The principles of representative government

always appropriate to use the word "“discussion’ as defined here.
The definition that has been proposed is largely stipulative (in
particular, it would be possible to draw the boundaries differently).
But this is not an obstacle, given the objective here, which is to study
the transformation of the phenomena covered by our definition.

In the following pages, three ideal-types of representative gov-
ernment will be constructed and compared: parliamentarianism,
party democracy, and a third type that, for reasons that analysis
will bring out, I shall call “audience” n_mBOnwmnu\.S These ideal-
types are deliberately schematic; they are not meant to provide an
exhaustive description of every form of representative government
but to allow comparison between the forms assumed by the four
key principles of representation in each case. The three ideal-types
do not cover all the possible forms of political representation or
even all the forms it has actually taken. These ideal-types will be
examined only in the light of the kind of representation — that is to
say, the kind of relationship between representatives and repre-
sented — they contain. The extent of the franchise and the size of
the population represented will deliberately be left out. At a given
point in time and in a given country, the various forms of political
representation that are analysed here may coexist and fuse into one
another, but, depending on the time and place, one form or another
predominates.

PARLIAMENTARIANISM

Election of representatives

Election was devised as a means of placifig in government persons
who enjoyed the confidence of their fellow citizens. At the origins of
representative government this confidence derived from particular
circumstances: the successful candidates were individuals who
inspired the trust of their constituents as a result of their network of
local connections, their social prominence, or by the deference they
provoked.

In parliamentarianism, the relation of trust has an essentially

1% See the figure on p. 235 below.
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personal character. It is through individuality that the candidate
inspires confidence, and not through his connections with other
representatives or with political organizations. The representative
has a direct relationship with constituents; he is elected by people
with whom he comes into frequent contact. Besides, election
appears to be the reflection and expression of non-political interac-
tion. This trust stems from the fact that representatives belong to the
same social community as their electors, whether that community is
defined geographically (constituency, town or city, county) or in
terms of more general “interests” (what Burke called the “great
interests of the realm’: landed, commercial, manufacturing etc.).
Relations of local proximity or membership in one of these great
interests are the spontaneous result of social ties and interactions.
They are not generated by political competition. Rather they consti-
tute preexisting resources that politicians mobilize in their struggle
for political power. At the same time, representatives have achieved
prominence in the community by virtue of their character, wealth,
or occupation. Election selects a particular type of elite: the notables.
Representative government began as the rule of the notable.

Partial autonomy of representatives

Each elected representative is free to vote according to his con-
science and personal judgment. It is not part of his role to transmit a
political will already formed outside the walls of Parliament. He is
not the spokesman of his electors, but their “trustee.”” This is the
concept of the representative formulated by Burke in his famous
“Speech to the Electors of Bristol.” On this point his speech reflects
the most widely accepted view of his time."’ And the idea continued
to prevail throughout the first half of the nineteenth century. The
period from the First Reform Bill (1832) to the Second (1867) has

1 See Edmund Burke, ““Speech to the Electors of Bristol” [1774], in R. J. S. Hoffmann
and P. Lavack (eds.), Burke's Politics, Selected Writings and Speeches, (New York:
A. A. Knopf, 1949), pp. 114-16. On the fact that Burke’s formulations reflected the
generally accepted view of the role of the representative, see J. R. Pole, Political
Representation in England and the Origins of the American Republic (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1966), p. 441 but also pp. 412, 419, 432. Blackstone
supports a similar point of view in Commentaries on the Laws of England [1765-9],
Bk. I, ch. 2, (facsimile of the 1st edn, 4 vols., Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1979), Vol. I, p. 155.
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even been called “the golden age of the private MP (Member of
Parliament),” in other words the representative whose vote is
dictated by his private convictions, and not by any commitments
made outside Parliament.> One may view the House of Commons
from the end of the Napoleonic Wars to the Second Reform Bill as
the archetype of parliamentarianism. The political independence of
the individual representative is due in part to his owing his seat to
non-political factors such as his local standing.

Freedom of public opinion

The first half of the nineteenth century saw a proliferation of extra-
parliamentary movements (e.g. Chartism, Catholic rights, Parlia-
mentary reform, Corn Law repeal), which organized demonstra-
tions, petitions, and press campaigns.”* However, the cleavages
reflected by these movements cut across party lines. The expression
of public opinion differed from the election of representatives not
only in its constitutional status — only the latter had legally binding
consequences — but also in its aims. Some issues, such as freedom of
religion, the reform of Parliament, and free trade, were neither
raised during election campaigns nor settled by election results.
They were brought to the fore rather by ad hoc organizations and
settled through external pressure on Parliament. Differences might
exist between representative and representative, but the splits that
divided Parliament did not coincide with those dividing the country
on these issues.

The difference in aims which separates the election of representa-
tives from the expression of public opinion was due not only to the
restricted franchise, but also to the character of parliamentarianism.
For if elections select individuals on the basis of the personal
confidence they inspire, the opinions of the citizenry on political
issues and policies must find another outlet. The electorate do not
always have such opinions; this may occur only in situations of
crisis. Such a possibility is nonetheless implied by the principle of
freedom of public opinion. And the structure of parliamentarianism
'? See S. Beer, British Modern Politics: Parties and Pressure Groups in the Collectivist Age

[1965] (London: Faber & Faber, 1982), pp- 37-40.
' See Beer, British Modern Politics, pp. 43-8.
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entails that if the people do hold such opinions, they must be
expressed outside elections.

Thus, in this form of representative government, freedom of
public opinion gives rise to the possibility of a gap opening up
between public opinion and Parliament. One could say, to use a
spatial metaphor, that the possibility exists of a horizontal split
between the higher will (that of Parliament as a whole) and the
lower will (that which is expressed in the streets, in petitions, and in
the columns of the press). The underlying structure of this config-
uration is revealed most dramatically when the voice of the crowd
outside the Parliament expresses concerns shared by no one inside
it. The most perceptive observers have noted that the possibility of
such a confrontation between Parliament and the voice of the
people, however threatening it may be to public order, is essential to
parliamentarianism. In analysing the functioning of English parlia-
mentarianism before the formation of mass-based parties Ostro-
gorsky wrote:

Outside elections, where it formally holds court, public opinion is
supposed to provide members of parliament and their leaders with a
steady source of inspiration and at the same time to exercise contin-
uous control over them. By manifesting itself independently of any
constitutional avenue, this dual power imposes itself and carries the
day ... However, for this power of opinion (which is of an eminently
elusive and fluctuating nature) to make itself felt, it must be comple-
tely free to emerge in its various irregular forms and go straight to the
doors of parliament.**

But when the crowd is physically present in the streets, con-
fronting Parliament, the risk of disorder and violence increases. This
form of representative government is characterized by the fact that
freedom of public opinion appears inseparable from a certain risk to
public order.

k)

Trial by discussion

Since representatives are not bound by the wishes of those who elect
them, Parliament can be a deliberating body in the fullest sense —
that is to say, a place where individuals form their wills through

1 Ostrogorsky, La Démocratie, Vol. 1, p- 573 (my emphasis).
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discussion and where the consent of a majority is reached through
the exchange of arguments. A discussion can produce agreement
among participants with divergent opinions at the outset only if
they are in a position to change their minds during the course of
exchange. In circumstances where such a change is not possible,
discussion cannot serve to build the consent of a majority. And it
makes no difference whether participants exchange verbal remarks
or not: there is no genuine discussion taking place. The possibility of
participants changing their minds is a necessary (even if not
sufficient) condition of persuasive discussion. It is precisely in order
to enable meaningful deliberation within Parliament that, in parlia-
mentarianism, representatives are not bound by the wishes of their
constituents. In England during the first half of the nineteenth
century, the dominant belief was that MPs ought to vote according
the conclusions they arrived at through parliamentary debate, not
according to decisions made beforehand outside Parliament. Even if
practice did not always conform to this model, such at least was the
principle subscribed to by most candidates and members of Parlia-
ment. In any case, the freedom of the elected representative can be
seen in the continually changing cleavages and groupings among
representatives.'”

PARTY DEMOCRACY

Election of representatives

The enlarged electorate resulting from the extension of the suffrage
is precluded from a personal relationship with its representatives.
Citizens no longer vote for someone they know personally, but for
someone who bears the colors of a party. Political parties, with their
bureaucracies and networks of party workers, were established in
order to mobilize the enlarged electorate.

