an analytical tool for political

theorists, it entered the field of actual politics; it ceased

)

~
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' realized and became an ideal which could and should be

achieved in the near future. James Miller, a Rousseau
scholar, has made -the same point:

In the last half of the eighteenth coentury, the world
of politics underwent a series of revolutions. In the
course of these revolutions, demgcracy was trans-
formed, fitfully at first, from a term of opprobrium
into a word of praise, a designation for the most
desirable form of government. For this transformation
to occur, it was as necessary for someone to trans-
value the idea of democracy as il was for this
transvaluation to be appreciated in practice.?*=?

Miller argues that this t;ansvaluation was caused solely by -~
Rousseau and put into practice in the Frenci: Reveolution, but
that is probably an dverstatemént. During this last half of
the eighteenth century there were "revolutibns” or unrest in
Ireland, Scotland, Hollandy Geneva, Italy, Poland, Hungary,
Sweden and of course in France and North America. So it seems
more reali;tic'to say that this transvaluation of the term
"democracy” was caused simultanecously byﬂmany different
theorists and pglitﬁcianqignd done in m;ny different ways.

The total result was an old word with a new meaning, or rather

—~_

new meanings, ready to be applied in the turmoil of political
reality.*®? ‘ ' -

Put simpiy. "democracy” and especially "democrat" came to
mean the opposite to "aristocracy” and "aristocrat.”
Anistocracy meant in popular language (and this may perhaps be
more Ltrue for France than cther countries? the prevalent

political and more generally social structure of society.\
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Democracy as its converse stood for the hopes.of a new scciety
;here oppression, tyranny and-privileges would be eliminated.
It is iéportant to observe that this democratic movement
occu;red simultaneously at both the practical and theo;eﬁical

level. Practical concerns pressed for the transvaluation of

: -
h

the term ademocracy“ and that transvaluation’'in turn created a

new political culture.

This short historical account is obviously # simplification,
but it serves to emphasise the importance of opposition to the
politicaf establishméﬁts in the spread of democracy; In
actual circumstances people were always opposing something
spoecific: In Fr}nce the revolution started with the desire of
tﬁe Third Estat; to become equal to the ot?é? Estates and ;ith_
the attempt by the peasants to eliminate feudal privileges and
gain back property which they felt had been siolen from them
by members of the aristoéracy. in Geneva it was the General
Council's opposition to the Small Couﬁcil's monopeolization 6f
all real polifical power. And so on and so forth. In each
caée. people ;dopted a conception of democracy whicﬁ‘;uited
their specific circumstances and was based on their particular
history.

/

The challenge to the estauvlishment was by no means confined
to ;hq political arena; it was part of a much more general

trend which cut through the whole society. If the eighteenth

century was "The Age of the Democratic Revolution”, it was
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even more "The Ageeof the Enlightenmentf.‘ The Enlightenment
will not be a special topic here, but it is iﬁportant to
mention it because some characteristics of the Enlightenment
played a crucial role in shaping and formulating this demo;
cratic revolﬁtion. One such characteristic was thHe applica-
ot
tion of "Reason” against traditions, dogmas, and indeed, the
wvhole social establishment. This new reason, which included
the Cartesian mechanical interpretation of Nature, Newtonian
physics and Hobbes” and Locke’s application éf the scientific
method to the human and social specirum. w23 a major weapon

used to demolish Ihe old feudal system\and gradually ‘the tool

with which a new liberal democratic society was built.

4

3. In what ways the term "democracy” changed.

If we now turn our attention to the theoretical level, there
are two main peoints to be observed regarding how, or in what
spnse.‘the meaning of “democracy" changed: Firstly, there was.
a shift from meaning the rule of the poor to meaning the rule
of tHe middle class, and secondly from implying direct
participation to advocating representation. .

The zore of Aristotle’s definition of democracy was his
association between democracy and the poor (and it follows,
between oligarﬁhy or aristocracy and the rich): “"Wherever men

~ v

rule by reason of their wealth, whether they be few cr many,
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“that is aﬁ olig;rchy. and where the poor rule, that is a
democracy."**? |

The "democratic revolution”" of the eighteenth century was,
on the other hand, not a revolution of the poor, at least not
of the poorest. To the extent they par}icipated. their
primary objective was bread; a larger share in economic guods.
Palmer has noted that the attitudes of the Natives in Geneva
in the 1760s ana 1770s towards the revolutions of 1768 shows a
pattern “"that was to be repeated many times later in many
countries, of a lower class more interqsted in its economic
welfare than in constitutional forms, and likeiy to support
either Liberal or Conservative, Whig or Tory, reyolution‘or
counterrevolution as might seem best."*=” a

Based on this it is commonly-said that ;he revolutions of
this period were esﬁentially bourgeois in contrast to the
proletarign revolutions of the twentieth century. Further we
may ﬁote that the democratic societies which later grew out of
this transition cannot be defined in terms of "rule of the
pbor". So if democracy ;eant rule by the poor in ancient
Athens or during the middle ages, it did not do so at the end
%f the'eighteenth centuryégnd it most certainly does not
today.

However, the tjiles between economic status and democracy were
not entirely broken. One important factor which contributed

to the revolt against the aristocratic establishment was the

economic interests of the "middle class."” But economic

&
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interests were only one of many imbortant factors and b§ no
means (the single factor explaining why the middle class did
finally revolt. The rebellion did not aim at furtheriné any.
specific interests, economic or otherwise; what the bourgeois
class longed for were opportunities and liberties, not special
privileges. They sought egqual chances and fuf/ citizenship in
society which they had been denied. The bourgeois class was
already fairly well off {as compargd to the peasants), a fact
they owed to changes in the sconomic sphere.'especially in
commerce, not to constitﬁtional reforms.

The .explanation f;r how it. could come about vhat democracy
ceased to mean solely “government in the interest of the
poor"”, we fing in the second shiftlof meaning: from direct
participationiyp representatiog.

=

In ancient Greek practice, the peoplé ru}ed directly through
general asseﬁblies where all, ;r a substantial number, of the
citizens were assembled at the same place. This we call, in
contempafgry theory, direct democracy, participatory democracy
or even pure democracy. Accor@inaly. direct participation by
those .who qualified as citizens was the established
understanding of democracy during the middle ages.

This understanding changed. Gradually people came to
associaﬁe democracy with representation, delegation of power
and election of represantélives to the assemblies. And

gradually has to be emphasized here. The general‘assemblies
- i

e

\
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_in Greek city-states, as well as regional assemblies later on

in Europe, were seasonal, not continuallv assembled, and they
always involved a certain degree of delegation or representa-
tion. Institutions like parliaments, which-are the corner-
stones of modern representative democracies, date as far back
as 930 A.D., the most influential, the British parliament,
being founded in 1265. So the idea of répresentation was not
new, only i1ts association with democracy.*#’

Two examples ought to sufficde to support this claim. In
1787, Benjamin Rush stated this new representative definition
of democracy clearly when he said: "[IJt_is often szid that
"the’soveregign and all other power is seated Iin the people’.
This idea is unhappily expressed. It should be - “all power
1s derived from the people’. They possegk it only on the days
of their elections. After this, it is the property of their
rulers."?*7?

This was jJjust before the French Revolution, but the locus
classicus, as R.R. Palmer calls it, for the word “"democracy”
in the representative meaning we.find during the French

4
Revolution in a speech of Robespierre on February 5, 17954:
Democracy is not a state in which the peopls, .
continually assembled, itself directs public affairs;
still less is it a state in which a hundred thousand
fragmants of the people, by contradictory, hasty and
isolated measures, should decide on the destiny of
society as a whole; such a government has never
existed, and if it did could do nothing but throw the
people back into despotism. . . .
Democracy is a state in which the people, as

sovereign, guided by laws of its own making, deoes for
itself all that it can do well, and by its delegates
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what it. cannot.=*#®?

A resefvat;op has to be made hers. These definitions éhould

. be read within the context of the struggle which was going on
in France at this.time. Robespierre, for example, was-not
only criticizing direct democragy in general but ‘more particu-
larly the local assemblies which formed during thé French
Revolution al;,over France. He felt these wers too powerful
to be pfoperly:céntrciled by the éantra; government.

From one point of view,: this-new notion of representative
democracy can be seen as a combromfse between oligarchy (rule
by few) and direct democracy (rule by many/all); in fact only
few continued to have actual power but the "many" safeguarded . .
themselves by insuring the removability of the ralers. That
is a major point in both Locke’s and Rousseau‘s theories, as
we will see in next chapter. Yet compromise is not the best
of words here. Not only were the "many” safe;uardiﬁg
themselves from arbitrary action by the “"few"; the middle
class was establishing itself as a leading force in soc{EZy by
preventing arbitrary action from boih above and below.

That the middle class should become the leading force in
society has many explanations which lie outside the scope of

( this thesig. We can note, though, that at the same time as

———

~" “tie Democratic Revolution” was going on, the Industrial

-

Revolution was beginning and would 'in due course dramatically

change the economical and social structure of Europe and North

(s
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America. More and more people belonged to the middle class,
or at least felt that was their proper place in society. So
at the beginning of this ;entury, when democracy had finally
beeﬁ established in most o@féurope and in North America, the

majority of the populatiog7hould be c;lled "middle class."”

- In practice it 1is unques£EShable that it was representative
democracy and not direct participation that prevailed. We
might thus suppose that on the theoretical level this new idea
of representative democracy replaced the older idea of direct

“‘\\—‘ﬂ//Fbarticipation. But things are not so simple. Out of this
transvaluation there grew two, rather distinct, conceptions of
democracy, both of which were different from the old one. And
each conception includes a different approach to the
Justification of democracy.

- It is in the transitional peri&d of the late eighteenth
century that we find the.source of thgs split in democratic
theory and of many other tensions we todaxrrecogniza to exist

withinr each trend in democratic theory.

h



Chagter 2:

REPRESENTATIVE VERSUS

‘PARTICIPATORY DEMOCRACY

If there are "two distinct and developed democratic theories
loose in the world today"”, they had to begin somewhere. And
luckily enough thess starting points are well established
within contemporary theory: The liberal democratic theory,
which is recognized to dominate current democratic practice,
and whose essence is the idea of representation, has its
origin in John.Locke‘s theory. The theory of social
democracy, which is said te be the eventual ideal of
participatery Utopias, is derived from a&d i;spired by Jean-
Jacques Rousseau. So that is where we begin the specific
elaboration_of the two main aiterna@ives in démocratic theory.
First we will consider Locke’s argument for rapresentaiive
democracy and then Rousseau’s argument for participatory

democracy.
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1. John Locke’s perfect democracy.?’
4 .

Three elements of Locke’'s theory will be considered here:

His theory of sovereignty, his notion of the supreme power of
- the representative legislature, and his concept of trust.

Locke’s crucial argument ageinst authoritarianism in

general, and Sir Robert Filmer’s argument for divine authoriiy

of Kings in particular, rests on his theory of sovereignty.
That theory states that all political power is vested in, or
aé least originated in, each and.every individual. Hence the
idea of "popular sovereignty,” which later became one of the
cornerstones of actwual democratic constitutions. Popular

sovereignty 1is argued for by Locke on ithe basis of an abstract

state of nature which

all Men are naturally in, and that is, a State of
perfect Freedom to order their Actions, and dispose
of their Possessions, and Persons as they think fit,
within the bounds of the Law of Nature, without ask-
ing leave, or depending upon the Will of any other Man.
A Stale also of Eguality, wherein all the Power and
Jurisdiction is reciprocal, no cne having more than -
another: there. being nothing more evident, than that
Creatures of the .same species and rank promiscuously
born to all the same advantages of Nature, and the use
of the same faculties, should also be equal one amongst
another without Subordination or Subjection, =2

-

//_/
The central idea here is that every individual is free

"witiiin the bounds of the Law of Nature.” It is the Law of

Nature which governs this State of Nature. In other words; in

=Y
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ﬁhe Staté of Nature, the individual is not subordinate to any
othér individual{(s), only to the Law of Naturg. This law
prescribes the natural rights men have, but these are the
rights to life, libertx. preservation and property. And a
further important right everyone has equally, is to be
"Executioner of the Law of Nature."3?
The State of Nature has a Law of Nature to govern

it, which obliges every one: And Reason, which is

that Law, teaches all Mankind, who will but consult

it, that being all equal and independent, no onse

ought to harm ancother in his Life, Health, Liberty,

or Possessions.*?

This . State of Nature, with its natural rights as prescribed

.- by the Naturﬁl Law, is intuitively "true"” for Locke. Just as
Descartes taught us that the natural light of reason showed us
that we exist because we think, so does Locke’s Reason Eeach
us that all men are naturally free and equal. We should note
right now, that these "rights” - freedom and equality - are
the basic tenets and values of democratic theory from Locke to
the presen£ day. We should also note that Locke’s State of
Nature is not a reconstruction of actual conditions before
human beings entered into Civic Society. The State of Nature
is supposed to be (logically) prior to Civic Society because
it is based on a&&peory of human nature; if human beings are
thus-and-so it must follow that their circumstances were thus-
and-so before they entered Civic Society.

Locke’s theory of human nature is only implicit in his Twe

Treatises of Government, but it is explicitly stated in his
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Ebsay'Cbncerning Human Understanding. His fundamental
pestulates there are that human beings have innate inclina-
tions which are "a desire of happiness, and an aversion to
misery". But if these “principles of‘action". which are
"“lodged in men’s appetites . . . were left to their full
swing, they would carry men to the overturning of all
morality"”, and hence, the destruction of sdciety.“’

It is on these postulates that Loéke based The State of
Nature we have been talking about up to now. He characterises
it as "a State of Peace, Good Will, Mutual Assistance and
Preservation”. This peaceful State of Nature is then con-
trasted with the State of War, which is "a State_of Enmity,
Malice, Violence and Mutual Destru;tion".b’

Locke needs the Staée of War in order to explain why
men would ;eave his peaceful State of Nature, where .all are
free and have equal powers, and enter into Civic Society where
they have to give up equality and (to some extent) their free-
dom. Locke recognizes this problem himself and provides this

AnNsSwer:

If Man in the State of Nature be so free, as has
been said; If he be absclute Lord of his own Person
and Possessions, equal to the greatest, and.subject
to no Body, why will he part with his Freedom? Why
will he give up his Empire, and subject himself to
the Dominion and Controul of any other Power? To
which ‘tis obvious to Answer, that though in the
state of Nature he hath such a right, yet the

- Enjoyment of it 1is very uncertain, and constantly
exposed to the Invasion of others. For all being
lings as much as he, every Man his Equal, and the
greater part no strict Observers of Eguity and
Juestice, the enjoyment of the propserty he has in this
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state is very unsafe, very unsecure..This makes him
willing to quit a Condition, which however free, is
full of fears and continual dangers [emphasis added]:
And “tis not without reason, that he seeks out, and

is willing to join in Society with others who are
already united, or have a mind to unite for the
mutual Preservation of their Lives, Liberties and
Estates, which I call by the general Name, Property.7”?

So the State of Nature is after all a State of War, or rather
it is both; a State of War and a State of Peacs.

This summary, of Locke’s theory of the State of Nature, is
collateral to C.B. Macpherson’s interpretation of Locke. He
cffers an explanation of the apparent dilemma between\the two
States of Nature, which is worth quoting at some length:

This ambiguity about the state of nature simply
reflects Locke’s fundamental ambiguity about human
nature. In the first picture men generally are
naturally reasonable enough to impose on themselves
individually the moral rules needed to curb their
contentious appetites. In the second picture they are
not: the greater part are "no strict observers of
equity and justice", and none can secure themselves
individually. Locke needed both thése inconsistent
assumptions about human nature in order to make his
case, which was that individuals must be understocd
to have agreed to give up their natural rights and
powers to an all-powerful civil society, but that the
civil society (themselves when so united) could not
conceivably have delegated absolute or arbitrary
power to any government, but must be understood to
have retained the right to alter the frame of
government whenever they (acting by a majority of
themselves) so desired. '

The assumption that men were tooc avaricious to
secure themselves individually was needed to explain
why men who were created free and equal would submit
their natural rights to any authority. The assumption
that, on the contrary, they naturally acknowledged a
law of nature and would claim only the limited power
needed to restrain occasional transgressors, not an
absolute or arbitrary power over others, was needed
to show that they could not hand over, and hence that
no government could be given, absolute or arbitrary
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power.®?

\

Macpherson sees this amb;guity as a weakness, bgth in Locke
and also in contemporary liberal theory. He is right teo do so
tc some extent, but at the same time one must remember the
reasons for this ambivélence. Human nature Iis ambivalent and
any justification of democra;y has £o take adequage account of
that. Whether this "scHizophrenia of liberalism,” as Benjamin

R. Barber has called this, is entirely a bad,thing, as implied

by Barber, remains to be seen.”®?
B £

From natural freedom, Locke moves to civic freedom which he

defines in this way:
Freedom of Men under Government, is, to haye a
standing Rule to live by, common to every one of that
Socisety, and made by the Legislative Fower erected in
it; A Liberty to follow my own Will in all things,
where the Rule prescribes not; and not to be subject-

ed to the inconstant, uncertain, unknown, Arbitrary
Will of ancther Man.=*®?

Locke is not only defining Civic freedom here, but also
assigning the superior power to the legislative asseley (the
English Parliament in his particular case). He does so on the
basis that it is, at least partially, representative of the
whole body of the people. The sovereignty ;émained vested in
the people, but the psople could and did delegate, even
submiﬁ; that power to their legislative assembly. This has‘
done in order to secure equal freedom of everyone, becausé

everyone was to be equal under the Civic laws, Jjust as

everyone was equal under natural laws. That laws should. be

¥
i
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superior Lo any particula: ind;viduals‘is essential in order
to secure each and every individual from arbitrariness at the

. hands of other individuals: "This Freedom from Absolute,
.Arbitrary Power, is so necessary to, and closely joyned with a
Man‘s Preservation, that he cannot part with it, but by what
forfeits his Preservation'and Life together."?32?

