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Tom Hof f man

THE QUI ET DESPERATI ON OF
ROBERT DAHL'S (QUI ET) RADI CALI SM

ABSTRACT: Robert Dahl’s denocratic theory has been re-
nmar kabl y consi stent over the course of his long career.
Wi | e Dahl has naintained a narkedly unronantic view
of nodern denocracy, and can best be read as an i nma-
nent critic of its libera variant, he has steadily clung to
certain radical aspirations, even as their prospects have
vaned. Dahl’s often-unnoticed radicalismlies in his de-
sire to see denocracy break out of the institutional
bonds of the liberal state. Reviewng his career forces
one to consider the ultinately utopian character of his
qui et radicalismand the significance of its apparent
failure. Paradoxically, Dahl’s call for the extension of
denmocracy into the econom c sphere woul d be |ess
utopian if it were noreradical at its foundati onthat is,
if his basic premses would lead himto seriously ques-
tion citizens' existing preferences.

Robert Dahl —+the great anal yst of denocracy in twentieth-
century political science-has occasionally dissented from
the priorities of his discipline as well as those of the
broader |iberal-denocratic political culture in which it
is enbedded. In the nmain, however, his oeuvre is rightly
seen as an authoritatively representati ve voice of both
Amrerican political science and American political culture.
In Toward Denocracy: A Journey (Berkeley: Institute for
Governmental Sudies, 1997), the renarkable stability
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of his comtnents and interests over tine is the only
aspect of his career displayed nore clearly than this fun-
danental |y representative quality. Thus, while the col -
lection's subtitle (“Reflections 1940-1997") surely
intends “reflection” to denote serious thought or consid-
eration, it mght be taken as well in the word s other
sense: as an inmage cast from or mirrored back to, its
original source.

Hre, | wll only tangentially discuss Dahl’s relation-
ship to the academc discipline he so profoundy influ-
enced inthe last half of the century. 1 The natter of Dahl’'s
relationship to the liberal-democratic culture of his na-
tive Lhited Sates during the sane period, however, turns
out to be at least as interesting and conplicated. Gontrary
to the still-common viewthat Dahl’s thought was radical -
ized at sone tine inthe 1970s—when he finally acknow -
edged the political inequality inplicit in the pluralist
conception of denocracy he had pioneered two decades
previ ousl y—Bahl was deeply concerned wth politica in-
equality and was a genuinely radical 2 thinker fromthe
start. The essays that nake up Toward Denocracy3 reveal
an anal yst steeped in the values of Anerican political cul -
ture, but Dahl derives fromthose val ues a uniquely radi -
cal perspective that is a consistent presence throughout
his career. 4

In this essay, | inquire nore closely into the nature of
this often-unrecogni zed radicalismto show how it coex-
ists wth an affirmation of wdely shared Amrerican polit -
ical values. In fact, Dahl's work taken as a whol e provi des
clear support for Mchael Vélzer’'s claimthat “radical
detachnent [is] . . . not a prerequisite of socia criticism
not even of radical socia criticisni (1987, 37). Instead
of relying on detachnent or an appeal to transcendent or
transcul tural val ues, Dahl generates his radical i smnore
quietly, by giving priority to some values inplicit in
Anerican political culture rather than others. It is Dahl’s
w llingness to push his notion of denocracy to its |ogica
limts that provides himwth critical distance fromthe
realities of contenporary liberal capitalism
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Wile Dahl’s radicalismdisplays itself nost clearly in
hi s advocacy of workpl ace denmocracy, the sane val ues are
at work in his support for other institutional extensions
of denocracy: nanely, his argunent—presented in vari -
ous forns over many years—for the creation of nultiple
level s of denocratic authority wthin the state (i.e., au-
tononous denocratic units bel ow the level of the national
state); and his |ong-expressed concern that international
organi zati ons sonehow be reconciled wth the ideal of de-
nocratic control. In each case, Dahl’s radicalism ex-
presses his desire to extend the normative principles of
denocrati ¢ deci sion naki ng beyond the bounds of the state
as traditionally conceived by l|iberal theory—nto the
econony, as well as to institutions above and bel ow the
nation-state |evel .

Dahl has terned his hoped-for extension of denocracy’s
reach its potential “third transformation.” In this
schema, a “first transfornation” led to the achi evenent
of denocracy in the formof the ancient city-state, while a
second—+wo thousand years |ater—broke through the
limts of all previous structures and beliefs by deliber-
ately applying the idea of denocracy to the large domai n of
the national state” (Dahl 1989, 312).5

Astriking thing about Dahl’s vision of a radicalized lib-
eral denocracy is its desperate predicanent as the new
century dawns. Two years after producing his nost up-
to-date argunent for the third transformation in A Pref -
ace to Econonic Denocracy,® Dahl admitted that hopes for
such a transfornation are, in fact, utopian. “Uopian,” he
explained, not in the sense that “lI would expect these
structures to inaugurate a perfect denocracy, whatever
that mght be, nor because they are beyond hunan reach,”
but “only because | amnot able to point wth confidence to
the historical forces that are likely to bring them about”
(TD, 657). Sognificantly, Dahl has been silent on the
natter of historical forces ever since. In his recent work
he has had nothing further to say about how his vision
mght be realized under current conditions.

It has only been in Dahl’s very latest witings, how
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ever, that he has seened to signa a loss of confidence in
the radical vision itself. A the sane tine, the broader
novenent for workplace denocracy has faded in signifi-
cance since the early 1980s as the Left’s attention has
shifted el sewhere. These devel opnents nake Dahl’s aspi -
rati ons appear even nore hopel ess. Despite hinsel f, then,
Dahl remains essentially a radical denocratic theorist of
the liberal nation-state.

The confessed utopi anism of Dahl’'s prescriptions im
nedi ately raises an inportant question. |Is Dahl’s radical -
ismreally utopian nerely because of the (in his viewun-
fortunate, but perhaps correctible) nature of
contenporary |iberal denocracy—er because of a failure
of his theoretical inagination? Is there in fact no desir-
able route toward the “third transfornati on” of denoc-
racy fromits contenporary formin the liberal nation-
state, or is Dahl sinply unable to discern such a route? It
seens to ne that Dahl’s basic justificatory assunptions
seriously hinder his ability to theorize a transition to the
kind of radical democracy he wants. h the other hand, as
the more general waning of the noverent for workpl ace
denocracy indicates, the problemdoes not lie solely wth
Dahl or his theories. Therefore, after describing Dahl’s
commonl y overlooked radicalismand its limts, | wll
consider nore generally the dimmed prospects in today' s
world for workpl ace denocracy and the other practical
el ements of Dahl’s radicalism and whether these
prospects are to be regretted.

Schunpet eri ani sm Hayeki ani sm and Dahl’ s
Qitics

M understanding of Dahl as a consistently radical thinker
runs counter to his reputation in several ways. dnce the
appearance of A Preface to Denocratic Theory (1956) —
and particularly since Who Governs? (1961)—Bahl has
been a favorite target of the Mirxian and parti cipatory
denocratic Left, who see in his work a surreptitious ide-
oogica justification of the status quo. In a classic assess-



114 Qitical Review\ol. 15, Nos. 1-2

nent of such criticisns, Qentin Skinner (1973, 288)
calls it a “commonpl ace” that pluralist theories of
denocracy such as Dahl’'s have “the status and character
of a conservative political ideol ogy.”