When mass parties were formed, it was believed that they would
bring the “common man” into office. The rise of such parties, it
seemed, signaled not only the “demise of the notable,” but also the
end of the elitism that had characterized parliamentarianism. In

* This feature of parliamentarianism still survives today in the United States
Congress.
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countries where mass parties reflected class divisions, it was
expected that through the socialist or social democratic party the
working class would henceforth be represented in Parliament by its
own members, ordinary workers. Robert Michels’s analysis of the
German Social Democratic Party, however, soon belied these
expectations.®

Michels exposed (and bitterly denounced) the gap between
leaders and rank and file in a paradigmatic mass and class party. He
demonstrated that, while the leaders and deputies of the party may
have a working-class background, they lead in effect a petty
bourgeois rather than a proletarian life. Michels argued not only
that the leaders and deputies of the working-class party became
different once they had reached their positions of power, but also
that they originally were different. The party, according to Michels,
furnishes an opportunity “to the most intelligent members [of the
working class] to secure a rise in the social scale,” and elevates
““some of the most capable and best informed"” proletarians.'” At the
dawn of the capitalist era, these “more intelligent and more ambi-
tious” workers would have become small entrepreneurs, whereas
now they become party bureaucrats.'® The party is thus dominated
by “de-proletarianized” elites, markedly distinct from the working
class. These elites, however, rise to power on the basis of specific
qualities and talents, namely activism and organizational skill.

Michels’s analysis deserves particular attention on two counts.
First, the vehemence with which he denounces as undemocratic,
“aristocratic,” or “oligarchic” the difference in status and living
conditions between the party’s grassroots and its leaders testifies to
the enduring attractiveness of the ideal of resemblance and close-
ness between rulers and ruled, more than a century after the
argument between the American Federalists and Anti-Federalists. In
the early years of the twentieth century, democracy was still being
identified with a form of power in which leaders should resemble
those they lead in their circumstances and characteristics, even
though collective action requires functional differentiation between

'8 Robert Michels, Political Parties: A Sociological Study of the Oligarchical Tendencies of
Modern Democracy [1911], trans. E. & C. Paul (New York: Free Press, 1962); see esp.
part IV, “Social analysis of leadership.”

17 Michels, Political Parties, pp. 263—4. 8 Ibid., pp. 258-9.
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them. Furthermore, Michels’s attachment to the ideal of resemblance
was not an isolated case. The attractiveness of that ideal may also be
seen in a document that, half a century earlier, had played a crucial
role in French politics. The “Manifesto of the Sixty” (Manifeste des
Soixante), published by a group of Parisian workers in 1864, criti-
cized the view of representation then prevalent in Republican
circles. The “Sixty”” complained that there were no working-class
candidates. The Republicans had assured workers of their sympathy
and promised to defend their interests, but the Sixty replied that
they wanted to be represented in Parliament “by workers like
themselves.” **

Second (returning to Michels), his study demonstrates that, when
representative government comes to be dominated by mass parties,
its elitist character does not disappear; rather a new type of elite
arises. The distinctive qualities of the representatives are no longer
local standing and social prominence, but activism and organiza-
tional skill. Admittedly, voters do not elect their representatives
directly on this basis, these qualities get selected by the party
machine. But in voting for candidates put forth by the party, electors
consent to, and ratify the use of such criteria. Party democracy is the
rule of the activist and the party bureaucrat.

In party democracy, the people vote for a party rather than for a
person. This is evidenced by the notable phenomenon of electoral
stability. Out of a long succession of party candidates, voters
continue to choose those of the same party. Not only do individuals
tend to vote constantly for the same party, but party preferences are
handed down from generation to generation: children vote as their
parents did, and the inhabitants of a geographic area vote for the
same party over decades. André Siegfried, one of the first to
document electoral stability, spoke of “climates of opinion” peculiar
to certain places. Electoral stability, a major discovery of political
science at the turn of the century, has been corroborated by count-

1% P.Rosanvallon, La question syndicale (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1988), p. 204. Proudhon
published a lengthy commentary on the manifesto in a work entitled De la capacité
politique des classes ouvriéres [1873] (Paris: Marcel Riviére, 1942). The text of .wrm
manifesto is given as an appendix to that edition of Proudhon’s book. According
to Rosanvallon, the manifesto “marked a turning-point in French political and
social culture, and must be considered one of the most important political texts in
nineteenth-century France’” (La question syndicale, p. 204).
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less studies up to the 1970s.” However, electoral stability removes
one of the bases of parliamentarianism: an election is no longer the
choice of a person whom the voters personally know and trust. In
some quarters the disintegration of this personal link was inter-
preted as a sign of a crisis in political representation.

Electoral stability results to a large extent from the determination
of political preferences by socio-economic factors. In party democ-
racy electoral cleavages reflect class divisions. Although the influence
of socio-economic factors can be found in all democratic countries
during the first half of the twentieth century, it is especially notice-
able in countries where one of the major parties was formed as and
regarded to be the political expression of the working class. Socialist
or social democratic parties are generally considered the archetype
of the mass-based party that has become a linchpin of representative
democracy since the late nineteenth century.? Thus, it is in countries
where social democratic parties are strong that one finds, in its
purest form, the type of representation that is generated by stable
party loyalties reflecting class divisions.?

For decades in Germany, England, Austria, and Sweden, voting ...

was a means of expressing a class identity. For most socialist or
social democratic voters, the vote they cast was not a matter of
choice, but of social identity and destiny.”® Voters placed their trust
in the candidates presented by “the party” because they saw them
as members of the community to which they felt they belonged
themselves. Society seemed to be divided by fundamental cultural
and economic differences into a small number of camps, usually
into just two: a conservative camp, which was generally united by

* To mention only a few prominent works in that area, see: A. Siegfried, Tableau

politique de la France de I'Ouest sous la 11l République (Paris: Armand Colin, 1913);
B. Berelson, P. Lazarsfeld, and W. McPhee, Voting (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1954); A. Campbell, P. E. Converse, W. E. Miller, and D. E. Stokes, The
American Voter (New York: Wiley, 1964).

This is particularly true since Michels's study of the German Social Democratic
Party.

The Communist parties in certain democratic countries (France and Italy, for
instance) in a sense fall into the same model. However, their place in the operation
of representative democracy being more complex and problematic, the form of
representation induced appears less clearly in their case.

The analyses of Alessandro Pizzomno on voting as an expression of identity are
particularly relevant to party democracy. See A. Pizzomo, “On the rationality of
democratic choice,”” Telos, Vol. 63, Spring 1985, pp. 41-69.
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religion and traditional values, and a socialist camp, defined by the
socio-economic position of its members.?* A voter would find
himself bound by all his interests and all his beliefs to the same
camp. Each camp was a community, united from top to bottom by
powerful links of identification.

In such a situation, representation becomes primarily a reflection
of the social structure. Originally only one component of representa-
tion, reflection of social diversity, comes to predominate in this form
of representative government. However, the social forces that
express themselves through elections are in conflict with one
another. As in parliamentarianism, elections reflect a social reality
that is prior to politics. But whereas the local communities or the
“great interests” which expressed themselves in the case of parlia-
mentarianism were not necessarily in conflict, here social conflict
assumes critical importance. While the inventors of representation
had considered the plural character of representative bodies as one
of their virtues, they had never imagined that this pluralism might
become the reflection of a fundamental and lasting social conflict.
This metamorphosis of representation resulted from industrializa-
tion and the conflict it engendered.

In this form of representation, a sense of membership and social
identity determines electoral attitudes much more than adherence to
party platforms. The mass parties formed at the end of the nine-
teenth century certainly proposed detailed platforms and cam-
paigned on them. In this regard, they were markedly different from
the parties that existed before. However, the greater part of the
electorate had no detailed idea of the measures proposed. Even
when voters knew of the existence of such platforms, what they
retained was primarily vague and attention-grabbing slogans em-
phasized in the electoral campaign. Albeit for quite different
reasons, the supporters of mass parties did not know much more
about the precise policies advocated by those for whom they voted
than did electors in parliamentarianism, when they chose a person
in whom they placed their trust. Knowledge of the policies to be
pursued was no doubt greater than under parliamentarianism; the
existence of platforms certainly made this possible. Nevertheless, in

2 In Austria, the term “camp mentality” (Lagermentalitiif) was used to characterize
the political culture of the country between the two world wars.
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party democracy the confidence of voters is not awarded principally
because of the measures proposed, but flows instead from a feeling
of belonging and a sense of identification. Platforms have another
effect and serve another purpose: they help mobilize the enthusiasm
and energy of activists and party bureaucrats who do know about
them. In party democracy, as in parliamentarianism, election
remains an expression of trust rather than a choice of specific
political measures. It is only the object of that trust that is different:
it is no longer a person, but an organization — the party.