The idea, of laws being placed above men which in turn were
all supposed to be equal under them, reflects the State of
Nature where all were equal{y obliged by the Law of Nature.
But Civic equality is very different from Natural eguality.
Civic equality is a formal eguality aimed at securing people
from arbitrariness through explicit laws which are executed by
a force (the government) which alone has the executive power.
Natural eguality is informal dnd, while assigning the
execulive power edually to all individuals, it does not offer
any security from arbitrariness because there is-no supreme

-

force to execute the natural laws. h
1
This notion, of laws being superior|to men, has a long
history. Some date it back as far as sixth century B.C. when

}

Solon is supposed to have said: "It }ﬁfthe essence of Democ-

;;“\_~\#§cy - - . to obey no mastefﬁififﬁhé law.,"3=?
Al

This was especially true i- England where a strong tradition
of Common Law goes all the way back to the thirteenth century
when Magna Carta was written. What was new in Locke’s theory
was the association of this old tradition with his new theory

of popular sovereignty which was represented in this suprean
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3 .
lawdg;king institution.

The idea of representatioﬂ and equality under Common Law
leads to Locke’s concept of trust. He claimsd that there was
a2 fiduciary relationship between the gevernment and the peoplse
it represented. Trust wasmto be the criterion upon which the
people judgéd their representatives and consensus thus came to
be the practical justification for any particuiar regame.

This was not a strictly cont;actual relationship where%the
representatives were bound to do certain things in the name of
the people they represenfed. Rather, people were supposed to
place their trust in their repreéentatives. trusting that they
would act in their interests. It followed, that if there were
a breach of trust, the representatives could and should be‘
replaced, because the sovereignty remainged vested at all timgs
in the people. We méy recall that the basic argument of Locke
for the overthrow of Charles Il and later James Il was that
they had fo;saken the trust that the people had placed in them.
o " A
Now what does all this add up to? A perfect democracy, Locke

claims.

The Majority having, as has beéﬁ,shéw'd. upon Mens
first uniting into Society, the whole power of the
Community, naturally in them, may imploy all that
‘power in making Laws for the Community from time to -
time, and Executing those Laws by Officers of their
own appoilnting; and then the Form of the Government
‘is a perfect Democracy: . . .»=?

The justification of this "perfect democracy” is ihe natural

v
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rights people have in the State of Nature. Natural rights
cannot be alienated and therefore people do not loéiﬁxhem when
they enter Civic Society. This argument is usually classified
as the "natural rights” justification of democracy. The
essence of it is, that since people - each anﬁMQQery human
being - has certain unalienable rights, people must rule in
the last resert. People can delegate power, but never

absolutely or finally; no one should be able to trample on

their rights. Thus, concludes Locke,

»

-,

the Community perpetually retains a Supream Power of “~__
saving themselves from the attempts and designs of

any Body, even of their Legislators, whenever they

shall be so foolish, or sc wicked, as to lay and

carry on designs against the Liberties and Properties

of the Subject.2%?

The, importance of Locke’s argument against any absolute
power has to b%&viewed in its proper perépective. His Two
ITreatises of Government were a reaction to his particular
circumstances. He devoted the First Treatise to argding
against Sir Robert Filmer’'s Patriarcha; or the Natural Power
of Kings, where the divine and absolute authority of kings was
defended and all rights of popular res!cstance were denied.
Locke’s Second Treatise contains his theory of resistance,
which he hoped would justify the Glorious Revolution of 1688.
In a sense, the Second Ireatise is a reaction to the whole
sequence of events which lead to that Re%olution. which he

happensd to be involved in. Thus, as claimed in Chapter 1 of

this thesis, '‘practical concerns pressed for the transvaluati-n

-
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=y
of the democratic term which in turn created a new political

culture.?®?
If we kéep firmly in mind what Locke was arguing against we
will better:&nde?stand what he was arguing fer. C.B.

Macpherson has offered this explanation of the strong appeal

of Locke s theory:

Composed initially to justify resistance to Charles
II over the right of succession to the throne, it
became when published a justification of the Whig”
Reveolution of 1688-89 by which James Il was dethroned
and replaced by William and: Mary, on terms which
reduced the power of the crown and increased that of
Parliament. It supported the resulting Whig state,
which was controlled by the propertied class. A
century later the doctrine, backed by all Locke’s
prestige, was neatly and quite properly turned
against the British state by the American colonists.
And ever since, although it has needed some supple-
menting and revising, it has been an invaluable
ideological support for the liberal constitutional
state and the market society on which the liberal
state has been built.**?

The closeness between Locke’s thsory and the historical
circumstances which created 1t may be attacked as a defect.
But the attack would be fair only if his theory were intended,
or conceived, to be the theory of politics proper. Such a
misconception seems to be one of the reasons why Macpherson

rejects Locke’s theory and the whole doctrine of individual-

ism. More strangely though, the self-evident "truths"”
. LY

’

supposedly contained in Locke’s theory seem to be the reason

for i1ts strong appeal. Probably one of the best
recapitulations of his theory is to be found in the United

States of America Declaration of Independence from 1776:
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We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all
men are created equal, that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among
these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.
That to secure these rights, Governments are
instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from
the consent of the governed, That .whenever any Form
of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it

"is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it,

and to institute new Government, laying its founda-
tion on such principles and organizing its powers in
such form, as to them shall seem most likely to
effect their Safety and Happiness.*7?

we take care in avoiding such “ultimate conceptions” and
the historical perspective firmly in place we can offer a
—t’

fundamental interpretation of Locke’s jJustification of

democracy. It has been well captured by J. Roland Pennock:

[

This

If we were to ask Locke why all men should be
equally entitled to a natural right to liberty in
accordance with which no man could be placed under
the dominion of any other man save by his ,own consent,
N1is answer would be not unlike one we shall encounter
wvhen we come to consider contemporary theories. In
essence, it is WAy not? [emphasis added] Why should
it be assumed that some men were born to rule over
others, since all had been given by their Creator the
use of the same senses and the same rational capacity.
He did not argue that men were all alike or deny that
their reasoning powers differed; but he did contend
that all men shared a kKind of reason enabling then to
see, for instance, that they should not harm one
another and that unless their own preservation were
endangered, they should seek the welfare of others
along with their own.?®?

is a fair interpretation of Locke, yset we should note

that his intentions were, after all, not¢ to justify democracy

in the sense of "popular rule” where all adult citizens hawve

equal political power. He was justifying, what today would bs

called, "class-élitism” where the deciding factor was social
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status which in turﬁ was determined by property or wealth.
"Popular rule”, for Locke, meant only the right of tharpéaple t
to ;gsist any wicked designs of the political élite. The
people had the right to protect themselves, but that was not
to mean that they should rule themselves.

It is interesting to note that his arguﬁent "Why not
democracyf“ is the most common arguhent one encounters for
democracy today. At the same time, "Slitism” is what we have

- ,
today according to contemporary liberal theorists apd
political scientists.
~ * .‘ ’ .

The name "“the protectivelargumenc" for democcracy seems to
capture éell_phe essential characteristics of the liberal case
for democracy. The argument has basically two sides: one
moral, thef other practical. The moral side refutes all claims
of superiqri%y. all claims of special entitlement to political
power by %ny individual or grdup of individuals. All human
beings arF equall& human beings and all citizgns ang equally
much citizens. The practical side sigply states thﬂt
democracy| 15 our best defence against tyranny, or iﬁ'Locke‘s

/
terminoldgy, it secures individuals from arbitrariness of the
hands of |other individuals. Today this.claim can be supported
by many ﬁistorical exampies. -

Present%d in this way, the protective argument for democracy
1s a forq;ful argument on all levels of government, in all’

. .

®inis of societies and in different authority-structures. But

‘two kad things have happened to it during the past three
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hundred years. First of all, its moral side has:pe;n lost and
that opens the way forypolitical inequality which gives
special bower or séperioq}ty to groups of individuals which
today are calléd political élites. All that now prevails of
the protective argument is the negative state of nature which
is based on a negative conception of human 5eings gn@ their
capacities. The state of war is not confined any more to pre-
civic societia;. it is the lot of man at all times:

Deﬁocracy after all is a mimic warfare,~conducted
by”Vgtas rather than by guns, in which & defeated ’
minonity accepts the majority wverdict with good

-humouy. But such a form of government fails when the
divisions become too deep: ballots give way to guns
and tanks, and the entire democratic fabric is torn
apart.2®?

Of course it makes all the difference in the world whether
we conduct our warfare by votes or guns. The practical
argument derived from this negative definition of dempEracy
" has been eloquently put by Walter Lipbman. Referring to the
fun that is often made of parliaments as “talk-shops"”, he
said: "deride the talk as much as you like; it is the
civilized substitute for street brawls, gangs, conspiracies,
assassinations, private armies. No other substitute has yet
been discovered, "=©?

But is it true that politics, and the whole human life, is
but a "mimic warfare"? Is this al/ there is to democracy? That

these questions have been answsred time and a time again with

"yes"”, is the second bad thing that has happeneqd to the
3
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protective argument. it means that the only purpose of demo-
cracy is to offer security from tyranny and a civilized way of
settling disputes between free but isolatsd individuals.
While individuals have become free from all But the most )
necessary rastraints. their only sense of direction comes from
"natural desires.” Once democracy has been achieved, there is
nothing more to strive for. All we have to worry about is the
stability of the system. Indeed, that is precisely what has
happened; a great portion of democratic theory, especially the
L]
part dressed up in the garb of political science, evolves
around defining the conditions feor insuring the stability and
securing the prevalence of democracy. Democratic'theory has
been reduced from political theory to politiéal engineefing..

“Yet, the practical force of the protective argument only ;
makes sense iﬁ the context of a moral theory which values
liberty and equality ggove other things. . If that context is
neglected, the protective arguMent is gravely insufficient to
make ; good case for democracy.

The implications of Locke’s peaceful State of Nature have
been ‘lost in the evolution of the liberal tradition. It was
left to Jean-Jacques Rousseau and others to develop these
implications. It is time, therefore, to turn to Rousseau and

explore the origins of the developmental argument for

dewuocracy.
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2. Jean;Jacquas Rousseau’s government and sovereignty.

Rousseau’s theory involves some‘very difficult problems of
interpretation. For one thing, his theory‘does not always
appear to be coﬁsistent and that has caused some radically
different interpretations. Most of these cannot preoccupy us
here because our subject is limited to the tension between
representation and participation.=2>

However, there {s one confusion in Rousseau’s theory which
bears directly upon that subject. According to James Miller,
this confusion derives from Rousseau’s _use of two diverse
definitions of democracy: *

One of them is explicit and traditional, the other

implicit and unusual. On the one hand, democracy is

defined as a form of government, and this is the way

he uses the term throughout most of the Social

Contract. On the other hand, democracy is defined as

a form of sovereignty, and this is the way he seems

to use the term most of the time in most of his other

political writings.==?>

Miller is quite right in distinguishing these two definitions

from each other, even though he is wrong with regard to the

Social Contract, where both definitions are present. In a

word, these two definitions are the key to making full sense

of Rousseau’s theory of democracy. What that key will unlock
\

is a theory that proposes direct participation in Qﬁ%

legislative process but representation in the executive to

enforce the laws that are the result of the participative
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legislative procéss.za’

These two definitions of aamocracy derive from Rousseau’s
distinction between two kinds of peolitical power which he
explains in the following way:

Every free action has two causes which concur to
produce it, one moral - the will which determines the
act, the other physical - the stirength which executes

~ it. When I walk towards an object, it is necessary
first that I should resolve to go that way and
secondly that my feet should carry me. When a para-
lytic resolves to run and when a fit man resolves not
to move, both stay where they are. The body politic
has the same two motive powers — and we can make the
same distinction between will and strength, the
former 1s legislative power and the latter execulive
power. Nothing can be, or should be, done :in the
body politic without the concurrence of both.=*?

We should first turn our attention to Rousseau’s notion of
sovereignty because it is more fundamental! than his notion of
government. There are two related things to be noted. First,
he defined sovereignty in terms of free will. not force as =%?
it was more traditional to do. Secondly, the sovereignty of

the people could not be represented. Democracy had to be

direct democracy if it was to be worthy of the name.
James Miller has stated the first point clearly:

At the heart of Rousseau’s state stood not force,
but freedom; not commands, but reciprocity. The
personalized and unbounded power of a king disap-
peared before the impersonal power of a people - a
power limited by the extent of their shared interests
and by the strength of their mutual respect. In
Rousseau’s hands, sovereignty became a moral ideal, a
psychological reality, a way of developing the {ree
will inherent in svery man.=%?>

On the second point Rousseau himself is very articulate:
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ﬁ\ My argument, then, is that sovereignty,_being
nothing other than the exercise of the general will,
can never be alienated; and that the sovereign, which
is simply a collective being, cannot be represented
by anyone but itself - power may be delegated, but
the will cannot be. . . . Sovereignty cannct be
represented, for the same reascn that it cannot be
alienated; its essence is the general will, and will
cannot be represented - either it is the general will
or it is something else; there is no intermediate
possibility.®7>

[

By definition, the‘sovereign is that which issues laws.
Thus .the sovereign holds the legislative power. Since the
sovereign cannot be represented it follows that the legisla-
tion of laws must be directly devised and enacied by the
people. If the legislation is not direct, the people i§ not
free and the'legislation is not legitimize because it is not
an expression of the general will. Rousseau’s comment on the
English representative dem;cracy confirms this: “The English
people believes itself to be free; it is gravely mistaken; it
is free only during the election of Members of Parliament; as

soon as the Members are elected, the people is enslaved; it is

ncthing. =8>

Leaving aside for a moment the justification Rousseau
provides for popular sovereignty, let us turn our attention to
the government. For Rousseau, government can be one of three
things - and this applies teo sovereignty as well: Monarchy,
Aristocracy or Democracy. The criterion of difference between

them is numerical: democracy is distinguished from aristocracy
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and monarchy by the number of people who actually form the
government. Therefore, it is a democratic form of government
when the sovereign puts "the government in the hands of the
whole people, or of the greater part of the people, so that.
there are more citizen-magistrates than there are ordinary -
private citizens."=®?

Rousseau offers no simple answer to the question of what is
the best form of government. His conclusion is that different,
forms suit different circumstances and that in reality these
forms are gost often combined or mixed. éut as a general
rule, "democratic governments suits small states, afistccratic
government suits states of intermediate size and monarchy
suits large states. 39>

Yet, despite all his reservations, Rousseau seems to prefer
elective aristocracy to the other forms of government.

‘ Elective aristocracy should be distinguished from both natural
and hereditary aristocracy.=??

The argument against democracy - as a form of government,
not sovereignty - i;. firsﬂ, that 1t is only suited for very
small and simple states: "One can hardly imagine that all the
people would sit permanently in an assembly to deal with
public affairs;” and, second, "that there is no government so
liable to civil war and internecine strife".3%?

The main arguments against monarchy are that it poses a
threa” to the sovereignty of the peoplé. because of problems

of succession, and that it tends to be badly governed.



Representative Versus Participatory Democracy 39
Rousseau points out that monarchs have a‘tendency to want to
become absolute monarchs, that is, to become in effeét
sovereigns. |

There are quite pragmatic reasons for Rousseau to prefer
elective aristocracy rather than .democracy or monarchy as the
proper form of government. First, "it is the best and most
natural arrangement for the wisest to govern the multitude, if
we are sure that they will govern for its advantage and not

for their own." That they will govern society in the interest
of thé people is secured by their removability, that is, by
the éovereignty of the people. A second reason why Rousseau
prefers elective aristocracy is that with it the administra-
tion and application of general laws to particular cases will
be more stable and impartial, which is essential for internal
peace Lo thrive and for external affairs to be balanced,Z3?

The word aristocracy may seem out of place here to the
modern reader because members of this aristocracy are to be
elected by the people, are to carry out the general will, and
are part of the government’s “aristocracy" only as long as it
pleases the people. But we must remember the forms of
government are judged only in conjunction with popular
sovereignty. The sovereignty of the people is a prereguisite
for slective aristocracy being judged as the best form of
government. We must constantly keep the distinction between
the sovereign and the government in mind and their proper

relations: "Thus, although the government may regulate its



™~ [ i

Representative Versus Participatory Democracy 40
interior discipline as it pleasés, it can never speak to tﬁe
pecople except in the name of the sovereign, that is."in the
name of the people itself - something that must never be
forgotten [Emphasis addedl."®<?

We should not let the terminology confuse us here. Elective
aristocracy Eimply means representative executive pqyerlwhgch
is subjected to the ultimate control of the legi;lative
assembly, in which all (males) participate. And pobular
sovereignty simply means that it is the peoplé{as a whole who
have the ultimate power, not the government or any other

fraction of the people.

Now, when this distinction has been made clear, we can turn
to_Rousseau's Justification for popular.soyereignty. that is,
for participatory democrdcy. Freedom is the key goncept here.
For Rousseau, freedom comprises the essence of our nature: "To
renounce freedom is to renounce one’s humanity, one’s rights
as a man and eqﬁally one’s duties. There is no possible guid
pro gquo for one who renounces everything; indeed such
renunciation is contrary to man’s very nature; . . .["JFE?

The freedom Rousseau is here talking about is not natural
freedom - even though men were free in the true state of
nature - but freedom in the context of society. That is the
only freedoﬁ/which has any meaning or bearing because man

lives, in society with other men. Freedom, we must,remember,

means Lhe exercise of the free will and as such it originates
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¢ . *
in individual self-consciousness. Freedom and hence self-

consciousness can only come about by the development of
individual characteristics through social relationships. For
that reason the word “"freedom"” can only b; meaningful in the
context of sociefy not in a pre-social context or in a
theoretical wvacuum.=®*?

Along with Locke, Rousseau believed that papular sovereignty
offers a safety net against the abuse of exgpﬁtive power and
protects private interests. But for Rousséau.that was Just
the beginning. "Whereas according to Locke and Puféndorf. the
State has fulfilled its mission when it assures the protection

of its citizens and sees to their security, for Rousseau it

becomes the essential condition for the intellsctwal and moral

-

-

development of man."®7?

The ulti;ate_gim of society i%.to foester. the development of
citizens (noﬁfﬁerely individuals) who are autonomous because
they exercisé tﬁéir free will and do so in a morally
responsible way.'" Therefore they are able-tq'truly control
their own fate. This requires education, in the widest sense
of that word. People will never be able to contfol their own
fate unless they learn how to do so. And active political
participation is an indispensable part of that education.