Dahl’ s schol arship is suspect in the eyes of nany radi -
cals prinarily because of a nuniber of theoretical posi-
tions he has held over the course of his career. These po-
sitions popul ate essays from each of the six decades of
work represented in Toward Denobcracy, and are ex-
pressed as well in his nany book-length works, includ-
ing, nost recently, How Denocratic is the American CGon-
stitution? (2001).

First of all, Dahl accepts a Schunpeterian view of
mnimal citizen participation in |arge denocracies. This
vi ew expects | ess civic engagenent fromthe average citi -
zen as the size of the denos increases, and consequently
judges the participatory ideal of classical city-state
denocracy to be unrealistic and inappropriate in the op-
eration of the nodern nation-state. This viewis stated di -
rectly ina 1955 essay:.

I think we nust conclude that the classic assunptions
about the need for total citizen participation in denoc-
racy were, at the very least, inadequate . . . . It would
be nore reasonable sinply to insist that sone mni nal
participation is required, even though we cannot specify
with any precision what this mnimum nust be. (TD,
818.)

Qver the years Dahl repeatedly and adamantly presses
this point. Unlike Schunpeter ([1942] 1976, ch 21),
Dahl bases his criticismof the classical participatory
i deal al nost exclusively on one sinple consideration:
time. Any large population’s attenpt to denocratically
deliberate very quickly runs up against the 24-hour day.
As Dahl notes ina 1984 essay,

even if spatial barriers to communi cation can in principle
be elimnated by el ectronic neans, the limts set by tine
are inexorable. You can easily see howdrastic these Iim
its are by a sinple arithnetic exercise. You need only to
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mul tiply the number of nessages a highly participatory
process coul d reasonably be expected to produce, by the
average tine you assume a neani ngful political message
requires. (TD, 109)

In On Denocracy (1989, 109), Dahl presents these cal -
culations to denonstrate a “law of tine and nunbers” ac-
cording to which “the nore citizens a denmocratic unit
contains, the less that citizens can participate directly in
gover nnent deci sions and the nore that they nust del egate
authority to others.” In After the Revolution? (1970),
he uses the sane considerations as a basis for his argu-
nent agai nst the New Left’s call for the creation of gen-
uine participatory democracy in the Uinited States.
Denocracy in the nodern nation-state is not, and cannot
be, inclusive, deliberative denocracy.

The second factor that produced the inpression that
Dahl was, at first, a conservative is that, in the context of
the Cold War, he pursued a long-term project that
hei ghtened the distinction between the Véstern |iberal
states and Eastern-bloc authoritarian regines, and did so
interns of a state’s proxinmity to a nornative ideal that
was originally derived froman interpretation of the
Vestern bloc’s denocratic principles.? Dahl hinsel f
seens not, however, to have considered his project in
ideological terns; he was nerely engaged in an effort to
di stinguish systens that were approxinations of denoc-
racy (in his term “pol yarchies”)8 from non-denocratic
states. Sill, many critics experienced such distinction-
draw ng as self-congratul atory and inherently ideol ogi cal .
Miny leftist social theorists of the period-rost vocal ly,
the early Frankfurt School thinkers—sought to blur the
differences between the Wst’s liberal orders and East -
ern-bloc totalitarianism for argunentative effect. In
anal yses of this sort, nass consuner society, for exam
ple, could be painted as nerely totalitarianismof a dif-
ferent variety, where the depersonalizing inperatives of
instrunental rationality, supported by a ubiquitous
“culture industry” (Horkheiner and Adorno [1944]
1972), produce a “one-dinensional” mnd incapable of
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critical reflection, let alone resistance (Marcuse
1964).°

But Dehl asserts that the Véstern liberal states—+m
perfect as they are—+epresent a real advance down the
road toward the denocratic ideal, fundanentally distin-
gui shing them fromother regines, including those of the
forner East bloc. He insists upon this, in part, by devel -
oping over the years a definition of denocracy that does
not require direct citizen participation in governing, but
only that there be institutional ly adequate opportunities
and protections for formng and expressing individual
preferences regarding collective decisions, and that each
individual’s expressed preferences be taken equally into
account. True to its libera roots, this definition of ideal
denocracy is realized in a set of procedural rights, not in
a substantive state of affairs. In Isaiah Berlin's (1969)
terns, denocracy, for Dahl, is the achievenent of a set of
negative, rather than positive, freedons. Beginning al -
ready in the opening chapter of his dissertation, Dahl em
barked on this project (TD, 21), ad 58 years later, his
On Denocracy begins with a sinmlar presentation of
defining criteria. The sane intellectual project figures
heavily in Polyarchy (1971) and plays a significant ar-
gunentative role in A Preface to Denocratic Theory
(1956), as wel as in Denocracy and Its Qitics (1989)
(which largely reproduces the definitive account arrived
a inhis 1984 essay, “Procedural Denocracy”).

Wiile his critics did not always notice, Dahl avoi ded any
claimthat Véstern liberal states had actual |y achi eved
the status of “denocracy” (according to his criteria).
But, in a roundabout fashion, he nmade sonething akin to
such a claim Aongside his ideal notion of denocracy, he
posited a set of less denanding institutional criteria, de-
scri bing somet hing much closer in conception to a
Schunpet eri an nodel of rule by conpeting elites. Dahl
linked this “pol yarchy” nodel to the nore stringent ideal
of denocracy by contending that polyarchy represented
the best approxi nation of the denocratic ideal, given the
serious practical limtations presented by the scale of the
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large, nodern nation-state. The practices and constitu-
tions of the Wéstern liberal states qualified themas pal -
yar chi es—and thus as actual achi evenents of denocracy in
its second transfornation, the nation-state form

Athird inportant reason for Dahl’s reputation as any-
thing-but-radical stens fromhis association with the
behavi oralist novenent in political science, and wth a
positivist orientation toward socia phenonena general ly.
Dahl held to certain positivist tenets, including, at tines,
a tone of scientific detachnent and an observational i st
epi stenol ogy. This provoked the nost heated criticisns of
his career, in the so-called “community power” debate
that swrled around his study of New Haven in Who Gov-
erns?10 Qitics of behavioralismworried about serious
limtations inplicit in the positivist orientation that
would, in turn, give any analysis generated fromit an
i deol ogi cal bias. For exanple, in the community power
debate, Dahl and other behavioralists insisted that such
concepts as “power” be conceptualized in terns capable
of enpirical operationalization. Hs critics wondered how
if power were understood solely in terns of observable
actions, “non-decisions,” or the unobservable linmta-
tions of the policy menu, could be properly recogni zed as
(indirect) exercises of political power (Bachrach and
Baratz 1962; Lukes 1974). Fueling the rancor of this
debate was the larger, still ongoing, controversy wthin
acadenmic political science concerning the adequacy, and
the precise neaning, of a scientific approach to the study
of pditics.

