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Over the past quarter-century in advanced industrial democracies, citi-
zens, public interest groups, and political elites have shown decreasing
confidence in the institutions and processes of representative govern-
ment. In most of these nations, electoral turnout and party membership
have declined, and citizens are increasingly skeptical of politicians and
political institutions.'

Along with these trends often go louder demands to expand citizen
and interest-group access to politics, and to restructure democratic deci-
sion-making processes. Fewer people may be voting, but more are signing
petitions, joining lobby groups, and engaging in unconventional forms
of political action.? Referenda and ballot initiatives are growing in popu-
larity; there is growing interest in processes of deliberative or consultative
democracy;’ and there are regular calls for more reliance on citizen advi-
sory committees for policy formation and administration—especially at
the local level, where direct involvement is most feasible. Contempo-
rary democracies are facing popular pressures to grant more access,
increase the transparency of governance, and make government more
accountable.

Amplifying these trends, a chorus of political experts has been call-
ing for democracies to reform and adapt. Mark Warren writes,
“Democracy, once again in favor, is in need of conceptual renewal.
While the traditional concerns of democratic theory with state-centered
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institutions remain importantly crucial and ethically central, they are
increasingly subject to the limitations we should expect when nine-
teenth-century concepts meet twenty-first century realities.”* U.S.
political analyst Dick Morris similarly observes, “The fundamental para-
digm that dominates our politics is the shift from representative to direct
democracy. Voters want to run the show directly and are impatient with
all forms of intermediaries between their opinions and public policy.””
As Ralf Dahrendorf recently summarized the mood of the times, “Repre-
sentative government is no longer as compelling a proposition as it
once was. Instead, a search for new institutional forms to express con-
flicts of interest has begun.”®

Many government officials have echoed these sentiments, and the
OECD has examined how its member states could reform their govern-
ments to create new connections to their publics.” Its report testifies:

New forms of representation and public participation are emerging in all of
our countries. These developments have expanded the avenues for citizens
to participate more fully in public policy making, within the overall frame-
work of representative democracy in which parliaments continue to play a
central role. Citizens are increasingly demanding more transparency and
accountability from their governments, and want greater public participa-
tion in shaping policies that affect their lives. Educated and well-informed
citizens expect governments to take their views and knowledge into ac-
count when making decisions on their behalf. Engaging citizens in policy
making allows governments to respond to these expectations and, at the
same time, design better policies and improve their implementation.®

If the pressures for political reform are having real effects, these should
show up in changes to the institutional structures of democratic poli-
tics. The most avid proponents of such reforms conclude that we may be
experiencing the most fundamental democratic transformation since
the beginnings of mass democracy in the early twentieth century. Yet
cycles of reform are a recurring theme in democratic history, and pres-
sures for change in one direction often wane as new problems and
possibilities come to the fore. What is the general track record for demo-
cratic institutional reforms in the advanced industrial democracies over
the latter half of the twentieth century? And what are the implications
of this record for the future of democracy?

Three Modes of Democracy

In a sense, there is nothing new about the call to inject “more democ-
racy” into the institutions of representative government. The history of
modern democracies is punctuated by repeated waves of debate about
the nature of the democratic process, some of which have produced
major institutional reforms. In the early twentieth century, for example,



126 Journal of Democracy

the populist movement in the United States prompted extensive elec-
toral and governing-process reforms, as well as the introduction of new
forms of direct democracy.’ Parallel institutional changes occurred in
Europe. By the end of this democratic-reform period in the late 1920s,
most Western democracies had become much more “democratic” in the
sense of providing citizens with access to the political process and
making governments more accountable.

A new wave of democratic rhetoric and debate emerged in the last
third of the twentieth century. The stimulus for this first appeared mainly
among university students and young professionals contesting the
boundaries of conventional representative democracy. Although their
dramatic protests subsequently waned, they stimulated new challenges
that affect advanced industrial democracies to this day. Citizen interest
groups and other public lobbying organizations, which have prolifer-
ated since the 1960s, press for more access to government; expanding
mass media delve more deeply into the workings of government; and
people demand more from government while trusting it less.

