pProcess, ol letters o The Times, to stop a serics
ol especially brutal acts against the Victnamese
and against our own sons. Even the protests and
demonstrations of the past few years have only
brought small steps towards stopping the war,
When people like Dr. Spock and Rev. Coffin
¢ngaged in rather mild acts of dissent, on the
border of civil disobedience, they were prose-
cuted and convicted by a judge who spoke of
“anarchy.”

That judge and others who would bar acts
of civil disobedience forget :.3.;3508@. his-
torically, has always been criticized for -its in-
clination to anarchy. They might do well to listen
to Reinhold Niebuhr, who wrote in Moral Man
and Iinmoral Society on this issue. He pointed
out that privileged groups in society always
“identify the particular organization or society,
of which they are the beneficiaries, with the
peace and order of society in general and to
appoint themselves the apostles of law and
order.” His words, written in 1932, fit today:

Since every sociely has an instinctive desire for
harmony and avoidance of strife, this is a very
potent instrument of maintaining the unjust status
quo. No society has ever achieved peace without in-
vorporating injustice into jts harmony. Those who
would eliminate the injustice are therefore always
placed at the moral disadvantage of imperiling its
peace. The privileged groups will place them under
that moral disadvantage even if the eflorts toward
Justice are made in the most pacific terms. They will
Jaim that it s dangerous to disturh a precarious
cquilibrivm and will feign 1o fear anarchy as the
tonsequence of the effort. . . . Sp persistent is the
«1y of peace among the ruling classes and so strong
the seeming abhorrence of every form of violence
‘ol anarchy that one might imagine them actuated
by the purest pacifist principles, were it not for the
st that they betray no pacifist scruples when they
craider international aflairs,

ichuhr, Moral Man and {mmoral Sociery
henbner’s, 1932), pp. 129--139,

rotest,
) h ~
dd LHGC LHC) —:::_r\:—. Ll sutiiineit e Hedd, L0 JUIN Lhe prole

Psq1 drdbe

e

Elitist and Pluralist Theories
Y

3 THE IRONY OF DEMOCRACY
Thomas R. Dye and L. Harmon Z.eigler

o !
Dye and Zeigler suggest that clites are =onoum»q<..“ ‘Bu:“_.w“o”.“”““_m_w
i i ducationally, socially, an
democracy. Elites comprise the e ; ey
i i are the leadership corps resp
advantaged groups in society. They P ¢ o
the masses have a
i t by the people. In contrast,
Hively wesk commitm i Self-government and pop-
i i democratic values. Self-g d po
tively weak commitment to . . otivation by
icipati ontancously but require motiva ,‘
ular participation do not occur sp : ly b infrcquontly. s
i i ted in public life, vote infreq , @l
elites. Most people are not interes i i
| i icy i The authors also define “plu )
are not concerned with policy issues. . . bt e
! | i ting elites who determine pu policy,
as “a system of multiple, compe | g vl
ini iati d accommodation of competing obj ;
by bargaining, negotiation, an he mavies oy
i lite threats to democracy. The n
They also consider mass and e .
.n:%._oiua “left” or “right” extremist movements led by mnammomcwmnwzw”
i i j tic values
i fascism. Extremists reject democra
promote communism or . st e They avmun ot
i i r political problems. y
seeking to correct serious economic o le ey argue (hal
justi " rthrow of existing political reg
“the ends justify the means.” The ove . : . hes
considered oppressive may lead to equally repressive a_n:._noarum”nur__mﬂ '
deny political liberties. Elitc threats to n_nao..:mnw M:S. a mM qurm::_:o:,u
i i olice or military forces a
erty and freedom by imposing p or m J8 instument
“nati curity” in the face of ma .
of “law and order” or *“national se . . ;
Many questions are left unanswered by this essay: JS Mnm-qnmzw_m__._ﬁ“w.
i i i aintain democratic values? Can w i
elites a sufficient protection to maintain . )
depend on elites to recognize the existence of public problems ﬁ.m% —_“_Q ﬂ_u_”
respond to? Or, do ¢lites cause as many problems as ___3.. mo_<r.. ~ :&nﬂ o
about the double standards in treating a.:.nqn.: groups in society, X
those discussed by Zinn in the preceding article?
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FElites, not masses, govern Amcrica. In an indus-
trial, scientific, and nuclear age, life in a democ-
racy, just as in totalitarian society, is shaped by a
handful of men. In spite of differcnces in their
approach to the study of power in America,
scholars— political scientists  and  socivlogists
alike—agree that “the key political, economic,
and social decisions are made by ‘tiny minor-
itics.* ™}

An clite is the few who have power; the
masses are the many who do not. Power is
deciding who gets what, when, and how; itis par-
ticipation in the decisions that allocate values for
a socicly. Llites are the few who participate in
the decisions that shape our lives; the masses are
the many whose lives are shaped by institutions,
events, and leaders over which they have linle
dircct control. TTarald Lasswell writes, “the divi-
sion of socicty into ehite and mass is universal,”
and cven in a democracy *a few exercise a rela-
tively great weight of power, and the many exer-
cise comparatively fittle."?