Partial autonomy of representatives

The representative, deputy, or Member of Parliament is no longer
free to vote according to his own conscience and judgment: he is
bound by the party to which he owes his election. As Karl Kautsky,
for example, one of the German Social Democratic Party’s most
prestigious leaders, wrote: ““The Social Democrat deputy as such is
not a free individual — however harsh this may sound - but simply
the delegate (Beauftragte) of his party.”*® The member of the
working class sitting in Parliament is a mere spokesman for his
party. This view translates into effective practices employed in all
countries where social democracy is strong: strict voting discipline
within Parliament, and control by the party apparatus over the
deputies. Hans Kelsen, whose political writings express in exemp-
lary fashion the principles of party democracy, proposed various
measures aimed at giving parties effective control over their elected

- representatives: that representatives be forced to resign should they

leave the party, and that parties be able to dismiss representatives.*®

% Karl Kautsky, Der Parlamentarisnius, die Volksgesetzgebung und die Sozialdemokratie
(Stuttgart: Dietz Verlag, 1893), p. 111. On the subject of the Marxist critique of
representation and its acceptance in a reoriented form by the leaders of the social
demdtratic parties, see A. Bergounioux and B. Manin, La social-démocratie ou le
compromis (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1979), chs. [ and IIL.

* H. Kelsen, Vom Wesen und Wert der Demokratie [1929] (Aalen: Scientia Verlag,
1981), pp. 42-3. According to Kelsen, “it is illusion or hypocrisy to maintain that
democracy is possible without political parties,” and “democracy is necessarily
and inevitably party government [Parteienstaat]” (ibid., p. 20). Kelsen was consid-
ered to be close to the Austrian Socialist Party. He played an important part in
drafting the Constitution of the First Republic, particularly with regard to the
creation of the constitutional court. He was appointed a life member of that court
but had to leave Austria following anti-Semitic campaigns. His political and legal
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Parliament then becomes an instrument that measures and regis-
ters the relative forces of clashing social interests. It is worth noting,
moreover, that, with the exception of Britain, the countries where
social democracy is powerful (Germany, Austria, Sweden) usually
practice proportional representation, that is, an electoral system
which has the effect of reflecting the precise state of the balance of
forces within the electorate. Kelsen considers proportional represen-
tation to be necessary “in order for the effective situation of interests
to be reflected”” in the composition of Parliament.”” However, in a
society in which the central political authority reflects, with
minimal distortion, the balance of forces between opposing inter-
ests, each of which is solidly unified, there is a risk of violent
confrontation.?® Since individual voters are attached to a particular
camp by all their interests and beliefs, if one camp carries the day,
the opposing camp are subject to total defeat extending into every
area of their existence: they may, therefore, prefer to resort to arms.
Electoral stability even increases this risk; the minority has little
hope of seeing the situation reversed in the near future. In one
sense, party democracy thus maximizes the risk of open confronta-
tion. But the very raising of the stakes also creates an incentive for
the parties to avoid that outcome. Furthermore, since the balance of
social forces is directly reflected in election results, neither protago-
nist can be under any illusion as to the enemy’s strength. In general,
the more political actors are unaware of the resistance they will
meet (they usually tend to underestimate it), the more inclined they
will be to make risky moves. Party democracy brings political
forces face to face, both with each other and with the prospect of
civil war. -

In order to avoid the risk of violent confrontation, the majority
camp has only one solution: to strike a compromise with the
minority, that is, to refrain from subjecting it unreservedly to its
will. Party democracy is a viable form of government only if the

thought exercised a wide influence over social democratic leaders, both in Austria

and Germany. Kautsky frequently refers to him.

¥ Kelsen, Vom Wesen und Wert, p. 61.

* Note that, for Kelsen, polarization into two “camps” is a necessary condition if
democracy is to function. The central opposition dissolves the oppositions within

each camp and is thus an integrating factor (Vom Wesen und Wert, p. 56). However,
Kelsen sees polarization as characteristic of politics; for him, it results from the

principle of majority rule.
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opposing interests deliberately accept the principle of political
compromise, since there is nothing to temper their opposition in the
social sphere. Kelsen makes the principle of compromise the key-
stone of his theory of democracy, though he fails to explain what
motivates protagonists to reach compromises.”® Historically, social
democratic parties came to power and managed to remain in power
only after they had accepted the principle of compromise. They
generally signaled such acceptance in symbolic fashion by adopting
a strategy of coalition when they first acceded to government. By
forming a coalition, a party puts itself deliberately in a position of
not being able to carry out all its plans. It chooses from the outset to
leave room for a will other than its own.?* Moreover, proportional
representation encourages strategies of coalition by rarely producing
an overall majority in Parliament.

But if party democracy is based on compromise, parties have to
be at liberty not to implement all their plans once in office. In order
to be able to reach compromises or form coalitions, parties must
reserve room to maneuver after the election. Such freedom of action
is facilitated by the fact that, when voting, people express their trust
in a party and leave things to it. To be sure, a party is to some extent
bound by its platform, since it had publicly committed itself to a
certain policy. Moreover, party activists have been mobilized
around it. Thus, the party leadership has some incentive to act in
accordance with the general orientation of the platform. Nonetheless
if the party is to arrive at a compromise with the opposition or with
its allies (likewise publicly committed to platforms), the party
leadership must remain the sole judge of the extent to which the
program will be implemented. It must retain the freedom not to
carry out all the measures promised in the manifesto.

This explains why, despite the importance that programs assume
in this context, party democracy does not de facto (let alone de jure)
abolish the partial independence of those in power from voters’

2 Gee Kelsen, Vom Wesen und Wert, Pp- 53-68. Kelsen's texts on the subject often give
the impression that compromise results from the goodwill of the protagonists.

* On social democracy, the principle of deliberate compromise, and coalition
strategy, see B. Manin, “Démocratie, pluralisme, libéralisme,” in A. Bergounioux
and B. Manin, Le régime social-démocrate (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France,
1989), pp. 23-55.
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wishes.” It is not, in this sense, the indirect form of popular
government. In the original form of parliamentarianism, it is the
individual representative who enjoys freedom of judgment and
decision-making. Here, although this freedom of the individual
representative no longer exists, the partial independence of those
who govern has undergone a shift within the institutional structure
of representative government, becoming the prerogative of the
group formed by the representatives (i.e. the parliamentary party)
and the party leadership. It also takes a different form: it no longer
signifies freedom pure and simple for representatives to act as ﬁ.rm%
see fit, but the freedom to decide how far to go in putting into
practice a prearranged plan, to choose, within the parameters of that
plan, what can and should be achieved.

This room for maneuver within set limits also appears in the
relationship between the party itself and its parliamentary expres-
sion. It is worth noting, for example, that, to regulate the relation-
ship between the annual party conference and the Humﬂ.:mgmbnw&\
party, in 1907 the British Labour Party adopted the following
motion: “That resolutions instructing the Parliamentary Party as to
their actions in the House of Commons be taken as the opinions
of the Conference, on the understanding that the time and method
of giving effect to these instructions be left to the party in the
House, in conjunction with the National Executive.” In the words
of Keir Hardie, a member of the party leadership, the resolution
amounted to giving the parliamentary party and the party _mmmmmﬂ
ship the power to decide ““which questions should have priority.”
In light of the fact that the party would not remain in office for
ever, this power of setting priorities within a predetermined frame-
work conferred a far from negligible “autonomy on the party
leadership.

' In spite of his emphasis on the principle of compromise, Kelsen does not mention
that political parties who campaigned on different platforms must necessarily
retain some discretion if a compromise is to be reached between majority and
opposition or among the members of a nomzr.oz. This is because _.:m concept of
compromise is insufficiently precise. Kelsen fails to see that compromise implies a
gap between the originally formulated intention and the action eventually under-

42 mﬂwﬂ“ two quotations are reproduced from Beer, British Modern Politics, p- 118 (my
emphasis).
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Freedom of public opinion

In party democracy, parties organize both the electoral competition
and the expression of public opinion (demonstrations, petitions,
press campaigns). All expressions of public opinion are structured
along partisan cleavages. The various associations and the press are
associated with one of the parties. The existence of a partisan press
is particularly important. Well-informed citizens, those most inter-
ested in politics and opinion leaders, get their information from a
politically oriented press; they are little exposed to opposing views,
which reinforces the stability of political opinions. Since the parties
dominate both the electoral scene and the articulation of political
opinions outside the vote, cleavages of public opinion coincide with
electoral cleavages. The election of representatives and the expres-
sion of public opinion no longer differ in their aims, as they did in
parliamentarianism, but only in their constitutional status. Ostro-
gorsky characterized mass parties as “integral associations”: a
person who supports a party “completely gives himself over to it” —
that is to say, he adopts all the party’s positions, whatever the
mEE.mQ.mu In his analysis of the Weimar Republic, Schmitt described

the consequences of this tendency towards integrality. He noted
that:

The extension [of politics] to every sphere of human life, removal of
the separations and neutralizations of different domains such as
religion, economics, and culture, in a word ... the tendency towards
“totalization” is to a large extent realized for a segment of the
citizenry by networks of social organizations. The result is that, while
we certainly do not have a total state, we do have partisan social
institutions that tend toward totalization and organize their troops

from the youngest age, each of them ... offering a “complete cultural
program.”®*