The institutional impact of the reform wave of the late twentieth
century can be understood in terms of three different modes of demo-
cratic politics. One aims at improving the process of representative
democracy in which citizens elect elites. Much like the populism of the
early twentieth century, reforms of this mode seek to improve electoral
processes. Second, there are calls for new types of direct democracy that
bypass (or complement) the processes of representative democracy. A
third mode seeks to expand the means of political participation through
a new style of advocacy democracy, in which citizens participate in
policy deliberation and formation—either directly or through surro-
gates, such as public interest groups—although the final decisions are
still made by elites.

1) Representative democracy. A major example of reform in represen-
tative democracy can be seen in changes to processes of electing the U.S.
president. In a 30-year span, these elections underwent a dramatic trans-
formation, in which citizen influence grew via the spread of state-level
primary elections as a means of nominating candidates. In 1968, the
Democratic Party had just 17 presidential primaries while the Republi-
cans had only 16; in 2000 there were Democratic primaries in 40 states
and Republican primaries in 43. As well, both parties—first the Demo-
crats, then the Republicans—instituted reforms intended to ensure that
convention delegates are more representative of the public at large, such
as rules on the representation of women. Meanwhile, legislators intro-
duced and expanded public funding for presidential elections in an effort
to limit the influence of money and so promote citizen equality. If the
1948 Republican and Democratic candidates, Thomas E. Dewey and
Harry S Truman, were brought back to observe the modern presidential
election process, they would hardly recognize the system as the same
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that nominated them. More recently, reformers have championed such
causes as term limits and campaign-finance reform as remedies for re-
stricting the influence of special interests. In Europe, populist electoral
reform has been relatively restrained by institutionalized systems of party

government, but even so, there are paral-
eesssssssssssss————lcls to what has occurred in the United

States in many European countries. On a

In recent decades, limited basis, for example, some European
changes in both political parties have experimented with,
attitudes and formal or even adopted, closed primaries to se-
rules have brought lect parliamentary candidates.'

about a greater Generally, the mechanisms of repre-
generul reliance on sentative democracy have maintained,

mechanisms of direct and in places slightly increased, citizen
democmcy within the access and influence. It is true that, com-

advanced industrial pared w.ith four decades ago, electoral
d . turnout is generally down by about 10
emocracies. . . .
percent in the established democracies.!!
This partially signifies a decrease in po-
litical access (or in citizens’ use of
elections as a means of political access). But at the same time, the
“amount of electing” is up to an equal or greater extent. There has been
a pattern of reform increasing the number of electoral choices available
to voters by changing appointed positions into elected ones.'? In Eu-
rope, citizens now elect members of Parliament for the European Union;
regionalization has increased the number of elected subnational gov-
ernments; directly elected mayors and directly elected local officials
are becoming more common; and suffrage now includes younger voters,
aged 18 to 20. Moreover, the number of political parties has increased,
while parties have largely become more accountable—and the deci-
sions of party elites more transparent—to their supporters. With the
general expansion in electoral choices, citizens are traveling to the
polls more often and making more electoral decisions.

2) Direct democracy. Initiatives and referenda are the most common
means of direct democracy. These allow citizens to decide government
policy without relying on the mediating influence of representation.
Ballot initiatives in particular allow nongovernmental actors to control
the framing of issues and even the timing of policy debates, further
empowering the citizens and groups that take up this mode of action. In
recent decades, changes in both attitudes and formal rules have brought
about a greater general reliance on mechanisms of direct democracy
within the advanced industrial democracies. The Initiative and Refer-
endum Institute calculates, for example, that there were 118 statewide
referenda in the United States during the 1950s but 378 such referenda
during the 1990s. And a number of other nations have amended laws
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and constitutions to provide greater opportunities for direct democracy
at the national and local levels."” Britain had its first national referen-
dum in 1975; Sweden introduced the referendum in a constitutional
reform of 1980; and Finland adopted the referendum in 1987. In these
and other cases, the referendum won new legitimacy as a basis for na-
tional decision making, a norm that runs strongly counter to the ethos
of representative democracy. There has also been mounting interest in
expanding direct democracy through the innovation of new institu-
tional forms, such as methods of deliberative democracy and citizen
juries to advise policy makers.!*

