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THE CRISIS OF REPRESENTATIVE DEMOCRACY. HOW TO BETTER REPRESENT UNDER-REPRESENTED, POOR AND EXCLUDED? 

Did the crisis of representative democracy become a worldwide obvious fact? Was Samuel P. Huntington right in recognizing that democracies come and go with the waves of democratization and reverse? Does the situation in present Europe resemble the 1930’s when the last reverse wave began? I deeply hope not. Among contemporary autocratic tendencies here are not totalitarian views, but rather authoritarian or hybrid democracies where undemocratic practice dominates the democratic institutional dressing. What also should worry us about? However, the main question which I have been putting forward for several months is this: Why are the crises of representative constitutional (liberal) democracies so cyclical? How do we avoid them in the future?


Generally speaking the crises are manifested in two ways. Both, as Huntington warned,  come from democratically elected politicians. Therefore, he found the problem as not simply overthrowing democracy but its erosion and he predicted the “gradual weakening of democracy by those elected to lead it”.
 According to the above anticipation, most threats came from mainly the executive branch of politicians. Attacks on democracies were led along two basic mechanisms of democratic accountability: so-called horizontal and vertical. And sometimes on both simultaneously. 
 It is interesting that all worldwide cases go alike. First, a powerful leader, with or without a dominant party, starts to overwhelm and break the independence of “checks and balances” horizontal state organs with special attention paid to the chambers of parliaments, constitutional courts, ombudsmen and at the end electoral commissions. The independence of anyone who is legitimated to check, control and to put his/her veto in the state decision-making procedure is not saved. It was an Argentinian famous political scientist Guillermo O’Donnell, who first theorized such a phenomenon and called it “delegative democracy”. His idea even depicted a “new species”. It is worth mentioning that he did not describe a similar state of regime among representative and consolidated democracies but somehow “enduring”. Additionally they were accurately recognized as “strongly majoritarian” .  With no doubt this means not only presidents as an executive power in presidential regimes but to the same extent governments and parliamentarian majorities can act in “delegative” style (for example present Hungary or Poland). However the most important is how he characterized the motivations of  “delegative” leadership. He wrote: “Delegative democracies rest on the premise that whoever wins election /…/ is thereby entitled to govern as he or she sees fit, constrained only by the hard facts of existing power relations and by a constitutionally limited term of office. The president (whoever else, I remind: government, parliamentarian majorities – BN) is taken to be embodiment of the nation and the main custodian and definer of its interests. /…/ Typically, winning presidential candidates /…/ present themselves as a above political parties and organized interests. How could be otherwise for somebody who claims to embody the whole the nation? In this view other institutions – courts or legislatures, for instance -  are nuisances that come attached to the domestic and international advantages of being a democratically elected president. Accountability to such institutions appears as a mere impediment to the full authority that the president has been delegated to exercise. /…/ Furthermore, since institutions that make horizontal accountability effective are seen be by delegative presidents as unnecessary  encumbrances to their “mission”, they make strenuous efforts to hamper the development of such institutions”.
 The last sentence seems to be the quintessence of the delegative phenomenon. 


This is not difficult to predict that such motivated and mobilized “delegative political power” will be prone to prolong his or her (also family, group, party) holding of offices. Of course, to this purpose, they needed to be re-elected.   It can be successful by manipulating of the second – “vertical” – area of accountability. In order to pursue such a scenario, the upsetting of the “even playing field” between the governing and others (mainly oppositional forces) is desirable. All possible tools are also welcome and expected, including  sophisticated trivial or even vulgar. A hijacked election is the extreme.  Usually, it is preceded by inconveniency and later harassment of civil society organizations: independent media and non-governmental organizations etc. Intimidation is in the menu also. In any case, the menu of manipulation is huge and never ending. So, I am not going to develop this aspect here. Something else is more inspiring. Namely, what kind of premises are responsible for the presence in politics of such a motivated, populist and – in the same time - autocratically oriented political leaders? To say that is the result of elections is to say almost nothing. 