Elites are not necessarily conspiracies 1o op-
press or exploit the masses, On the contrary,
clites may be very “public-iegarding™ and deeply
concerned with the wellare of the muasses. Mem-
beiship in an clitc may be relatively open 1o
ambitious and talented individuals from the
masses, or it may be closed to all except
top corparate, financial, military, civic, and pov-
crnmental leaders. Elites may be competitive or
conseasual; they may agice or disagree over the
dircction of forcign amd domestic policy. Elites
niay forma pyramid, with & top group exercising
power in many scctors of the socicly; or plural
clites may divide power, with scparate proups
making key decisions in different issue areas.
Flites may be responsive to the demands of the
nasses and influenced by the omcome of clec-
tions, or they may be unresponsive to mass
movements and unaffected by clections, But
whether elites are public-minded or self <ecling,
open or closed, competitive or consensual, pyra-
midal or pluralistic, responsive or unresponsive,
itis clites and not the nusses who gavern the
newdern nation

Democracy is government by the people,”
but the responsibility for the survival of democ-
racy rests on the shoulders of clites. This is the..
irony of democracy: Elites must govern wisely if*
government “by the people™ is to survive, If the
survival of the American system depended upon
an active; informed, and enlightened citizeary,
then democracy in America would have disap-
pcared long ago; for the masses of America are -
apathetic and ill-informed about politics and
public policy, and they have a surprisingly weak .
commilment to democratic values-—individual
dignity, cquality of opportunity, the right to dis-
sent, freedom of speech and press, religious tol-
esation, due process of law. But fortunately for
these values and for American democracy, the
Amcrican masses do not Jead, they follow. They
respond to the attitudes, proposals, and behavior
ol clites. V. O. Key wrofc:

The critical clement for the health of the democratie
order consists of the belicls, standards, and com-
petence of those who constitute the influentials, the
political activisls, in the order. That group, as has
been muude plain, refuses 1o define itself with great
clarity in the American system: yet analysis after
ysis points 1o its existeace. I democracy tends
toward indccision, decay, and disaster, the respon.
sibility rests here, not with the inass of people.

Although the symbols of American politics
are drawn from democratic political thought, the
reality of American politics can olten be better
understood from the viewpoint of elite theory.
The questions posed by clite theory are the vital
questions of politics: Who governs America?
What are the roles of clites and masses in Amer-
ican politics? How do people acquite power?
\What is the relationship between economic and
political power? How open and accessible are
Amcrican elites? How do American elites change
over time? How widely is power shaied in Amer-
ica? How much real competition takes place
among clites? What is the basis of clite consen-
sus? How do clites and masses differ? How re-
sponsive ate clites to mass sentiments? How
much influence do maswes have over policies de-

-

cided by elites? How do elites accommodate
themselves to mass movements?

This book, The Irony of Democracy, is an
atiempt to explain American political life on the
basis of clite theory. It attempts systematically
to organize the evidence of American history
and contemporary social science in order to
come to grips with the central questions posed
by elite theory. But before we tusn to this ex-
amination of American political lile, it is impor-
tant that we understand the meaning of elitism,
democracy, and pluralism.

THE MEANING OF ELTTISM

The central propaosition of elitism is that all so-
cicties are divided into two classes—the few who
govern and the many who are governed. The
Ialian political scientist Gaetano Mosca ex-
pressed this basic concept as follows:

In all socictics—from socicties that are very under-
developed and have largely afiained the dawnings
of civilization, down to the most advanced and
powerful socicties—1wo classes of people appear—
a class that rules and a class that is niled. The
first class, always the less numerous, performs all
of the political functions, monopolizes power, and
enjoys the advantages that power brings, whercas
the second, the more numerous class, is directed
and controlled by the first, in a manner that is now
niore or less legal, now more or less arbitrary and
violent.$

For Mosca it was inevitable that elites and not
masses would govern all socicties, because elites
possess organization and unity of purpose.

An organized minosily, obeying a single impulse, is
irresistible against an unorganized majority in which
each individual stands alone before the totality of
the organized minority. A hundred men acting uni-
foraly in concert, with a common understanding,
will triumph over a thousand men who are not in
accord and can be dealt with onc by one.®

Contemporary  writers  gencrally  atuibute
clitiem to the impact of urbanization, industrial-
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ization, technulogical devclopment, and the
growth of the social, economic, and political
organizations in modern socicties. Robert Dahl
writes, “The key political, economic, and social
decisions . . . are made by tiny minorities, . . . It
is difficult—nay impossible-—to see how it could
be otherwise in large political systems."® Sociol--
ogist Suzanne Keller wriles, “The democratic
cthos notwithstanding, men must become accus-
tomed to bigger, morc extensive and more spe-
cialized clites in their midst as long as indus-
trial societies keep growing and becoming more
specialized.”” And according to Harold Lass-
well, “The discovery that in all large-scale so-
cictics the decisions at any given time are typi-
cally in the hands of a small number of people™
confirms a basic fact: “Government is always
government by the few, whether in the name
of the few, the one, or the many."®

Elitism also asserts that the few who govern
are not typical of the masses who arc governed.
Elitcs possess morc control over resources—
power, wealth, education, prestige, status, skills
of Icadership, information, knowledge of politi-
cal processes, ability to communicate, and or-
ganization—and clites (in America) are drawn
disproportionately from among wealthy, cdu-
cated, picstigiously employced, socially promi-
nent, white, Anglo-Saxon, and Protestant groups
in socicly. In short, clites are drawn lrom a
society's upper classes, which are made up of
those persons in a socicty who own or control
a disproportionate shase of the socictal institu-
tions—industry, commerce, finance, education,
the military, communications, civic affairs, and
law.