Fnally, Dahl has consistently expressed a suspicion of
centralized state power as a threat to denocracy, and he
aired this suspicion even during the welfare state’ s post -
war expansi onary phase (which he supported nonet he-
less). Polyarchy required at least a condition of interest-
group pluralismand sone type of narket econony, so as
to adequately decentralize power and decision naking.
Dahl’s theoretical views on this point were thus at odds
wth prevailing opinion on the left during at |east sone
inportant nonents in his career.
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Dahl took seriously—at a tine when nmany socialists did
not—the argunents of F. A Hayek and Ludw g von M ses
concerning both the problem of economc calcul ation
under socialismand the central state’'s threat to the sur-
vival of an open society. Dahl’s first published article ap-
peared in P an Age, a journal produced by the National
Econonic and Social P anning Association, whose ms-
sion—the design of nmethods and formul ation of policies
for the nore effective organization of our society” (TD,
Xi )—gi ves sone sense of the technocratic, statist orienta-
tion that prevailed in the Awrican Left (and in the social
sciences) of the 1940s. Dahl’'s essay rejecting the nodel
of a command econony was at odds wth this technocratic-
progressivist orthodoxy, endorsing instead the then-novel
and | esser-known decentralized market socialism of
Gskar Lange and ot hers.

dngy, any of these positions mght have served to cast
Deahl as antiradical, but his critics have often gone on to
draw connections that portray these positions as all of a
piece, conprising a broad ideol ogical defense of the lib-
eral-capitalist order. Sinner’'s argument is an exanpl e
of this type of critique. It is couched in terns of speech-
act philosophy, specifically the insight that ostensibly
descriptive labels (e.g., “denocracy”) in truth perform
a nornative-eval uative function. In the case of denoc-
racy, one might say the word legitinates as well as de-
narcates. 11 Skinner uses this insight to condenm Dahl’s
positivism referring to himas an “enpirical theorist of
denocracy” and charging that the “pivot” on which
Dahl’s theory “swngs inescapably in a conservative di -
rection” is his (positivist) conmtnent “to construct an
‘operational’ definition of denocracy,” which leads him
in turn, “to abstract a definition of denocracy fromthe
political experience of existing ‘polyarchies’ (1973,
300). In other words, according to inner, Dahl’'s posi -
tivismdictates that his distinction between denocracy and
nondenocracy is drawn on the basis of an ideal inspired
by the practices of Wstern-bloc states. 12 Then Ski nner
connects the Schunpeterian elitist view of denocratic
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possibilities to Dahl’s positivism noting that the concep-
tion of denocracy that Dahl abstracts fromexisting lib-
eral systens is, in fact, overly pessimstic in accepting
“the sufficiency of only two criteria for applying the
term that free and regular elections should be held;, and
that there should be continuous political conpetition for
the peopl e s vote” (ibid.) This

guarantees that the existing arrangenents of a nurnber
of political systens cannot fail to be treated as com
nendabl e. For the idea of an operational definition that
entails a nunber of existing polyarchies, notably the
Lhited Sates, cannot fail toenbody . . . [Dahl’s] nini -
mum version of the denocratic ideal. The speech act
potential of the termdenocracy then neans that, when
it is applied to describe such existing polyarchies, the
act of commending their arrangenents is thereby per-
fornmed. (Skinner 1973, 300)

| offer Skinner’s argunent here not because it provides
a particularly acute ideol ogical characterization of Dahl,
but because it shows how critics could plausibly paint
himas a (liberal) conservative by linking various of his
positions. Mre inportant, it illumnates how Dahl’s de-
nocratic ideal energes as a kind of immanent construc-
tion fromhis early work taken as a whol e.

Dahl as a onsi stent Radi cal

inner, and critics like him are correct in pointing out

that many of Dahl’'s views nake his theory hostile to im

portant radical approaches. There are, however, many
vways to be a radical. Wile Dahl’s thought nay be at odds

wth promnent nodes of left-wing criticism this does

not nean that it is incapable of ultinately generating its

own radical -left critique. It is capable of doing so and
does, but—as a look at four of Dahl’s views nay indicate—
the starting point for his radicalismlies in a closer-

than-usual synpathy wth the Anverican political culture
o histine
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Hrst, Dahl’s rejection of the participatory denocrat’s
ideal as inappropriate inthe large nation-state, and (sec-
ond) his procedural, rights-based definition of denoc-
racy, cohere wth a liberal and consunerist conception of
politics that sone have identified as a distinguishing fea-
ture of Anerica's public philosophy (Sandel 1996; Han-
son 1985, ch 8). Third, Dahl’s positivism resonates
w th the broader twentieth-century American cel ebration
of technical achievenent and scientific reason. And fi -
nally, his suspicion of planning and of centralized power
has had an even nore distingui shed pedigree in Amrican
political culture, even if sonewhat dininished inthe im
nedi at e postwar peri od.

In conparison to nany other critics of liberal denoc-
racy, Dahl, then, is an apologist. A the sane tine, he of -
fers a vision of his own that inplies a deep concern about
inequality and an inplicit call for a radical restructuring
of society inthe service of that end. So while Dahl articu-
lates and defends (nany of) his culture’s political val ues,
heisasoaradca criticof itspoitica redities.

The notion that Dahl could at once hold to the basic val -
ues of his tine and place while still being a radical critic
appears paradoxi cal only, | think, when we have already
assuned away the very possibility that inmmanent cri -
tique—er what Charles Taylor (1989) has called “the
rhetoric of understandi ng’—might be radical. Athough it
nay appear at first blush to be of nerely semantic im
portance, the issue of whether Dahl truly deserves to be
called radical may reveal a common predi sposition toward
one node of socia criticism That is, the tendency to deny
Dahl this appellation nay stemnot only from his stands
on a handful of nornative and net hodol ogi cal natters, but
nore deeply on an inplicit rejection of Vélzer’'s claim
(nentioned earlier) that “radical detachrnent [is] . . . not
a prerequisite of social criticism not even of radical so-
cia criticismi (1987, 37).

Even many of Dahl’s critics have been wlling to reap-
praise his ideological credentials based on his work of the
pest 20 to 30 years. David Hld (1987, 201ff) and John
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F. Minley (1983), for exanple, have hel ped propagate
the view that Dahl's thought has progressed through two
distinct phases—that there were essentially two Dahls: an
early, conplacent pluralist theorist, and a later "neo-
pluralist” who finally cane to appreciate the force of the
Mrxian-left critique of his earlier views. According to
Manley (1983, 369), Dahl’s radicalismfirst expressed
itself in his essays fromthe late 1970s and in Di | emmas
of Puralist Denocracy: “The persistence of inflation and
unenpl oynent,” Manley wites, “the forced retrench-
nent of the so-called welfare state, and the deepening of
gross inequalities . . . have noved such leading pluralists
as Dahl . . . far to the left.” Garole Patenan simlarly
characterizes Dahl’s intellectual traectory, but instead
points to his Afiter the Revolution? (1970) as the nonent
in vwhich he effected a “radical nodification” of his the-
ory, in a “significant concession” to his critics (1973,
216; see also Shwartz 1991, 314). Such “two Dahls
t heses” have becone the conventional w dsom

But Dahl is not a late-blooming radical. Neither has he
noved deci sively anay fromany of the four positions that
contributed to his reputation as a straightforward |ib-
eral -denocrati c apol ogi st .