5

Therefore, as Carole Pateman has noted, “The-huqaﬁ results
that accrue through the participatbry process provide an

important justification for a participatory system."32>

From the fact that Rousseau’s system is designed to shape
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certain characteristicsqin individuéls and enhance particular
moral wvalues, some have drawn the conclusion that Rousséau's
demécracy }s.Tor leans towards, a totalitarian democracy.
Such an interpretation misses the fundamental axiom of free-
dom, the exercise of the free will, and its relationship taog
participation in Rousseau’s theory. éSr Rousseau, as fer-all
theorists of democracy - regardless of whether they ad;oééie
represehtatién or particip§¢ion - individual freedom is an
important, perhaps the most important, element of their
theories. Freedom is what prevents totalitarianism for
Rousseau, as for his critics. Thus it seems that the more
secure and meaningful the freedom is the better.

But what does this freedom consist in? Does it only mean
maximum freedom from confinement? No, says Rousseau. In
order to have any meaning it must alsoc be freedom to do
something; it must be more than a mere potential as natural
freedom is; it has to have somé;purpose and direction. An
individual who i1s free to the maximum extent from all external
restraints but has nothing to do with his freedom is not free.
He :; alone, alienated, homeless.Z®%?

To secure individual freedom from external restraints or. the
arbitrariness of other individuals is imporﬁant for Rousseau,
but more important is the constructive use af that_freedom.'
Securing and constructively using freedom requifes direct

democracy. Pateman has made precisely this pointg

The individual’s actual, as well as his sense of,

\

-



Representaltive Versus Phrticipatony’bhnocraqr 43

r
SN

freedom is increased through participation in
dec1510n~mak1ng because it gives him a wvery real
degree of control over the course of his life and the
structure of his environment. Rousseau also argues
that freedom requires that he should exercise a fair
measure of control”over those that execute the laws
and over representatives af an indirect system is
necessary. . . . d )

Rousseaujalso sees participation as increasing the
value of hés freedom to the. individual by enabling
him.to be {(and remain} his own master.*®>

: : N

_ye canpot clearly distinguish here the argument for freedom

and £he argument for human development, claiming for. instance
;:Ithat freedom Justifies democraéy {either representative or

participatory) and that hﬁman development justifies partici-
patlory democracy. Freedom is for Roﬁsseau not real unless it
is a continual expression of the free will. The English

- people where thus not free. according to Rousseau, because
they did mnot have any “control over the course of their life."
True enough, they are free on election days. But That is all
their political ;reedom invo;ves: As a result, their sole
security agains£ arbitrariness at éhe hands of their own
representatives lies in their power to refuse to reelect them.
From Rouésea&”s point of view, participatory democracy offers
more security and more real freedom. But even more fundamen-

<’tally. freedom is essential in order for huma; beings to
develop their full ﬁotentialities.

Such} then, are the reasons why Rousseau’s case for

participatory democracy is called a developmental argument:

First of all, Rousseau’s case is based on a positive*?®?
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conception of human nature. Secondly, it makes it the aim of
society to promote freedom, to foster education, personal
develoﬁment.and growth, which in turn can lead t6 a morally
good society. Thirdly, while insisting on protecting
individuals from each other insofar as necessary, it also
emphasizes something liberal theory does not: bringing people
together through common rights and responsibiiities. .
But what does the account which has been given of Rousseau
here mean in practical terms? i means a state where all the
- adult males take direc% part in making all legislation for
ﬁheir society. These laws — which are the general will of the
people - are then enforced and carritwd out by a group of

people (the aristocracy) which is elected by all the

participants.

3. A Comparison.

The purpose of presenting Locke and Rousseau has been to
explain and argue f{or what was asserted in Part I, namely that
the concept of democracy was transformed: (1) from meaning

-

"rule of the poeor” to ﬁaaning "rule of the middle class”, (2)
hr

S

from 1mplying direct rule to implyinj representative rule and
(3) from being a negative term into being a positive one.
Locke served as an example of (1) and (2). Rousseau’s place

here is more uncertain and needs further explanation. With

>

- e
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supporting rule of the middle class, we should note that
Rousseau’s citizens were all middle ;lass. almost by
definition. In his ideal city-state all the citizens ware
heads of families and households, owned land. and were roughly
equal in possessions ("no citizen shall be rich enough to bu§
another and none so poor as to be forced to sell himself").%=?
This meant that they were'allveconomically indeﬁéndent. The
question whether this was a pre-requisite for democracy to
exist or whether those who did not qualify (according to the
criteria) were Jjust excluded., will not be tackled here. The

-

/
middle class assumed independence was a criterieon for

citizenship and hence for suffrage and equal political -—-

//)ﬂ-
{

influence. The peasants interpreted the requirement of
independence as meaning that economic equality had to be
established before democracy could exist.

In any even, democracy was someghing positiva which both the
middle class and the peasants were advocating. This change,
from a negative to a positive meaning of democracy, was one of

Rousseau’s major achievements. To quote Miller again on this

‘point: v

/
'

In a\sense. it is one mark of [Rousseau’s] triumph
that the images he fashioned, the ideas he labored to
make clear, may lead us to conclusions that strike the’
‘modern reader as truisms, an unsurprising c¢onfirma-
tion of what we today think we have known all along:
for example, that freedom justifies democracy. . . .
Before Rousseau, democracy was, at best, an admirable
but obsolete pure form of government, generally of
interest only to students of jurisprudence. After
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him, it became a name for popular sovereignty,

» extending to all the promise of a personally fulfill-
ing freedom, exercised in cooperation with others.
Once a broad audience had identified its political
hopes in Rousseau’s terms, ths meaning and appeal of
self~rule would never be quite the same.**”

Al N
The title of Miller‘s book captures well the essence of

Rousseau’s influence; Rousseau. Dreamer of Democracy.

Rousseau did not face the ténsion we ﬁdw recogqize to exist
between dream and reality, ideal and practice, in democratic
theory. He helped‘create that tension, because in an | .
important sense he created "a dream” of democracy.

Rousseau’s role in the transvalutation from a negaﬁive to a
positive mean;ng of democracy is 1important not only because of
the noveity of his theory, but also because of his wide
audience. His essayfén the Origin and Foundation of
Inegqualily (published 1755) is in part his critique éf Lockean
possessive individualism. The Social Contract (1762) is his
repiy:’direct-aémocracy. Justified by freedom and human
development. The specifics of his educational principles, as
well as his politicai Utopia, are laid down in Emile (1762).
Then his whole theory is put to an imaginary test in his novel
La novelle Hélolse (1761), which was immensely popular.<<?

Another reason for Rousseau’s influence on this trans-
valuation is the confusion, or ambiguity, between represent;-
tive and direct democracy. If his distinction between
goveirnment and sovereignty is not Kept constantly in mind, as

has been emphasized here, his theory is liable to be wrongly

.



Representative Versus Participatory Democracy 47

interpreted - as it has beqn - as advocating either
representative geﬁocracy. without participation, or partici-
patory democracy, without representation, depending on what
part of h;; works are used. During the French Revolution he
was looked ubon by the popular cult as a martyr pursuing the
truth about the malaise of the aristocratic world and
portraying how the Just society ought to be. Because of this

popularity, it was prudent for everyone, especially in France,

to be on his side, or at least to pretend to be so.%%=?

Roussesau’s theory incorporates to some extent the main
concerns of Locke and the whole liberal tradition. In both
Lockq and Rousseau, abuse of executive power is avoided
through popular. sovereignty. In both theories the importance
of freedom is affirmed as forming the basis of political
right. And-the separation of powers is important for both
Locke and Rousseau. But thersz are grea£ ditrereices: The
approach is different, the starting point for analysis and
argumentation is different, and the conclusions, with regard
to the political organization they advocate, are very
different.

Locke, we may remember, provided arguments against despotic
tendencies of the Stuarts.and for a constitutional republic,
which we might call pre-democratic (in the representative
meaning of democracyl). In this way Ldocke was not arguing for

any drastic changes; not for the demolition of the moharchy or

-
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the aristocracy, and not for general manhood suffrage. He was
basically arguing. for a more tolerable status gquo. Hi;
arguments grew out of his particular circumstances and were
Intended for them.

The same is not true of Rousssau’s dream of democracy, which
grew out of a self-conscious myth, or romanticism, about his
native city cf Geneva. He pr@grred the framework of a =<=°
simple agrarian city-state for his political theory, the kind
of society which was rapidly disappearing during the
eighteenth century and is virtually non-existent today.
Therefore, to apply his theory and arguments to today’s
nation-states, it must be.moved out of 1its limited context.
Such a tr#nsformation we find in John Stuart Mill's political
theory and we would therefere do well to examine next his'
synthesis of utilitarianism and "educationalism”™, or

developmentalism.
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Chapter 3: |
e
A SYNTHESIS ? P

The question of whether or not John Stuart Mill‘s theory
offers a synthesis of the seemingly opﬁosite elements of
representative and participatory theories of democracy is
asked here because Mill employs both the protective and the
developmental argument for democracy. But contrary to

4
Rousseau, Mill’s "ideally best polity" is representative
~
. democracy. The problem has beén‘naatly put by Alan Ryan who
has pointed out how "awkwardly" Mill fits into contemporary
democratic theory:
If ¢litism implies an acceptance of fhe need to
appease the masses by syffbolic and emotional
gestures, Mill is no elitist; if élitism implies that
the opportunities for popular participation are to be
minimized, Mill is an out-and-out participatory
demeocrat. But if being a participatory democrat
implies an acceptance of unequivocal political
equality, Mill is an élitist.2?

This "awkwardness” méxﬁnot be so much in Mill’s theory, as
in the conceptual framework of contemporary democratic theory.
In order to find out how ambiguous Mill‘s theory really is, we
must reconstruct the two main arguments as they appear in his
writings. The problem of intenpretation, which is considera-
ble, will be partially sidestepped by emphasizing On Liberty

{
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and Considerztions on Representative Government and omitting

all his lesser and more topical writings.=?

1. John Stuart Mill‘s representative government. .

Let us first contrast Mill’s theory with that of his father,
James Mill, and of Jeremy Bentham. According to these two,
the utilitarian argument for democracy - representative
democracy - was that when the people at large had the
“sovereign power in their hands, they couldnbe counted on to
look after their own interests, simply because people tend to
be self-interested and hence, prote;tive of their interests.:
Representative democracy is, therefore the bes£ means towards
the general end of government, which is to protect and provide
for individual interests. Or, in the utilitarian language,

representative democfacy is the most efficient form of
L

government in maximizing happiness, hapﬁiness being, of
course, thé satisfaction of desires and prevention of harm.
Long gone were all references to natural rights, which Bentham
had denied flat out; "Natural r%ghts is siﬁple nonsense ;
natural and imprescriptible rights, rhetorical nonsense -
nonsense upon sﬂ{its."”

Natural rights were simply not needed any-fiore. Hobﬁgs.

\

Locke, and the whole camp of British empiricists frof there

on, haag gFoached the unquestionable conclusion that what life

-
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was all about was satisfaction of individual des%res and the
avoidance of harm. Since that was the case, all that was
needéd was to find the best, i.e. the most efficient, form of
government to further this gocal. But just as with Rousseau,
this protective role of popular sovereignty was not enough for
Mill. As Ryan points out; "To be a citizen was something more
than merely beiné able to stop the government trampling on
youf rights."*?>
Nevertheless, Mill never stopped helieving that representa-
tive democracy achieves the maximization of happiness. What
distinguishes him from the-rest of the utilitarians is, among
other things, that he points out that we should talk about- -
and evaluate - desires not only guantitatively but also
qualitatively. Therefore, the “"ideally best polity"” should
promote and enhance certain values, of which human development
and self-realization were the most important ones. Education
achieved through political participation is anrimportant means
toward that end. So the question becomes: why not
participatory democracy instead of representative democracy?
Mill summed up his argument for representative democracy in
this way:
From these accumulated considerations it is evident
that the only government which can fully satisfy all
the exigencies of the social state is one in wHRich
the whole people participate; that any participation,
even in the smallest 'public function, is useful; that
the participation should everywhere be as great as
the general degree of improvement of the community

will allow; and that nothing less can be ultimately
deszrable than the admission of all to a share in the

Y
-
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sovereign power of the state. But since all cannot,
in a2 community exceeding a single small town, partic-
ipate personally in any but some very minor portions
of the pubklic.business, it follows that the ideal

type of a perfect government must be representative.=?

This Is an ambiguous paésage: the ideally best state 1s one in
which “the whol® people participated”, yet, due to the mere
size and complexity of modern nation-states, such participa-
tion could not be achieved. So, representative governﬁent is
ideally best only because we happen to live in a world which
is not fit for participatory democracy. The harsh reality
prevents the full satisfaction of "all the exigencies of the

social state.”

This is the fundamental challenge of-M;ll‘s pél}tichl
=]

theory: to reconcile the principles of liberty, self-rule and
education with the reguirements of managing big nation-states.

In broader terms, this is the challenge of reconciling the

danger of democracy with its benefits, or rather, of avoiding

the, dangers while enjoying the benefits.

Mill answers these challenges through his model of
representation which he defines in this way:

The meaning of representative government is, that
the whole people, or some numerous portion of them,
exercise. through deputies periodically elected by
themselves the ultimate controlling power, which, in
every constitution, must reside somewhere. This
ultimate power they must possess in all its
completeness.*? :

But who ought the "deputies” to represent and what is the

‘
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actual function of the representative assembly?

The answer tec the latter gquestion is clearer than the answer
to the former one. Parliaments should be "talk-shops"”, ,
assemblies of deliberation where all opinions could and should
be heard. Parliament was not to be a government, in the
gxecutive sense: it was not even to propose legislation. Its
only role was to discuss and accept or reject legislative
proposals from the government experts.

Instead of the function of governing, for which it
is radically unfit, the proper office of a represent-
ative assembly is to watch and control the government:
to throw the light of publicity on its acts: to
compelga full exposition and justification of all of
them which any one considers questionable; to censure
them if found condemnable, and, if the men who com-
pose the government abuse their trust, or fulfil it
in a manner which conflicts with the deliberate sense

of the nation, to expel them from office, and either
expressly or virtuvally appoint their successors.”?

This representative asseghly holds "the ultimate controlling

power," and can as such discharge of persons from the govern-
ment. But the government and the Civil Service are to be
institutions_of expertise and considerable independence from
political patronage. The proper, and the most important,
function of Parliament is “to be at once the nation’s
Committee of Grievances, and its Congress of Opinions; an
arena in which not only the general opinion of the nation, but
that of every section of it . . ." is heard; “"where every

person in the country may count upon finding somebody who

speaks hig mind".=®?
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Mill’s concerris that every view should have a spokesman in
the representative assembly is what guides him with regard to
whom, or what, the deputies of the répresentative assembly
should represent. Its task is to represent all legitimate
opinions, so what @as to be insured is that all opinions get
represepted. Whicﬁ;is by no means a simple t#sk.

That the wvoice of the m#jority will be spoken loudly is most
certain; the danger is that it could be Ehe enly voice heard.
Which could in turn result in a majority tyranny and what Mill
fearpd would turn out to be class tyranny.®’

To avoid this, Mili proposed complicated measures of
proﬁortional and plural voting. The proportional vote was to
insure that minorities would actually get represenged. But
even with minorities represented, Mill admitted that "in the
last resort the majority must get its own way, but . - - it
cught not to do so without a strugglé."‘“’

The plural voting scheme was designed to insure that those
with better education (and, it could be hoped, those who were
more 1intelligent, public-spirited and in general more
virtuous) had a stronger voice in the representative assembly
than the rest of the p;pulation. Here we come to a crucial
point in Mill‘s theory, which explains one of the things he
was trying to achieve by attempting to resoclve the differences
between the protective argument and the develcpmenial
argument. In a striking sentence, he claims that even "tho#gh

every one cught to have a voice [(i.e. one votel - that every
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one should have an equal voice is a totally different
proposition."®*%*?

The actual scheme he proposed is, to say the least, contro-
versial. To determine, in a neutral and objective way, who

should have a stronger voic%aband thus, more votes, is almost

"an impossible task. In practical terms it means that some

-

consensus has to be reached on . this matter, which seoanms
improbable if we kKeep the essence of the initial argument for
democracy in mind; why should it be assumed tha£ someone is
superier and hence deserving of‘more political power? Since
Mill accepted the fundamental equality of all men and women,
1t seems odd to propose a scheme of unequai political power to
protect the principle of equality.

The idea underlying his praposals 1s more novel: voting is,
and should be, more than a mere self-defence. One vote is
necessary for everyone to protect themselves from arbitrari-
ness by the government, and that is what the protective
‘argument tries to establish. Yet politics involwve more than
particular self-interests; they also involve the interests of
everyone else. Voting should therefore not only be an act of
self-regard, but also an act out of regard for others. That
is what citizenship consists of; taking a responsible stand on
issues which affect other people as well as one self. To
develop.such citizens was the aim of democracy as Mill saw it,

and that is where education enters the picture.z=?

It should be noted here, that if the aim of society is to
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develop responsible indiviquals who in.turé are supposed to
have stronger wvoice in sﬁaping the policies of that same
society, then Mill is implicitly refuting Adam Smith’s idea of
the "invisible hand."” Smith"s idea was, in short, that if
individuals were just left alone to mind their own business
everything would turn out fo; the best. From that idea the
theory of "Laisser-faire" or minimal governmental interference
was derived. In Principles of Political Economy, Mill rejects
the laisser-faire argument that the role of government should
be restricted to the mere "protection of person and property
against force and frau&“. Not only is the laisser-faire
theory out of place in politics, accord;ng to Mill, but also
in economics because it excludes "some of the most
indispensable and unanimously recognized., of the duties of

government ."*>?

~
)

2. Synthesizing development and representation.

Since full participation is practically unattainable in
large scale politics, civic education must be sought
elsewhere. Mill found the proper place for real and effective
participation to be the local level of government.

[Flor Mill, it is at [thel local level where the real
educative effect of participation occurs, where not
cnly do the issues dealt with directly affect the

individua} and his everyday life but where he also
stands a good chance of, himself, being elected to
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4
serve on a local body. It is by participating at the

local level that the individual ‘learns democracy’.
‘We do not learn to read or write, to ride or swim,
by being merely told how to do it, but by doing it,
so it is only by practicing popular government on a
limited scale, that the people will ever learn how to
exercise it on a larger. **?