On the other hand, elite theory admits of
some social mobility that enables non-elites to
beconie elites; elitism does not necessarily mean
that individuals from the fower classes cannot
risc to the top. In fact, a certain amount of “cir-
culation of clites™ (upward mobility) is essenti
for the stability of the clite system. Openness in
the elite system siphons ofl potentially revolu-
tionary leadership from the tower classes, and
an clite system is strengthened when talented and
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23  THE FOUNDATIONS OF AMERICAN GOVERNMENT

ambitious individuals from the masses are per-
mitted to enter governing ciicles, However, itis
important that the movemnent ol individuals from
non-clitc to clite positions be a slow and contin-
uous assimilation rather than a rapid or revolu-
tionary change. Moreover, only those non-clites
who have demonsirated their commitment to the
elitc system itsclf and 10 the system's political
and cconomic values can be admitted to the
ling class.

Elites share in a consensus about lundamental
norms underlying the social system. They agree
on the basic “1ules of the game,™ as well as on the
contimuation of the social system itsell. ‘The
stability of the system, and even its survival, de-
pends vpon this consensus. According to David
Tiuman, “Being moic influcntial, they (the
elites) are privileged; and being privileged, they
have, with few exceptions, a special stake in the
continuation of the systen in which their privi-
lepes rest.”® Elite consensus docs not mean that
clite members never disagree of never compete
with each other for piceminence; it is unlikely
that there ever was a socicty in which there was
no competition among clites. But clitism implics
that competition takes place within a very nar-
row range of issues and that elites agree on more
malters than they disagree on. Disagreememt
usually occurs over means, rather than ends.

In America, the bases of elite consensus are
the sanctity of privale propeely, limited gavern-
ment, and individual liberty. Richard Hofstadier
writes about American clite struggles:

The fiercencss of political struggles has often been
misleading; for the range of vision embodied by the
primary contestants in the major parties has always
been bounded by the horizons of property and en-
terprise. However much at odds on specific issves,
the major political traditions have shared a heliel
in the rights of property, the philosophy of eco-
nomic individualism, the value of competition: they
have accepied the economice vittues of capitatist col-
lure as necessary qualities of gy b

Hofstadter's analysic of consensus wnong lead-

ers in American history echoes a central prin-
ciple of elitism, ..v
Elitisin implies that public policy does not "
reflect d Js of “the people” so much as it,: "
reflccts the interests and values of elites. Changes
and innovations in public policy come aboutasa -,
result of redefinitions by elites of their own .

valucs. However, the general conservatism of

clites—that is, their interest in preserving the ;.
system—means that changes in public policy will
be incremental rather than revolutionary. Pub-

lic policies are frequently modified but seldom s
replaced. B2

Dasic changes in the nature of the political
system occur when cvents threaten the system.
Elites, acting on the basis of enlightened self-
interest, institute relorins to preserve the system
and their placc in it. Their motives are not neces- .
sarily self-serving; the values of clites may be
very “"public-regarding.” and the wetfare of the
masses may be an important clanent in elite de-
cision making. Elitism does not mean that public
policy will ignorc or be against the welfare of the
masses but only that the responsibility for the
mass welfarc rests upon the shoulders of elites,
not upon the masses.

Finally, elitism assumes thal the masses are -
largely passive, apathetic, and ill-informed. Mass
scitiments are manipulated by clites more olten
than elite values are influenced by the sentiments
of the masses. For the most part, communication
between elites and masses flows downward.
Policy questions ol povernment are seldom de-
cided by the masscs through clections or through
the presentation of policy allcratives by politi-
cal patties. For the most part, these “demo-
cratic” institutions—clections and parties—are
important only for their symbolic value. They
help tic the masses to the political system by giv-
ing them a role 10 play on election day and a
political party with which they can idemify.
Clitism contends that the masses have at best
only an indirect influence over the decision-
making hehavior of elites.

MNaturally, elitism is frequently misunderstood

.+ in America, because the prevailing myths and
symbols of the American system are drawn
from democratic theory rather than clite theory.
Therefore, it is important here to emphasize
what clitism is not, as well as to bricfly restate
what it is.

Elitism docs not mean that those who have
power are conlipually locked in conflict with the
masses or that powerholders always achicve
their goals at the expense of the public interest.
Elitism is not a conspiracy to oppress the masses.
Elitism does not imply that powerholders consti-
tutc a single impenctiable monolithic body or
that powerholders in socicty always agree on
public issues. Elitism does not pretend that power
in society does not shift over time or that new
elites cannot emerge to compete with old elites.
Elites may be more or less monolithic and co-
hesive or more or less pluralistic and competi-
tive. Power nced not test exclusively on the
control of cconomic resources but may rest in-
stead upon other leadesship resources—organi-
zation, communication, or inforination. Elitism
does not imply that the masses never have any
impact on the attitudes of clites bul only that
elites influence masses more than masses influ-
ence elites.

Elitisin can be summarized as follows:

1. Socicty is divided into the few who have power
and the many who do not. Only a small number
ol persons allocate values for society; the masses
do not decide public policy.

2. The few who govern are not typical of the masses
who are governed. Elites arc drawn dispropor-
tionately from the upper socioeconomic strata
of society.

3. ‘The movement of non-clites to clite positions
must be stow and continuous to maintain stabil-
ity and avoid revolution. Ouly non-elites who
have accepted the basic elite cansensus can be
adinitted to governing circles.

4. Elites share a consensus on the basic values of
the social system and the preservation of the
system. Disagicement is confined to a narrow
range of issues.