Dahl, for one, resists the idea that he undervent a nid-
career shift tothe left. Denying that he regards “intell ec-
tual consistency over a long life as necessarily a virtue,”
he nonethel ess attests to seeing “nore consistency in ny
work, taken as a whole, than sone of ny readers evidently
do” (TD, 7-8).

Indeed, at tines | feel alnost enbarrassed when | con-
sider how many of the najor thenes and orientations in
ny later work were already present in ny conpleted
Ph.D dissertationt . . . | findit both fascinating and puz-
zling that even sone friendly critics see A Preface to
Denocratic Theory and Who Governs? as sonehow at
odds with ny other work. | do not. (lbhid)

Wiere nany have percei ved an ideol ogical shift, the Dahl
o the 1970sbuilding on the sane positions, and thus
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continuing to reflect promnent values of his political
culture—was sinply elaborating a vision of political rad-
icalismtoward which he had | ong been predi sposed. But at
about that tine (the 1970s), Dahl’'s authorial voice be-
cane nmarkedly nore straightforward in advancing his
nornative ains in programmatic terns.

It is undeniable that such books as A Preface to Denwoc-
ratic Theory (1956) and Who Governs? (1961)-al ong
wth the essays he wote through nuch of the 1960s—are
colored by a substantive nornative perspective. Sill,
those witings were offered prinarily as works of analy-
sis and description. By contrast, After the Revol ution?
(1971), along wth D lemas of Pluralist Denocracy
(1982), A Preface to Econonic Denocracy (1985),
much of Denocracy and Its Qitics (1989), and the bul k
of his essays of the sane period, unnistakably articul ate
full-throated nornative prescriptions. It is nost accu-
rate to see this not as an idedogica shift a al, but as a
natural progression on Dahl's part fromusing a radical
orientation as a basis for description toward using a radi -
cal vision as the basis for prescription. Specifically, one
is left wth the inpression that a clear, confident asser-
tion of Dahl’s radical values anaited the maturity of his
analysis of nodern conditions, particularly the refine-
nent of his understanding of nodern “pol yarchy.” Uti -
nately, the formthat Dahl’s radicalismtakes is dictated
by his sense of the possibilities and limtations inherent
in large-scal e nodern denocraci es. A deepeni ng of denoc-
racy coul d be achieved either by exploiting nore fully the
potentialities of polyarchy, or by supplenenting pol -
yarchal denocracy wth sites for collective deci sion nak-
ing that are not subject toits inherent limtations.

The Gontent of Dahl’s Radicali sm

By including many inportant early essays, Towards
Denocracy reveal s that the ideal of economc denocracy—
far fromoriginating in a post-pluralist “turn” in the
1970sa 1980s—was a consistent, if sonewhat inchoate,



presence in Dahl’s thought fromthe start. The three early
publications that are drawn fromDahl’'s 1940 Yde dis-
sertation—On the Theory of Denocratic Socialism”
“Marxi sm and Free Parties,” and “VWrkers’ Gontrol of
Industry and the British Labor Party”—present the nain
features of a political radicalismthat would fully bl ossom
only after he had sized up the denwocratic possibilities and
limtations of polyarchy.

The first of these essays (TD, ch 29) offers an extended
criticismof central-state socialismand an argunent for
the superiority—prinarily due to its greater conpatibil -
ity wth denocracy—ef a decentralized, narket socialism
Better than either “authoritarian socialismi or capital -
ism Dahl concludes, narket socialism “can satisfy a
nunber of aspirations: the desire for worker-control in
nanagenent, the col | ective supervision of the econony by
the denocratic state, an expandi ng econony, full enploy-
nment”—and what is nore, it can do these things while
permtting “the extensive decentralization of power and
control that is a necessity of democratic practices” (TD,
583).

The second essay, originally published on the centenary
d The Communi st Manifesto, faults Mrx and Engels for
produci ng an antidenocratic formof socialism According
to Dahl, Mrxismfails as an adequate theory of denocratic
soci alismby presuming to have solved the riddl e of polit -
ical conflict. By assuming “that group conflict stens from
a class structure, which by definition is elimnated when
social ownership is conpletely substituted for private
owner ship,” Mrxi smnegl ects to provide any phil osoph-
ical support for—among other things—ajority rule, tol -
erance of pluralism or political parties (TD, 273).13

The third essay drawn from Dahl’s dissertation identi -
fies the British Labour party’s fateful rejection of
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wor ker sel f-nanagenent in favor of Fabian elitismin the
lae 1930s and early 1940s as another significant anti -
denocratic nonent in socialist history (TD, ch 30). The
intraparty debate preceding this nove illustrates a | arger
fact about socialist thought: it has “l ong contai ned two po-
tentially contradictory doctrines concerning the control
or nmanagenent of productive enterprises under a socialist
regine.” Qhe doctrine was “the idea of worker’s control,
the concept that under socialismworkers wll no |onger
be nerely passive victins of the productive process, but
direct participants in the control of productive enter -
prises.” The other was “the idea of central control on be-
hal f of the entire coomunity” (TD, 585, enph. original).
As between these two socialist ideals, it is clear where
Dahl’s loyal ties | ay.

Each of these early works show Dahl engaged in a
searching criticismof socialismnotivated by a concern
that it be achieved in a decentralized way consistent wth
denocracy. 14 If his very first essays are explorations of
problens within socialism subsequent witings adopt a
nore detached, often functionalistl5 tone (e.g, TD, chs.
31, 40, 42). Sill these early essays, too, show a Dahl
who—eontrary to critics charges—was sensitive to the
dilerma of unequal political resources and to the presence
of privileged groups within the pluralist system In an
essay from 1955, for instance, he identifies the busi ness
corporation as the prine exanple of the kind of hierar-
chical structure—resistant to denocratic control —+hat
nar ks American soci ety.

Here, as elsewhere in witings of this period (e.g., TD,
ch 55), Dahl relies on the anal yses of radical economsts
Adolf Berle and Gardiner Means. Beginning in the 19305
they had warned against the dangers of accel erating eco-
nom c concentration in Anerica, acconpanied by the
energence of a corporate-nanagerial class that was in-
creasingly exhibiting its autonony from both owner-
sharehol ders and the broader public. Thus, in an essay
publ i shed the year before his ostensibly conpl acent plu-
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ralist classic, A Preface to Denocratic Theory, Dahl
wites:

The fact is, | think, that at the nonent we do not quite
know our way out of this dilenma. It is perfectly clear
that business corporations wll exercise decisive influ-
ence on the second half of the twentieth century, at |east
wthin the Lhited Sates, and therefore indirectly on the
whole world. It is not at al clear howthis influence will
be controlled by the Anerican society and used nmore or
less within the limts set by the donminant val ues of the
greater nunber of adults in the society. (TD, 819)

Aong the sane lines, Dahl in 1959 (TD, ch 55) urges
political scientists toinitiate a serious scrutiny of busi -
ness corporations (both their internal structure of gov-
ernance and their influence on the external political sys-
tem), while another essay of the same year shows him
still concerned with the problens of achieving “collective
deci sions about econonic matters” in the context of com
pl ex, nodern societies (TD, 616).