The implications here are very.important. gspecially if we
keep in mind that representative democracy was the "ideally
best polity"” only because circumstances were not favorable to
direct participation. And when we add to this Mill’s
suggestions about possible pa;t;;ipation at the workplace,
these implications become even more far-reaching. Carocle
Pateman has emphasized this., concluding that “Mill-‘s argument
about the educative effect of participation 4n local govern-—
ment ancd in the workplace coula be generaiised to cover the
effect of participation in all ‘lower level’ authority
st;Lctures, or pelitical s;;tems."‘E’ ’

The question becomes: will this_not. over some period of
time, and given that people will actually learn democracy -
i.e. self-rule - lead to participatory democracy? Even to
socialism, as some aspects of Mill’s theory might seem to
suggest? Most of Mill s interpreters, both those favorable to
his theory, such as P;teman. and those who opposed teo it, such
"as Joseph Schumpeter, answer this positively.

These interpretations are ba;ed on some apparent implica-

tions in Mill’s theory which seem to imply that participatory

democracy is inevitable in the end. But Mill‘s whole view on
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hisﬁory and inevilability is rather hard to tackle. On one
hand he leaned a bit toward historicism, or positivism a la
Comte, but on the other hand he always remained'fiercely
libertarian. For instance, he bérieved that more democcracy,
meaning extension of the franchise, was inevitabie; his
complicated electoral machinery is partly designed to
eliminate the resulting dangers.” People had to be ready, they
needed more education, before democracy could be extended;
Just as the Indian "barbarians” needed the education providéd
by tﬁe non-accountable bureaucracy of the East India Company
before they were capable of self-government. But in the final
analysis, he was far more of a libertarian than a determinist.
That is why freedom of opinion and expression is 50 important:
"opinion is itself one of the ‘greatest active sccial forces.
One person with a belief is a social power equal to ninety-

nine who have only interests.”?%?

Now the question remains; does all this add up to a
synthesis? The answer, but not without hesitation, is no.
Mill’s representative democracy is firmly based in the liberal

tradition and its underlying protective argument. The

" developmental argument he incorporates is an extension of

equal importance te him, even though it is firmly based on
utilitarian doctrine. He never abandons the ideal that
government ‘s main goal is to assure favorable conditions for

the individual’s pursuit of happiness. Only this time afound
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the happine§s is gqualified. It is connected to the old ideal

of self-rule based on self-restraint and self-realization, via

v
-

education. Self-rule and ﬁelf—realizaﬂfon are values in
themselves, not merely dévices of‘self;protectioﬁ.

That Mill never ceases to be an enthusiastic advocate of
libe;ty we can best see from his defence of completely
unrestricted free@op 6f thought an§ expression. Freed;m of
any action, he claimé; can only be legitimately restricted -if

it is proven to be harmful to others. The burden 9f préo{ of
what is harmful always remains with society. Restricéions on
thought and expression, Mill c¢laims, can never be-argued fo;

successfully because "nc_one can legitimately claim infalli—

bilié?. and heﬁgé no one can legitimately claim the night.to

o L ’
suppress any opinion." And further, the usefulness of all

opinions being heard far exceeds their possible

»

~

harmfulness.?*”?

With this argument Mill shifts the buraen of ‘'proof to the
other side and proves his case to be more prudent. But the
argument also relies on the Lockeian principle of self-
posses;ion; if‘I own myself, nobody can ever legitiﬁately
intrude upon my persornal "sovereignty"”, so long as my acts do
not intrude upon others.

Yet, while affirming his commitment to liberty, Mill never
abandons the principle expreséed in h;s notto to On Libefty:
“The grand, leading principlée, towards which every argument

unfelded in these pages éirectly converges, is the absolute
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and essential importance of human development in its riches£
diversity."*®?

Mill did not reso{ve'the tension between represantation anﬁ
partiéipatioh: it most probably cannot be resolved or syn-
thesised fully. fo repeat: what was quoted earlier (pp. 51-
52): On cne-héﬁd i# tpe ideal; “the only government which can
fu]{y satisfy all the exigencies of the social state is ﬁne in

which the whole people participate. {Emphasis addedl" On thg’

other hand is the reality; "But since all cannot
parﬂicipate personally . . . it follows that the ideal best
type of a perfect government must be representative."”

This is a tension between what we want and whai-we realis-
tically can éet. between our dreams of democracy and our
‘political realiﬁy. .fhe extent to which this tension'can be
eased is, as a'matter of fact, suggested in this same passage;
"that any partigipation. even ;n the smallést public fﬁnction. ‘
is useful; that.the participation should everywhere be as
.great as the.genefal degree of improvement of the community

will allow.” There .is no magic solution to this tension. ve

must progress slowly and carefully towards full participaiion

-

which is the ultimate aim éf democracy.

It should be noted right_now that it i1s very much §long Y-
these lines that the final a;ggmen£ of this thesis will run
with regard to the tension between of representative and

participative democracy.



Chapter 4:
CONTEMPORARY TRENDS

This chapter focuses on contemporary theories of democracy.
Only two theorists will be considered. First is Joseph
Schumpeter’s economic model of democracy, which represents
what has been called the "revision" of the "classical tﬁeory"
of democracy. Among other things., tHis “revised"” theory of
democracy rejects the claim that participation plays any
special role in modern politics. The second theory to be
ﬁiscussqd is Benjamin R. Barber‘s. His Fheory represents the
growing dissatisfaction with the libe{al theory as wellkas
profound disappointment with liberal dsmocracy as it has
turned 0J1 in practice. Barber claims that representation is
at fault and.advocates participation. .

These two theorists also represent two very different ways
of reacting to the tension between theory and practice, dream
and reality, and hence, the relationship between participation
and‘?epresentation. As.well, they demonstrate the modern

versions of the protective and the developmental arguments for

demccracy.
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1. An economic model of democracy.
" ‘ ' »

Joseph Schumpeter’s book, Capitalism, Socialism and
DEmocraéy. has been';xtraordinarily influential since it Qas
first published in 1943. Carole Pateman has noted that
Schumpeter’s "notion of a "classical theory"”, his
characterization of the "democratic method” and the role of
participation in it have all be:ome almosi universally
accepted in recent writing on democratic theory."?*?

But first, what does Scﬁuméeter mean by the “"classical
theory"? Nbbody knows exactly what it is or whose 1& is. It
appears tb he Schumpeter’s own ccn;truction. not based on any
particular authors, gut rather on some general trend he
thought existed within democratic theory in the'eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. For the sake of the argument we can
take {t seriéusly as a real theory.=? 4

The definition embodied in the “"classical theory” of
democracy is, according to Schumpeter, this: “the demog;atic

method is that institutional arrangement for arriving at
polit}cal decisions which realizes the common‘good bf making
the people itself decide issues through the election of
individuals who are to assemble in order to carry out 1its
will. "> : ’

The stumbling blocks for Schumpeter are the Common Good and

the Common Will: "There is, first, no such thing as a unigquely

determined gommon good that all people could agree on or be
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made ta agree on by the force of rational argumernt."” And
secondly, tﬁé_“concept of the will of the people or the
volonte généréle .- - . vénishes into thin air . . . [becausel
that concept presupposes the exiﬁtence of a uniduely
determined common good discerniblé to all.” Thus, "both the
pillars of the classical doctrine inevitably crumble into
dust. <>

In other words, Schumpeter wants to abolish the whole notion
of the common good, simply ;ecause we cannot define it
adequately éhough in order to reach a consensus. By the sane
token; we presumably ought to abandon the notion of mind, or
"atom, or universe, because these cannot he "uniquely”
détermined or.defined.

According to Schumpeter the “"classical theory"” demands
unrealistic'rationality and altruism of people, something
which there is very little of, least of all in politics:

Thus the typical citizen drops down to a lower level
of mental perférmance [than in his dealings with
every—-day matters] as soon as he enters the political
field. He argues and analyzes in a way which he
would readily recognize as infantile within the
sphere of his real interests. He becomes a primitive
again.=? N

This of courge implies that direct participation of ordinary
citizens is at best harmless, at worst devastating. The
following quotation captures well the essence of Schumpeter-’s

argument against any common will and againsﬁ the possibility

of ordinary people having any business in politics, except as

]
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voters:

One has cne’s phrases, of course, and one’s wishes

and daydreams and grumbles; especially, one has one’'s.
likes and dislikes. But ordinarily they do not amount

to what we call a will - the psychic counterpart of
purposeful responsible action. In fact, for the

private citizen musing over national affairs there 1is

no scope for such a will and no task at which it
could develop. He is a member of an unworkable
committee, the committee of the whole nation, and
this i1s why he expends less disciplined effort on

mastering a-political problem than he expends on a
game of bridge.®? '

Since people in general cannot learn volitics, Schumpeter’s

conclusiop becomes inevitable: We must lesave it to the leaders

- an élite of political experts — to govern.

-

Faced with all the difficulties of the “"classical theory" of

democracy, what Schumpeter wants to do-is to reduce democratic

64

theory toc procedures we can easily define and which everyone

can identify as in accord with political reality. His revised

theory of democracy was to be purely descriptive, a cure to

the hopeless optimism and outright utiopianism of the

“classical theory"”. Thus he says; "the democratic method is

that institution&l arrangement for arriving at political:

decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide by

means- of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote."7?

We must object to Schumpeter’s claim that his theory is

purely descriptive. Implicit in his definition of democracy

is exclusion of different Kind of regimes which potehti@lly

could be called democratic. Ancient Athens comes to mind as
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an histodrical example and all kinds of direct participatory
democracies {(not n?cessarily at the national level) come to
mind as future possibilitiés. Therefofe. Schumpseter has to
provide a justificgtion fdr his particular definition. If he
does so, he is in fact providing a Jjustification for a
particular XKind of democracy, which‘in turn renders the claim
to pure description void. If he dogs nbt p}ovida such a
Justification then there is no good reason to take his
"deécription“ seriously, bécause what he is describing ig
arbitrarily defined. In the end this means that there can be
neo such thing as a purely descrlptzve defzggtzon of demccracy
Some definition has to be used and the connotation of that
definition can only be argued for on the basis of wvalues and
beliefs external to that definition. '

Indeed, Schumpeter offers a “defence and explanation” for
employing this particular definition, which consists of seven
explifitly stated reasons. But implicit in that defence and
explanation is a particular kind of justification of democracy .

which shows many family resemblances to the protective

argument of Locke.

The first reason Schumpeter gives, is that his theory
provides us "with a reasonably efficient criterion by which to
distinguish democratic governments from others." The main
- merit here, for Schumpeter, is that this solves an old problem

for the "classical theory”. Which was, that if the aim of
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democratic government was to carry out "the will and the good
df the people . . . Lthat aim could bel served jﬁst as well or
bettér by governments that cannct be described as demécratic.““’
This might be true if, and only if, we take the "common will
. . £
and the common good” to consist only of malerial desires. In
that case the end of society would probably best be served by
political arrangements similar to those described in Aldous
i

Huxley'’s Brave New World which carry the "greatest happiness

principle” of utilitarianism to its logical conclusion. But

=

even for the author of the "greatest happiness principle,”
J.S. Mill, Qaterial goods were not the toﬁ priority. An
essential argument ih Mill‘s theory is that liberty and
(formal) equality are the fundamental values of democracy ané
that these cannot be sacrificed, no matter what might be
gained in their place.

The second argument states that “the theory embodied in this
definition leaves all the room we may wish to have for a
proper recognition of the wvital fact of leadership.” However,
the conclusion that leadership is the key to democracy becones
inevitable only once it is assumed that ;he masses are too
ignorant and self-centered to bé trusted with governing
themselves.

Empirical studies, especially in the United States, in the
last four decades, suggest that voters - i.e. ordinary people
- are generally ignorant about, and uninterested in, national

politics. These.findings ought theréfore to support
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Schumpeter’s model of democracy. But what has not been
explained is why voters are i;norant and apathetic and whether
something can be done about it. It is simply assumed that
since people have been stupid in the past, they wiill always
remain so, and that we should design our political
institutions in accord with that "truth.” As a matter of
.fact, the revisionists seem to suggest that considerabls
apathy is good, perhaps necessary, for ghe stability of
democracy where political élites perform the most important
functions. It seems more pléLsible - at least if one belisves
that human stupidily is n&t completely inﬁurable - to design
political institutions to minimize this ignorance instead of
taking ad§antage of it.®? |
A further explanation Schumpeter gives is that his theory
1s of course no more definite than is the concept of
competition for leadership. This concept presents
similar difficulties as .the concept of competition in
the economic sphere, with which it may be usefully
compared [emphasis added]. In economic life
competition i1s never completely lacking, but hardly
ever is it perfect.
Here, then, is the reason for calling Schumpeter’s theory an
economic model.
For some reason or other Lhe analogy between the political
process and the market process has become extraordinari%y
widespread and dominant. This is by no means only due to

Schumpeter. Anthony Downs’ An Economic Theory of Democracy

and a host of political scifence studies have all emphasized
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this perspective. The analogy is the more extraordinary when
one considers what it really entails: a sécular'mysticism or
religion where God has been replaced by the invisible hand of
the free market. The problem - as admitted by all economists
- i§ that the fully free market is only an abstraction which‘
nowhere has, nor ever will, exist. It is abstractionrin the
sadé sense as Locke’'s State of Nature and the contract men
nmake when they enter C&vic Society; ip is abstract in the same
sense as John Rawls® Original Position with in which his
principles of justice are agreed upon. What Lhese
abstractions do is to expresé the hope, or faith, that there
is some rationale behind the apparent chaos.*©?

As an example of the insufficiency of this analogy
Schumpeter declares tha£ the competition for leadership 1is
restricted to "a free competition for a free vote." But

further;

The justification for this is that democracy seems to
imply a recognized method by which to ceonduct the
competitive struggle, and that the electoral method
1s practically the only one available for communities
of any size. But even though this excludes many ways
of securing leadership . . . it does not exclude the
cases that are strikingly analogous to the economic
phenomena we label “"unfair” or "fraudulent"” competi-
tion or restraint of competition. And we cannot
exclude them because if we did we should be left with
a completely unrealistic ideal. [Added in a footnote:
"As in the economic field, some restrictions are
implicit in the legal and moral principles of the
community.*1!!

But where do these legal and moral prfnciples arrive from?

From the community it seems. But what does that imply? Simply
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that there is a democratic society with a moral and legal

framework already in place. It looks as if Schumpeter’s

theory, then, is only a theory about certain procedures within
an already established democracy. But then Schumpeter goes

on: “"our theory seems to clarify the relation that subsists

- between democracy and individual freedom." Everyone is "in

principle” free “to compete for political leadefship." that
is, Schumpeter adds in a_footnote; free "in the same sense in
which everyoneAis free to start another textile mill."

If this is all there is to freedom, i! renders the political
freedom of ordinary citizens almost void because only a
limited number of people, an &élite with sufficient capital and
other necessary means, can “start another textile mill."” The
function of the electorate is reduced to producing a govern-
ment which includes “"the function of gvicting it.” That.is
the only sense in which Schunpeter seems to be talking about
democracy as determined by the vague definition: "rule by the
people.” His economic model prescribes not “rule by the
people”, but "rule by the leaders of the people.” The most
people can do is to defend themselves from their own leadsrs.
Therefore, as Pateman has remarked,

the function of participation in the theory [of
revisionists - or contemporary democratic theorists]
is solely a protective one; the protectiocn of the
individual from arbitrary decisions by elected
leaders and the protection of his private interests.

It is in its achievement of this aim that the
Justification for the democratic method lies.**?
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The similarities to Locke'’s theory are obvious. At the
bottom of this supposedly purely descriptive and “realistic”
model of democracy lurks the protective argument with its
underlying negative portrait of human.society: life 1is a
"mimic warfare”, a fierce competition between isolated
individuals who are too stupid to collectively protect them-
selves. The only pplitical participation they are capabie of
is to select the right leaders, just as they are capable of

selecting the right brand of cereals.

2. Strong democracy.

When it comes to contemporary theories of participatory
"democracy we are faced with a special problem, namely that
constructive theories of participation are hard to come by.
Those who oppose liberalism, its representative &litism and
the whole approach to politics it involwves, have spent most of
their energy, wit and writinés in criticizing instead of
formulating their own alternmatives. This is gquite under-

-
standable, S{Pce the prevalent political practices are based
on liberal doctrine and the'bulk of contemporary liberalism is
intended to explain and justify the prevailing political
practices. We have, for example, seen that both Locke and

Schumpeterftended to support the status quo.

Benjamin R. Barber’s Strong Democracy is taken up here
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because, in addition to a well substantiated criticism of
liberalism, it‘presants a vision and a justification of
"strong democracy" - ."in the participatory mode.” And it also
offers some practical proposals for the real present. Yet
Barber’s theory can only be fully appreciated through the
spectacles of his criticism of liberal democratic theory.

Barber starts with the belief that there is a real crisis
facing liberal democracy, which is "very much a ¢risis in
language and theory."” These criseg signal the bankruptcy of
democracy, at least in North Aﬁerica. There ié evidence,
Barber claims, "that the party system is breaking down or
breaking up, and that representatiye party democracy may be
being replaced 5y dangerous new variants of neodemocracy - the
politics of special’interests. the politics of neopopulist
faséism. the politics of image (via television and.
advertising), or the politics of mass so@&ety."“z’

There are many reasons for this degeneration of democracy,*3?
but the main reason is representation which destroys parti-
cipation and citizenship, thus undermining human autonomy and
freedom. It is freedom.-real meaningful freedom in ths form
of control, self-rule agh autonomy of indiv%duals which
precccupies Barber, both in“his criticism and in his own
alternative which he calls "s£rong democracy."”