3. Public policy does not reflect demands of masses
but rather the prevaiting values of the elitc.
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Changes in public policy will be inctemental
rather than revolutionary.

6. Active elites are subject Lo relatively litile direct
inft from apatheti Elites infl ¢

masses smore than masses influence elites.

TIIE MEANING OF DEMOCRACY

Ideally, democracy means individual participa-
tion in the decisions that affect one’s life. John
Dewey wrote, “The keynote of democracy as a
way of life may be expressed as the necessity
for the participation of every mature human
+being in formation of the values that regulate
the living of men together.”"" In other words,
democracy means popular participation in the
allocation of values in a society.

In traditional democratic theory, popular par-
ticipation has been valued as an opportunity {or
individual sell-development: Responsibility for
the governing of onc's own conduct develops
onc's character, sclf-reliance, intelligence, and
moral judgment-—in short, one’s digaity. Even
if a benevolent despot could govern in the pub-
tic interest, he would be rejected by the classic
democrat, The English poitical phitosopher J. S.
Mill asks, “What sort of human beings can be
formed under such a regime? What development
can cither their thinking or aclive {acullies altain
under it?” The argument for citizen participation
in public afairs is based not upon the policy out-
comes it would praduce but on the belief that
such involvement is essential 1o the full devclop-
ment of human capacities. Mill argues that inan
can know truth only by discovering it for him-
sell.1t

Procedurally, popular participation was to be
achicved through majority rule and respect for
the rights of minorities. Scil-development means
scll-government, and sell-government can be
accomplished only by encouraging each indi-
vidual to contribute to the development of public
policy and by resolving conllicts over public
policy through majority rule. Minonities who
have had the opportunity to influence policy but
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whose views have not succeeded in winning ma.
jority support would aceept the decisions of
majoritics. In return, majorities would permit

i § 1o openly attempt to win majority
support for their views. ['reedom of specch
and press, frecdom to dissent, and freedom to
form apposition partics and organizations are
cssential to insure meaningful individual pactici-
pation. This frecdom of expression is also neces-
sary for asceitaining what the majority views
rcally are.

The proceduial requirements and the under-
Iying ethics of democracy are linked. Carl
Becker writes ahout demaocracy:

Its fundamental assumption is the worth and dig-
nity and creative capacily of the individual, so that
the chief aim of government is the maximum of
individual se¥f-direction, the chicf means to that
end, the minimum of compulsion by the siate, . . .
Means and ends arc conjoined in the concept of
frecdom: frecdom of thought so that 1he truth may
prevail; frecdom ol occupalion, so thal carcers may
he opea to talent; freedom of sclf-gavernment, so
that none may be compelled against his will.13

The undeslying value of demncracy is, as we
have noted, indivisdual dignity. Man, by virtue
of his existence, is cntitled to life, liberty, and
property. A “natural law.™ or maral tenet, goar-
antees to every man both liberty and the right
to property; and this natural law is morally su-
petior to man-made law, John Locke, the
English political phitosopher whaose wrilings
most influcnced America’s founding clites, ar-
gues that even in a “stare of nature”—that is, a
woild in which there were no povernments-—-
anindividual possesses inalienable rights to fife,
liberty, and property. 1 ocke meant thar these
rights were antecedent (o government, that these
rights are not given to the individual by povern.
ments, and that no governments may legiti-
matcly take them away. "¢

Locke believed that the very purpase of gov-
crmment was to protect individual liberty. Mea

form a “social contract” with cach other in es-
tablishing a government to help protect their
rights; they tacitly agree to accept governmental
aclivity in order ta better protect life, liberty, and
property. Implicit in the social contract and the
democratic notion of frecdom is the belicl that
governmental activity and sacial control over
the individual be kept to a minimum. This in-
volves the removal of as many external restric-
tions, controls, and regulations on the individual
as is consistent with the freedom of his fellow
citizens.

Moreover, since government is formed by
the consent of the governcd to protect individ-
ual liberty, it logically follows that governiment
cannot violate the rights it was established 1o
protect. ks authoiity is limited. Locke's uhi-
mate weapon to protect individual dignity against
abuse by government was the right of revolution.
According to Lacke, whenever governments vio-
late the natural rights of the governed, they for-
fcit the authority placed in them under the sacial
contract.

Another vital aspect of classic democracy is
a belief in the equality of all men. The Declara-
tion of Independence expresses the couviction
that “all men arc created cqual.” Even the
Founding Fathcis believed in equality for ail
men before the law, notwithstanding the circum-
stances of the accused. A man was not to be
judged by sacial pasition, cconomic class, creed,
or race. Many early democrats also belicved in
political equality— equal access of individuals to
political influence, that is. equal opportunity to
influence public policy. Palitical equality is ex-.
pressed in the concept of “one man, one vote.”

Over time, the notion of equality has also
come 1o include equality of oppormumiry in all
aspects of Amesican life-—social, educational,
and economic, as well as political. Roland
PPeamock writes:

The objective of equality is not merely the recogni-

tion of a certain dignity of the human being as
such, but it is also to provide him with the oppor-
tunity—equal to that guaranteed to others—for
protecting and advancing his interests and devel-
oping his powers and personality.1®

Thus, the notion of equality of opportunity has
been extended beyond political life to encom-
pass equalily of opportunity in education, em-
ployment, housing, recreation, and public
accommodations. Each person has an equal op-
portunity to devclop his individual capacities to
their natural limits.