Since, within each camp, all means of expression are directly or
indirectly controlled by the party leadership, ordinary citizens
cannot speak for themselves. They have no voice other than that of
the party and its affiliated organizations, which also finds expres-
sion in Parliament. Such a situation would seem to violate the

3 Gee Ostrogorsky, La Démocratie, Vol. I, p- 621.
3 Carl Schmitt, Der Hiiter der Verfassung (Tabingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1931), pp- 83—4.
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principle of representative government that public opinion can
express itself outside the control of those Ewo.wo,\mnn. o

Schmitt’s formulations, however, help clarify why mdm is H.Sﬁ the
case. Each camp certainly speaks with a single e..,omn.m“ its Humurmu._mw_-
tary and extra-parliamentary voices exactly Q.anﬁ.@ but there is
more than one camp, and they do not all @mnmﬁm.umﬁm in mwﬁ.ﬁéma.
The governing authority is no longer, as in Humarmgmdwmw.._wémg‘ the
entire Parliament; it is the majority party or a coalition. Party
democracy is the age of party government. This means, however,
that there is something that the party in power &om.m .Bo.n m,oz.ﬁor
namely the opposition party and its voice. HTE.M an opinion mbﬂmmnm&
from that of the governors can freely express itself, even m;o¢m? in
opposition and majority alike, ordinary citizens cannot mnﬁns_ﬂm
opinions outside the control of the leaders. In party democracy, e
freedom of public opinion takes the form of the freedom of opposi-
tion. In contrast with parliamentarianism, the Wmmao_ﬂ.om opinion is
thus displaced. One could say, to return to the mﬁm.Em.H metaphor
used earlier, that the vertical gap between the majority and .ﬂ.rm
opposition takes the place of the horizontal gap between the Parlia-
ment and those outside it. o

One may observe, of course, that the Weimar Republic is not a
model of viable government. But the regime fell because the
parties upholding the constitution failed to agree on a compro-
mise. If compromises can be reached, a political order based on
solidly unified camps may be viable. Post-Second World S._Nm:.
Austria provides the purest example of such a representative
government.

o

Trial by discussion

Plenary sessions of Parliament are no longer a forum of deliberative
discussion. Strict voting discipline reigns within each camp. More-
over, representatives cannot change their E.Eﬂm as a result of the
exchange of parliamentary debate, once the momﬁ:.ub of wr.m party has
been decided. Finally, voting alignments within parliament are
virtually identical on all questions. This suggests that, on each

occasion, representatives do not vote in mmg.n..m the arguments
exchanged in Parliament, but as a result of decisions formed else-
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where. As a rule, each parliamentary group votes according to its
attitude towards the government: the majority camp systematically
supports the initiatives of the government and the minority opposes
them.
This break from parliamentarianism was the subject of numerous
studies around the turn of the twentieth century. It has generally
been interpreted as signifying the end of government by discussion.
In reality, discussion was shifting towards other forums. It is true
that, once the party’s position has been fixed, the representatives
can no longer change their minds. It is also true that party decisions
are made before parliamentary debates. But in the intra-party
exchanges that precede parliamentary debates, participants truly
deliberate. The party leadership and Members in Parliament debate
among themselves what collective position should be adopted. And
in that debate, the participants are able to change their minds as a
result of the exchange of arguments. True deliberative discussion
can thus take place within each camp. Indeed, the history of social
democratic parties shows that intense discussion within the party
leadership and Members in Parliament does precede debates in
Parliament, and that positions change during the course of such
discussion. To be sure, this kind of discussion does not involve the
views of other parties, but party democracy also encourages discus-
sion between the leaders of the various parties. Party democracy, it
was noted earlier, rests on the principle of compromise both
between the majority and the minority and between the members of
a coalition. Elections do not determine what policy is to be pursued;
they determine the relative forces of the various parties, each with
its own platform. The relation of forces between the parties does not
indicate the particular questions on which a compromise can be
achieved, nor does it mark with precision how the difference is to
be split. The precise content of the compromise, therefore, is a
matter of mmmmommmoz between the parties and their leaders. Prior to
such negotiations, positions are not fixed; the participants may
change their minds as a result of their exchanges. Finally, social
democratic parties have often institutionalized a process of consul-
tation and negotiation between organized interests, such as labor
unions and employers’ associations. This phenomenon, termed
“neo-corporatism” has received much attention in political science
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recently.”> Neo-corporatist institutions, whose objective is to mmw__-
itate compromise between opposing social interests, also ﬁmowam
forums for discussion. The terms of the compromise are not fixed
prior to the confrontation; they emerge as its result.

The importance of discussion in party democracy has .ommw _umm.ﬂ
underestimated, because the critical place of compromise in this
form of government has not been adequately recognized. It was
believed that the representatives of the different camps were strictly
bound by detailed, established programs — in Eﬁwnr case, n.&mmnr no
change in position and therefore no deliberative discussion no.cE
have taken place. In reality, however, when party democracy is a
stable form of government, it does not function through the rigid

implementation of political programs.

""AUDIENCE’' DEMOCRACY

Election of representatives

In recent years, a notable shift has occurred in the analysis of
election results. Before the 1970s, most electoral studies came to the
conclusion that political preferences could be explained by the
social, economic, and cultural characteristics of the voters. A
number of recent works on the subject demonstrate that this wm.do
longer the case. Election results vary significantly from one election
to the next even when the socio-economic and cultural backgrounds
of the voters remain unchanged.?

% This term can be misleading if one does not.realize that :zmo.noﬁuou.mmmaz is
based on the recognition of a fundamental conflict between organized Eﬂmnmmﬁam
whereas traditional corporatism assumed a functional complementarity — mJ
therefore harmony - between the social forces. The difference is not H.zmwmm
abstract or ideological: in neo-corporatist arrangements, one of the principa
instruments of social conflict, the right to strike, HmEm.Em. Eﬁo:.nrmm\ s%wzwmm
traditional corporatism prohibits strikes. See Manin, “Démocratie, pluralisme,
ibérali ” pp. 51-5.

2 _m:gma M_Wﬁﬁmm.m_.mwilﬁmwm to stress that political preferences were largely a response
to the electoral choice offered to voters, quite independently from the socio-
economic and cultural characteristics of the electorate, was V. O. Key; see esp. ﬁm
Public Opinion and American Democracy (New York: Knopf, Hommv, Eﬁw The
Responsible Electorate (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard CE<mBMQE MMMM\
1966). In the 1970s this idea was taken up and developed in a HEEGQ,O o _um e
See, for example (to mention only two of the more Emﬂmza.ﬁ works), G. onuﬂu W,
Voters' Choice (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1975), or N. H. Nie, S. Verba, and J. R.
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The personalization of electoral choice

The individuality of candidates appears to be one of the essential
factors in these variations: people vote differently from one election
to another, depending on the particular persons competing for their
vote. Voters tend increasingly to vote for a person and no longer for
a party or a platform. This phenomenon marks a departure from
what was considered normal voting behavior under representative
democracy, creating the impression of a crisis in representation. A§™
we have seen, however, the predominant role of party labels in
elections is characteristic only of a particular type of representation,

2

p

!

namely party democracy. It is equally possible to regard the current

transformation as a return to a feature of parliamentarianism: the .
personal nature of the representative relationship.

Although the growing importance of personal factors can also be
seen in the relationship between each representative and his
constituency, it is most perceptible at the national level, in the
relationship between the executive and the electorate.?” Analysts
have long observed that there is a tendency towards the personali-
zation of power in democratic countries. In countries with direct
election of the chief executive, presidential elections tend to become
the main elections, shaping the whole of political life. In countries
where the chief executive is also the leader of the majority in
Parliament, legislative campaigns and elections center on the
person of the leader. Parties still play a central role. They provide
critical resources such as networks of contacts and influences,
fundraising capacities, and the volunteer work of activists. But the
tend to become instruments in the service of a leader. In oEuOmEN
to parliamentarianism, the head of the government rather than the)
Member of Parliament is seen as the representative par excellerice.
As in parliamentarianism, however, the link between the represen-

Petrocik, The Changing American Voter (Cambrid ge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1976). Recent French studies also stress the determining role of the terms of choice
offered to the electorate. See in particular, A. Lancelot, ““L’orientation du compor-
tement politique,” in J. Leca and M. Grawitz (eds.), Traité de science politigue, Vol.
ITI (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1985); D. Gaxie (ed.), Explication du vote
(Paris: Presses de la Fondation Nationale des Sciences Politiques, 1985).