Dahl ' s Soci al i sm

The advocacy of worker-managed market socialismin
Dahl's earliest essays (those drawn from his disserta-
tion), along with his subsequent critique of the busi ness
corporation as an obstacle to Anerican denwocracy, crys-
tallize into a full-blown radical vision by the late 1960s
and early 1970s. In After the Revol ution? Dahl —adopti ng
a fatherly second-person voi ce—addresses the New Left
and the “somewhat worrisome” fact “that during the
course of the last few years, revolution has swftly be-
cone an in-word in the United States” (1970, 3).16
Careless talk of an Anerican participatory democracy is
hopel essly and unhel pfully romantic, given the inherent
limtations of polyarchal denocracy. As if to establish his
radical credentials with youthful readers, however, he
offers an alternative vision, which includes calls for
greater wealth and inconme redistribution; the establish-
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ment of a worker-managed corporate econony; and the
enpover nent of |ocal governnents, especially at the
nei ghborhood and nediumsized city levels, to serve as
venues where a nore fully participatory form of denoc-
racy might realistically be practiced (1970, ch 3).

Dahl had already articulated the last of these three el e-
mentsl? inhis 1967 Awerican Political Science Associ a-
tion presidential address, “The Gty in the Future of
Denocracy” (TD, ch 21)—a work every hit as radical, in
its own quiet vay, as After the Revolution? In the presi -
dential address he urges his colleagues to take up the idea
of recreating city denocracy, “only consistent this tine
with the inperatives of nodern technol ogy, the existence
of representative governnents ruling over huge popul a-
tions and territories, and the extension of constitutiona -
ismand the rule of lawto vast areas of the earth-dlti -
nately, perhaps, to the globe itself” (TD, 414). In these
nodern “denocratic cities,” citizens—hile not likely to
achieve the Aristotelian ideal of ruling and being ruled in
turn—right exhibit “a degree of participation so great
and so fairly spread about that no one feels neglected and
everyone feels, wth justice, that his viewoint has been
pretty fairly attended to” (ibid., 414).

It is wong to think that the AP.SA address is con-
cerned only with reinvigorating city-sized denocracy,
however. This speech represents Dahl’'s first effort to
think beyond the scale of the nation-state, and thus to
specul ate about how the operation of polyarchal denoc-
racy mght be deepened and suppl enented through the
creation of institutions that are both smaller and larger.
Dahl urges that political scientists “begin to think about
appropriate units of denocracy as an ascending series, a
set of Chinese boxes, each larger and nore inclusive than
the other, each in sone sense denocratic, though not al -
ways in quite the same sense, and each not inherently |ess
nor inherently nore legitinmate than the other” (TD,
393). If nore participatory subnational denocratic sites
are needed, so is the extension of denocracy to interna-
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tional decision-naking processes. “In any case,” accord-
ing to ahl,

it would surely be a sign of hubris to assert that the
ideals and institutions of denocracy have reached or wll
reach their final destination, and their fulfillnent, in the
nationstate. (Ibid., 387)

Hence, every day it becones “nore reasonable to see the
nation-state as a transitory historic form to foresee that
the nation-state wll sone day cease to exist as an au-
tononous unit, just as the city-state did’ (ibid.) when
denocracy underwent its second transfornation.

A conpr ehensi ve radi cal vision-shaped by dissatisfac-
tion with nation-state denocracy—energes out of both
After the Revolution? and Dahl’s AP SA address. It is
radi cal because of the deep structural and cultural
changes it would require in pursuit of a nore perfect
denocracy—ncluding a rejection of the traditional Aner-
ican liberal distinction between public and private
spheres. A the sane tine, Dahl’s ultinate justification
for denocracy renai ns recogni zably liberal in character;
denocracy is called for because of our cormitnent to the
principle of equality of interests, conjoined wth an ac-
ceptance of the antipaternalist proviso that “in the ab-
sence of a conpelling showng to the contrary an adult is
assuned to understand his or her interest better than an-
other” (TD, 426-27; d. TD, 84).18 The presunption
agai nst paternalistically second-guessing an adult’s per -
ception of her interests helps Dahl fend off the nerito-
cratic or guardianship alternative to denocracy, which he
considers “the greatest challenge to denocracy, both his-
torically and in the present world’ (ibid., 69). This pre-
sunption also, | believe, contributes to a genera reluc-
tance on Dahl’s part to question existing preferences,
even when those preferences work against the enactnent
of his vision and denocracy’ s perfection.

Dahl's radicalismnay be rooted in values i manent in
his political culture, but he has chosen to enphasi ze sone
of his culture’s values rather than others. This is what
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provides himwth the critical distance fromthe status
quo that nakes his vision truly radical. Dahl ultinmately
pl aces greater stress on the ideal of collective decision
naki ng, and less on other val ues—particularly those im
plicated in wealth creation, higher living standards, and
nmaterial consunption. Hs guiding ideal, the notion of
“procedural denocracy,” is, he acknow edges, founded on
a viewthat gives “priority to political ends over eco-
nomc ends, to liberty equality and justice over effi -
ciency, prosperity and growth” (TD, 740).

In the nodern world, Dahl believes, polyarchy is nec-
essary but not sufficient for a genuinely denocratic soci -
ety-ene that nore perfectly instantiates this equality of
interest-bearing individuals. Increasingly, problens wll
present thenselves at the supranational |evel, while
other issues woul d best be addressed in snal |l er-scal e de-
nocratic units that offer citizens greater opportunities
for effective and roughly equal participation. Suprana-
tional governance is called for because technol ogical de-
vel opnent increasingly generates problens (e.g., pollu-
tion and arns control) that are beyond the reach or
concern of any one nation-state. But again, a thoroughgo-
ing comitnent to the equality of interest-bearing indi -
vidual s, according to Dahl, neans that policies addressing
such problens should be arrived at democratically; the
same logic that justifies denocratic processes in the na-
tion-state applies to the processes of international orga-
ni zati ons.

Besides justifying this institutional set of denocratic
“Chi nese boxes,” the logic of denocracy al so applies to
the econonic structures within any given nation-state.
The largest economc structures, at |east, should be
opened to direct, collective direction, thereby reducing
the material and political inequalities that nark the social
context of polyarchy, and extending the activity of self-
governnent to the workaday world, closer to nost citi-
zers.

The call for econonmc or workplace denocracy is the
central elenment in Dahl’s prescription. Wrkpl ace
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denocracy, |ike the enpowernent of subnational denoc-
ratic fora, would serve to enrich pol yarchy by providing
new participatory opportunities to the average citizen.
Even nore than participation in local government, it
woul d “extend denocracy to a crucial sphere of |ife where
a great nmany persons are subject to hierarchic control s”
and would “help to distribute the gains from property
ownership nore widely” (TD, 550). Indoing soit wuld
“cone closer than any other feasible system. . . to the
Jeffersonian i deal of a denocracy in which a wde distrib-
ution of property and econonic i ndependence would help to
create a body of substantially equal citizens” (ibid.). The
cause of equality would al so be advanced, since it is to be
expected that worker-managers would radically flatten
the huge wage differentials that nark corporate capital -
ism(Dahl 1985, 106).