Reading the end of the preface to his book, one might be

tempted to classify Barber as a liberal: "There is one road to
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freedom: it lies through democracy. The last best hope now,
és-two Hundred years ago, is that America can be Ameriﬁa:

" truly self-governing and democratic, thus truly free.™
However, to do so would be to turn the customary meaning of
liberalism, ;s it has developed over the past thrqe centuries,

upside down.**? v

The goal is clear: to make America - and hopefully the rest
\_‘,}
of the world also - free again, via Streng, or participatory,
democracy. Buit what is this "Strong democracy” and what
justifies it? Barber defines his Strong democracy as:
politics in the participatory mode where conflict is
rescolved In the absence of an Independent ground
through a participalory process of ongoing, proximate
self-legislation and the creation of a political
community capable of transforming dependent, private
individuals Into free citizens and partial and
private interests Into public goods.*%=? ¢
This definition 1s formulated in contrast teo three versions of
liberal democracy: Authoritative, Juridical and Pluralist, and
one collectivist version called Unitary democracy. All of
which Barber oppoées.““’

What distinguishes these versions is how they deal with, or
resolve, conflict "in the absence of an independent ground.”
The two basic assumption are, that the main task of politics
is to resclve conflict and that there is no independent ground
to do so. That the main function of politics is resolution of

conflicts over goals, values, and so forth, is fully compati-

ble with the liberal approach to politics. For example,
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ﬁgbert A. Dahl simply asserts that "@ fundamental
characteristic of human societies is conflict over goals."*7?
What 1is r;dically dif}erént from liberal theory, Barber
qléims. is the full recognition that there is no independent
ground to solve these conflicts. This approach to politics is
‘radically different” when we keep in mind the qdest for

certainty which, -according to Barber, characterises liberal

theory.=*2?

To understand politics [for liberal theoryl is
therefore always, necessarily, to deconstruct and )
depoliticize it: that is to say, to decontaminate it
of those exotic and unmanageable elements that resist
assimilation by the mind:-in guest of certainty. This
1s precisely the program of Hobbes’'s Leviathaln: .
politics is to be refashioned as morals, morals
remade as psychology, psychology recast as mechanics,
and mechanics recreated®as particle physics. From
such elemental (and elementary) building blocks as
threse can be construcled the entire political cosmos:
the ends -of political action and the norms of
political decision as well as the standards of
political uﬁderstanding’and the measures of political
science. Not even Descartes could have drfamed of so
complete a recomposition of the World by minds set on
certaipty.*”"”

We may recall Schumpeter’s first argument for his definition

of representatiﬁe democracy (see pp. 65-66 above) where he
* .
argued that his definition provided "a reasonably efficient

criterion b? which to distinguish‘democratic government f{rom

nawas better than the'"classical™ one

others.” His definitkt

because it stressed a mddus procedendi which’ could easily be

~ »

g to note“that it ié precisely the
P,
modus procedendl which Barber takes to be the distinguishing'

verified. It is stri

”~

. ~
.’I . - . L~ '{,L
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criterion betwéen his "mode® of'confli;t resolution and the
other modes. What exp]ains why the status of the modus
procedendI is not the same in Bafber ;s in liberal thecory is
the difference between recognition oé uncerbainty and a gquest
for certainty.

But what dogs this have to_do with the justificétion of
democracy? A great deal because if it is true, as Barber
asserts, that “"democracy begins where truth and certitude and

‘final solutions disappear into the murky uncertainties of the

human condition", then a new approach %d\£:? Justification of

by

democracy is needed.=%°,
This new approach should have a lot to say about "the human
condition”, that‘ig to say, about human nature. For Barber,
the basic truth about human beings is that "We are above all
creatures of time, defined by a history that we ﬁake
to;ethg;." This truism 1s in sharp contrast Lo “The radical
individualism of liberal demécracy fEwhichl] denies this
immersion in timg and thus denies the possibility of change or

growth in human nature."=2? -

-

Whgt is being asserted here, is the "grand, leading
principle” of Wilhelm wvon Humbolt and thn Stuart Mill, about
"the absolute and essential importance of human development in
its richest diversitf." It is Barber s argument, that this
Principle can only be served by partigcipatory democracy. Thus

one might conclude that democracy is a means toward the ends

. *
this principle entails.. But that would not be an entirely

*
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fair conclusion, since all we are left with - once we admit

that there are not independent grounds to sclve conflict - is

thie process of %articipation. Activity becomes the chief

virtue of Barber’s democracy, because it is through political
action that ﬁETTtTra{/;nowledge is acquired; it is through

political aétion that the fundamental questions of politics

are answered.
. N e
(Qluestions as "What shall we do?" and "How shall we
reconcile our differences?” and "How can we conduct
ourselves as a Jjust community? To such questions
there are no "“true” or "false" answers, no correct or
incorrect positions. There are only alternative ]
visions that compete for communal acceptance."==? L

There are thus three basic assumptions on which Barber rests
his case for'democracy: (1} That there is no philosophicai
lexicon to look to for resolving conflict, no independent
ground; (27 That man "knows he must act even while he knows
how little he knows”‘;nd; (3} To understand human beings we
need an affirmative theory of human nature which emphasizes
the diverse potentg;lities of human beings. It is on the
basis of the thiﬂd assumptioﬁ that ﬁ% can call his argument
developmental or prog}essive. Yet it still remains to be seen
how, based on theseAassumptions. participatory.semocracy:is
Justified. .

For Barber, participatory democracy is justifiedlby the very
"fact” that representation has failed to realize what
democracy set out to achie;e: liberty, equality, ;elf-rule.
and ﬁuman dignity. It has secur?d private rights and minimum

Y
*
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accountability of the political élites, but not more. The
failure in theory has had pretiy bleak consequences in
American society: "High crime rates, public lying, private and
public fr;ud. systemic inegalitarianism, ecqndmic chaos,
exploitation, mean-spiritedness, commercialism. privatism,

persistent racism, and the atrophying of public life in the

neighborhoods as well as in the central government . " .

Barber admitts that liberalism is no£ the sole causg of this,
rather.modernity itself is, but then again the liberal spirit
is very much part of that modernity.=™?

In contrast, strong democracy in the participatory mode
promises to revitalize real, purposefﬁl freedom, real, as
compared to fecrmal equality, and human dignity based on
autonomy and ;elf-rule. Barber’s either/or reascning is in
.this sense of the same nature as Schumpeter’s; either

representation or participation. Representation has beson

shown to have failed, ergo participation. i

Barber presents his central criticism of the liberal

tradition this way: v ’

(I3t 1s not enough for us to be democrats solely that
we might be free; despotism may alsoc offer a certain
freedom, as Voltaire and Frederick the Great tried to
prove. It is not enough for us to be democrats solely
to secure our interests today; tomorrow our interests
may be better served by oligarchy or tyranny or
aristocracy or by no government at all. It is not
enough for us to be democrats this year becauss we do
not believe in anything strongly encugh to impose our
beliefs on others; next year we may uncover founda-
tions for those beliefs that destroy our self-
restraint. Every prudential argument for democracy is
an argument for its thinness; every defenss of
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democracy in lieu of something better invites one to
search for the missing “"something better”; every
attempt to cut man down to fit the demands of
hedonism and economics makes him too small for civic
affiliation and too meanspirited for communal
participation.=~?

Does this mean that we accept participation as the
alternative to the liberal tradition? Not thae alternative, but

it is par% of the solution to the insufficiency of the

protective liberal argument for democracy. But before we deal

with that, we must address two problems posed by the argument

for participation which héve not been adeguately dealt with
yeb.

The first problem is that of “"forced to be free" in
Rousseau’s theory, or as B#rber points out it the gquotation
above: "It is not enough for us to be democrats this yvear -
because we do not believe in anything strongly enough to
impose our beliefs-on others; next year we may uncover
foundations for those beliefs that destroy our self-
restraint.” We can approach this problem in many different’
ways, but most commonly it takes the form of majority—tyranny.

For liberal theory, majority-tyranny is a problem since the
interests of the majority may be imposed on the mindrity. For
participatory theories, the‘;noblem is the enforcement of
certain values (e.g. eqﬁality. liberty and citizenship). And
in Rousseau’s case, cne might ask whether his idea of fércing

people to be free by breaking the chains of inequality would

not liberate some potentialities but only be suppressihg

v
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others?

The answer 1is “fes it could.” But it is legitimate to ask
whether this is in any way a more sericus problem for
participatory democracy than for representative democracy.
Every society - be it big or small - has its moral hierarchy,
its ethical codes and norms of behaviour. These are enforced
through education, persuasion, et cetera; social training as
R.A. Dahi calls it ==?

One purpose of the protective argument, in all its wvariants,
is to argue for a political arrangement that secures that
"social training” deoes not become tyranny, literal enforce- é

. A
ment. The basic sense of liberty as “noninter?érence" goes
some way in drawing the line between education’or persuasion
and enforcemegt. It is often said that the people in
democracies have the right to be wrong. €he people have this
"right” beéause weldo net recognize the right of anybody to
enforce the truth up on anybody. Why? Because, the
protective argument answers, no one has thé right to enforce
the right opinions upon anybody because everyone is funda-
mentally equally free. This equal freedom can then be argued

for from natural rights (Locke), social contract (Rousseau) or

utility (Mill).

There is another angle to this problem, which usually is
associated with liberalism, namely that of the "free-rider™.

If we look at Barber’s account of this problem, we see how his
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solution can potentially become a problem in itself:
Free-riders are self-interested individuals who do
not care to comply with public policies and common
-decisions in the absence of careful policing and
external coercion. Since they act exclusively out of
- self-interest and obey regulations only as the
necessary price for winning the compliance of others,
they are content to ride for nothing on the back of
the "public” as long as they can get away with it. . .
[Flree¢ riders can exist only in a thin [(read;
liberall democracy where obligation is the provisiong.
al consequence of a bargain. Citizens do not and
cannot ride for free, because they understand that
their freedom is a consequence of their participation
"in the making and acting out of common decisions’. To
ride for free is to betray not others or an abstract
promise but themselves.=%?

w

Do they understaﬁdf And even if they do understand, does

#}hat secure that they will no£ continue to ride free? ihe

underlying problem here is essentiaily that of enforcement.
Those who will not participate and do not want to be

-

"educated"” or "libérated" will not understand this and-

according to the basic canons of democracy, citizens cannot be

forced to participate. So either the solution is no solution

after all, or it is based on enforcement Wwhich Ba}ber himself
e

reajects.
The second problem also concerns those who will nct - for
vhatever reasons - participate in 'the “all important*” '_

political process. And realistically, there will always be a 3
. . -~
considerable number of "eccentric" individuals who ;efuse to
participate and want to keep to themselves. What does
L )

participatory theory do about them? More generally, one can

ask: do politics "in the participatory mode” imply;that Qvery—
2
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one should have an opinion on any given conflict? If so, then
participatory theory is overly optiﬁistic and utopian, but if
not, the question arises of who actually seclves any given
;onflict. On one hand this may seem Lo prescribe a new kind
of élitism where those who are politically active become the
new élite. On the othér hand this may seem to give way to
enforcement if that will be the only way to ensure the

participation of everyone.‘
We must realize that there is no final solution to these

problems. Everything depends on the practical application of

the principles proposed. Barber’s practical proposéls for the

real present entail a "“program for the revitalization of

citizenship."” The central point of his program is increased

participaiion and involvement on all levels of society where
nengBorhood assemblies play a crucial role, as well as

increased utilization of modern technology for discussion and

information access. We need not to go into the full detlails

of his program,®the spirit of its application unfolds from the

dautious words that follows it:=7?

[Tlhe udent democrat reforms by adding partici-
patory¥gngredients to the constitutiondl formula, not
by removing representative ingredients.} The ocbjective
is to reorient liberal ‘democracy toward civic engage-
ment and political communitiy, not to raze it -
destroying its virtues along with its defects. .
The American system (like entrenched democratic con-
stitutions everywhere) survives by evolving and
evolves by accreting new institutional layers that
conform to the contours of a historically tested
practice even as they alter the system’s dimensions
and centre of gravity. . . . Strong democracy is a
complementary strategy that adds without removing and -
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that reorients without distorting. There is no other
way .,=a>

This cautious approach, where gradual development is taken
te be the only possibie way, 1s reasonable and represents a
fundamental need:- for security which should not be ignored; we

:cannot let go of all .-we have - bad as it may be - for.

something which yet is only a possibility.=®>

In this sense, Bérberfs reasoning is not of the "either/or"
nétqre. He does not completely reject the protective argument .
'af‘provided by liberal theory or the kfhd of society we call
liberal democracies. Rather he tries to reorient the
protective argument by emphasizing human development as
acquired through participation. Quite appropriately he closses
his book by remindiné us that thg case for democracy has two
advocates: one who argues from human weakness and calls for
limits, restrictions and balances;'one who argugs from human
stréngth and calls for improved ;onditions of human

development. It is in admitting this“duality of human nature

that Barber's strength rests.2©?



. Chapter 5: :

oy ‘
ALTERNATIVES' -

We hg&é pow critically examined five democratic the%}ists
and théir.érguments for democracy. It has besn claimed - in
varying degrees - that their arguments are insufficiént but
not fundamentally wrong. The basic problem.is always a
singlemindéd approach to politics, which in turn seems to

result from a one-dimensional conception of human nature.

-
=

What remains to be done is to sketch an alternative approach
whichh does not fall prey to the same shartcbmings. The
proposed alternative is dialectical in the sense that it
emphasizes seemingly contradictory perspectives. To bring
this forward we shall look at two examples g{ the singleminded
approach; the tensiog between individualism ang collectivism .
and C.B. Macpherson’s criticism of utilitarianism. Once the
alternative is clear, we can apply it to our main topic: the
protective argument for representation versus the
developmental argu..ent for participation. In doing sd. we
will arrive at the conclusion that what is needed is a new and

enlarged conception of democracy based on expanded conception

of human natyure. jF\\ .
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l. An alternative approach.

The cautious words of Benjamin R. Barber, that his theory
provides "a complementary strategy that adds without removing

and that reorients without distorting"” is cause for some ~

optiﬁism about the future of democratic theory, and suggests
the direction to head in. It also tells us something about
the project of justifying democracy which may be disturbing to
some, namely that the justification o; domocracy can at best

be probable, never certain or final.
%

J. Roland Pennock’s valuable analysis of democratic theory
suggests this same cautious approach. For instance, he notes
that the tensions between liberty and equality and between
individualism and collectivism have no final solution because
they reflect tensions that are inheren; in human beings and
human society. Thése are tensions

between desire or interest on the one hand and duty
or obligation én the other;'between belief in
equality and the demand for differential reward,
status, and prestige; between the liking for privacy
and the enjoyment of collective activity; between
autonomous man and heteroncmous man; and between
selfishness and altruism.??

To make this clear, we can use the tension between
individualism and collectivism as an example. This tension

exists both on a descriptive and a prescriptive level. The

4

question on the descriptive level is “"what is the starting
a

LY
1

}.

-
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point for social or political analysis gnd explanation”? Once
one has reacheé a conclusion, the prescriptive implicaticns
are easily dwawn. It seems more natural - at least for
- someone reared in the ihdividualistic tradition ~ to say that
the starting point of description is "the individual". But
what is an individual per se, when deprived of all social
relations and of all community with others? We have not the
slightest idea. All one could speculate about are the
potentialities such a person has. What makes a‘person an
individual is the human society which éhapes him or her. Yet
there is something essential to each and every individual
pefson. something which distinguishes that person from
everyone else and has nothing tp do with "social training."
Everyone who has brought up a child, not to mention more than
one, knows that there is something unique about every persona
some essence, some individual core. We know that children
brought up by the very same peoéle in the same manner turn out
to be very different individuals. Still, we cannot pin down
what this essence is or how to distinguish it from the social
‘conditioning we also Know that shapes every person. . - -
The point is, that we cannot tear the two dimensions of
human perscnality apart; it wil¥% be of limitgd help in
understanding and it will do harm if we try to draw pre-
scriptive ggnclusions’frcm either one of these without keeping
the other dimension in mind. What is suggested is that the

tension between individualism and collectivism is, for our
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purpose.‘essentially the same as the tension betwsen the
proteclive argument and the developmental arguﬁent and hence
be;ween”representation and participation. ‘

The liberal approach is individualistic for the most part.
Its basic concept{pn of human nature asserts that man is
seeking to maximize his desires which are supposed to be
limitless. But what are these indiviqual desires, stripped of
their social Eontext? Raw physical desires for food, sleep,
sex, and shelter. In.reality these raw desires are always
circumscribed or specified by the social circumstances of the
individual who has them. Liberalism is right in saying that
what the individual; seek is what they value: freedon,
equality, wealth, and so forth. But what liberalism ignores
is that all of these are given content by social and
historical circumstances. This one~dimensional conception of
human nature does not explain or define the indiwvidual in
actﬁal society. Nor does it Jjustify democracy.

At the other end, the sccial approach, when it is collectiv-
ist, sees socisty aéd;its arrangements as the sole source for
explanation and justification. By rejecting individual &
autonomy; the road is cleared for oppression of individu;ls in

.
the name of collective interests or values.

Both these approaches, are wrong. Persons are never fully
free to do what they.like, bug neither are their values, wants -

and acts fully determined by society. Persoﬁs“are-neither

fully autonomous ncor heteronomous.
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As our second example, we can look at the whole question of
humﬁn.nature which is at the very heart of ogur approach to
politicss Pennock has argued that,-

Man] is not only ambivalent, . . . he is highly
pluralistic. And while he is'malleable to an
important degree, he remains incorrigibly manifold in
his motivations and pursuits. A political *theory
based upon the assumption that man’s nature is in any
sense monistic - or that it can be made so - doss
violence te the facts and must suffer the conse-
quences. The same is true, I believe, of a theory
that assumes man is completely malleable, overlooking
the competing tendencies that seem always, though in
variant degrees, to be present.=?

—
-

. A relevant instance of this monistic - or Singleminded -
aﬁpro#ch ¢an be found in C.B. Macpherscn‘s criticism of-
utilit;rianism. Macphersoh-argues tgat there are two main
eiémgnté—in the justifiqatiqn liberai democratic theory offers
for democrécy.

The first claim i< that the liberal-democratic
society, by instituting a wider freedom of individual
choice than does any non-liberal society, maximizes
individual satisfactions or utilities. . . . This claim
implies a particular concept of man’s essence. . . .
[It views] man as essentially a consumer of
utilities. . . .

The sgcond claim is that the liberal-democratic
society maximizes men’s human powers, that is, their
potential for using and developing their unigquely
human capacities.. This claim is based om a view of
man’'s essence not as a consumer of utilities but as a
doer, a creator, an enjoyer of his human atfributes.®>

Y

Macpherson claims that these two Qiew; of ‘human nature are in
fact incompatible and that the result.of their incompatibility

“can be seen in John Stuart Mill and T.H. Green and the whole

subsequent liberal-democratic tradition: an uneasy compromise

™
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between the twoé views of man’s essence, and, correspondingly,
an unsure mixture of the tﬁo maximizing claims made for_the
liberal—de;ocratic society."”*?