On the role of personality in congressional elections, see B. Cain, J. Ferejohn, and
M. Fiorina, The Personal Vote, Constituency Service and Electoral Independence (Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1987).
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tative thus defined and his electors has an essentially personal
character. . N
The present situation seems to have two causes. First, the
channels of political communication affect the H.EEH.m of .Em repre-
sentative relationship: through radio and television, .nmbnr&m»m.m can,
once again, communicate directly with their noH,.hm.ﬁEmﬁﬁm f_muo:nw
the mediation of a party network. The age of Huornnm.H mnﬂﬁm.ﬁm. and ,
party men is over. Moreover, television confers particular mmrmnn.m
and vividness to the individuality of the candidates. HB a sense, it
resurrects the face-to-face character of the representative link wr.mﬁ
marked the first form of representative government. zmmm Smawmd
however, favor certain personal qualities: successful candidates are” ,
not local notables, but what we call “media figures,” HumHmOJm swro )
have a better command of the techniques of media communication’
than others. What we are witnessing today is not a Qmﬁmwﬂhw from
the principles of representative government, _uﬂ a change in the
type of elites that are selected. Elections continue to &mﬂ.ﬁm to
office individuals who possess distinctive features; they Hmﬁm_..z the
elitist character they have always had. Eoimwmb a new elite of
experts in communication has replaced Hrw political activist and Mﬂm
party bureaucrat. Audience democracy is the rule of the media

e

expert. - «w
Secondly, the growing role of personalities at the expense o

platforms is a response to the new conditions under which m_m.nﬂ.m&
officials exercise their power. The scope of governmental activity
has increased substantially over the last hundred years. No Hodnwmﬂ J
does government simply regulate the general framework o.m social
existence; today, it intervenes in a whole series of areas @m&n&m&%

in the economic sphere), making concrete decisions. It is ﬂ
difficult for candidates to make detailed promises: such Em&o.ﬁﬂm
would become unwieldy and unreadable. More importantly, since
the Second World War the environment in which governments
operate has become much more complex. As a consequerice of _HWM
growing economic interdependence, the m.ﬁﬁao:b._ma that ea
government confronts is the result of decisions made by an ever-
increasing number of actors. This means, in g‘ that the EoEmEM
which politicians have to confront once in n&mmm become less mBE
less predictable. When standing for office, politicians know they w.
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have to face the unforeseen; so they are not inclined to tie their
hands by committing themselves to a detailed platform.

The nature and environment of modern governmental activity
thus increasingly call for discretionary power, whose formal struc-
ture may be compared to the old notion of “prerogative’”” power.
Locke defined prerogative as the power to take decisions in the
absence of preexisting laws. The necessity for such a power is
justified in the Second Treatise by the fact that the government may
have to confront the unforeseen, whereas laws are fixed rules
promulgated in advance.®® By analogy, one may say that contem-
porary governments need discretionary power in relation to political
platforms, for it is increasingly difficult to foresee all the events to
which governments have to respond. If a certain form of discre-
tionary power is required by present circumstances, it is rational for
candidates to put forth their personal qualities and aptitude for
making good decisions rather than to tie their hands by specific
promises. Voters too know that the government must deal with
unpredictable events. From their point of view, then, the personal
trust that the candidate Inspires is a more adequate basis of selection
than the evaluation of plans for future actions. Trust, so important in
the origins of representative government, again takes a central role.*®

Thus contemporary voters must grant their representatives a
measure of discretion in relation to platforms. This has actually
always been the case, once the decision had been made to prohibit
imperative mandates. The present situation only makes more visible
a permanent feature of political representation. But discretionary
power does not mean irresponsible power. Contemporary voters
continue to retain the ultimate power they have always had in
representative governments, namely, the power to dismiss the
representatives whose record they find unsatisfactory. The age of
voting on the candidates’ platforms is probably over, but the age of
voting on the incumbents’ record may be beginning.

%8 “Many things there are, which the law can by no means provide for, and those
must necessarily be left to the discretion of him, that has the executive power in
his hands, to be ordered by him, as the public good and mn_<E.;mmm shall require”
(Locke, Second Treatise of Government, ch. XIV, §159; see also the whole of ch. XIV).

% On the notion of trust and its continued relevance as regards political action from
Locke to the present day, see John Dunn, Interpreting Political Responsibility
(Oxford: Polity Press, 1991), esp. the essay “Trust and political agency.”
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The role of electoral choice in general

Aside from the individuality of the nmﬁ&mmwmm\.ﬁﬂmmmb?am% &mQQ.WH
studies emphasize that voting behavior ariea mnnoHaBm.ﬁM the
terms of the electoral choice. For example, nENm:.m vote FH different
parties in presidential, legislative, and _Omm_ m_wnﬂoa.. This Wcm%mﬁmwm
that voting decisions are made on the basis of perceptions o Mq atis
at stake in a particular election, rather ﬁrm.b as a H.mmﬂ_\w fe} mo..uo.
economic and cultural characteristics. Similarly, <2me an_m:.u:m
seem to be sensitive to issues raised in electoral nm.BHuEmﬂm..mHmna%n
results vary significantly, even over short wmﬁomm n.vm MTBF mH
pending on which issues figure Eoﬂ. prominently mE . m.nanM,_
paigns.* Voters seem to respond (to ﬁ.mwsnc._mH terms of mHM_ mmMmmv
election), rather than just express (their social or cultural i Mﬁ M; :
In this regard, the present situation marks a departure from Em
formation of political preferences in party democracy. Today, the
i imension of voting predominates. .
%m.MM«MMMMﬁ always 540@% an element of &ans and &m@..m?
tiation among voters. On the one hand, an election :mnmmmmﬂw\ BBM
at separating those who support a nmz&&wﬁm from those Je&o o Mo :
Moreover, individuals mobilize and unite more effectively when
they have adversaries and perceive differences vmgwmﬂ m‘_mgmmyﬂmm
and others. A candidate, then, must not only define himself, _UE. also
his adversaries. He not only presents himself, he _.unmm.mH.#.m a differ-
ence. In all forms of representative mo<mn.5~m.m~ politicians need
differences that they can draw upon to Bo_u%b.wm supporters. The
social cleavages, which outside the elections divide the mass of the
iti an essential resource. - .
QﬂHMmMWnHMmm where one division is both Hmmmﬂm.msa especially
salient, politicians know prior to the m.Hmnmon which &mw;\mww HM
exploit. They can frame differentiating principles on m:.m basis o | Um
knowledge. In such situations, then, the terms .om.n_..opnm offere HE%
politicians appear as a transposition of a preexisting cleavage. This

i i ican Voter, pp. 319,

40 Gee, for example, Nie, Verba, m_”wm wquﬁx,ﬂ,ﬁwﬁMﬂnﬁmﬂ% Wﬂﬂmﬁoow ”mmr MM i

349: “A simple but important theme runs 1g e
litical stimuli offered it. The political behavior :

Rmvmﬁmm . ._rMaanmM“ by vm%&,ﬂmﬂomﬂ_nmﬂ and social forces, but also by ﬂrm Hmm:mmumm

MﬂM mwmﬁwdbw by the way in which candidates present those issues” (p. 319,

emphasis mine).
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is the essential dynamic of party democracy. But in a number of
Western societies the situation today is different. No socio-economic
or cultural cleavage is evidently more important and stable than
others. To be sure, citizens do not constitute a homogeneous mass
that can be divided in any manner by the choices they are offered,
but the social and cultural lines of cleavage are numerous, cross-
cutting, and rapidly changing. Such an electorate is capable of a
number of splits. Politicians have to decide which of these potential
splits will be more effective and advantageous to them. They may
activate one or another. Thus, those who articulate the terms of
choice have a degree of autonomy in the selection of the cleavage
they want to exploit.

In such a situation, the initiative of the terms of electoral choice
belongs to the politician and not to the electorate, which explains
why voting decisions appear primarily today as reactive. In fact, in
all forms of representative government the vote constitutes, in part,
a reaction of the electorate faced with the terms proposed. However,
when these terms themselves are a reflection of a social reality
independent of the politicians’ actions, the electorate appears as the
origin of the terms to which it responds in elections. The reactive
character of voting is eclipsed by its expressive dimension. When,
on the contrary, the terms of choice result in large part from the
relatively independent actions of politicians, the vote is still an
mxﬂmmmmmom.. of the electorate, but its reactive dimension becomes
Eo“,,m important and more visible. Thus, the electorate appears,
abgve all, as an audience which responds to the terms that have been
presented on the political stage. Hence, this form of representative
government is called here “audience democracy.”