Itisimportant to remember, however, that the
traditional democratic creed has always stresscd
equality of opportunity to education, wealth, and
status and not absolute equality. Thomas Jefler-
son recognized a “natural aristocracy” of taleut,
ambition, and industry, and liberal democrats
since Jeflerson have always accepted incqualities
that are a product of individual merit and hard
work. Absolute cquality, or “leveling,” is not
a patt of liberal democratic theory.

In summary, democratic thinking involves the
following ideas:

1. popular paticipation in the decisions that shape
the lives of individuals in a socicly;

2. govenmmcent by majority rule, with recognition
of the rights of minarities 10 try 1o become ma-
jorities. These sights inchude the freedoms of
speech, press, assembly. and petition and the
frecdom to dissent, fo form opposition parties,
and to run lor public office;

3. 2 commitment 1o individual dignity and the
preservation of the liberal values of life, libernty,
and propenty; .

4. a commilment to equal opportunity for all men
1o develop their individual capaciti

THE MEANING OF PLURALISM

Despite political thetoric in America concerning
citizen participation in decision making. major-
ity tule, our protection of minorities, individual
sights, and cquality of opportunity, no scholar
or commentator, however optimistic about life
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in this country, would contend that these con-
ditions have been fully realized in the American
political system. No one contends that citizens
participate in all the decisions which shape their
lives, or that majority prefcrences ahvays pre-
vail. Nor do they argue that the rights of minor-
ities are always protected, or that the values of
lifc, liberty, and property are never sacrificed, or
that every American has an equal opportunity to
influcnce public policy.

However, modern pluralism secks to reaffirm
the democratic character of American socicty
by asserting that:

L. Although citizens do not directly participate in
decision making, their many leaders do make
decisions through a process of bargaining, ac-
commodation, and compromise.

2. There is competition among leadership groups
which helps to protect the interests of individ-
uvals. Countervailing centers of power—for ex-
ample, competition between business Jeaders,
labor leaders, and governmental Icaders—can
check each other and keep cach interest from
abusing its power and oppressing the individual.

3. Individuals can influence public policy by choos-
ing between compelting clites in elections. Elec-
tions and partics allow individuals 1o hold lead-
ers accourttable for their action.

4. While indivitials do not participate dircetly in
decision making, they can join organized groups
and make their influence felt through their par-
ticipation in these organizations.
Leadership groups are not closed; new greups
can be formed and gain access lo the pohitical
sysiem.
Although political influence in socicly is un.
equal, power is widely dispersed, Frequently,
access to decision making is based on the level
of interest people have in a particular decision,
and because leadership is fuid and mobile,
power depends upon one’s interest in public
affairs, skills in leadership, information about
issues, knowledge of democralic ptocesses, and
skill in organization and public relations.

7. Thete are multiple leadesship groups within
society. Those who exercise power in one kind of
decision do not necessarily exercise power in
others. No single elite dominates decision mak-
ing in all issiie areas.

bl

»

000iG1



32  THE FOUNDATIONS OF AMERICAN GOVERNMENT

8. Public policy is not necessarily majority prefer.
ence, but it is an equilibrivm of interest inter-
action. Such cquilibrium is the approximate bale
ance of competing interest group influences and
is therefore a reasonable approximation of so-
ciety’s prefesences.

Pluralism, then, is the belief that democratic
values can be presesved in a system of multiple,
comnpcting elites who dcicrmine public policy
through a process of bargaining and compro-
mise, in which voters exercise meaningful choices
in elections and new clites can gain access to
power.

But pluralism, even il it accurately describes
Amcrican society, is not the cquivalent of de-
mocracy. Let us explain why. First of all, the
pluralist notion of decision making by clite inter-
action is not the same as the democratic ideal of
direct individual participation in decision mak-
ing. Pluralists recognize that mass participation
in decision making is not possible in a complex,
wrban, industrial society and that decision mak-
ing must be accomplished through elite inter-
action, rather than individual participation. But
a central value of classical democratic politics
is individual participation in decision making. In
modcin pluralism, however, individual partici-
pation has given way to interaction—bargaining,
accommodation, and compromise —bclween
leaders of institutions and organizations in so-
cicty. Individuals arc represented in the political
system only insofar as they are membess of in-
stitutions or organizations whose leaders par-
ticipate in policy making. Government is held
responsible not by individual citizens but by
leaders of institutions, orpanized interest groups,
and political parties. The principal actors are
leaders of corporations and financial institutions,
elected and appointed goverament officials, the
top ranks of military and governmicntal bureauc-
racics, and leadess of targe organizations in fa-
bor, apticulture, and the professions,

Yet, decision making by elite intcraction,
whether it succeeds in protecting the individual

or not, fails to contribute to individual growth
and development. In this regard, modern plural-
ism diverges sharply from classic democracy,
which emphasizes as a primary value the per-
sonal development that would result from the
individual's actively participating in decisions
that affcct his life.

Pluralism stresses the fragmentation of power.
in socicly and the influcnce of public opinion,
and elections on the behavior of elites. But this
fragmentation of power is not identical with the
demacratic ideal of political equality, Who rules,
in the pluralist view of America? According to
political scientist Aaron Wildavsky, “diflerent
small groups of interested and active citizens in
different issuc areas with some averlap, if any,
by public officials, and occasional intervention
by a larger number of people at the polls."1e
This is not government by the people. While citi-
zen influence can be lelt through leaders who
anticipate the reaction of citizens, decision mak-
ing is still in the hands of the leaders—the
clites. According to the pluralists, multiple clites
decide public policy in America, cach in their
own area of interest.