DEMOCRATIC VALUE AND ITS REALITY


Why do we still appreciate democracy in comparison to different forms of dictatorships? Let’s try to account only its basic values. First, political power can be rotated and alternated in a peaceful way. Every dominating and long lasting of the same governing political cohort is democratically suspected. Second, it is according to the people’s will (the majority of votes at least).
 Third, governments are accountable to the people, electorates not only to narrow oligarchic elites of the selectorate
. Fourth, political power is responsive to the preferences of voters because it can, through the political parties, successfully aggregate and manifest them to the public and political sphere. Fifth, to fulfill above values – Robert Dahl in his concept of “polyarchy” added – ordinary people should have equal access to multi-issued information, education and different material resources and equal rights to manifest their demands and organize themselves. According to the short but brilliant definition of democracy by Abraham Lincoln it is the “ rule of the people, by the people, for the people”. So, “democratic representative” must mean the person who should act in favor of represented as if this last would be well informed and equipped.


How does the reality of the democratic world look like? First, in many countries the rotation of political power is limited because of the so-called “dominant party” regimes
, “uneven playing field”
 between incumbents and oppositional forces, public opinion manipulation and deeply rooted clientelism by “tutelage”  and “guardian” states which I shale write about later. Second, incumbents are often not accountable for the reasons of O’Donnell’s “delegative democracy”, but as a result of breaking by them the horizontal chain of checks and balances mechanism, what I just mentioned above also. Third, what seems to be even more important, responsiveness of politicians (and worse the accountability) became restricted mainly to well organized groups of common interests (associations, lobbies etc.). Of course, this is not the only reason for the failure of preferences’ aggregation process in contemporary democracies.

The obvious result of this weakness is, of course, frustration and deep disappointment among those unorganized or badly organized citizens: poor, less informed, less educated or in other manner excluded. It became meaningful that even youth began to lose their social capital. Some data can speak to us expressly. Only 2% of people under thirty years old have their representation in worldwide parliaments. 30 % of lower chambers and 80% of upper ones are completely lacking in them. What can we say conclusively about the associative aspect of democratic citizenship? Maybe it is not liberal to the end, but rather republican idea of “associated man” (organized man), propagated with such emphasis and devotion by Alexis de Tocqueville and among others, the U.S. philosopher Michael Novak in his famous “Spirit of Democratic Capitalism”. Is it worthy to be called the original sin of democracy? I am going to write more about this contradiction and controversy later in this essay. Here, it is enough to remark that a lot of people have neither the social opportunity (because of poverty, social stratification, social isolation, lack of education, indigenousness) nor the predilection to engage themselves in structures of organized life. Then it is understood that “organized interests”, which are beneficial for one part of the society, can become humiliating and exclusive for the rest. Without a doubt, such groups can threaten the popular sovereignty over-representing the interests of their members living on the margin of political agenda, and set process those not represented. They are real veto actors while others remain silent. More above, the political process distorted by groups of “organized interests” may be rooted as the exploitation of asymmetries in the benefits and burdens of public action.
  The charge and impeach is probably more serious. We may suspect that just because of the groups of the “organized interests” Joel Hellman recognized in young Central and Eastern European democracies the process of concentration benefits and diffusing costs in societies.
 Similar and close observations were made, of course, even before Hellman by Joshua Cohen and Joel Rogers in the U.S. and Western European democracies. While the benefits are concentrated in the hands of the minority, the costs are dispersed across the majority, the unorganized and demobilized.


Somewhere there is the real “vicious circle” of the representative democracy. Those who are under-represented lose, and the costs are spread and the benefits are concentrated. As Joseph Stiglitz predicted, no fight will be between middle class and working class anymore, but between the extremely wealthy 1% and the other 99%. Once in a while, those that are badly-represented, frustrated and disappointed, vote as well for more or less the populist leader and against the existing establishment. Either way, a new challenger enters the political theatre.
 

PECULIAR  DEMOCRATIC THEORY AND ITS CONSEQUENCES


I wrote at the beginning of this article about motivations and how can feel just elected into office such an ante-establishment challenger. Led by a “mission”, he feels as an embodiment of the nation or a defendant of harmed people and has no hesitation to overwhelm the horizontal mechanism of accountability. It starts most often with abusing the independence of constitutional courts, which is enough politically understandable, but, from democratic point of view, not forgivable. 