Politicians, however, have only a measure of autonomy in their
selection of dividing issues: they cannot invent in total freedom lines
of cleavage. Not any division is possible because social, economic,
and cultural differences within the electorate exist prior to the
candidates’ decisions. Furthermore, politicians cannot even choose
among existing divisions as they please. They know that each
possible division is not equally useful: if a candidate promotes a
cleavage line that does not effectively mobilize the voters, or one
that eventually works against him, he will lose the election. Politi-
cians may take the initiative in proposing one principle of division
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rather than another, but the election brings its oﬁﬂ sanction to m;.mm,
autonomous initiatives. Candidates do not Eoé in mm.<m.ﬂnw s&H.T
principle of cleavage would be most effective, but it is in their
interest to seek it. In comparison to party QmBoﬂ.Hmn%\ the autonomy
of the politicians increases, but at the same time they r.m<mm.n05-
stantly to identify the appropriate divisions to exploit. M_.nw
however, the politically most effective cleavages are those w HM
correspond to the preoccupations of the electorate, the waonm%m nﬂms s
to bring about a convergence between the terms of electoral choice
and divisions in the public. In party democracy, by contrast, there
can be an immediate correspondence between the two mmwm\ _umnmzm.m
politicians know in advance, and with reasonable wmﬂmEJﬁ what is
the fundamental cleavage of the electorate. In audience &mgnnnmn.ﬁ
convergence establishes itself over Q..B.m ?H.oc.mr a process nmnb ﬁﬂmm
and error: the candidate takes the initiative of proposing a line:.a
division either during an election campaign, or — with less risk — on
the basis of opinion polls. The audience m:m:. .ﬁ%osam to the
proposed line of division, and finally the .ﬁorﬂﬁmz noD.mnW . ma
maintains the initial proposition, depending on the public’s
nmmeuw::MM.vm observed, moreover, that the final nﬂownm offered to the
voters is not the result of a conscious or ervwnmﬂm. _u_m.ﬁ.. mm”wr
candidate proposes the issue or term which he thinks will divide he
electorate in the most effective and beneficial manner. But the nTOHQ:M
that is finally presented and the cleavage it activates are the H.mmE.n o
the combination of the terms offered by each nmb&.amﬁm. The mbm.m
configuration of the choice is the product of a plurality of uncoordi-
ﬁmwymm MAMHM% common use of the expression “the electoral market”
demonstrates, the economic metaphor of the Bmaw.mﬂ has come to
dominate the study of elections. Every Bmﬁmﬁ.rouﬂ is by ammbﬁoﬂ
partly unsuited to the object to which it is mﬂuﬁmm. .d:w metaphor wﬁ
the market, however, presents particular difficulties - 9.. rather H
gives rise to the possibility of a crucial ﬁmmgamamﬁmzmﬁm. It is
certainly justifiable to describe politicians as ma.ﬁ.nw_uamnmﬁ.ﬁm in M.oB-
petition with one another to win votes and maximize their bene ﬁ.m -
the material and symbolic rewards of power. But to characterize
voters as consumers is much less appropriate. A consumer who
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enters the economic market knows what he wants: his preferences
are independent of the products offered. Economic theory presup-
poses that consumer preferences are exogenous. In politics,
however, such a presupposition is unrealistic and contrary to
experience. When a citizen enters what may be called the political
market, his preferences are usually not already formed; they
develop through listening to public debates. In politics demand is
not exogenous; in general, preferences do not exist prior to the
action of politicians,*!

It has not been sufficiently appreciated that the author generally

Tegarded as the founder of economic theories of democracy, Joseph,

m_,mr:Bmmmwm, himself recognizes that in politics, there is no such

*mdm_mmmm&mﬂmbm EanmBam:womnm:Euq Schumpeter insists that
i the domain of “national and international affairs,” it is unjustified
to suppose that individuals have well-defined volitions independent
of the politicians’ proposals. Such volitions exist on subjects of
immediate importance to the individual and of which he has direct
knowledge: “the things that directly concern himself, his family, his
township or ward, his class, his church, trade union or any other
group of which he is an active member. " 42 Within this “narrower
field” the direct experience of reality permits the formation of
defined and independent preferences. However, “when we move
still farther away from the private concerns of the family and the
business into regions of national and international affairs that lack a
direct and unmistakable link with those private concerns,” the sense
of reality weakens.*® Schumpeter writes as follows:

* This reduced sense of reality accounts not only for a reduced sense of
responsibility but also for the absence of effective volition. One has one’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.*

It is remarkable that in this passage Schumpeter denies not only the

“!" For a more detailed argumentation on this point see B. Manin, “On legitimacy and

political deliberation,” Political Theory, Vol. 15, No. 3, (August 1987), pp. 338-68.
Joseph Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy [1942], 3rd edn (New
York: Harper & Row, 1975), p. 258.

Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, p. 261.

Ibid. Emphasis mine.

[
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responsible or rational character of individual will _Gm.wo:a mﬁm
narrow circle of private concerns, but also the very existence O
volition. Later Schumpeter observes that voters Qo .ﬂoﬁ Jweﬂm a
political will independent of the influence of the mwr.nn_msm. SEN.;
we are confronted with in the mﬂ&%mmm Mm WMraomH processes is
t a genuine but a manufactured will.
ﬂmamwwowwnomm demand does not really exist in politics, the mbmwom%\
between electoral choice and the market becomes m.umH.dnn mm.r y
problematic, obscuring one of the fundamental characteristics nﬁm : e
political sphere. Even the action of those S&n set m._m. terms OM OHM
cannot be conceptualized as supply, if what it mmnmm. isnota m@mﬂﬂ
in the sense used by economic theory. The OH&.\ <mrm element in the
metaphor of the market is the notion ms.: the initiation of Em&.ﬁmaﬁm.
of choice belongs to actors who are distinct and relatively indepe m
dent of those who finally make the nwownm“ A.f;@ the metaphor obH
stage and audience is more adequate, even if Eﬁmammnr to wmmnmﬂwds
this reality. It expresses nothing more than the ideas of QGMMM .Om
and independence between those who propose the terms of cl nwn
and those who make the choice. Such is, at any rate, the sense it has
rmﬂﬂrm» we see emerging today is a new Ed.b.om wmﬁummmdﬁaoz.
Representatives are persons who take the :ﬁamﬂa‘m. in proposing a
line of division. They seek to identify cleavages within Em mwmnﬁop.wmw
and to bring some of them to the public stage. They wﬁbm to m:w. ic
awareness this or that social division, drawing m:mssow toasp M“ in
society that was not previously mﬁﬁmawbﬁ. Wmﬁnmmm:ﬂma<mm E..M ,,“M
no longer spokesmen; the personalization of electoral choice me
some extent, made them trustees. But-they are also actors seeking

out and exposing cleavages.

Partial autonomy of representatives

It is generally recognized that today’s representatives are m._mn_ﬁma oM
the basis of “image,” both the personal image of the candidate an

that of the organization or party to which he ﬂ&osmm. The .ﬁmnw
“image,” however, may give rise to confusion. It is often employe

5 Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, p- 263.
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in contrast to “substance” to denote vague and superficial percep-
tions devoid of political content. Voting on the basis of image is
contrasted with voting on the basis of detailed political proposals,
usually as a prelude to deploring the way in which the former is
gaining ground over the latter. Such a conception of political image
fosters the sense of a crisis in representation. In fact, opinion surveys
show that the images formed by voters are not free of political
content. It is true, to take only one example, that in the 1981 French
election won by the Socialists, the electorate did not have clear ideas
and preferences about the economic policy proposed by the Socia-
lists (nationalizations, pump-priming of internal demand). French
voters did not put the Socialists in power on the basis of a specific
economic platform. Nonetheless, it has been demonstrated that the
Socialist victory was in large part the result of a perception which,
however vague, did include a certain content: the idea that the
economic crisis was a consequence of the policy pursued by the
incumbents, and that it was possible to reestablish economic growth
and full employment.*®
An electoral campaign, it should be noted, is an adversarial process;
it pits several images against each other. Taken in isolation, each
image may indeed mean almost anything. But the error is precisely
to consider each of them in isolation. Voters are presented with a
variety of competing images. Even though each of them is fairly
vague, they are not totally indeterminate or without boundaries,
because an electoral campaign creates a system of differences: there is
at least one thing that the image of a candidate cannot designate, and
that is the image of his competitor. An electoral campaign may be
compared to a language as characterized by the founder of linguis-
tics, Ferdinand de Saussure: the meaning of each term is a result of
the coexistence of several terms distinguished from one another.
These images are, in fact, highly simplified and schematic mental
representations. The importance of these schematic representations
is, of course, due to the fact that large numbers of voters are not
sufficiently competent to grasp the technical details of the proposed
measures and the reasons that justify them. But the use of simplified

“ See Elie Cohen, “Les Socialistes et I'économie: de I'dge des mythes au déminage,”
in Gérard Grunberg and Elisabeth Dupoirier (eds.), La dréle de défaite de la Gauche
(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1986), Pp- 78-80.
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representations is also a method for solving the problem of informa-
tion costs. It has long been noted that one of the major problems
confronting the citizen of large democracies is the disproportion
between the costs of political information and the influence he can
hope to exercise on the election outcome. In party democracy, that
problem does not really arise because voters’ decisions are driven
by a sense of class identity. One could argue also that party
identification is the solution to the problem of information costs
under party democracy. But in any case, when social identity or
party identification lose their importance as determinants of the
vote, there is a need for alternative shortcuts in the costly search for
political information.