‘it may be an uneasy compromiée.'but can we afford to give up
one part of humanhnature Just for the sake of clarity in
pblitical theory? To quote Pennock again; "Man’s nature is to
want both tq consume and to create. To build a theory on a-

contrary assumption would be to build upon a false

foundation."*%? -

On the basis of this it follows thatlthe proper approach to
politics in general and to the jugtification of democracy in
particular, must be dialectical, meaning that in dealing with
each problem, contrary perspectives must be Kept in mind at
the same time. The justification of democracy has to Pe
dialectical, in this sense, on many levels: it has to take
account of the basic paradoxes in human nature; q{ both the
individual and social perspective; it has to be both general
and specific; it has to include, or build on, ideal theory
but’ at the same time be conscious of the necessary ceonditions
for deﬁocracy and; it has to employ both the protective and
the developmental argument. Such an approach is historical or

cultural. How 1t is so we need now to see.
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2. An alternative justification.

Wo shPuld keep in mind that this is an aiternatfve to the
Justifications of democracy so far considered. Roughly
speakKing, what will be attempted here is to cﬁmbine Ehe éore
of the protective argument as provided by'the libaral
tradition with the core of the developmental argument.
Therefore some of’the things said earlier will have to be
repeated here, but the result will further tie together the

: v
various arguments of this thesis. -

The focal point here - as it has been all along - is the

conflict between the prﬁtective argument and the developmental

-
-

argument, which for all practical purposes is a conflict
between representation and participation.

Rec#lling the essence of the argument in Chapter 1, demo-
cracy arcse in opposition to what came to be conceived as
oppression; democracy thus took the form of a demand for basic
righ£s: eguality of treatment, freedom from arbitrary
confinement, freedom of speech, associaiion.‘ané:éénforth.‘

T .

As such, democracy was transformed from meaning direct rule
of the poor to meaning representative rule of the middle
¢lass. Democracy was - as James Miller said about
Tocqueville’s influence - "made safe for l:'.I:nsu-;-.zlism."">

We can therefore say that in the beginning modern demciratic

v
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.
theory rejected the ancient Greek idea of direct participation
in politics. The arguments against direct participation were
perhaps sound in the e}ghteenth. nineteenth and eariy ot
twentieth century. Repregentat;ve democracy was hecessary,

”,

due to the special circumstances in Eurgpe and North Americ

at that time. But what about_pow in 18887 Are there still
any good arguments agaihst inc;eased participatipn?

wWhat determines that is wﬁéther the idea of expanded
participation does threaten the basic rightsfand security that
rgpresentative démocracy has established and legitimized. It
does not appear to do so: Not, a; léng as the principle of
effective equal opportunity to influence decisions is tempered
by safeguards which secure that the majority is_not caught off
guard (resulting in minorityltyranny> and that the minority
has a fair chance of using the opportunities everyone has to
influence communal decisions (to prevent majority-tyranny’.”?

This means that the argument for participation 1s sound

insefar as it does not abandon the protective argument and the
Py .

basic rights that argument entails. It also means that we
accept that different forms of democracy can be justifiable
under different’circumstances.
¥

But it is not snough to show that the arguments against
participation are rfot as sound as they perhaps used to be. We

must also ask whether there are any good reasons for increased

partiéipation and involvement.

&

R
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It has been commonplace in the past £wenty years or so, to

lalk'ahout the "crisis" of democratic theory and of modern
' - ' . '
liberal demdtracies. People-have pointed out that there is an

4increaéing-gap etween forgally equal opporiunities to,

- influence decisions that concern them and effectively squal

opportunities to influence decisions. There are signs, as

Barber pointed out, that the representative party system is

breaking up or breaking dowqf What ought to replace it must
be based on the principle o%ﬂé?re involvement and more
parﬂicipation, that is on incre;sed demand for g}uly effective
equal opportunities to affect decisions. Such development
should not be surprising. Once some basic human rights have
been established and are secured, thé demand for their
enhancement quite naturally arises. This is a direct result
of human nature, once‘it is seen in developmental terms.
Winston Churchill once remarked that democracy 1s “the worst
form of governmeht in the world., except for‘all the other
forms."” This remark manifests the lack of an affirmative ©°?
theory of democracy which can generate a belief in its
positive possibilities. We Know what is bad about most forms
of government, yet we do not know what is good about the form
we recognize and praise as the best one. It is easy to see
how this lack of faith in democracy goes hand in hand .with the
pessimistic conception of human nature which has been the

foundation éf liberal democratic theory. As a result of that

pessimism we have to some extent lost hope in our future, and
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that, to some, is "The greatest crime: the death of hope, the
7
Y

deatﬁ%?? all of the rights we all have, especially that of thé

young of believing in a future, the hope for a nermal lifé. a

difficult life but something that appears as a challenge to

live it the best we can. We have a right to this chance."®?
Andrew Gamble gives an interesting explanation for this

pessimism in contemporary theory:

[Wihat is most remarkable about modern Western ¢
thought is the extent:rto which it has stayed chained
to 1ts nineteenth century ideological formulations
and how that has caused it to become increasingly
pessimistic and uncertain because the ideclogy as a
moral doctrine is more and more incapable of dealing
with s0 many events and aspects of the modern worldg.
Despite ideology being pronounced finished so often.
the concepts and images it fashioned remain the
universe of modern though.?®?

.If this is true - which no doubt it is te great extent - then

it further supports our claim that democratic theory has to

move forward, it has to go béyond the protective argument

- which became dominant in the eighteenth century and still is

paramount.

But probably the most important reason for the ﬂcrisis" of
democracy today 1s the inabiiity of modern democracies to deal
with large communal problems. Serious problems like resource
control and pollution. In 1987 The World Commission on
Environment and Development published its repert, Our Common
Future. Its message is alarming but clear:'

The next few decades are crucial. The time has come

to break out of past patterns. Attempts toc maintain
social and ecological stability through old
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‘approaches to development and environmental protec-
tion will increase instability. Security must be
sought through change. The Commission has noted a
number of actions that must be taken to reduce risks
to survival and to put future development on paths
that are sustainable. Yel we are aware that such a
reorientation on a continuing basis Is simply beyond
the reach of present decision-making structures and
snstitutional arrangements, both national and
International. [(Emphasis addedl]. . .

We are unanimous in our conviction tha&t the
security, well-being, and very survival of the planset
depend on such changes, now.**?”

Of course there are ﬁroblems concerning what exactly collec-
tive affairs or common goods involve and who should decide
these things. If we take the course Schumpeter and his
followers have taken and SEPply concede that we cannot define
any collective goods and hence that we should give up on the
whole enterprise, thep there will be no future, common or
otherwise. But we cannoi Just stick our heads in the sand and
pretend everything will turn out in the best of ways.

The point is that the protective argument, which has been
the main justificatiog for democracy, and certainly the most
generally accepted justification, is too limited. It
neglects, in its basic assumpition, important facts about human
nature, and that neglect translates into a political practice

which cauees disappointment and cynicism about democracy.

We can therefore conclude that the?@ are indeed good reasons
for advocating increased participation and involvement. One

reason is that representative democracy as practicéd’today
: - . v

S
[y
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creates rather than solves collective Eﬁghésms. ﬂisecond

reason ;ies at the core*of the deyelopmental argument, that

politiéal participation is an essential form of self-

realization. But what do we mean here by participation -

——

what i1s it that is missing from both theory and practice?

One thing sometimes advocated is to increase the influence
people have by more frequent elections and referenda on
important issues. This is an important step towards increased
participation and inveolvement and w:ill probably be tried in
the near future. But such measures will not change much
unless they are accompanied by a change in‘attitude. As long
as we conceive voting to be a mere agglomeration of individual
interest, more frequent elections and referenda will not do
much good.

What should be sought 21s discussion — where those whe want

can effectively participate - which leads to an agreement.

Such discussions may be difficult and may be tiring, even

boring, but active participation is not only our best defence
against tyranny - as has been repéated throughout - it is our
best hope fo; fihding acceptable solutions to our common
problems.

Yet there is no blueprint available for participation
Because it is not possible toc make one. Each place has -its
special circumstances, history and traditions which have to be

taker. into consideration. More importantly though, a

\
blueprint’ for participatory democracy would contradict the
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very principle of pariicipatory co-operation. If ﬁarticip§4

tion is to be sgccegéful and meaningful, people themselves '

have to decidajhow,-where.énd when to participate. We cannot

have conscriptive part;cipation without contrﬁdicting the

principle of humar autonomy - which is the very thing wes wish

Lo enhance.

All this may seem but wishful thinking and in little

r Y]

connéctlon\bo';he rest of the thesis. But it leads bP thg

fin?l Answer to our problem - the.rivalry between participa-, “’
tion %nd representation. Here John Stuart M;ll's "synthes{i"{i
lights the road; "any participation, even in the smalleﬁt

public f&nction. is useful; . . . participation should
everywhere be as great as the general degrée of improvement of

the.cémmunity will allow; and that nothing less can be

ultimadtely desirable than the admission of all to a share in
P .

=>

the sovereign power of the state.”*=
According to this view, political participation begins at
home, at the workplace, in the‘locél communi£y. in the school
and progresse; from there to larger levels. Social re;ponsi-
bility ; whic;—is the other side of freedom -~ has to be
learned, it is not natural, and the best place té learn it is
wheré one is familiar with the issues and the con;equences of
one’s décisions. We should not do away with representation

and delegation, but we can strive for much more participation

than we. practice today.*™?
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We cannot abandon the protective argument for degcc:acy;.it
remains the foundation of democratic theory and the protective
fﬁnction representation serves is still a central function of

democracy. What is needed is to supplement the,proﬂe;five
argument with the developmental argument; representation has
to be'supplementea with incrgased participationﬁ

Today, conditions for involvement and participatioh are
perhaps mo}é favorable than they were even few decades agé.
This makes the claim for effective equal opportunity t;
participate more plausible and more legitimate. But more
favorable conditions will not do us any good unless there is a
change in our conceptions of wh;t democracy is and what it can
be.**> |

Part of our conc@ption of democracy is our definition of it.
The 1initial definition was "“rule by the peopie.“ Perhaps this
is what we hafe to settle for. Most specifications of this
vague defini;ion reduce “"rule"” to voting and "the people"” to
the ;itizens of modern nation-states. But democracy as self-
rule of ﬁhe people should not be restricted to the national
government and ruling can be more than just yPting: it can
also mean more intimate involvement and participation. We
must reject the idea that there is only one "irue” version of
democracy and to allow for different interpretations of the
vague definition "rule by, the pecple."?=?

But the issue here is not so much the definition of

democracy. Expénded definition must rest on an expanded

~.
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conc;ption of the potentials of democracy. That in turn rest§

on a new and énlargbd conception of human nature. The history

-~
of democratic™theory tells us that conceptions of human

nature, of its possibilities and potentialities, form the
foundation for the defence and justification of democracy -

and dictate what kind of democracy i advocated.
Thfoughout this thesis the negative conception of humar
Py . - M

'-n.l

nature and 'the pessimistic view ef human potentialities that

follow have been criticised. One example of that view is in

the following: "The real world of politics is nbt the realm of

S .
fulfilling oneself in and through co-operative endeavours, but

of confrontations with others, of wielding power and of being
subject to it; of uneasy compromises and distasteful
alliances. of frustrations and bccasionél triumphs." The
validity of this as a description of how things are is not

¥
questioned, but we must not accept it as the final word on

o
what politics car be.?%?

The protective argument has been more heavily criticised. .
than has the developmeﬁlal argument. The reason is not-that
the protective argument is in some way inferior, or less
-important, than the developmental. Both ;re essential to
democratic theory. But the protective argument has been
overemphasised up to now by most democratic theorists ana
‘therefore there is more need todéy to emphasise the
developmenféiﬁérgumant which amends the insufficiency of the

h

protective argument.

Ny
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To sum &p £he crucial point of this thesis: There are two
theories of democracy lcose in the world today: one argues for
répresenthtion via the protective argument, the cthér f;r.
pérticipation via the developmental argument. We need both:
what I*have called the "alternative justification”.for
democracy takes account o{ boﬁh these arguments, because they
emphasize two different aspects of human nature, both of which
are essential.

If thfre is one single lesson to be learned from this.thesis
Jt is that the limitations of democracy and of democratic
theory are only tuose set. by ourselves, and by the limlted
conceplions we have of our own nature. If we believe that
people are capable of development, of overcoming their
limitations as they have in the past, there seems to be good

reason to believe that democratic theory and democratic

practicés will continue to grow rn the future.



Introduction

1) The label "social democracy"” does not - at least not ~
necessarily - refer to any form of socialism, communism or
marxisﬁ in the conventional meaning of those words. Marxism
and all derived theories of “pecples democracies” are
deliberatively excluded from this thesis for the following
two reasons: :

I was born, raised, and educated in the "Western”
democratic tradition. Since ! can remember, the values and
the worldview of that tradition have besn praised around me.
Which probably goes a long way in explaining why I
instinctively believe in democracyf Still, all this praise
has seemed suspicious to me, as if its purpose was to cover
up for something which was missing. As well, democracy did
not seem to fully live up to its good reputation. I therefore

rstarted asking myself seriously what was so good about
democracy and how it éoqld be m@de even better. Marxism did~
not provide me with any answers . only more questions.

Secondly it is especially important’for‘ﬁe - in light of
the alternative approach to the justification of democracy I

- am proposing - to stay firmly within the tradition I am
trying to explain and justify. Marxism is not part of that -
tradition, even though its illegitimate child, communism, has
been very influential in sustaining the "ei$her—
representative democracy-or-authoritarianism” approach to

democratic theory.

2) John Dunn, Western Political Theory In the Face of the

Future, p. 27.
& , .

PO -
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52

6)

72

99

{
Eighteenth century fransvaluation.

Much more degailed examples of this diversity can be found in
Arne Nasss et al.-D@Tocraqy, Ideology and Objectivity,
Appendix I, pp. 27§—329. where there is a chronological list
of 311 définitionsAof democracy. Also wortﬁ mentioning here
is Jens A. Christophersen, The Hbaﬁihg of "Democracy”, which

is an extensive analytical and historical research into the

different meanings of the term “"democracy"”.

Wébester’s New Twentieth Century Dicticonary, Second ed. (New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1983, p. 483.

N
Robert A. Dahl, A Preface teo Democratic Theory, pp. 131-132.

Louis Wassermén. Modern Political Philosophies, p. 12. Cited
in—A. Naess ot al., Democracy, Iideclogy and Objectivity, p.
313. | |
J. Dunn, Western Political Theory in Face of the Fubure, pp.
26-27.

~
For a short but good =wccount of democracy in ancient Greece,
see Dorothy Pickles, Democracy, pp. 29-42. For RéLsse#u‘s
view on Rome, see The Social Contract, Book I1II, ch. 12, pp.’
136-137 and Book 1V, ch. 4, pp. 157-168. -
R.R. Palmer, "Notes On ?ie»Use Of. The Word-"Democracy" 1789-
1799, p. 204. 1t should be added that not only were these
three words the established trinity in pclitical theory, they

-
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92

10

110
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were so in political reality. Thus we find Charles I, King of
England, saying, in reply to the nineteen propositions of
Parliament in 1642: "There being three kinds of government
among men, absolute monarchy, aristocracy, and demacracy; and
all these having their particular conveniences and
inconveniences; the experience and wisdom of your ancestors,
hath so molded this out of a mixture of these, as to give to\
this Kingdom (as far a humane prudence can provide) the
conveniegnces of all three, without the incbnvéhiencas of any
one, as long as the balance hangs even .between the three
estates, and they run Jointly on in their proper channel
(begetting vertue and fertility in the meadows on both
sides), and the overflowing of eigher on either side., raise
no deluge or inundation.” (John Rushworth, Aistorical
Collections, IV (London, 1682), p. 731. [Cited in J.H,
Franklin, Jokn Locke and the Theory of Sovereignty, p. 24-
25.1)

“"Démocratie” in Dederot’'s Encyclopedia, Vol. IV, pp. 516-18.
Ci;ad in (and trans. by) J. Miller. Rousseau. Dreamer of

Democracy, p. 115.
R.R. Palmer, The Age of the Democratic/Revolution. pP. 4.

Ibid, pp. 4-5.

On this\Palmar has noted that "There have always been British
and European observers who have maintained that the agitation
for parliamentary refori in England or Ireland, or the
political overturns of the Dutch, Swiss, or italians. ware
not truly revolutionary in any meaningful or modern sense.

It 15 admittedly the purpose of this book to per;uade to a
contrary opinion. It is not necessary., however, to reject
such ideas as simply mistaken, or to insist upon similarities

where none exist. All that is necessary, or even desirable,
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is to set up a larger framework, or conceptual structure, in
which phenomena that are admittedly different, and even .
different in very significant ways, may yet be seen as
related products of a common impulse.‘or different ways of
achieving, under different circumstances and against
different degrees of opposition, certain recognizably common
goals." (Ibid, p. 92

To quote an eighteenth century observer for the
revolutionary spirit which characterised this period: “In
Ireland a revolution ‘is going on without civil war and even
without causing astonishment. In France, I am assured, there
i1s much agitation. The Germans bear the yoke of an arrogant
nobility with impatience. In the United Provinces power is
taken from the hands to which it was ent}ustbd. A British
vessel, stopping on the way back from fndia at the Comero
Islands in the Mozambigque Channel, finds the native
inhabitants in revolt against their Arab masters; and when
they ask why they have taken arms, are told: ‘America is
free. Could not we be?’" ("Considérations sur la Re¢volution
de l1'Amérique” in G.K. van Hogendorp, Brieven en .
Gedenksch(iften (The Hague, 1886), I, p. 407. [Cited in (and
trans. by? Palmer, ibid, p. 258.13)

James Miller, Rousseau. Dreamer of Democracy, pp. 158-59.

See 1ibid, pp. 158-82. For details on unrest and revolutions

in Europe see R.R. Palmer, The Age of the Democratic

Revolution. To emphasize the eighteenth century as the age of
the democratic revolutions doses not mean that the historical
perspective is lost. Feudalism served as an important prelude ﬁ
to democracy. As the historian Francis Oakley has noted:

"ETJhe initial impact of feudalism everywhere was to fragment
political authority and to undermine the possibility of
maintaining strong central monarchies.” (The Medieval

Experience, p. 31.)
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Aristotle, Pajitica, Book III, ch. 8, 1280a, line 1-7. The
ey .
Basic Works of Aristotle, p. 1187.