The president of Ecuador, Correa, the Kirchners in Agentina, and Chavez in Venezuela even created the “peculiar democratic” theory that considers any kind of populism as the ultimate expression of democracy. In their view, it was “constitutional democracy” (liberal) that was the main obstacle preventing the full democratization of Latina American societies. “To fully achieve popular aspirations, they argued, it is imperative to dismantle the institutional structure of representative democracy, which has been designed to render popular sovereignty impotent”.
 In any case, this is “necessary to do away with the complex system of formal and informal mechanisms of accountability of representative government since they are instruments that were designed to protect the interests of powerful minorities and to maintain the status quo. Rather than limited government, what is needed is a strong and centralized executive. The elected popular leader must be powerful enough to promote significant policy changes, yet smart enough not to fall into the political trap of accountability mechanisms”.
 In such a scenario the reforms of new government seek to establish a judiciary politically aligned with the executive or majoritarian power. Later the aim of reforms is to strengthen the influence of the government in national media systems. Almost everything was said by Guillermo O’Donnell in his concept of “delegative democracy”, especially when we can share those premises to the parliamentary or semi-presidential democracy and its governing majorities. In this majoritarian model of democracy, state organs are almost always under the danger are state organs: both chambers of parliament, constitutional courts, ombudsmen, different auditory agencies, independent banks and even local authorities. To sum up this part of considerations I feel obliged to say that such a trade-off of dismantling of checks and balances model while keeping at the same time the support in the electorate needs any kind of clientelistic tutelage.  The aim is clear to avoid the accountability effect. 

THE ‘GUARDIAN’ VERSUS CO-PARTICIPATORY STATE OF DEMOCRACY 
We really do not know if it is only a side effect. Politicians as the “embodiment of nation” , have to pay the costs of unpopular or controversial decisions. To make easier the governing, giving away money or other resources is possible. Among them redistributing of money (Ecuador, Poland) or direct democracy implementation (Bolivia) seem to be most popular.
 It is clear that the “embodiment of nations” in any kind, wants to be reelected. In any case, I call such a situation – following Robert Dahl - the “guardian state” (tutelage), which comes directly from Plato. Because what, when and to whom benefits are diffused or distributed is decided unilaterally by who actually holds the power without any societal participation, demands and agreement. Without any cooperation and co-participation of civil society. Of course, very often this is positive and beneficial for the poor and excluded. Anyway, they are only “recipient-actors”, consumers and clients in clientelistic procedures. But not partners. In such a stadium, the chance to achieve more participatory democracy is usually lost. However at the same time there is the great opportunity in favor of deeper co-participation because the electorate always votes not only ex ante to keep accountable their representatives in the retrospective approach, but also taking into account the future – who will be better (besides many controversies) for us to be governed.  

I remember that scientific world, and I also, laughed at Francis Fukuyama “End of the History”. Practice showed he could be right. The “constitutional (liberal) democracy” probably appeared to be the end of History because even in Bolivia under president Evo Morales – where poor and indigenous people got decentralization and many tools of direct democracy – the institutions are evidently a façade, under the control of the Morales party’s 2/3 majority This means that in Bolivia the ordinary people are for sure in the chariot of Morales socialist party.
PROBLEMS WITH REPRESENTATIVE DREMOCRACY. THE FAILURES OF THE AGGREGATION MODEL
Now we are passing over to the “vertical” mechanism connected with accountability and responsiveness of the politicians and politics to the electorate,and citizens. Disappointment and dissatisfaction with democratic institutions, and especially political parties are worldwide facts.  In literature there are many examples. Only those who remember world wars those dictatorships, highly esteem still democracy as the type of regime. Among “millenials” there is real disaster. For sure, there is something wrong with the mechanism of representative democracy. Not only are there poor, and less educated under-represented, but also the youth, as I mentioned above. There is something wrong with “responsiveness”, with “channeling” and  “aggregating”  ordinary people’s demands and problems. Data and research show us that there are rather no problems with the so-called “congruence” between mass and elites. Statistically they have similar outlooks. Things become worse with political parties’ strategic games. Distortion is congruent with party discipline, its oligarchization, rigidity of the electoral systems, the lack of rotation among politicians (the best example is Chile), and disproportionality of electoral law (Poland, Turkey).
Students of the political science share the convenience that political parties are unavoidable in democracies. There are well known definition of associations put forward many years ago by Tocqueville which divided them between those which pursue only the interest of their members (simple associations) and parties which should look for the larger public good also.  The crisis of democracy becomes real when political parties start to resemble particularly oriented associations rather than representatives of common good, in other words something that is above strict particularism .
 Honestly speaking, political parties in contemporary democracies seem to be everything but well- aggregated social preference entities. The reasons are multi-issued.  
1) With green parties as an exception, most of them are extremely hierarchical and oligarchic. Robert Michels’s oligarchy theory is still a topical issue.
 He wrote, first, about “centralization of authority” in which process opportunities for participation in decision-making by the grassroots decreased and degraded. Second, his attention was concentrated on the growing difference between the preferences of the office-seeking party leaders and the party members. In the expected consequences, the preferences of leadership had to prevail in decisions made in favor of their political interests. In such inner party relations, the aggregation of preferences even in the party’s rank and file must collapse.
2) In the above oligarchic environment the procedures of aggregation simply disappear. In practice, leaders communicate with party members usually in one style: “ I speak, you listen”. Such organized party meeting excludes any formulas of preference aggregation at all.
3) Parties are created and consist of the people with rather established outlooks and ideological preferences. Otherwise they did not take part in party building. Not all of them are only office-seeking. In natural matter they prefer their political interests to preferences of the electorate. This phenomenon was called in literature “Chinese box” and stands expressly against equality. Why? Because it discovers the essence of the aggregation process and its crucial flaw: namely, that the aggregation consists of the “dependency” of the people which resembles a relation between father, husband and his daughter and wife, in when women’s interests were included within and represented by fathers and husbands respectively. This was exemplary aggregation.