Since representatives are elected on the basis of these schematic
images, they have some freedom of action once elected. What led to
their election is a relatively vague commitment, which necessarily
lends itself to several interpretations. In what has been called here
“audience democracy,” the partial independence of the representa-
tives, which has always characterized representation, is reinforced
by the fact that electoral promises take the form of relatively hazy

images.

Freedom of public opinion

The crucial fact is that, in audience democracy, the channels of
public communication (newspapers, television etc.) are for the most
part politically neutral, that is, non-partisan. This does not of course
mean that those channels of information give an undistorted reflec-
tion of reality. They introduce their own distortions and prejudices.
They may even have political preferences, but they are not structu-
rally linked to parties that compete for votes. Technological and
economic reasons have led to a decline of the partisan press. Today,
political parties usually do not own papers with wide circulation.
Moreover, radio and television are established on a non-partisan
basis. The rise of popular, non-partisan media has an important
consequence: whatever their partisan preferences, individuals
receive the same information on a given subject as everyone else.
Individuals, of course, still form divergent opinions on political
subjects, but the perception of the subject itself tends to be indepen-
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dent of individual partisan leanings. This does not mean that the
subjects or the facts — as distinct from judgments — are perceived in
an objective manner without distortion by the medium, but simply
that they are perceived in a relatively uniform manner across the
spectrum of political preferences. By contrast, when the press is
largely in the hands of political parties (as in party democracy)
Q:m,”m source of information is selected according to one’s wmammm
leanings; the facts or the subjects themselves are seen as they are
presented by the party voted for.

A parallel between the Watergate crisis and the Dreyfus affair
gw situations where public opinion played a crucial role, may mm?m
ﬁo. Ecmqm:m the point. It has been shown that during the Watergate
crisis, Americans on the whole had the same perceptions of the
facts, regardless of their partisan preferences and their judgment. In
the Dreyfus affair, by contrast, it appears that even the perception of
the facts differed according to the sectors of opinion: each segment
of the French public perceived the facts through press organs, which
reflected its partisan Hmmbw._mmr% Similarly, it has been mwo.q“:,_ that
one of the salient features of recent French elections is the homo-
genization of party images within the electorate. It appears, for
example, that in the parliamentary election of 1986, <oﬁmnm‘rma
approximately the same perception of party platforms. Of course
?mu\ made divergent judgments about the parties and voted mnnoaH
ingly, but the subjects they judged were perceived almost identicall
by all, whatever party they voted for.*® ’

It would appear, then, that today the perception of public issues
and subjects (as distinct, to repeat, from judgments made about
them) is more homogeneous and less dependent on partisan prefer-
ences than was the case under party democracy. Individuals
rowa.ma\mb may take divergent positions on a given issue. Huz_u:m
opinion then splits concerning the issue in question. But the
resulting division of public opinion does not necessarily reproduce
or coincide with electoral cleavages: the public may be divided
along some lines in elections and along others on particular issues.
¥ See,G.E. Lan ic Opini i
(o Ul Guring Wt (New Yosk:Conimbis Gntvemey sreme oy o

- Grunberg, F. Haegel, and B. Roy, “La bataille pour la crédibilité: partis et

MWW%MMMN in Grunberg and Dupoirier (eds.), La drole de défaite de la Gauche,
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Thus, a possibility that had disappeared under party democracy
returns: the electoral and non-electoral expressions of the people on
the issues of the day may not coincide.

This possible lack of coincidence stems largely from the neutrali-
zation of the channels of communication through which public
opinion is formed, but it results also from the non-partisan character
of the new institutions that play a crucial role in the expression of
public opinion, namely polling institutions.

Opinion surveys, it must be noted, operate according to the
formal structure that characterizes this new form of representative
government: stage and audience, initiative and reaction. Those who
draft the interview questionnaires do not know in advance which
questions will elicit the most meaningful responses and bring to
light the significant cleavages of the public. Thus, they take the
initiative in a relatively autonomous manner. As we have seen,
opinion polls are certainly not spontaneous expressions of the
popular will. Rather they are constructs. But it is in the interest of
polling institutions to provide their clients with results that have
some predictive value and bring to light significant cleavages. Like
politicians, they proceed through trial and error.

The most important factor, though, is that most polling organiza-
tions are, like the media, independent of political parties. This does
not mean that they do not introduce distortions, nor even that they
have no political preferences. But they are not structurally connected
with the organizations that compete for votes. And they operate
according to commercial, not political, principles. Whereas parties
have an interest in bringing out the division that they embody as

being the principal line of cleavage in all areas, polling organizations
can, without discomfort to themselves, bring to light lines of
division other than those exploited by candidates. Thus, opinion
surveys contribute to the decoupling of the electoral and non-
electoral expressions of the people’s will. It must be noted too that,
in contrast to party democracy, expressions of public opinion are
here solicited by a different set of people. It was activists and party
workers who called for citizens to demonstrate or sign petitions.
Those who invite expressions of opinions are now people with
training in social sciences and employed by commercial firms.

In a sense we find in audience democracy a configuration that is
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mgmma to parliamentarianism, except that opinion surveys confer a
quite specific character to the non-electoral manifestation of the
people. First, opinion surveys lower the costs of individual political
expression. To participate in a demonstration involves high time
and energy costs, and signing a petition sometimes carries risks. By
no.sﬁ.wmmr anonymously answering a questionnaire imposes only a
minimal cost. As opposed to parliamentarianism, where the high
costs of demonstrations and petitions tend to reserve non-electoral
political expression for the highly motivated, opinion surveys give a
voice to the “apathetic” and uninterested citizen. Second, opinion
polls facilitate the expression of political opinions Wmnm:mm\ they are
peaceful, whereas demonstrations often carry the risk of violence

especially when opinions are strongly polarized. As a result m,,m
expression of the people “at the door of parliament” is m:ow.m
regularly present than in parliamentarianism: the people do not
only make their presence known in exceptional circumstances. The

extra-parliamentary voice of the people is both made more ﬁmm.nm?_

and rendered commonplace.

Trial by discussion

With the notable exception of the US Congress, Parliament is not the
m.owzgmwm public discussion. Each party is grouped around a leading
figure, . and each parliamentary party votes in a disciplined
manner in support of its leader. Individually, however, representa-
Jedm meet and consult with interest groups and citizens’ associa-
tions. In such meetings, positions are not rigidly fixed, and thus
some deliberative discussion takes place. \

But what is new about the third kind of representation lies
m._mmérmwm. Over the last few decades, electoral studies have empha-
sized the importance of electoral instability. The number of momﬂﬁ
woﬁmn.m who do not cast their ballot on the basis of stable Huma%
identification is increasing. A growing segment of the electorate
tends to vote according to the stakes and issues of each election. In
mmmr an unstable electorate has always existed, but in the past it was
M:Emiq composed of citizens who were poorly informed, had
little interest in politics, and a low level of schooling. The 59.6\5\ of

49 2 : 4
See the section above titled “The personalization of electoral choice.”
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today’s floating voter is that he is well-informed, interested in
politics, and fairly well-educated. This new phenomenon owes
much to the neutralization of the news and opinion media: voters
interested in politics and who seek information are exposed to
conflicting opinions, whereas in party democracy the most active
and interested citizens were constantly reinforced in their opinions
by their sources of information. The existence of an informed and
interested electorate, that may be swayed one way or the other,
creates an incentive for politicians to put policy proposals directly to
the public. The consent of a majority on policy measures can be built
up within the electorate itself. Discussion of specific issues is no
longer confined to Parliament (as in parliamentarianism), or to
consultation committees between parties (as_in party democracy); it
takes place within the public. Thus, the form of representative
government that is emerging today is characterized by a new
protagonist of public discussion, the floating voter, and a new
forum, the communication media.

What is today referred to as a crisis of political representation
appears in a different light if we remember that representative
government was conceived in explicit opposition to government by
the people, and that its central institutions have remained un-
changed. It is true that those who dominate the political stage today
(or are increasingly doing so) are not faithful reflections of their
society. Politicians and media persons constitute an elite endowed
with positively valued characteristics that distinguish them from the
rest of the population. That positive valuation does not result only
from a deliberate judgment by the electorate. But nor did the
notables and bureaucrats who dominatéd parliamentarianism and
party democracy respectively owe their preeminence entirely to the
deliberate choice of their fellow-citizens. At least partly responsible
for their ascendancy were in the one case social status, in the other
the constraints of organization. Representative government remains
what it has been since its foundation, namely a governance of elites
distinguished from the bulk of citizens by social standing, way of
life, and education. What we are witnessing today is nothing more
than the rise of a new elite and the decline of another.