R.R. Palmer, The Age of the Democratic vaolutfon. p. 138.

The "Althing" in Iceland is generally considered to be the
oldest parliament in Europe. For a short history of the
Icelandic Althing in English see éiguro A. Magnusson,
Northern Sphinx, pp. $-28. For more detailed reference see
Einar Ol. Sveinsson, The Age of the Sturlungs. Icelandic
Civilizalion in the Thirteenth Cbﬁtuqy and James Bryce,
Studies in History and Jurisprudence, pp. 263;300. For a
history of local communities in the middle ages in Europe
see, D.J.A. Matthew, The Medieval Eurcopean Community or Susan
Reynolds, Kingdoms and Communities in Western Europe, 900 -
1300.

-

17) Benjamin Rush, "Defects of the Confederation." Cited in James

lﬂg;ller. Rousseau. Dreamer of Democracy, p. 159, see n. 78, P-

18>

245.

Printed in Moniteur, February 7, '1794. Cited in {(and trans.
by> R.R. Palmer, "Notes On The Use 0Of The Word “Democracy”
17898~-1799", p. 214 & 215.

e

-
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Chapter 2:
Representative Versus Participatory DPemocracy.

-~

1) One might wonder why Locke is included here and not earlier

2)

3
4)

=P

6>

7

authors, who were perhaps more openly “"democratic” than he
was. Authors such as George Lawson, who wrote Politica sacra
et civilirs, or William Pryme, the author of The Sovereign
Power of Pariiamggt in Kingdoms. The answer is simply that
Locke’'s theory was (and still is? far more influential than
that of any of his predecessors or contemporaries. On tRis
both C.B. Macpherson (in his "Introduction” to.John'Locke’s
Second ITreatise of Government) and Julian H. Franklin (in
John Locke and the Theory of Sovereignly) agree, though they

otherwise offer rather different interpfetations of Locke’s
theory. ‘

John Locke, Second Treatise of Government, ch. 11, # 4, P-
287. '

Ibid, ch. II, # 8, p. 290.
Ibid, ch. II, # 6, p. 289.

J. Locke, Essay Ceoncerning Human Understanding, Book I, ch.

3, sections 3 and 13.

J. Locke, Second Ireatise of Government, ch. 111, & 19, p.
298.

Ibid, ch. IX, # 123, p. 368.
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8)

9

187

113

12)

13

C.B. Macpherson, "Introduction” to John Locke‘s Second -
Treatise of Government, p. Xiv-xv,. In addition to this
“Introduction”, see his “Natural Rights in Hobbes and Locke,"
in Demccratic Theory. Essays in R@frieval, pp. 224 - 235.
More éenerally for Macpherson’s interpretation of Locke’s

thecory see The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism.
B.R. Barber, Strong Democracy, pp. 14 & 101, n. 17.

J. Locke, Second Treatise of Goverrment, ch. IV, # 22, p.
302.

Ibid, ch. IV, # 23, p. 302.

The source of this quote is Lord Acton’s The History of
fFreedom and gther Essays, (1907. London: Books for Libraries’
Press, Reprinted 18967), p. 7. ~ -
As noted in chapter 1, feudalism served as a prelude to

democracy, especially with regafd to the development of
customary laws which later developed into demccratic
constitutions. Aé Francis Qakley has remarked (The Medieval
Experience, p. 126): "feudalism added the precise legal
conviction that the king was bound by the laws and customs of

his kingdem. . . . In the thirteenth and fourteenth

- centuries it was, above all, their [i.e. the king's] need to

acguire that consent [for taxation powersl that led rulers
gverywhere in Europe to create representative assemblies, and
it was ithose assemblies that were'ultimately toiprovide the
means whereby the theoretical limitations on executive power
that most accepted might be enforced without recourse to the

armed violence that most apparently deplored.”

J. Locke, Second Ireatise of Government, ch. X, # 132, p.
372. '
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r

14) Ibid, ch. XIII, # 149, p. 385.

15) The precise nature of Locke’s involvement in the Glorious

16

173

18

19y

200

21)

Revolution is uncertain and perhaps not important. What we do -
know is that Locke was Lord Ashley’s adviser and friend,

living in his house from léé? to 1673. Lord Ashley, it can
safely be said, was one of the leading early Whigs. We alsoc
know, that Locke fled to Holland in 1883 where he stayed in
exile for five years, and’the}e he most likely was in close
contact with other exiled Whigs who engineered the Glorious

Revolution and the return of William and Mary.

C.B8. Macpherson "“Introduction” to John Locke’s Second

Treatise of Government, pp. XX—-xxi.

Quoted from Webster's New Twentieth Cbntu:y.Dic;ionary.

Second ed. (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983), Appendix, p.
135.

J. Roland Pennock, Democratic Political Theory, p. 1285.
Dawvid McCerd Wright, D@ﬁocraqy and Progress, p. xvii.

The Essential Liépman, Clinton Rossiter and James Lare
(eds.),(New York: Random House, 1963) p. 229. Cited in J.R.

Pennock, Democratlic Political Theory, p. 153.

We may note that Rousseau himself claiged that even though he
wrote on diverﬁe subjects, he always wrote "on the same )
principles, always Lhe_same morals, the same beliefs, the
same maxims, and if you will, the same opinions.” (Cited in
Puter Gay., "Introduction” to J.-J. Rousseau, The Basic
FPolitical Writings, p. vii. Gdyldoes not cite the text this
gquote originates in.) See also this remark in the Secial

Contract (Book II, ch. 5, p. 79): “All my ideas hold
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22)

23)

together, but I cannot elaborate them all at once.”

Peter Gay argues that many of the divergent interpretations
Ef Rousseau’s theory are'wfgng becadse many modern readers
"recallihg one phrase or one sentence; . . . projected their
own wishes or anxieties into the text before them and found
in it what they had placed there.” ("Introduction” to J.-J.
Roussggu. The Basic Fbli;ital Writings, p. vii.) And Allan
Bloom gives this reason r all the different interpreta-
tions: "Rousseau’s thouéh; has an externally paradoxical
character, seeming at the same time to desire contradictories
- virtue and soft sentiment, political society and the state
of nature, philoscphy and ignorance - but it is remarkably
consistent., the contradictions reflecting contradictions in
the nature of things.” ("Jesan-Jacques Rousseau," L. Strauss
and J. Cropsey (eds.), History of Political FPhilosophy, 2nd
ed..p. 532.7 A further support to the view that Rousseau’s
theory forms a single wholef can be found in Roger D.
Masters, "Nothing Fails Like Success,” in Trent Rousseau
Papers, pp. 98-118, esp. pp. 101-107.

Whether these three commentators are right will not be
determined here. But their interpretations suggest that
perhaps there is less substance to the whole gquestion of
"proper” interpretation than is sometimes thought. In any
event, we can bypass this controversy except when it directly
relates to our subject.

i
J. Miller, Rousseau. Dreamer of Democracy, p. 105.

For the Ymportance of the distinction betwesen sovereignty and
government,. see (in addition to James Miller) Maurice

Cranston, "Introduction,"” Rousseau, The Social Centract,
Pp. 30-31 and Allan Bloom; "Jean—Jacques ‘Rousseau, " L.
Strauss and J. Cropsey, {(eds.), History of Political
Philosophy, 2nd ed. pp. 542-543. Further, bath Andrew

Levine’s The Politics of Autonomy and Hilail Gildin’s
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24)

25)

26?

272

287

297

3m

31

Rousseau’s Social Contract emphasize this difference and deal

with many of the problems tﬁis distinction entails.
J.=J. Rousseau, The Social Cbnt}act.‘Bﬁok III, ch. 1, p. 101.

See for instance this quotation from Burlamaqui‘s, Principles
of Right, Vol. I, p. 80 (Cited in (and trans: by) James
Miller, Rousseau. Dreamer of Democracy, p. 119): “The
relation there is betwesn a Sovereign and subjects forms ak
sort of soqiety between them; but of a particular kind, which
we may$qall A soclety of Iinequalitly: the Sovereign commands,
and the subjects obey. THE SOVEREIGN s therefore he who has

the right to command in the last resort.”
J. Miller, ibid, p. 120.

J.-J. Rousseau, The Social Contract, Book II, ch. 1, p. 69
and Book III, ch. 15, p. 141. Also see James Miller,
Rousseau. Dreamer of Dsmocracy, p. 120f and Andrew ﬁevine.
The Politics of Autconomy, pp. 45ff.

J.=-J. Rousseau, The Social Contract, Book III, ch. 15, p.
141,

Ibid, Book III, ch. 3, p. 110. Cf. Andrew Levine. The
Politics of Autonomy, pp. 130-138.

-

J.-J. Rousseau, The Saocial Contract, Book III, ch. 3, p. 111.

See ibid, Book III, ch. 6, pp. 116-122. Hilail Gildin
supports this interpretation, noting (in Rousseau’s Soccial
Con*ract, p. 128.) that ™In the first half [of Book III of
The Social Contractl democracy has heen declared to be to
high for man, monarchy was tacitiy shown to be unatceptable.'

while aristocracy, if only of a certain Kind, was pronounced
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32)

33

34)

35

36)

the best form of government.” Gildin then goes on to discuss

how this appears to confradict Rousseau’s account of how

'governments tends to degenerate (See J.-J. Rousseau, The
- Social Contract, Book III, ch. 10, pp. 131-134),

Ibid, Book III, ch. 4, pp. 112-113. Rousseau even claims that
in this pure sense “"there has'never been a true democracy,
and.there never will."” Which should explain his famous aﬁd

of ten—-quoted sentence: "If there were a nation of Gods, it
would govern itself democratically. A goveritment [emphasis
added] so perfect is not suited to men." (Book III, ch 4, pﬁ.
112 & 114.)

See J.-J. Rousseau, The Social Contract, Book III, ch. 5, p.

115. NG

Ibid, Book III, ch. 5, p. 114.
Ibid, Book I, ch. 4, p. 55.

Andrew Levine, in The Folitics of Autonomy, distinguishes
between three kinds of freedom, or liberty, “in Rousseau’s
theory: (1) Natural liberty, which is that 6% man in the
state of nature; "liberty as the absence of coorcive
restraint, of (deliberate) restrictions.” (22 Civil liberty,
which "is the right to do whatever [civill iaws do not
forbid."” Finally, there is (3) moral liberty. It is in this
last sense that man is born free. This liberty, Lsvine says,
“is only potential'in the state of nature, but becomes actual
by means of the social contract.” (pp. 57-58)

Levine is quite right in calling moral liberty autonomy,
because for Rousseau Lo be free is always to obey no one but
oneself. (See J.-J. Rousseau, The Social Contract, Book I,
ch. 6, p. 60.) It is in this sense that we will talk about

freedom in the following discussion; freedom which aims at
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372

382

39)

full autonomy of the individual in human society.

For an excellent reconstruction and interpretation of
Rousseau’s state of nature and the rble freedom plays there,
see Carole Pateman, The Problem of FblitTfE}SObligétion; A

. Al

Critigue of Liberal! Theory, pp. 142-150 (=] eful are

Allan Bloom, "Jean-Jacgues Rousseau,”™ L. Strauss and J.
Cropsey (eds.), History of Political Philosophy, 2nd ed. PP.
535-542 and Roger D. Masters, "Noting Fails Like S;ccess".
Trent Rousseau Papers, pp. 99-118. )
. _
Robert Derathé, Jean-Jacques Rousseau et la science politique
de son temps (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 18502,
p. 377. Cited in (and trans. by) James Miller, Rousse{i;~”

Dreamer of Democracy, p. 165,

J
b

»
‘

Carol Pateman, FParticipation and Democratic Theory, p. 25.

Cf. n. 36 above. The phrase "homeless" in this connectiop is
B.R. Barber‘s. It is tempting to guote here the essencéwg?‘“”
his crjticism of the liberal notion 6T freedom (from Strong
Democracy, p. 100):

"imatrouble. clearly, is that the liberal notion of
freedom was designed to answer a set of philosophical
questions but has been put to work as a starting point for
solving practical political questions. What was a useful
fiction in formal argument has become a dangerous illusion
in a real world where the rules of formal argument are-
beside the point. We need not succumb to Erich Fromm’s
vision of liberty as self-realization [or Rousseau’s vision
for that matter] to understand that freedom is a social
construct based on a rare and fragile form of human
mutualism that grants space to individuals who otherwise
would have none at all. Nor need we be Kantians to perceive
that the will unimpéded by external obstacles is not free in

any recognizable human sense until it is informed by

.
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42)

43>

1

purpose, meaning, context, and history. Soliéude. when it is
not simply an illusion, is not freedom but misanthropy.
éelf-direction bringg freedom only when the self is
emancipated from ﬁere impulse and appetite, when it is
associated with intention ahd purposes that by their nature
can only arise within the guiding limits of a society and a
culture. To be unimpeded and infinitely mobile is not
freedom but deracination, unless by free we mean only

Q .. -
"homegless. "™

C. Patemasn, Fhrtiéipation and Democratic Theory, p. 26.

#

positfve - as ogpposed Locke s negative concepbion - is

The reason for calling usse;u's conception of human nature
o
that in the true state-of nature human beings are not in
constant war and fear of their lives. (It is perhaps
misleading to ialk about humans here. It is_more aﬁpropriate
to call the bging in the state of nature a "free animal” as
Allan Bloom does. [See "Jean—-Jacques Rousseaﬁ." L. Strauss
and J. Cfopsey (eds.). History of Political Philosophy, 2nd
ed. p. 5373.) More importantly though, the second
characterjistic (freedom being the. first one) Rousseau
ascribes to ﬁuman beings is perfectibility. "Man is the only
being which can gradually improve its faculties and pass this
improvement on to tgg,whole species.” (Allan Bloom, ibid.™.ID

this sense it seems proper to call Rousseau’s conception

7

J.-J. Rousseau, The Social Contract, Book II, ch. 11, p. 96.

positive.

J. Miller, Rousseau. Dreamer of Democracy, pp. 200-201 and
p. 202. This can be looked at from a slightly difforent point
of view, as it is by R.R. Palmer when he claims that what
Rousseau did “was to undermine the faith of many péople in

the justice of the society in which they lived. In a
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44)

45)

467

/\

neurctic and exaggerat%d way, because he felt it more Keenly.
he expressed the malaise that many people of the middle class
came to feel in an aristocratically oriented world."” (The Age

of the Democralic Revolulion, p. 114-5.)

For figures of editions and distribution see Miller, ibid,

. 134-36. -
pp ,

See ibid, ch. 6. For example: "Anyone interested could
[during the French Reveoluticonl] read or hear about a
monarchical Rousseau, a Girondist Rousseau, a Montagnard
Rousseau, a sans-cullottes Rousseau, even eventually a
Therm:idorian Rousseau.” (p. 146). Outside France Rousseau’s
in%luence is not as obvious, but it is generally held to be
not.as-extensive. St1ll we find Americans like John Adams
saying about the Massachusetts constitution which was in
major parts his work: "It is Locke, Sidney, Rousséaq. and de
Mably reéuced to practice.” (John Adams, Works (1851. New
York: Books for Libraries Press, Reprinted 1969), Veol. IV, p.

216. [Cited in R.R. Palmer, The Age of the Democratic
vaolution, P.- 223.1313

See J. Miller, ibid, pp. 8, 43 & 101~102z.
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Chagter 3: .

A Synthesis?

-

-

1) Alan g&an. J.&5. Mill, p. 217. Cf. Carole Pateman, N
Participation and Democratic Theory, (p. 28) where she argues
that Mill never "managed satisfactorily to synthesise" the
inheritahce from his father and from Bentham with his
criticism (which included the demand for more participation
in democracy) of their theories. She then goes on to say:
"the task is probably gn impossible one - and this means that
there is a ﬁ?ofound ambiguity between the participatory
foundations of his theory and some of his more practical
proposals fof'the establishment of his “ideally best

polity. "™

2?2 &here are four reasons for choosing this way. Firstly, the
extent of Mill’s writing makes a selection inevitable in a .
short thesis like this one. Secondly., even though the
development of Mill‘s views on democracy, and the question of
whether he can maintain his utilitarian inheritance and his
educational ideals, are interesting matters they should not
precccupy us here. Thirdly, these two books were published

~rather late in his career, On Liberty in 1859 and
Representative Government in 1861. And fourthly, n Liberty,
which is his most carefully constructed work, contains his
full fledged liberalism, whereas Representative Government is
more cautious and practical; so together they provide a good

balance.

3) Jeremy Bentham, “Anarchical Fallacies being an Examination of
the Declarations of Rights issued during the French

Revolution," The Works of Jeremy Bentham, J. Browring (ed.),

( -

-

o A



»

Notes to Chapter 32, pages 49-60. . 113

4)

5)

6>

7))

8>

(Edinburgh, 1843) Vol. 2, p. 501. Cited in John Dunn, Western
Political Theory in the Face of the FUCgre. p. 53, n. 58.

A. Ryan, J.&5: MIi1ll, p. 202.

X
John Stuart Mill, Representative Government, ch. III. (in
Utilitarianism, LrPberty, Representative Government,
Everyman‘s Library. All-quotationg}are from this “edition),
pp. 217-18.
ibid, ch. V, p. 228. A few paragraphs later Mill tells us
that "The British government is thus a representative

government in the correct sense of the term™. (p. 2292

ibid, ch. V, p. 239.