Traditional democratic theory envisions pub-
lic policy as a rational choice of individuals with
equal influence, who evaluate their needs and
reach a decision with due regard for the rights
of othess. This traditioral thcory does not view
public policy as a product of clitc interaction or
interest group pressures. In fact, intcrest groups
and even political parties were viewed by classi-
cal democratic theorists as intruders into an
individuatistic brand of citizenship and politics.

There are several other problems in accept-
ing pluralism as the legitimate heir to classical
democratic theory, First of all, can pluralism
assure that membership in organizations and
institutions is really an cflective form of individ-
ual participation in policy making? Robert Pres-
thus argues that the organizations and nstitu-
tions on which pluralists tely “become olifarchic
and restrictive insofar as they monopolize access
to government power and limit individual par-

ticipation.”!" Henry Kariel wcites, “The volun-
tary organization or associations which the early
theorists of pluralism rclied upon to sustain the
individual against a unificd omnipotent govern-
ment, have themselves become oligarchically
governed hicrarchics.”'® The individual may
provide the numerical base for organizations,
but what influence does he have upon the leader-
ship? Rarely do corporations, unions, armics,
churches, government bureaucracies, or pro-
{essional associations have any infernal mecha-
nisms of democracy. They are usually run by a
small clite of officers and activisis. Leaders of
corporations, banks, labor unions, churches,
universities, medical associations, and bar as-
sociations remain in control year after year. Only
a small number of people attend meetings, vote
in organizational elections, or make their influ-
ence felt within their organization, The pluralists
offer no evidence that the giant organizations and
institutions in American life really represcnt the
vicws or interests of their individual menibers.

Also, can pluralism really assume that the
dignity of the individual is being protccted by
elite competition? Since pluralism contends that
different groups of leaders make decisions in
diflerent issuc areas, why should we assume that
these Icaders compete with each othes? I sccms
more likely that cach group of leaders would
consent to allow other groups of feaders to gov-
ern their own spheres of influence without in-
terlerence. Accommodation. rather than com-
petition, may be the prevailing style of elite
interaction.

Pluralism answers with the hope that the
power of diverse institutions and organizations
in society will roughly balance out and that the
emergence of power monopoly is unlikely. Plur-
alism (like its distant cousin, the economics of
Adam Smith) assurcs us that no interests can
ever emerge the complete victor in political
compctition. Yet incquality of power among
institutions and organizations is commonplacc.
Examples of narrow, organized interests achicv-
ing their goals at the expense of the broader but
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unorganized public are quite common, Further~
more, it is usually producer interests, bound to-
gether by economic ties, which turn out to dom-
inate less organized consumer groups and groups
based upon non-cconomic interests. The plur-
alists offer no evidence that political competi-
tion can prevent monopoly or oligopoly in politi-
cal power, any more than economic competition
could prevent monopoly or oligopoly in eco-
nomic power.

Finally, pluralism must contend with the
problem of how private non-governmental clites
can be held accountable to the people. Even if
the people can hold governmental elites account-
able through elections, how can cosporation
elites, union leaders, and other kinds of private
lcadership be held accountable? Pluralism usu-
ally dodges this important question by focusing
primary atteation on public decision making in-
volving governmental elites and by largely ignor-
ing private decision making involving non-gov-
ernmental clites. Plusalists focus on rules and
orders which arc enlorced by governments, but
certainly men's lives are vitally aflected by deci-
sions madc by private institutions and organiza-
tions—corporations, banks, universities. medi-
cal associations, newspapess, and so on. In an
ideal democracy, individuals would participate
in all decisions which significantly affect their
lives; but pluralism largely excludes individuals
from participation in many vital decisions by
claiming that these decisions are “private” in
nature and not subject to public accountability.

Insummary, the pluralism diverges from clas-
sical democratic theary in the following respecis:

1. Decisions are made by elite interaclion—bar-
paining. accommodation, compromise —rather
than by direct individual pasticipation.

2. Key political actors are leaders of institutions
and organizations rather than individual citi-
zens.

3. Power is fragmented, but inequality of politicat
influence among powerholders is common.

4. Power is distributed among govermmental and
non-governmental institutions and  organiza-
tions, hut thesc institutions and ofpanizations
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are generally governed by oligarchies, rather

than by their members in democratic fashion,

Institutions and organizations divide power and

pr bly pete g th Ives, but

there is no cerlainty that this competition guar-
antees polilical equalily or protects individual
dignity.

6. Governmenial elites arc presumed to be ac-
countable to the masses through elections, but
many important decisions aflecting the Jives of
individuals are made by privare elites, who are
not directly accountable to the masses.

w

Frequently confusion arises in distinguishing
pluralism liom elitism. Pluralisis say that the sys-
tem they describe is a reaflirmation of demo-
cratic theory in a modern, urban, industiial so-
ciely. They offer pluralism as “a practical
solution” to the problem of achieving demo-
cratic ideals in a large complex social system
where direct individual participation and deci-
sion making is simply not possible. But many
critics of pluralism asscrt that it is a covert form
of elitism—that pluralists are closer to the clitist
position than to the democratic tradition they
revere. Thus Peter Bachrach desciibes pluralism
as "democratic elitism'';

Until quite recently democratic and elite theories
were reparded as distinct and conflicting. While in
their pure form they are still regarded as contra.
dictory, there is, 1 believe, a strong if not dominant
trend in contemporary palitical thought incorporat-
ing major clitist principles within democratic the-
ory. As a result there is a new theory which I have
called democratic elitism.'®

MASS THREATS TO DEMOCRACY

Dcemocratic theory assumes that liberal values
—individual dignity, equality of opportunity, the
right of dissent, frcedom of speech and press,
religious toleration, and due process of law.—
arc best protected by the expansion and growth
of mass political participation Historically, the
masses and not clites were caonsidered the guaid-
ians of liberty. For example, in the cighicenth
and nincteenth centuties, the thieat of tyranny

5
arose from corrupt monarchics and decadent’
churches. But in the twenticth century, it has-
been the masses who have been most susceptible -
to the appeals of totalitarianism.