How fundamental are these changes? On the one hand, the political
impact of a given referendum is limited, since only a single policy is
being decided, so the channels of direct democracy normally provide
less access than do the traditional channels of representative democ-
racy. On the other hand, the increasing use of referenda has influenced
political discourse—and the principles of political legitimacy in par-
ticular—beyond the policy at stake in any single referendum. With
Britain’s first referendum on European Community membership in 1975,
for instance, parliamentary sovereignty was now no longer absolute,
and the concept of popular sovereignty was concomitantly legitimized.
Accordingly, the legitimacy of subsequent decisions on devolution re-
quired additional referenda, and today contentious issues, such as
acceptance of the euro, are pervasively considered as matters that “the
public should decide.” So even though recourse to direct democracy
remains relatively limited in Britain, the expansion of this mode of
access represents a significant institutional change—and one that we
see occurring across most advanced industrial democracies.

3) Advocacy democracy. In this third mode, citizens or public inter-
est groups interact directly with governments and even participate
directly in the policy-formation process, although actual decisions re-
main in official hands. One might consider this as a form of traditional
lobbying, but it is not. Advocacy democracy involves neither tradi-
tional interest groups nor standard channels of informal interest-group
persuasion. Rather, it empowers individual citizens, citizen groups, or
nongovernmental organizations to participate in advisory hearings;
attend open government meetings (“government in the sunshine”); con-
sult ombudsmen to redress grievances; demand information from
government agencies; and challenge government actions through the
courts.

Evidence for the growth of advocacy democracy is less direct and
more difficult to quantify than is evidence for other kinds of institu-
tional change. But the overall expansion of advocacy democracy is
undeniable. Administrative reforms, decentralization, the growing po-
litical influence of courts, and other factors have created new
opportunities for access and influence. During the latter 1960s in the
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United States, “maximum feasible participation” became a watchword
for the social-service reforms of President Lyndon Johnson’s “Great
Society” programs. Following this model, citizen consultations and
public hearings have since been embedded in an extensive range of
legislation, giving citizens new points of access to policy formation
and administration. Congressional hearings and state-government meet-
ings have become public events, and legislation such as the 1972 Federal
Advisory Committee Act even extended open-meeting requirements to
advisory committees. While only a handful of nations had freedom-of-
information laws in 1970, such laws are now almost universal in OECD
countries. And there has been a general diffusion of the ombudsman
model across advanced industrial democracies." “Sunshine” provisions
reflect a fundamental shift in understanding as to the role that elected
representatives should play—one which would make Edmund Burke
turn in his grave, and which we might characterize as a move away from
the trustee toward the delegate model.

Reforms in this category also include new legal rights augmenting
the influence of individuals and citizen groups. A pattern of
judicialization in the policy process throughout most Western democra-
cies, for instance, has enabled citizen groups to launch class-action suits
on behalf of the environment, women’s rights, or other public interests.'¢
Now virtually every public interest can be translated into a rights-based
appeal, which provides new avenues for action through the courts. More-
over, especially in European democracies, where direct citizen action
was initially quite rare, the expansion of public interest groups,
Biirgerinitiativen, and other kinds of citizen groups has substantially
enlarged the public’s repertoire for political action. It is worth noting
that “unconventional” forms of political action, such as protests and
demonstrations, have also grown substantially over this time span.

Citizens and the Democratic State

If the institutional structure of democracy is changing, how does this
affect the democratic process? The answer is far from simple and not
always positive, for democratic gains in some areas can be offset by
losses in others, as when increased access produces new problems of
democratic governability. In the following pages, we limit our atten-
tion to how these institutional changes affect the relationship between
citizens and the state.