Not only can the workpl ace-denocracy el ement of his
vision be traced back to the very beginning of Dahl’'s ca-
reer, but it is in its support that he devel ops his nost
sustai ned argunents in later years, culnmnating in a
book-length treatnent in A Preface to Econonic Denoc-
racy. He provides no simlarly extended treatnent of ei-
ther sub-national or international denocracy, even if he
does take up these thenes again and again in his essays.
H s advocacy of workplace denocracy is al so the nost
recogni zably radical feature of his vision, accounting for
his reputation as a late-bloonming, radicalized pluralist
denocrat, or “neo-pluralist” (Held 1987, ch 6). Wth
his (renewed) call for econonic denocracy, Dahl’s voice
joined a chorus of left denocratic theorists who were
alive to such schengs inthe 1970s and early 1980s1°

Dahl’s plan for workplace denocracy, like his vision
nore generally, is both radical and i manent. By assert -
ing his vision, Dahl is, in effect, asking the (polyarchal)
citizenry of the Lhited Sates to use its currently unex-
ploited political resources to assune a nmuch greater—and
nore direct—+ole in collective self-rule. He is asking
Arericans to becone nore political, and to claimfor
thensel ves nore of the political responsibilities that are
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routinely delegated to elites under a strictly polyarchal
system Athough he does not dwell onit, the reaization of
wor ker denocracy would entail a breathtaking restruc-
turing of Anerican governnent and society, regardl ess of
whi ch of the various incarnations of his argunent is con-
si dered—hi s advocacy of Gskar Lange's “factor market”
socialismin his first publication, the brief argunent
presented in After the Revol ution?, or the nore el aborate
account in A Preface to Econonic Denocracy.

Mbst basical ly, the reigning conception of property
rights would be drastically revised; private ownership
rights would be abridged so as to fully accommodate the
needs of the larger public. Dahl’s view of property rights
as inferior to the political rights of collective self-gov-
ernment (TD, 744-46) is consistent wth the view ex-
pressed in the famous footnote 4 of the US. Suprene
Qourt’'s Carolene Products . v. Lhited Sates decision
(1938), but his view goes beyond any subordination of
the status of property rights that the Gourt, or the
broader Anerican political culture, has yet accepted.

The Suprene Gourt was nerely arguing that the judi -
ciary has less warrant to protect property rights than to
protect the integrity of electoral-denocratic processes,
and that the definition and protection of property rights
should instead be left up to legislatures created by those
denocratic processes. Dahl (TD, 746), on the other hand,
argues for the Anerican polyarchy to positively assert its
right of self-governnent at the expense of traditionally
concei ved private-property rights. By recognizing the
“absurdities in extending Locke on private property to
ownership or control of the nodern busi ness cor pora-
tion” (ibid.), the Anerican public shoul d accept the view
thet

any large economic enterprise is in principle a public
enterprise. It exists not by private right but only to
neet social goals. Questions about these socia goal s,
and the conparative advantages and di sadvantages of
different forns, are properly in the public domain,
matters for public discussion, choice and decision, to be
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determned collectively by processes that satisfy the
criteria of procedural denocracy. (lhd, 746-747)

In other words, a regine of strict property rights nay be
appropriate for snall-scale capitalism but not for nod-
ern, corporate capitalism Large organizations, especially
corporations in which owership rights have effectively
been detached from actual nanageria control, should no
longer be treated as private at all.

Aleitnotif in Dahl’s work is his insistence on the im
portance of size or scale. Mydern nation-state denoc-
racy—pol yarchy—+s denocracy practiced on a new,
grander scale. It requires different principles, because it
offers different possibilities and |abors under different
linmtations than smal |l er-scal e democracy. Sze is deci -
sive in the matter of property rights as well. Qhce again,
this view has a distant analog in Amwrican constitutional
jurisprudence—particularly in Minn v. Illinois’s
(1877) notion that state regulation is justified when a
busi ness activity is promnent enough that it becones
“affected with a public interest.” But Dahl, in providing
the legal /noral basis for his vision of workpl ace denoc-
racy, would use that basis to justify nore than regul ati on
when it comes to large business. In his hands, it woul d
justify a najor alteration in the assignnent of property
rights and effective control.

Though workpl ace denocracy is central, all three ele-
nents of Dahl’s vision are connected by his desire to nove
both the theory and the practice of nodern denocracy
radical ly beyond its polyarchal form Uhlike nationalist,
conservative, or comunitarian argunents for federal -
ism an enbrace of participatory ideals and a search for
their proper outlet fuels Dahl’s call for subnational
denocracy. Hs argunments for supranational denocracy
are likewse notivated not by a neoliberal desire to facil -
itate world narkets, but by a concern to naintain justice
and collective palitical control in the face of a seemngly
inexorabl e process of international, and even global, in-
tegration. Gven these close connections, it is instructive
to look briefly at some significant problens that beset
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these affiliated elenents of his vision before considering
the fate of his call for workpl ace denocracy.

The Failure of Dahl’'s Radical M sion

Snce Dahl’'s theory of polyarchy itself was founded on a
cl ear-eyed recognition of the ways in which size con-
strains denocracy, it is not surprising that his initial
hopes for a “third transformati on” of denocracy (from
the nation-state to the international |evel) soon cool ed.
Qntrary to the spirit of his AP SA address, in 1982 the
focus of Dahl’s theorizing returned squarely to the na-
tion-state. In Dlemas of P uralist Denmocracy (1982,
16), he observed that “no unit larger than a country is
likely to be as denocratically governed as a nodern pol -
yarchy.” The followng year, however, he signal ed that
this situation nay nerely be a contingent one, since as a
matter of “purely theoretical reasoning from denocratic
principles, it appears to be inpossible to establish that
the city-state, the country, a transnational system or
any other unit is inherently nore denocratic or other-
w se nore desirable than others” (TD, 427.).

A dozen years later, Dahl allowed that “a sort of
transnational polyarchy might gradually cone into exis-
tence” in the European Lhion, even if el sewhere the req-
uisite “political structures and consciousness are |ikely
to remain weak in the foreseeable future” (TD, 438).
Later still, he deened it “highly unlikely” that interna-
tional political parties, a sense of broader civic nenier -
ship, and other “crucial requirenents for the denocrati -
zation of international organizations” (1998, 117) wll
devel op, so that while “denocratic processes may occa-
sionally set the outside limts wthin which the elites
strike their bargains, to call the politica practices of in-
ternati onal systens ‘denocratic’ would be to rob the term
of al its neaning” (ibid).