4) In order to clarify the preferences parties’ programs writing became dominated by experts who are not always right and make different mistakes.

5) At last, there is no doubt that groups of “organized interests” are responsible for the biggest bias. It has been observing since Adam Smith’s time when he put forward the critique of mercantilism. “He thought the more extensive state associated with mercantilist regulations of trade would inevitably be captured by merchants and manufactures. Facing relatively few obstacles to common action, they would use the powers of the state to protect their position in particular markets. By securing special advantages for themselves, they would limit the choices of others and in so doing would reduce the wealth of the nation.”
 Today, even for Robert Dahl who well estimated in his “polyarchy” the role of interest groups, the leaders of them negotiate among themselves and thus control public policies becoming at the same time the elites. In practice, many contemporary observers suggest that for example the European Union system of interest representation is strongly biased in favor of economic and concentrated interests which reproduces existing power constellations instead of contributing to a Europe-wide model of competing interests. Unfortunately, they do not intermediate between the states and societies, even those groups which traditionally are ascribed to civil society organizations. In such a context, government policies became responsive not to ordinary people and their votes, but to those who control productive resources. Powerful European institutions – according to some researchers – are now more responsive to well organized interests than to the public good and unorganized interests.
 Even participatory institutions like a “participatory budgeting” and “public hearings” in different U.S. and European cities seems to be dominated completely by “organized interest” groups. It was showed by Yves Sintomer, Carsten Hertzberg, Anja Röcke and Carol Ebdon.
 In the U.S. only 22 per cent of cities engage their citizens in participatory budgeting procedures, mainly using the institution of “public hearing”. However this last appeared to be ineffective in representing the interests of the under-organized or unorganized. They represent no more than thirty per cent, but they are always organized dwellers who are interested in capturing finances by city projects. In most of the cities there are also political city councils in which formally are attached citizen review committees.  But they do not consist of, for example, members selected from the unorganized citizens. In all the cases, participants are selected based on their background or affiliation. They are almost always recommended by Labor Councils and Chambers of Commerce. In other cities, they are hand-picked at cross sections such as “business”, “people actively interested” etc.  

The failure of the aggregation model – for some researchers – is connected to two alternative forms of bargaining which are “collective” versus “coalitional”. First, it is characteristic for the so-called “encompassing organizations” concept as pictured by Mancur Olson
, where organizations try to internalize all external problems so as  to not divide but form one encompassing and hierarchically arranged trade union. They negotiate to the same extent with centralized organizations of employers in the name of the whole worker class. Meanwhile, when separate smaller trade unions bargain, the winners are only those who successfully negotiated. This is exactly the situation of the political parties which always are supported by divided interests which cannot be, by definition, encompassing.  The real question is if the legislatures can be encompassing since they consist on pluralism of political parties. It depends. However they should be encompassing by definition also, and in principle offset any inefficiencies brought on by narrow interest groups and non-encompassing political parties. In worldwide literature, it is an understandable disagreement. Olson points to the large majoritarian party, which, for me, resembles a “dominant party” regime syndrome. For sure, it is not a democratic solution. My thesis is the openness of the political scene for especially new initiatives. To achieve much pluralism as possible. Therefore to the rational maximum promotion of proportional representation in parliaments backed by equal opportunity of financing political undertakings. 
HOW TO REPRESENT UNREPRESENTED AND UNDER-REPRESENTED?