Robert A. Dahl’s writings are a touchstone in this matter.!” Like many
democratic theorists, Dahl tends to equate democracy with the institu-
tions and processes of representative democracy, paying much less
attention to other forms of citizen participation that may actually repre-
sent more important means of citizen influence over political elites.
Thus, while we draw from Dahl’s On Democracy to define the essential
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criteria for a democratic process, we broaden the framework to include
not only representative democracy but direct democracy and advocacy
democracy also. Dahl suggests five criteria for a genuinely democratic
system:!8

1) Inclusion: With minimal exceptions, all permanent adult residents
must have full rights of citizenship.

2) Political equality: When decisions about policy are made, every
citizen must have an equal and effective opportunity to participate.

3) Enlightened understanding: Within reasonable limits, citizens
must have equal and effective opportunities to learn about relevant
policy alternatives and their likely consequences.

4) Control of the agenda: Citizens must have the opportunity to
decide which matters are placed on the public agenda, and how.

5) Effective participation: Before a policy is adopted, all the citi-
zens must have equal and effective opportunities for making their views
known to other citizens.

The first column of the Table lists Dahl’s five democratic criteria.
The second column summarizes the prevailing view on how well repre-
sentative democracy fulfills these criteria. For example, advanced
industrial democracies have met the inclusion criterion by expanding
the franchise to all adult citizens (by way of a long and at times painful
series of reforms). General success in this regard is illustrated by the
bold highlighting of “universal suffrage” in the first cell of this column.

Nearly all advanced industrial democracies now meet the political
equality criterion by having enacted the principle of “one person, one
vote” for elections, which we have highlighted in the second cell. In
most nations today, a majority of citizens participate in voting, while
labor unions, political parties, and other organizations mobilize par-
ticipation to achieve high levels of engagement. Indeed, that noted
democrat, the late Mayor Richard Daley of Chicago, used to say that
electoral politics was the only instrument through which a working-
class citizen could ever exercise equal influence with the socially
advantaged. At the same time, certain problems of equality remain, as
contemporary debates about campaign financing and voter registration
illustrate, and full equality in political practice is probably unattain-
able. We note these problems in the shaded area of the second cell.
Nevertheless, overall the principle of equality is now a consensual value
for the electoral processes of representative democracy.

At first glance, it may seem that expanding the number of elections
amounts to extending these principles. But increasing the number of
times that voters go to the polls and the number of items on ballots
actually tends to depress turnout. And when voter turnout is less than
50 percent, as it tends to be in, say, EU parliamentary elections—or less
than 25 percent, as it tends to be in local mayoral or school-board elec-
tions in the United States—then one must question whether the gap
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TABLE—ROBERT A. DAHL’S DEMOCRATIC CRITERIA

DemocraTIC REPRESENTATIVE Direct Abvocacy
CRITERIA DEMOCRACY DEMOCRACY DEMOCRACY
Equal
iti SS
Inclusion Universal suffrage Universal suffrage ctiizen access
provides inclusion provides inclusion
(Problems of access to
nonelectoral arenas)
One person, one vote | On person, one vote
with high turnout | with high turnout | Equal opportunity
. maximizes equality maximizes equality
Political
Equality (Problems of low
turnout, inequality | (Problems of equality | (Problems of very un-
due to campaign fi- | with low turnout) equal use)
nance issues, etc.)
g (Problems of greater
g;t?g’{le‘ﬁi e(;]; l%%r information and high- | Increased public ac-
e proce'sses) er decision-making | cess to information

Enlightened costs)

Understandmg (Problems of even
greater information
and decision-making
demands on citizens)

Citizen initiation
provides control of

Control of agenda Citizens and groups
control the locus and

the Agenda (Problems of control focus of activity

of campaign debate, | (Problems of influence

selecting candidates, | by interest groups)

etc.)

Control through re-

sponsible parties . L. . A
Effective Direct policy impact | Direct access avoids

N ensures effective par- | mediated participa-

Participation (Principal-agent prob- | ticipation tion

lems: fair elections,

responsible party gov-

ernment, etc.)

Note: Criteria that are well addressed are presented in bold, criteria that are at issue are presented in
italics in the shaded cells.

between “equality of access” and “equality of usage” has become so
wide that it undermines the basic principle of political equality. More-
over, second-order elections tend to mobilize a smaller and more
ideological electorate than the public at large, and so more second-
order elections tend to mean more distortions in the representativeness
of the electoral process.