In these passages, spanning the early 1980s through
the laae 1990s, Dahl hesitantly retreats froma positive
vision for denocracy at the supranational level, as his
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princi pl es-hermed in by his acceptance of the “law of
tinme and nunbers” (1998, 109)-eontinue to informhis
negative attitude toward these unfortunately necessary
international institutions. A one tine Dahl’'s critics nay
have felt that he risked overlegitinating the Vést's lib-
eral regines by using his concept of polyarchy to distin-
guish them fromtheir rivals. Such a nove seenmngly
amounted to a kind of conpl acency about regines that the
critics felt were far fromauthentically denocratic. Dahl,
inhis very latest witings, has cone to express a strictly
anal ogous concern about international organizations,
whi ch—he now states quite definitivel y—=we shoul d
openly recognize . . . wll not be democratic” (1999,
23). Gven this view associating the practices and insti -
tutions of international organizations too closely wth the
ideals of democracy is not only nistaken but dangerous.
There is “no reason to clothe international organi zati ons
in the mantl e of denocracy sinply in order to provide
themwth greater legitinacy” (ibid., 32), since doing so
woul d diminish the odds that national |eaders and citizens
Wil maintain a proper wariness toward them

If the processes that Dahl initially envisioned as usher -
ing ina “third transfornmati on” of denocracy instead ap-
pear increasingly likely to “lead not to an extension of the
denocratic idea beyond the nation-state but to the victory
in that domain of de facto guardianship” (1989, 320),
the strengthening of subnational denmocracy forns part of
the sol ution. The failure of denocracy at the supranati onal
level “need not lead inevitably to a w dening sense of
pover | essness provided citizens can exercise significant
control over decisions on the snmaller scale of matters”
surrounding local policy (e.g., streets, parks, schools,
and city planning). The existing Anerican system of fed-
eralismcannot work in these terns, however, because its
prinary subnational units “are too big to allow for nuch
inthe way of civic participation” and are “infinitely less
inportant to citizens of that state than any denocratic na-
tion-state toits citizens” (TD, 411). The city is the ap-
propriate arena for participatory democracy—hot the
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province or the nation-state. So denocratic theorists need
to reconsider and reformulate federalismas a legitinate
and increasingly rel evant mechanism for furthering
denocracy (TD, ch 22).

The Failure of the People to Be Foliticized

It isironic that Dahl would turn so hopefully to the nod-
ern city only six years after publishing an enpirical
anal ysis of a contenporary nediumsized city in Who
Governs? There, he had found that New Haven—with a
1950 population of 164,443 (1961, 329)—exhibited a
pluralist, elite-led politics that, inits relatively |ow
level s of citizen engagenent and participation, was a m -
crocosm of pol yarchal denocracy. The typical citizen of
New Haven, Dahl had noted, was a largely apolitica Homo
civicus; only an exceptional few could be counted anong
the active or attentive Hono politicus (ibid, ch 19).
Wth this characterization of the citizenry, Dahl noves
beyond his standard argunent that time inexorably linits
participation in |arge-scal e denocracy and enbraces the
Schunpet eri an view that nmost people sinply do not pre-
fer political participation, evenif tine for their deliber-
ative contributions were available. “It would clear the air
of a good deal of cant,” according to Dahl (ibid., 279),

if instead of assuming that politics is a nornal and nat -
ural concern of hunan beings, one were to make the con-
trary assunption that whatever |ip service citizens nay
pay to conventional attitudes, politics is a renote, alien,
and unrewarding activity. Instead of seeking to explain
why citizens are not interested, concerned, and active,
the task is to explain why a fewcitizens are.

To be sure, New Haven's political system like that of
the Lhited Sates generally, was not doninated by any
“powver elite”; the conpetition of interest-group plural -
ismhel ped assure this, as did the fact that “even Homo
civicus (under the prodding of rival political |eaders) can
be counted on to rise briefly out of his preoccupation wth
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apolitical goals and enpl oy sone of his resources to smte
down the political nman who begins to deviate noticeably”
fromthe legal -denocratic norns of the political culture
(1961, 226). Sill, such a systemof “mnorities rule”
(1956, 132) is hardly ideal (denocratically) and is a
far cry fromthe vision of the “denocratic city” Dahl in-
vokes in his AP.SA address. The fact that New Haven falls
so neatly within the popul ation range of “somewhere be-
tween 50,000 and 200,000” that he estinates as optinal
for the realization of the great denocratic city (TD, 406)
only underlines the distance standing between parti ci pa-
tory reality and his aspirations. It also suggests that—
above and beyond the effects of what mght be called the
“natural” limtations of size and tine—+t is the typical
citizen's “preoccupation wth apolitical goals” that pre-
vents the deepening of polyarchy into a richer form of
denocracy. This failure+esulting fromcitizens value
choi ces rather than any inherent structural lintations—
resenpl es the failure of international -1evel denocracy in
that both outcones are contingent states of affairs; nei-
ther are dictated by anything in the logic of Dahl’s theory.

Dahl does not so rmuch as nention New Haven when ex-
tolling the denocratic possibilities of the nedi umsized
city in his APSA address—er in any of his subsequent
presentations of this thene. Athough the inconpatibility
of New Haven's reality wth his vision calls out for ex-
planation, Dahl has surprisingly little to say about it.
Wiat he does say seens strangely anbival ent, since he is
typicaly reluctant to criticize citizens' apolitical pref -
erences, even inplying a certain synpathy with them |If
his vision of extending denocratic practice to the work-
place and to participatory subnational venues is to be
nore than nerely utopi an specul ati on, however, it would
seem i ncunbent upon himto uncover the causes of this
pervasi ve apoliticismand explain how and on what basis,
libera citizens can be expected to abandon it so as to cre-
ate and enbrace the kinds of richly denocratic institu-
tions he proposes.

Lest it be thought that the characterization Dahl pro-
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vides in Who Coverns? is either an aberration or a re-
flection of the younger Dahl’s greater skepticismor con-
servatism it should be noted that a 1992 essay presents
the very sane image of “occasional, intermttent, or
part-tine citizens,” for whom“politics is not the center
of their daily lives” and of whom “one might wonder why
it should be” (TD, 215). In fact, though, Dahl’'s own vi -
sion woul d require that citizens nake politics, if not ex-
actly the center of their daily lives, certainly a nmuch
nore significant part of themthan they now prefer. If he
cannot see why politics should be so inportant to the typ-
ical citizener at least howit could be nade to seemim
portant—then he wll not be able to discern a political
path to his radicalized denocracy, and in any case it be-
cones uncl ear why that shoul d be our goal .

The Denocrat’'s D | emma

The theoretical bind Dahl seens to be inis this: his radi -
calismconsists of a desire for denocracy and its associ -
ated values to be a substantially hei ghtened presence in
the lives of nodern citizens. (pportunities for denocratic
activity should be nanifold and ready at hand for al. Yet
the very argunent that Dahl relies upon to justify denoc-
racy, particularly as against guardi anship, pivots on an
antipaternalist deference to existing preferences, ex-
pressed in his clamthat “in the absence of a conpelling
show ng to the contrary an adult is assuned to understand
his or her interest better than another” (TD, 426-27).
Anericans, at least, currently show no great |ikelihood of
preferring—n any great nunber—-nstitutions, such as
wor kpl ace denocracy, that woul d radical |y deepen and en-
rich polyarchy, particularly if it would entail the sacri -
fice of sone significant level of the nateria wealth, eco-
nomc growth, and mlitary security that people do val ue.
A notivational deficit, then, |loons over Dahl’'s hopes for
the perfection of collective self-governnent. Unless
pronpted by sone economic or mlitary crisis, or by an
acute sense of injustice, most Americans—and probably
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nost citizens of liberal consurmer societies el sewhere—
are not likely to want to exert their energies in conpl et -
ing the journey to which TD s subtitle refers—ror, ac-
cording to Dahl’s antipaternal i st premses, shoul d they.