Ibid. Alan Ryan has pointéd out somp of the difficulties that
are involved here for Mill when he ¢laims that, "Parliament

should have no power to alter the measure [of lawsl, bgt

solely to pass or reject it; or, if partially disapproved of,

remit it to the Commission [of Codification] for

reconsideration.” (Ibid, p. 237) Ryan then asks: "But i1f
there 1is a power of remission for reconsideration, is this
not amendment, save that it will not be possible actually -to

frame amendments on the floor of the House? If a Bill can be

‘sent back to the Commission with reasons for the rejection,

this comes as near afs makes no matter to leaving ihe amending

power in the hands of the.represent;tives, after all." (J.5.
MIifl, p. 205.) There is, however, not much difference between
this proposal and contegpprary practice, e.g. in Britain or
Canacda. The governments, which have the initiative, only
draw the main lines o}h}hahijamework for legisiation; the
details a}a worked out by civil servants, who today are much
closer to Mill’s dream of an expert-eélite, than they were in

his own days.
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9 Mill’s fear of class tyranny originaLbs in his belief that
people would generally tend to vote for people like them—
selves. Mill thougﬁt that if, "one man, one vote” were
applied unrestricted in.gritain, it would result in a
working—class dominated Parliament. Ryan has pointed out that
his fear seems to have been groundless: "it emerges that
voters have a pronounced tendency to vote for people of a
rather higher social glass and of rather greater educational
attainments than themselves; so, in retrospect, it seems that
ﬁill was solving a problem which did not after aEl exist in
the form he thought." (J.S. MilI, p 208.) Ryan cites R.T.
McKenzie and A. Silver; Angels in Marble (London: Heinsman,
1968) for empirical support that this has been the case in

" Britain.

i

10> A, Ryan, J.5. Mill, p. 191.

4
-

11 J.5. Mill, F?presentative Government, ch. VIII, .p. 283.

12 A furthe? argument Mill had for -responsibility, was that ,
voting was not - nor should it be -‘a private act. Voting
should be done 55 public, not through secret ballot, one of
the .sacred cows of modern democraciws. His arguments are
interesting. but one has also to weigh the counter argumsnt
which, in present circumstances, is probably more forceful.

cA, A. Ryan, J.S. Mill, pp. 212-13.

13 J.S;-Mil;. Principles of Political Economy, Book V, ch. xi,
4 1, p. 568. See also Book V, chs. i & xi. '

14) T. Pateman, Participation and Democratic Theory, p. 31. The
quétation is from Mill’s Essays on Politics and Culturs, p.
186.

TN
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1%)

16>

17

183>

C. Pateman, ibid, p. 35. She cites Almond and Verba for
empirical support yo her argument (The Civic Culture, p.
145): "Where local government. allows participation, it may
foster a sense of competence that thien spreads to the

national level."” '

J.S. Mill, Representative beernmgnt. ch. I, p. 183. Cf.
A. Ryan, J.5. Mil!, pp. 196-99.

See Heﬂry M. Magid, "J.S. Mill", in L. Strauss and J. Cropsey
(eds.) History of Political Fhi;osophy. 2nd ed., p. 751. See
also J.5. Mill, On Liberty, ch. 11, pp. 78-113.

Wilhelm von Humbolt, On Liberty, p. 82. Mill gquotes this from
The Sphere and Dulies of vaerngent: transl. J. Goulthard,
{London, 1854), p. 65.

b

“a
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Contemporary trends.

1) C. Pateman, Participation and Democratic Theory, p. 5.

2

One of the critics of this notion of the "classical theory”
1s Carole Pateman: "What neither its critics or its defenders
have realised is that the notion of a ‘classical theory of
democracy’ Is a myth. Neither side in the controversy has
done the obvious, and the necessary, and looked in detail at
what the earlier theorists did in fact have to say."” (Ibid, )
P. 17) Pateman tries to show that the theorists Schumpeter
seems to be reconstructing his theory from (J.-J. Rousseau,
James Mill, John Stuart Mill and J. Bentham) are different
enough to render Schumpeter s "classical theory” void. (See,
ibid, pp. 17-21) Even Robert A. Dahl, who has been labelled
as one of the revisionists, says (in A Preface to Democratic
Theory, p. 1): "There is no democratic,theory - there are
only democratic theories.” And John Plamenatz notes (in
Democracy and Illusion, p. 39) that “What political
scientists, especially in America but not only thef%, call
'fhe'classical theory of democracy’ 1s, I suggest, an
invention, or rather construction out of bits and pieces, of

the writer who attack it.*"

Joseph Schumpeterﬁ Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, ch.
XXI, # I, p. 250.

Ibid, ch. XXI, # I, p. 251-52,

Ibid, ch. . XXI, # III, p. 262.
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6) Ibid, ch. XXI, 4 III, p. 261.
7)Y 1bid, ch. XXII, # I, p. 269.

8) For the quotations in this and the next six paragraphs, see

ibid, ch. XXII, # I, pp. 268-73.

9) For example, C. Pateman says about B.R. Berelson‘s theory

(which she c¢lassifies as a revisionist one): "In short,
limited participation and apathy have a positive function for
the whole system by cushioning the shock of disagreement,
adjustment and change."” (Participation and Democratic Theory,
p. 7) On the whole, Paterman argues that participation, .
limited to the function of eleciing leaders which inlturn 1S
supposed to secure individuals from "arbitrary decisions by
elected lsaders” and to protect private interests, is the
common denominator of the revisionists (See, ibid, p. 14.).
The concern of the revisionists which underlies the strict
limits on participation is based on the fear that general
public participation in the political process will lead to
totalitarianism. It will lead to totalitarianism because., as
Schumpeter said, "the typical citizen drops to a lower level
of mental performance as soon as he enters the political
‘field.” (see n. 5 abgve) Cf. B.R. Barber, Sétrong Demoéraqy.
ch. 5, pp. 93-116 and T.W. Adorno et al., The Authoritarian
Personélity: -

\\e . T

10) For the Original Position in Rawls see his A Theory of

Justice, ch. I, # 4, pp. 17-22 and ch. III, pp. 118-195.
Schumpeter’s analogy is subject to internal criticism as well
here; the fundamental'point about the free market idea is
that the market will adapt to the desires'of consumers — 1.e.
to demand - which then means that it is the consumer who
cuntrols in the end what i1s produced. But the consumers in

Schumpeter’s political market serve only to produce
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government which is not the same as to decide the agesnda of
that government. It jooKs as if the political consumers have
even less influence on “production" than commercial '

consumers.

—

115

127

133

145

157

18)

C. Pateman, Participation and Democratic Theory, p. l4.

Benjamin R. Barber, Sirong E@mocraéy, Pp- %Xii & xiii. The
support Barber cites for these "evidence” are Walter Dean
Burnham, The Current Crisis in American Fblifics {(New York:
Oxford University Press, 1983) and Eric A. Nordlinger, ©n
the Autonomy of the Democratic State (Cambridge, Mass.:

Harvard University Press, 1983),

There is a reason for using the word degeneration here, even
though Barber does not. Deééneration suggests that American
democracy is not real democracy, neither~in the sense
intended by t?e "Founding Fathers" or in the old, “true”
meaning which supposedly dates as far back as fourth century
B.C. in Greece. The implication is that the proper meaning
and function have to be revived (which is a word Barber uses

a lot}). Barber is by no means alone in this view; the view is

characteristic of Rousseau”s whole approach and also of more -

contemporary theorists such as Carole Pateman.
B.R. Barber, Strong Democracy, p. xvi.
Ibid, p. 132.

The full definitions of these versions read as follows:
Authoritative Democracy: "democracy in the authoritative mode
reselves conflict In the absence of an independent ground
thrquyb deferring to a representative exscultive elite that
employs authority (power plus wisdom) In pursuit of the

aggregate interests of its electoral constituency.” (ibid p.

N
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140).

Juridical Desmocracy: “democracy in the Jjuridical mode
resoclves conf{ict in the absence of an independent ground
through deferring to a representative judicial elite that,
with thelguidance of constitutional and preconstitutional
norms, arbitrates differences and enforces constitutional
rights and dutlies.” {(p. 142) o ‘

Pluralist Democracy: "pluralist democracy resclves public
conflict in the absence of an Independent ground through
bargaining and exchange amcnhg free and equald individuals and
groups, which pursue their private Interests in a market ,f’*x\,//
selling governed by the social contract.” (p. 143)

Unitary Democracy: “democracy is the unitary mode resoclves
conflict in the absence of gn_jndependent ground through
compunity consensus as de[ined by the i1dentification of )
individuals and thelr interests with a symbolic collectivity
and 1ts Interests.” (p. 149)

Regarding the distinction between these versions Barber
notes that "All five forms [the four listed above plus his
strong democracyl] are idéal_types in two important senses.
First, they are distinguished by features that are abstract
and ideal: no actual_regimes correspond perfectly with the
types. Second, these forms are presented separately, yet most
actual regimes are composite and combine features from each

type.” (p. 140
Robert A. Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory, p. 78, n. 15.

Barber 1s not claiming that liberal theorists do not
recognize that "uncertainty and conflict are the occasion for
politics,"” rather that "they share the human aspiration to
ceirtainty and find themselves drawn to putative absolutes of
one Kind or another that might facilitate "scientific” or
"raticnal"” or "natural” solutions to politiggl guestions.”

(B.R. Barber, Strong Democracy, p. 130)
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192

200

21>

222

Ibid, 'pp. 50-51. Barber refers here to Thomas Hobbes,
&Elements of Law, ed. F. Ténnies (London: Cass, 1969>;

B.R. Barber, Strong Democracy, pp. 310-311.
Ibid, p. 90.
Ibid, p. 169. Cf. pp. 132-133 & 156-168. Barber’s central

claim, that democracy, or politics in general, begin where

certain Knowledge ends, is open to ¢riticism here. For

example: We know that smoking is hazardous, yet we do allow

- it; we know that the pollution our industries produce is

230

24)

25)

slowly turning the sarth into a lifeless desert which is
undeniably against our long term interest, yet we do not act.
Now these problems are of the very sort participatory
democracy hopes to solve by transforming “partial and private
interests into public goods”. They are conflicts between
short term and long term interests; between individual and
public interests, and.so forth. What is at stake here is not
knowledge, or the lack of it, but willingness to act
according to that very knowledge. In that sense democracy is
Just as much about conflicts over known consequences of our

acts as it is about probable or unknown consequences.
Ibid, p. 110.

Ibid, p. 24.

’

P,
See Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory, pp. 75-84. Dahl
points out that "The relationship between social training and
consensus is thus a perfect instance of the hen-and-egg
problem.” (p. 78) Dahl thus supports. our own conclusion, that

the problem of enforcement can never fully be resolved.
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26> B.R. Barber, Strong Democracy, p. 179. For the "free-rider”

27

problem as well as the whole question of individual
preferences and actions in view of their collective

consequences, see B. Barry and R. Hardin (eds.), Rational

Man and Irrational Society?.

The program is as follows (ibid, p. 307):
"A STRONG DEMOCRATIC PROGRAM
FOR EHE REVITALIZATION OF CITiZENSHIP:

1. A national system of NEIGHBORHCOD ASSEMBLIES of from one
to five thousand citizens; these would initially have only
deliberative functions but would eventually have ldcal
legislati*e competence as well,

2. A national CIVIC COMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE to regulate
and overses the civic tise of new telecommunications
technology and to supervise debate and discussion of
referendum issues.

3. A CIVIC VIDEOTEX SERVICE and a CIVIC EDUCATION POSTAL
ACT to egqualize access to information and promote the full
civic education of all citizens.

4. Experiments in DECRIMINALIZATION and INFORMAL LAY
JUSTICE by an engaged local citizenry.

S. A national INITIATIVE AND REFERENDUM PROCESS permitting
popular initiatives and referenda on congressional legisla-
tion, with a multichoice format and a two-stage voting plan.

8. Experimental ELECTRONIC BALLOTING, initially for
educational and peolling purposes only, under the supervision
of the Civic Communications Cooperative. L

7. Selective local elections to local office b§ LOTTERY,
with pay incentives.

8. Experiments with an INTERNAL VOUCHER SYSTEM for selected
schcols, public housing projecis, and transportation systems.

$. A program of UNIVERSAL CITIZEN SERVICE, including a
military-service option for all citizens. :

10. Public sponsorship of LOCAL VOLUNTEER PROGRAMS in
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“common work" and "common action."
11. Public support of experiments in WORKPLACE DEMOCRACY,
with public institutions as.ﬁodels for sconomic alternatives.
12. A new ARCHITECTURE QOF CIVIC AﬁD PUBLIC SPACE."

28) Ibid, pp. 308-309.

29) For example, Carole Pateman argues for participation both at
the local level of government and in the workplace without
refuting representation altogether (Participation and
Democratic Theory, p. 110):°
"The argument of the participatory theory of democr;cy is
that participation in the alternative areas.would enable the
individual better to appreciate the connection betwsen the
public and the ﬁrivate spheres. The ordinary man mf%ht still
be more interested in things nearer home, but the existence
of a participatory society would mean that he was better able
to assess the performance of representatives at the national
level, belter equipped to take decisions of natiocnal scope
when the opportunity arose to do so, and better able to weigh
up the impact of decisions taken Ey national representatives

- on his own life and immediate surroundings. In the context of
a participatory society the significance of his wvote toc the
individual would have changed; as well as being a private
indiviaual he would have multiple opportunitie; to become an
educated, public citizenfﬁ

Also of great interest here is a small danish book, Revolt
From the Centre by N.I. Meyer, et al., which offers a program
similar to that proposed by Barber, only it is more detailed
in applying the proposals to particular and practical cases.

30> See B.R. Barber, Strong Democracy, p. 311.
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Chapter D:

Alternatives.

1Y J.R. Pennock, Democratic Political Theory, p. 59. Cf. p.
14ff. A furthe&kfuppoqt to this approach can be found in Our
Common Future, the report of The Commission on Environment /f

and Development, which will be referred Eo later in this

chapter. d
2} J.R. Pennock, ibid. p. 120.
3) C.B. Macpherson, fJemocratic Theory, p. 4.

4) Ibid. p. 5. Macpherson’s conclusion is that the essential
principle of democratic theory - "oné_man. cne equal
effective right to live as fully humanly as he may wish" -
requires "a concept of man as at least potentially a doer, an
exerter and developer and enjoyer of his human capacities,
rather than merely a consumer of,gfiliéies.“ (p. 513
Macpherson goes here half the way in admitting fhat man is
both a conéﬁmer and a doer, and thus that we need a con- -
ception of man which includes both. The problem being that he
does not go all the way. ‘ .

i

5 J.R. Pennock, Democratic Political Theory, p. 138-9, n. 18.

]

6) 8See J. Miller, Rousseau. Dreoamer of Democracy, p. 206.

7) For example, B.R. Barber’s program for the revitalization of
citizenship (see chapter 4, n. 27 above) includes a
proposal for a two-stage voting plan for referendums. He also

wantsy to add a congressional veto which could by overridden

£
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9l

102

10

125

135

by the third generalsvote. The aim with this, Barber says,
"is not to make it easy for the public to self-legislate but
to make it possible and feasible for them to do so." (Strong
Democracy, p. 288, n. 42.) This would be one example of how
participatory democracy can be secured from majority or

minority tyranny.

Cited by B.R. Barber in Sérong Democracy, P.- 4. Barber does

not refer to the origin of this quots.

Cacilda Lanuza, The World Commission on Environment and
Development Public Hearings in Sac Paulo, 28-29 October 1985.

Our Common Fulure, p. 299.

Andrew Gamble, An Introduction to Modern Social and Political
Thought, p. 222.

The World Commission on Environment and Development, Our

Common Future, p. 22-23.

-

J.S. Mill, Representative Government, ch. 111, pp. 217.

The feeling - that,éwe need more participation and involvement
- is nothing new, but it has become more urgent to address in
the last decades. To quote one American author from 1953:
"The wvitality of democracy in America cannot be measured in
dollars and cents, shiny automobiles, bathtubs, machines, and
libraries full of Knowledge. It cannot be measured in terms
of efficiency. Democracy is spiritual in nature. It is a
basic process, a method of communicating, of exchanging
Athoughts. ideas, Jjoys, sorrows, and human feelings. It is
freedom to live, to choose, to be responsible. It is a
process by which free people in a free-society are in
communication with one another and together mold and control

their own destiny at the neighborhood or commun1ty level. It
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145

150

now practicing it.’

is intangible, yet real and concrete. It cannot be sold to
the rest of the world, or even to our own people, unless we
can learn to practice it in a more realistic way than we are

(R.W. Poston, Democracy Is You, p. 8.)

The conditions for democracy in general and for participation
in particular, have not been discussed hitherto. It would

have been impossible to touch on that subject in any detail,

'without being overwhelmed by the wvast amaunt of\empirical

studies now available. A valuable summary of th;se studies up
to 1978 can be fouﬁa in J.R. Pennock, Democratic Political
Theory, ch. VI, pp. 206-260. Among other things he discusbes
there is an intergsting model: “"urbanization increases
education. that education increases communication, and that
communication increaées political participation."” (p. 226.)
Alllthase factors have increased rapidly, except for the last
one, in the last decades and appear likely to continue to do
so in the near future. So there do seem to be more favorable
conditions for participation today. <(The empirical studies
Pennock is referring to here are: Daniel Lerner, The Passing
of Traditional Society (Glencoce, 1ll.: Free Press, 1958);
Gilbert R. Winham, "Political Development and Lerner’s
Theory: Further Test of a Causal Model," Americanr Political
Science Review, 64 (1970):810-818; and Donald J. McCrone and
Charles F. Cnudde, "Toward a Communications Theory of
Democratic Political Development: A Causal Model,” American

Political Science Review, 81 (1987): 72-80.)

For éxample. J. Roland Pennock has proposed thigs
specification of the "rule by the people” definition:

"A Democracy is rule by the people where "the people”
includes all adult citizens [Citizenship must be open to all
res:dents of the country, subject to reascnable requirements,
Pennock adds in a footnotel not excluded by some generally

agreed upon and reasonable disqualifying factor, such as
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confinement to prison or to an asylum for the mentally ill,
©or some procedural reguirement, such as residé%vy within a
particular-electoral district for a reasonable length of time
before the election iﬁ question. "Rule" means that public - '
policies are determined either directly by vote of the
electorate or indirectly by officials freely elected at
reasonably frequent intervals and by a process in which each
voter who chooses to vote counts equally ("one person, one
vote"”) and in which a plurality is determinative."”
(Democratic Pelitical Theory, p. 7)

This definition is too narrow as Pennock seems to recognize
when he reserves “"the right to override this definition by
appeal €6 the substantive (ideal) concept whenéver a
democracy as here defined fails so substantially to approach
its ideals that to call it "democratic" seems farciecalr,

(Ibid, p. 107

16> Hilliard Aronovitch, “Pluralism, Participation, and Tyranny."

Pouveoir et tyrannie, Guy Lafrance (ed.), p. 139.
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