The tension between Dahl’s democratic criteria and democratic prac-
tice becomes even more obvious when we turn to the criterion of
enlightened understanding. Although we are fairly sanguine about vot-
ers’ abilities to make informed choices when it comes to high-visibility
(for instance, presidential or parliamentary) elections, we are less so
when it comes to lower-visibility elections. How does a typical resident
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of Houston, Texas, make enlightened choices regarding the dozens of
judgeship candidates whose names appeared on the November 2002
ballot, to say nothing of other local officeseekers and referenda? In
such second- and third-order elections, the means of information that
voters can use in first-order elections may be insufficient or even alto-
gether lacking. So the expansion of the electoral marketplace may
empower the public in a sense, but in another sense may make it hard for
voters to exercise meaningful political judgment.

Another criterion is citizen control of the political agenda. Recent
reforms in representative democracy have gone some way toward broad-
ening access to the political agenda. Increasing the number of elected
offices gives citizens more input and presumably more avenues for rais-
ing issues, while reforming political finance to equalize campaign access
and party support has made for greater openness in political delibera-
tions. More problematic, though, is performance on the effectiveness of
participation criterion. Do citizens get what they vote for? Often, this
principal-agent problem is solved through the mechanism of party gov-
ernment: Voters select a party, and the party ensures the compliance of
individual members of parliament and the translation of electoral man-
dates into policy outcomes.! But the impact of recent reforms on the
effectiveness of participation is complex. On the one hand, more open-
ness and choice in elections should enable people to express their
political preferences more extensively and in more policy areas. On the
other hand, as the number of officeholders proliferates, it may become
more difficult for voters to assign responsibility for policy outcomes.
Fragmented decision making, divided government, and the sheer profu-
sion of elected officials may diminish the political responsiveness of
each actor.

How much better do the mechanisms of direct democracy fare when
measured against Dahl’s five criteria (see column 3 of the Table)? Be-
cause referenda and initiatives are effectively mass elections, they seek
to ensure inclusion and political equality in much the same way as
representative elections do. Most referenda and initiatives use univer-
sal suffrage to ensure inclusion and the “one person, one vote” rule to
ensure political equality. However, whereas turnout in direct-democ-
racy elections is often lower than in comparable elections for public
officials, the question of democratic inclusion becomes more compli-
cated than a simple assessment of equal access. For instance, when
Proposition 98—which favored altering the California state constitu-
tion to mandate that a specific part of the state budget be directed to
primary and secondary education—appeared on the 1996 general elec-
tion ballot, barely half of all voting-age Californians turned out, and
only 51 percent voted for the proposition. But as a consequence, the
state’s constitution was altered, reshaping state spending and public
financing in California. Such votes raise questions about the fairness of
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elections in which a minority of registered voters can make crucial de-
cisions affecting the public welfare. Equality of opportunity clearly
does not mean equality of participation.

Moreover, referenda and initiatives place even greater demands for
information and understanding on voters. Many of the heuristics that
they can use in party elections or candidate elections are less effective
in referenda, and the issues themselves are often more complex than
what citizens are typically called upon to consider in electing office-
holders. For instance, did the average voter have enough information to
make enlightened choices in Italy’s multi-referendum ballot of 1997?
This ballot asked voters to make choices concerning television-owner-
ship rules, television-broadcasting policy, the hours during which stores
could remain open, the commercial activities which municipalities could
pursue, labor-union reform proposals, regulations for administrative
elections, and residency rules for mafia members. In referenda, voters
can still rely on group heuristics and other cues that they use in electing
public officials,? but obviously the proliferation of policy choices and
especially the introduction of less-salient local issues raise questions
about the overall effectiveness of such cue-taking.