The “Coalitional” (versus “collective”) model of bargaining interests characteristic for political parties does not provoke much optimism. It portrays politicians and bureaucrats as having interests of their own and as seeking support from interest groups. Such a system undoubtedly replicates or maybe even reinforce present inequalities. To some extent we can speak about the “pathology of unrepresentativeness”.
 If this pathology is true - and includes as mentioned above the “delegative democracy”, the dominant party syndrome, an “uneven playing field” in the vertical mechanism of accountability of political power, the phenomenon of tutelage, the “guardian” state, and the first of all serious danger for “constitutional” (liberal) democracy – the most important question is how to represent the unrepresented and under-represented, among them of course: the poor, less educated, handicapped, and excluded.

Among theories of political representation two approaches are mutually completed. One is the “retrospective”, and the second, the“anticipatory”.
  In the first, we can say that enough represented are only who vote for incumbents. All others, who stay at home or vote for oppositional forces are unrepresented or under-represented. In fact, a lot of them are dissatisfied. Yet, such an approach seems to be too restrictive. We can share an agreement that’s well-represented will also allow the people to find their “future representation”. According to the “retrospective” concept, voters look back to the past behavior of the representative in deciding how to vote in the future. This follows the classic principal-agent format. However, in anticipatory approach these are politicians who try to place the voters not of the past but of the future and predict their expectations. Most importantly, they can not only predict but also manipulate or in more or less co-participatory way co-shape them in common dialog with citizens. It is worthy to observe that prediction and manipulation can be characteristic of the “tutelage” state (our “guardian”), but, co-shaping for a cooperative forms when politicians have time between elections to establish social politics with the electorate. The anticipatory concept gives real opportunity for cooperation with unrepresented or under-represented, not only to manipulate but also to force them to articulate their interests.  It is impossible to not share here Russell Dalton’s remark that “ contemporary democracies do not suffer from a surfeit of interest articulation, but from a lack of institutions and process that can aggregate and balance divergent interests into coherent policy program that participants can accept”.


It seems to be obvious at present, that the traditional forms of democratic representation such as parliaments, and councils are no longer sufficient to carry out the functions of democratic representation, at least not as stand-alone institutions. The problems are intrinsic directly to the electoral form of representative democracy under contemporary conditions in which representative institutions respond better to intense and well-organized special interests than to latent interests, unorganized interests and public goods – wrote Mark Warren.
 Why? Because representative institutions have limited capacities for different deliberative forms of communication which require a suspension of strategic behavior of representatives and their political parties.

How to represent better the unrepresented and under-represented? Today this question stays without a full answer. I am afraid that still relies on politicians and their good will to reform our democracies. However, the pressure of societies is also needed. I have no doubt that the principle of equality should be leading here, mainly into direction to multiply different forms of political and non-political representations. The following are examples:
1) to keep as much as possible open political representation for new citizens’ initiatives. Access to equal resources are very important. Advanced money for newcomers during voting campaigns should be allowed. Earlier existing political parties usually are more advantageous in this aspect,

2) to democratize the inner relations of political parties. Decentralization at the local level of decision-making process better aggregates the people’s preferences, 
3) the creation of neighborhood ties or associations seems to be fundamental. There are hidden unrepresented and atomized societies. As examples, Porto Alegre or Belo Horizonte showed us that in especially poor areas, more than 70 % of participants feel that organized neighborhoods make sense, mainly in “participatory budgeting” procedures in which the participants are often two times more poor than upper middle class members,

4) to complete the model of the elected representatives by different deliberative “citizen assemblies” of citizens selected by lottery, as a second chambers especially on the local level of authorities. Lottery is more just and less corruptive than elections,

5) according to the ancient Athens experience, where the city-state was divided administratively into about one thousand participant “demes”, Athenians practiced direct democracy, to allow such a democracy into small town meetings. The examples of New England of the U.S.small town meetings teach us that they do not generate sharp conflicts characteristic for political parties’ debates.


To sum up, one of the solutions of our “pathology of unrepresentativeness” seems to be the multiplying different forms of representations in decision-making processes in democracies. Electing politicians is not enough in present times. Second suggestion can be to spread this idea to the bottom level of societies, to small communities. Third, we need in our relations more and more political equality in both aspects of Mr. Lincoln definition of democracy. “Ruling by the people” has to mean equal conditions (equal costs) of taking part in representative politics. “Ruling for the people” should mean equal influences of the ordinary people. And as an academics we need to develop egalitarian-pluralist democratic political philosophy. 
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