1t is the irony of democracy in America that
clites, not masses are most committed to demo-
cralic values. Despite a superficial commitment
to the symbols of democsacy, the Americar,
people have a surprisingly weak commitment
to individual libesty, tolcration of diversity, or
freedom of cxpression for those who would
challenge the existing order. Social science re-
scarch reveals that the common man is not
atlached to the causes of liberty, [raternity, or
equality. On the contrary, suppoit for free
specch and press, for freedom of dissent, and
for cquality of opportunity for all is associated
with high educational levels, prestigious occupa-
tions, and high social status. Authoritarianism
is stronger among the working classes in Amer-
ica than among the middle and upper classes,
Democracy would not survive if it depended
upon support for democtatic values among the
masses in America.

Democratic values have survived because
clites, not masses, govern. Elites in America—
leaders in government, industry, education, and
civic affairs; the well-educated, prestigiously em-
ploycd, and politically active—give greater sup-
port to basic democratic values and “rules of
the game™ than do the masses. And it is because
masses in America sespond to the ideas and
actions of democratically minded elites that lib-
eral values are preserved. In summarizing the
findings of social science research regarding
mass behavior in American democracy, political
scientist Peter Bachrach wriles:

A widespread public commitment to the fundamen-
13l norms underlying the democratic process was
reparded by classical democratic theorists as es-
sential to the survival of denrocracy - . . 1oday social
scientists tend fo reject this position They do o not
only because ol their limited confidence in the com-
mitment of non-elites to frecdom, hut also because
of the growing awareness that non-clites are. in

<

. ~

' . Targe part, politically activated by elites. The em-

,.Ean»_ finding that mass behavior is generally in
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These ties to the existing order tend to be
weakest during crisis periods, when major social

yesponse to the attitudes, proposals and modes of
« action of political clites gives added support to the

position that responsibility for t g8 “the

pules of the game” rests not on (he shoulders of
" the people but on those of the clites.2®

" In short, itis the common man, not the elite, who
is most likely to be swayed by anti-democratic
idcology; and it is the eclite, not the common
man, who is the chicf guardian of democratic
values.
Elites must be insulated from the anti-demo-
cratic tendencies of the masses il they are to
fulfill their role as guardians of liberty and prop-
certy.Too much mass influence over clites threat-
- ens democratic valucs. Mass behavior is highly
* unstable. Usually, established elites can depend
upon mass apathy; but, occasionally, mass activ-
ism will replace apathy, and this activism will
be extremist, unstable, and unpredictable. Mass
activism is usually an expression of rescntment
against the established order, and it usually oc-
cucs in times of crisis, when a counter-clite, or
demagogue, cmerges from the masses to mo-
bilize them against the established clites.
Democracies, where clites are dangerously
accessible to mass influence, can survive only il
the masses are absorbed in the problems of
everyday life and are involved in primary and
secondary groups which distract their attention
from mass politics. In other words, the masscs
are stable whea they are absorhed in their work,
family, neighborhood, trade union, habby,
church, recreational group, and so on. Itis when
they become alienated from their home, work,
and community—when existing ties 1o social
ofganizations and institutions become weakened
—that mass behavior becomes unstable and dan-
gerous. 1t is then that the attention and activity
of the masses can be caplured and directed by
the demogague, or counter-clite. The demagogue
can casily mobilize for revolution those elements
of the masses who have few ties to the existing
social and political order.

h are taking place. According to social

psychologist William Kornhauser:

.. » communism and [ascism have gained strength in
social systems undergoing sudden and extensive
changes in the struclure of authorily and commu.
nity. Sharp tears in the social fabric caused by wide-
spread unemployment or by major military deleat
are highly favorable to mass politics.?!

Counter-clites arc mass-oricnted leaders who ex-
press hostility toward the established order and
appeal to mass senliments—cxtremism, intol-
erance, racial identity, anti-intellectualism,
equalitarianism, and violence. Counter-clites
can casily be distinguished (rom elites: Elites,
whether liberal or conservative, support the
fundamental values of the system—individual
liberty, majority rule, due process of law, lim-
ited povernment, and private propesty; counter-
elites, whether “left” or “right,” are anti-demo-
cratic, extremist, impatient with due process,
contemptuous of law and authority, and vie-
lence-prone. The only significant difference be-
tween “left” and “right” couatcr-clites is their
attitude toward change: “right” counter-elites
express mass rcaction against change—political,
social, economic, technological—while “left"
counter-clites demand radical and revolutionary
change,

All counter-clites claim to speak for “the
people.” Both “left” and “right” countcr-clites
assert the supremacy of “the people’ over laws,
institutions, procedures, or individual rights.
Right-wing counter-elites, including fascists,
justify their policies as “the will of the people,”
while left-wing radicals cry “all power to the
people™ and praisc the virtues ol “people’s de-
mocracies.” In describing this populism, sociol-
ogist Edward Shils writes:

the will of the people as such is supreme over every
other slandard, over the standards of traditionat in-
stitutions, over the autonomy of institutions, and

000ivs
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over the wilt of other sirata. Populism identifies the
will of the people with justice and morality.??