The real strengths of direct democracy are highlighted by Dahl’s fourth
and fifth criteria. Referenda and initiatives shift the locus of agenda-
setting from elites toward the public, or at least toward public interest
groups. Indeed, processes of direct democracy can bring into the politi-
cal arena issues that elites tend not to want to address: for example, tax
reform or term limits in the United States, abortion-law reform in Italy, or
the terms of EU membership in Europe generally. Even when referenda
fail to reach the ballot or fail to win a majority, they can nevertheless
prompt elites to be more sensitive to public interests. By definition,
moreover, direct democracy should solve the problem of effective par-
ticipation that exists with all methods of representative democracy. Direct
democracy is unmediated, and so it ensures that participation is effec-
tive. Voters make policy choices with their ballot—to enact a new law,
to repeal an existing law, or to reform a constitution. Even in instances
where the mechanisms of direct democracy require an elite response in
passing a law or a revoting in a later election, the link to policy action is
more direct than is the case with the channels of representative democ-
racy. Accordingly, direct democracy seems to fulfill Dahl’s democratic
criteria of agenda control and effective participation.

But direct democracy raises questions in these areas as well. Interest
groups may find it easier to manipulate processes of direct democracy
than those of representative democracy.?! The discretion to place a policy
initiative on the ballot can be appealing to interest groups, which then
have unmediated access to voters during the subsequent referendum
campaign. In addition, decisions made by way of direct democracy are
less susceptible to bargaining or the checks and balances that occur
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within the normal legislative process. Some recent referenda in Califor-
nia may illustrate this style of direct democracy: Wealthy backers pay a
consulting firm to collect signatures so as to get a proposal on the
ballot, and then bankroll a campaign to support their desired legisla-
tion. This is not grassroots democracy at work; it is the representation of
wealthy interests by other means.

The expansion of direct democracy has the potential to complement
traditional forms of representative democracy. It can expand the demo-
cratic process by allowing citizens and public interest groups new access
to politics, and new control over political agendas and policy outcomes.
But direct democracy also raises new questions about equality of actual
influence, if not formal access, and the ability of the public to make fair
and reasoned judgments about issues. Perhaps the most important ques-
tion about direct democracy is not whether it is expanding, but kow it is
expanding: Are there ways to increase access and influence without sac-
rificing inclusion and equality? We return to this question below.

Formal Access and Actual Use

The final column in our Table considers how new forms of advocacy
democracy fulfill Dahl’s democratic criteria. These new forms of action
provide citizens with significant access to politics, but it is also clear
that this access is very unevenly used. Nearly everyone can vote, and
most do. But very few citizens file lawsuits, file papers under a freedom-
of-information act, attend environmental-impact review hearings, or
attend local planning meetings. There is no clear equivalent to “one
person, one vote” for advocacy democracy. Accordingly, it raises the
question of how to address Dahl’s criteria of inclusion, political equal-
ity, and enlightened understanding.

“Equality of access” is not adequate if “equality of usage” is grossly
uneven. For instance, when Europeans were asked in the 1989 Euro-
pean Election Survey whether they voted in the election immediately
preceding the survey, differences in participation according to levels of
education were very slight (see the Figure on facing page). A full 73
percent of those in the “low education” category said they had voted in
the previous EU parliamentary election (even though it is a second-
order election), and an identical percentage of those in the “high
education” category claimed to have voted. Differences in campaign
activity according to educational levels are somewhat greater, but still
modest in overall terms.

A distinctly larger inequality gap emerges when it comes to partici-
pation through forms of direct or advocacy democracy. For instance,
only 13 percent of those in the “low education” category had partici-
pated in a citizen action group, while nearly three times the percentage
of those in the “high education” category had participated. Similarly,
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ment election. Results combine the 12 nations weighted to represent the total EU population.
there are large inequalities when it comes to such activities as signing a
petition or participating in a lawful demonstration.