But the impression of malaise in representation owes even more
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to .ﬂrm perception that, with the rise of this new elite, history is
taking an unexpected turn. When activists and bureaucrats took the
place o._n notables, history seemed to be shrinking the gap between
governing elites and ordinary citizens. Certainly, the analyses of
Michels showed that mass parties were dominated by elites distinct
b..oB the rank and file, but it was reasonable to think that the
distance between party bureaucrats and ordinary citizens was
smaller than the one separating notables from the rest of the
@ow:pmmo? Besides, whatever the actual distance between the ways
of life of leaders and ordinary voters, mass parties had succeeded u_wn
creating an identification of the latter with the former. The fact is
mgmﬁ. workers recognized themselves in the leaders of social demo-
cratic parties and saw them as “like themselves.” The replacement
.om notables by party officials was indeed a step in the direction of an
identity (real or imagined) between governing elites and those the
govern. It is impossible to have that impression today. The moamv_\
m:.._m. cultural gap between an elite and the mass of people is a
Q:ﬁnEﬁ thing to gauge, but there is no reason to think that present
political and media elites are closer to voters than the party bureau-
mu.mﬁm. were. Nor is there any sign that those elites are in a position to
Inspire feelings of identification on the part of voters. More than the
substitution of one elite for another, it is the persistence wSﬂE
even Em aggravation, of the gap between the moqma:mnm and m;M
governing elite that has provoked a sense of crisis. Current develop-
ments belie the notion that representation was destined to mn?MEWm
m<mw closer towards an identity of governing and governed
.m:.:mmwaﬁ when people voted for a party with a Emmmdz the
enjoyed a greater ability to pronounce on future policy than ,érmM
they elected a notable who personally inspired their trust. The
advent of party democracy made it more possible for people ﬁw vote
Huaom%mnm,\mq. Here again, the changes occurring in our time con-
found the expectations that opportunities for future-oriented votin
would .nOﬁa.b:m to increase. When a candidate today is elected om
the basis of his image, and seeks to persuade voters that he is fitter
than .om..mum to confront the future, voters have less say about what
he .s:: do than when a party presented a list of measures it intended
to implement. In this sense too, representative government appears
to have ceased its progress towards popular self-government.
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The currently prevailing impression of crisis reflects the disap-
pointment of previous expectations about the direction of history. In
that its base has expanded enormously, representative government
has, since its establishment, undoubtedly become more democratic.
That trend has not been reversed; history has confirmed what had
been believed. However, the democratization of representation, the
narrowing of the gap between representatives and represented, and
the growing influence of the wishes of the governed on the decisions
of those in government have turned out to be less durable than
expected. While one can certainly say that democracy has broa-
dened, one cannot say with the same certainty that it has deepened.

We need to recall, however, that in the original arrangement, the
democratic element in the relationship between the governed and
those who govern was neither resemblance between the two, nor
the vd.bnﬁ_m that Hrm memw mro:E E%Hmamﬂ the Emgnmoﬁm of the

govern | 8 ?m Sw.n:ﬁ of those who are moqmﬁbmm It is _&m H.mbn_mﬂbm
of accounts that has constituted from the beginning the democratic
nOﬂ%OﬂmE of representation. And representation today still entails
that supreme moment when the electorate passes judgment on the
past actions of those in government.
This does not amount, however, to saying that representative
government has remained the same throughout its history or that
the changes have been merely superficial. Party democracy was
indeed profoundly different from parliamentarianism. Representa-
tion, a system devised by English aristocrats, American landowners,
and French lawyers, was transformed, a hundred years later, into a
mechanism that alleviated industrial conflict by integrating the
working class. The founding fathers certaifily had no such outcome
in view. The arrangement that was devised at the end of the
eighteenth century proved astonishingly flexible. It displayed a
capacity, probably unsuspected at the outset, for assuming different
forms to suit different circumstances. Neither the differences in form
nor the durability of the structure capture the truth of representation.
Just as representative government simultaneously presents demo-
cratic and non-democratic aspects, the latter being no more true or
essential than the former, so it is capable, over time, of assuming
different shapes while remaining the same.
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Conclusion

Representative government, as we remarked at the _u.mmgahm of this
study, is a perplexing phenomenon, even though its Hod.::.gm pre-
sence in our everyday world makes us think we Wn.o<.q it well.
Conceived in explicit opposition to democracy, today it is seen as
one of its forms. The “people” is certainly a much larger entity in
our own day than it was in the eighteenth century, mg.m. advent of
universal suffrage having substantially enlarged the citizen ﬁoauﬁ
But on the other hand, there has been no significant change in the
institutions regulating the selection of Hmﬂnmmmdﬁwm<mm. mH_Q‘ _nr.m
influence of the popular will on their decisions once in o?n.m. 55& it
is at least uncertain whether the gap between the governing elites
and the ordinary citizens has narrowed or whether the control of
voters over their representatives has increased. Nevertheless, we
have no hesitation in categorizing today’s representative systems as
democracies. The founding fathers, by contrast, stressed the “enor-
mous difference’”” between representative_government and rule by
what was then the people. We are thus left with the _mmnm&n.vx Em._..\
without having in any obvious way m<oy<m9. the _.&mnoz..mgﬁ
between representatives and those they represent is today ﬁn.w.nmEmQ
as democratic, whereas it was originally seen as undemocratic. .
Now, at the end of our journey, it would appear that this
difference between the original and modern conceptions is due at
least in part to the nature of representative megn..onm themselves.
Representative government includes both democratic .mmm.:bn_mgo.
cratic features. The duality lies in its very nature, not just in the eye
of the beholder. The idea that representative systems place govern-
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ment in the hands of the people is no mere myth, contrary to the
claims of those who, from Marx to Schumpeter, set out to ngu\mmq
“democracy.” Representative government has undeniably a demo-
cratic dimension. No less undeniable, however, is its oligarchic
dimension. The solution to the puzzle of representative government
lies in the fact that it is a balanced system. The principles of
representative government form a machinery that combines demo-
cratic and undemocratic parts.

First, the absence of imperative mandates, legally binding
pledges, and discretionary recall, gives representatives a degree of
independence from their electors. That independence separates
representation from popular rule, however indirect. Hbiwmmq\ the
freedom to express political opinions prevents representatives, once
elected, from absolutely substituting for those they répresent and
becoming the only actors on the political scene. The people are at
any time able to remind representatives of their presence; the
chambers of government are not insulated from their clamor.
Freedom of public opinion thus provides a democratic counter-
weight to the undemocratic independence of representatives.
~ Second, elected representatives are not bound by promises made
to voters. If people vote for a candidate because they favor the
policy he proposes, their will is no more than a wish. In this respect,
the election of modern representatives is not a far cry from the
election of deputies to the Estates General under the Ancien Régime.
On the other hand, since representatives are subject to reelection,
they know that they will be held to account, and that, at that time,
words will no longer suffice. They know that their positions will be
on the line when, come election day, the electorate delivers its
verdict on their past actions. Prudence dictates, therefore, that they
act now in preparation for that day of popular judgment. The
prospective will of voters is no more a wish, but when they are not
satisfied _m,c% the incumbents’ performance, their verdict is a
command. At each election, voters make up their minds on the basis
both of what they would like for the future and what they think of
the past. Here, then, the democratic and undemocratic elements are
inextricably blended into a single act.

The designation of representatives by election, with universal
suffrage and without qualifications for Tepresentatives, combines
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the democratic and undemocratic elements even more closely. If
citizens are regarded as potential candidates for public office,
election appears to be an inegalitarian method, since, unlike lot, it
does not provide every individual seeking such office with an equal
chance. Election is even an aristocratic or oligarchic procedure in
that it reserves public office for eminent individuals whom their
fellow citizens deem superior to others. Furthermore, the elective
procedure impedes the democratic desire that those in government
should be ordinary persons, close to those they govern in character,
way of life, and concerns. However, if citizens are no longer
regarded as potential objects of electoral choice, but as those who
choose, election appears in a different light. It then shows its
democratic face, all citizens having an equal power to designate and
dismiss their rulers. Election inevitably selects elites, but it is for
ordinary citizens to define what constitutes an elite and who
@m_ow,mmeopm In the elective designation of those who govern, then,
the democratic and undemocratic dimensions are not even asso-
ciated with analytically distinct elements (though always mixed in
practice), such as the prospective and retrospective motivations of
voting. Election merely presents two different faces, depending on
the observer’s viewpoint.

In a mixed constitution where the mixture is perfect, wrote the
Philosopher, one should be able to see both democracy and
oligarchy — and neither. Genealogical scrutiny discerns in rep-
resentative government the mixed constitution of modern times.
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