Extremism is another characterislic of mass
politics— the view compromise and coalition-
building is immoral. Indecd “politics” and “poli-
ticians™ ate viewed with hoslility, because they
imply the possibility of compromising mass de-
mands.?? Occasinnally counter-clites will make
cynical use of politics, but only as a short-term
tactical means to other goals. A commentator on
radical student activists obscrves that they are

indistinguishable from the far right. .. . They shaie
a contempt for rational political discussion and
canstitutionat lepal solutions. Both want to be puse.
They know nothing about the virtue of compromise.
They know nothing about the horror of sainthoad
or the wickedncess of saints.?!

Counter-clites frequently charge that a con-
spiracy exists among established clites to delib-
crately perpetuate evil upon the people. The
“left™ counter-clite charges that the cestablished
order knowingly exploits and oppresses the peo-
ple for its awn benefit and amusement; the
“right"” counter clite charges that the established
arder is falling prey to an international com-
munist conspiracy whose goal is to deprive the
people of theis liberty and property and 10
enslave them. Richard Hofstadtes refers (o this
phenomena as “the paranoid style of politics. ™
Arclated weapon in the asenal of the counter-
clite is scapegoatism-—the designation of par-
ticular minority groups in society as tesponsible
for the evils sullered by the people. Through-
out Amcerican history various scapegoats have
been designated—-Catholics, immigrants, Jews,
blacks. communists, inteliectuals, “Wall Street
Bankers.” munitions manufacturers, etc

The masses define politics in simplisiic terms.
The masses want simple answers to all of so-
ciety’s problems, regardless of how complex
these problems may be. Thus. black counter-
clites charge that “while racism™ is responsible

for the complex problems of under-cducation,
poverty, uncmployment, crime, delinquency, ill-
health, and poor housing of ghetio dwellers.
In a similar [ashion the white counter-clites dis-
miss ghetto disturbances as a product of “com-
munist agitation.” These simplistic answers are
designed to relieve both black and white masses
of any diflicult thinking about social issues and
to place their problems in simple, emotion-laden
terms. Anti-intelicctualisin and antirationalism
are an important part ol mass politics.
Counter-clites often reflect mass propensities
toward violence. Rap Brown inspired black
masses in Cambridge. Maryland. in 1967 with:

Don’t be trying to love that honky to death. Shoot
him 10 death, Shoot him to death, brother, cause
that's what he’s out to do to you. Like [ said in the
heginning. if this town don’t come around, this town
should he burned down, it should be burned down,
brother 28

Early in his political carcer, George C. Wallace's
seferences to violence were only slightly more
subile:

Of course. if 1 did what 1'd like 1o do 1'd pick up
something and smash one of these federal judges in
the head and then burn the courthouse down. But
1'm too genteel. What we nced in this country is
some Governors that uscd 10 work up here at Birm-
ingham in the steel mills with abowt & tenth-grade
cducation. A Governor like that wonldn't be sa
genteel. He'd put out his orders and he'd say, “The
first man who throws a brick is a dead man. The fiest
man who loots something what duesn’t belong to
him is a dead man. My orders ate to shoot to k).

The similarity between the appeals of black and
white counter-clites is obvious.

In summary, clite theory views the critical
division in American politics as the division be-
tween clites and masses. “lLeft” and “richt™
counter-elites are simitar. Both appeat to mass
sentiments; assert the supremacy of “the pen-
ple” over laws, inslitutions, and individual
rights; reject compromise in favor of extremism;

charge that established elitcs are a conspiracy;
designate scapcgoat groups; define social prob-
lems in simple emotional tcrms and reject 1a-
tional thinking; express equalitarian sentiments
and hostility toward men who have achicved
success within the system; and express approval
of mass violence.

ELITE THREATS TO DEMOCRACY

While elites are relatively more committed to
democratic values than masses, clites themselves
frequently abandon these values in crisis periods
and become repressive. Anti-democratic mass
activism has its counterpast in elite repression.
Both ecndanger democratic values.

Mass activism and elite repression {requently
interact to create multiple threats to democracy.
Mass activism—-riots, demonstrations, extrem-
ism, violence—generate fear and insecurity
among clites, who respond by curtailing frecdom
and strengthening “sccurity.” Dissent is no
longer tolerated, the news mcedia is censorcd,
free speech curtaifed, potential counter-clites
jailed, and police and security forces strength-
ened—usually in the name of “national security™
or “law and order.” Elites coavince themselves
that these steps are necessary to preserve liberal
democratic values. The irony is, of course, that
the clites make society less democratic in tiying
to preserve democracy. .

In short, neither clites nor masses in America
ace totally and irrevocably committed to demo-
cratic values. Elites are generally more com-
milted to democratic  procedures than the
masses. This is true for several reasons. In the
first place, pessons who are’ successful at the
game of demacralic politics are more amenable
to abiding by the rules of the game than those
who are not. Moreover, many clite members
have internalized democratic values learned in
childhood. Finally, the achievement of high
position may bring a sense of responsibility for,
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and an awareness of, socictal values. However,
clites can and do become repressive when they
perceive threats to the political system and their
position in it.
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