With respect to the criterion of enlightened understanding, advo-
cacy democracy has mixed results. On the one hand, it can enhance
citizen understanding and make for greater inclusion. Citizens and public
interest groups can increase the amount of information that they have
about government activities, especially by taking advantage of free-
dom-of-information laws, attending administrative hearings, and
participating in government policy making. And with the assistance of
the press in disseminating this information, citizens and public interest
groups can better influence political outcomes. By ensuring that the
public receives information in a timely fashion, advocacy democracy
allows citizens to make informed judgments and hold governments more
accountable. And by eliminating the filtering that governments would
otherwise apply, advocacy democracy can help citizens to get more
accurate pictures of the influences affecting policy decisions, with fewer
cover-ups and self-serving distortions. On the other hand, advocacy
democracy makes greater cognitive and resource demands on citizens,
and thus may generate some of the same inequalities in participation
noted above. It requires much more of the citizen to participate in a
public hearing or to petition an official than it does simply to cast a
vote. The most insightful evidence on this point comes from Jane
Mansbridge’s study of collective decision making in New England town
meetings.?? She finds that many participants were unprepared or over-
whelmed by the deliberative decision-making processes.

Advocacy democracy fares better when it comes to the remaining
two criteria. It gives citizens greater control of the political agenda, in
part by increasing their opportunity to press their interests outside of
the institutionalized time and format constraints of fixed election
cycles. By means of advocacy democracy, citizens can often choose
when and where to challenge a government directive or pressure policy
makers. Similarly, even though advocacy democracy typically leaves



136 Journal of Democracy

final political decisions in the hands of elites, it nevertheless provides
direct access to government. Property owners can participate in a local
planning hearing; a public interest group can petition government for
information on past policies; and dissatisfied citizens can attend a
school board session. Such unmediated participation brings citizens
into the decision-making process—which ultimately might not be as
effective as the efforts of a skilled representative, but greater direct
involvement in the democratic process should improve its account-
ability and transparency (see the bold entries in these last two cells of
the Table).

All in all, advocacy democracy increases the potential for citizen
access in important ways. It can give citizens and public interest groups
new influence over the agenda-setting process, and it can give them
unmediated involvement in the policy-formation process. These are
significant extensions of democratic participation. At the same time,
advocacy democracy may exacerbate political inequality on account of
inequalities in usage. New access points created through advisory pan-
els, consultative hearings, and other institutional reforms empower some
citizens to become more involved. But other citizens, relatively lack-
ing in the skills or resources to compete in these new domains, may be
left behind. In other words, advocacy democracy may in some ways
respond to the strength of the claimants, rather than to the strength of
their claims. It can even alter the locus of political expertise. While
advocacy democracy values know-how and expertise in the citizenry, it
devalues those same characteristics among policy makers.

Environmental policy provides a good illustration of this problem.
Here, citizens and public interest groups have gained new rights and
new access to the policy process. But these are disproportionately used
by relatively affluent and skilled citizens, who are already participat-
ing in conventional forms of representative democracy, while the poor,
the unskilled, and the otherwise disadvantaged tend to get left behind.
So while environmentalism is an example of citizen empowerment, it is
also a source of increasing inequality.

No form of democratic action is ideal, each having its advantages
and limitations. As democratic practice shifts from a predominant reli-
ance on representation toward a mixed repertoire—including greater
use of direct and advocacy democracy—a new balance must be struck
among democratic goals. It is possible that new institutional arrange-
ments will maximize the benefits of these new modes while limiting
their disadvantages—as, for example, the institutions of representative
democracy depend on parties and interest groups. But thus far, the ad-
vanced industrialized democracies have not fully recognized the
problems generated by the new mixed repertoire of democratic action,
and so have yet to find institutional or structural means of addressing
them. Democratic reforms create opportunities, but they also create chal-



Russell J. Dalton, Susan E. Scarrow, and Bruce E. Cain 137

lenges. Our goal should be to ensure that progress on some democratic
criteria is not unduly sacrificed for progress on others.

NOTES

1. Martin P. Wattenberg, Where Have All the Voters Gone? (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2002); Susan E. Scarrow, “From Social Integration to Electoral
Contestation,” in Russell J. Dalton and Martin P. Wattenberg, eds., Parties Without
Partisans: Political Change in Advanced Industrial Democracies (New York: Ox-
ford University Press, 2000); Russell J. Dalton, Democratic Challenges, Democratic
Choices: The Decline in Political Support in Advanced Industrial Democracies
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); Susan J. Pharr and Robert D. Putnam,
eds., Disaffected Democracies: What's Troubling the Trilateral Countries?
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2000).

2. Russell J. Dalton, Citizen Politics: Public Opinion and Political Parties in
Advanced Industrial Democracies (New York: Chatham House, 2002), ch. 4; Ronald
Inglehart, Modernization and Postmodernization: Cultural, Economic, and Politi-
cal Change in 43 Societies (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997); Sidney
Verba, Kay Schlozman, and Henry Brady, Voice and Equality: Civic Volunteerism
in American Politics (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1995), 72.

3. James S. Fishkin, The Voice of the People: Public Opinion and Democracy
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995); John Elster, Deliberative Democracy
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998).

4. Mark Warren, Democracy and Association (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2001), 226.

5. Dick Morris, The New Prince: Machiavelli Updated for the Twenty-First
Century (New York: Renaissance Books, 2000).

6. Ralf Dahrendorf, “Afterword,” in Susan J. Pharr and Robert D. Putnam, eds.,
Disaffected Democracies: What's Troubling the Trilateral Countries? 311.

7. OECD, Government of the Future: Getting from Here to There (Paris: Organi-
zation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2000).

8. OECD, Citizens as Partners: OECD Handbook on Information, Consultation
and Public Participation in Policy-Making (Paris: Organization of Economic Co-
operation and Development, 2001), 9.

9. Lawrence Goodwyn, Democratic Promise: The Populist Movement in America
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1976).

10. Susan E. Scarrow, Paul Webb, and David M. Farrell, “From Social Integra-
tion to Electoral Contestation,” in Russell J. Dalton and Martin P. Wattenberg, eds.,
Parties without Partisans: Political Change in Advanced Industrial Democracies;
Jonathan Hopkin, “Bringing the Members Back In: Democratizing Candidate Se-
lection in Britain and Spain,” Party Politics 7 (May 2001): 343-61.

11. Martin P. Wattenberg, Where Have All the Voters Gone?

12. Russell J. Dalton and Mark Gray, “Expanding the Electoral Marketplace,”
in Bruce E. Cain, Russell J. Dalton, and Susan E. Scarrow, eds., Democracy Trans-
formed? Expanding Political Opportunities in Advanced Industrial Democracies
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003).



138 Journal of Democracy

13. Susan E. Scarrow, “Direct Democracy and Institutional Design: A Compara-
tive Investigation,” in Comparative Political Studies 34 (August 2001): 651-65; also
see David Butler and Austin Ranney, eds., Referenda Around the World (Washing-
ton, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute, 1994); Michael Gallagher and Pier Vincenzo
Uleri, eds., The Referendum Experience in Europe (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1996).

14. James S. Fishkin, The Voice of the People: Public Opinion and Democracy;
Forest David Matthews, Politics for People: Finding a Responsive Voice, 2™ ed.
(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1999).

15. Roy Gregory and Philip Giddings, eds., Righting Wrongs: The Ombudsman
in Six Continents (Amsterdam: IOS Press, 2000); see also Christopher Ansell and
Jane Gingrich, “Reforming the Administrative State,” in Bruce E. Cain, Russell J.
Dalton, and Susan E. Scarrow, eds., Democracy Transformed? Expanding Political
Opportunities in Advanced Industrial Democracies.

16. Alec Stone Sweet, Governing with Judges: Constitutional Politics in Europe
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2000).

17. Robert A. Dahl, Polyarchy: Participation and Oppostition (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1971); Democracy and Its Critics (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1991); On Democracy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1998).

18. Robert A. Dahl, On Democracy, 37-38.

19. Hans-Dieter Klingemann et al., Parties, Policies, and Democracy (Boulder:
Westview, 1994).

20. Arthur Lupia, “Shortcuts versus Encyclopedias,” American Political Sci-
ence Review 88 (March 1994): 63-76.

21. Elisabeth Gerber, The Populist Paradox: Interest Group Influence and the
Promise of Direct Legislation (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999); see
also David S. Broder, Democracy Derailed: Initiative Campaigns and the Power of
Money (New York: Harcourt, 2000).

22. Jane Mansbridge, Beyond Adversary Democracy (New York: Basic Books,
1980).