Wi le by no neans giving an adequate exploration of it,
Dahl at |east acknow edges the probl em presented by ex-
isting preferences in After the Revolution?, where he
agai n underscores citizens' linmted political interest
(1970, 42-48). Dahl renminds his readers that in choos-
ing political participation, the citizen necessarily forgoes
other values. An individual's participation in politics is
thus costly; their “tine nmight be used in doing songthing
el se—eften, in fact, sonething a great deal nore interest -
ing and inportant” (1970, 44). Those interested in
deepeni ng denocracy tend to forget this sinple truth be-
cause, “like other performers (including teachers, mn-
isters, and actors), politicians and political activists are
prone to overestinate the interest of the audience in their
perfornance” (ibid). It follows that any serious call for
partici patory denocracy nust take into account the likely
preference ordering of citizens. Mre often than denocra-
ticideaists would like to admt, citizens will find the op-
portunity costs of direct participation sinply too high and
wll prefer apolitical pursuits instead.

The Myth of Hono Politicus

Sone brief renarks in After the Revol uti on? are about as
close as Dahl ever comes to an examnation of the political
situation presented by the relative scarcity of Homo
paiticus. The Anerican working class cannot be expected
to lead the call for a denmocratic restructuring, because
“along wth the officia domof the trade union novenent,”
the worker is “deeply ingrained with the old private
property view of econonmic enterprise” (1970, 134).
Furthernore, “affluent American workers, like affluent
workers in nany advanced countries and the niddle class
everywhere, tend to be consunption-oriented, acquisi-
tive, privatistic, and famly-centered,” leaving “little
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pl ace for a passionate aspiration toward effective citizen-
ship in the enterprise (or perhaps even in the state!)”
(ibd, 134-35). 20

Wth this in mind, Dahl (ibid., 110) colorfully con-
cludes that the “greatest obstacle to denocratization” in
the Lhited Sates

is not that bugbear with which the Left, old and new is
invariably so obsessed, an elite of wealthy nen, or even
that mlitary-industrial conplex so much referred to
these days, but rather the mlitary-industrial-
financi al - | abor - f ar m ng- educat i onal - pr of essi onal - con-
suner-over and under thirty-1ower/mddl e/ upper class
conpl ex, that, for want of a nore appropriate nane,
mght be called the Amrerican peopl e.

Dahl makes this clai mwhile acknow edgi ng that genui ne
and persistent inequalities can, and do, discourage “the
Ameri can people” from assumng a greater role and
pushi ng their denocracy beyond pol yarchy. He does not
deny that forces counter to further denocratization exist.
Sill, “in advanced industrial or postindustria societies,
particularly if they are governed by pol yarchies,” polit-
ical resources are available to citizens of all means
(ibid., 109). These resources are great conpared wth
those available at other historical nonents, when peopl e
achi eved spectacul ar denocratic transfornati ons. The re-
sources available to the ngority are certainly adequate to
construct participatory denocracy in the workpl ace and
in cities; so responsibility for denocracy’s inconplete-
ness nust lie wth the people. There are no insurnount -
able objective barriers. The truly significant barriers
are subj ecti ve ones.

Dahl returns to this point in the opening lines of his
inportant essay, “Qn Renoving Certain |npedinments to
Denmocracy in the Lhited Sates” (1977). It is, he says,
“our consci ousness, both individual and collective” (TD,
729), that is deficient and that should be blaned for the
denocratic shortcomings of the Lhited Sates. “Wth a
peopl e, as wth a person,” he avers, “it is asign of ws-



Berkowitz - Denocratic Despotism 139

domand maturity to understand and accept limts that are
inposed by nature’s laws and the scarcity of resources .

Bt to accept as real, limts that are inposed only by
our minds, is not wsdombut self-inflicted blindness”
(ibid., enph. added).

Certainly nmany denocratic theorists would part com
pany with Dahl’'s view that the najor inpedinents to
further denocratization lie only in the nminds of pol -
yarchy's citizens. 21 This difference of opinion can proba-
bly be related, in part, to the decades-ol d debate over the
status of polyarchy and to Dahl’s | ong-standing i nsistence
that it represents a legitinate—f inconpl ete-denocratic
achi evenent .

To hold that polyarchy is self-limting, that substantial
structural inpedi nents or elite resistance can effectively
bar the further denocratic progress of the citizens of
pol yarchies, would be to signal not only the utopi ani smof
Dahl’s hopes for a third transfornmation, but al so perhaps
the fundanental hol | owness of the second transfornation' s
realization (in the formof pol yarchy).

At sone nonents, Dahl hinself seens to inply such a
view such as when he refers to an “extraordinary ideo-
logical sleight of hand” by which Anmerica s nineteenth-
century regine of strong private property rights, “which
inthe agrarian order nade good sense noral ly and politi -
cally, was shifted over intact to corporate enterprise”
(TD, 737). If this “transfer of the Lockean view to the
corporation” (ibid, 738) realy was effected by sleight
of hand, then it does seemthat sonething other than the
peopl € s own minds is at work in limting denocracy’ s
reach.

But el sewhere in the sane essay Dahl provides a nore
benign inage of a late nineteenth-century Anerica in
whi ch a nunber of alternatives to the new order—agrari -
ani sm anarchism socialism individually owed con-
suners’ and producers’ cooperatives, selective govern-
nent ownership, economc regulation, limts on corporate
size, monetary schenmes, enforced conpetition, and many
others—were put forward, fairly debated, and finally
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pretty nmuch defeated (TD, 731). A the end of this
process, in the twentieth century, the Lhited Sates was
left wth a political culture distinguished by its “ideol og-
ical narrowness” (1970, 119) and a citizenry operating
“Wth a patch over one eye and nyopia in the other,” un-
able to “see the whole range of possibilities” (ibid.,
118) for a nodern econony, including options such as
wor ker control .

But if ideological sleight-of-hand didn't prevent the
vigorous consideration of the alternatives that were put
forvard in the last decades of the nineteenth century, then
Dahl has no account of why they were rejected and the new
corporate order was enbraced. BEven nore problematic is
the fact that Dahl discusses Anerica's inability to nove
beyond pol yarchal denocracy solely in ideational terns,
as the product of a clash of phil osophies from which an
eventual |y hegenonic “historical coomitnent” (ibid.,
730) energed. This is surely an excessively rationalistic
picture. It leaves out serious consideration of the “con-
S u m p t i o] n -
oriented, acquisitive, privatistic and fanily-centered”
passions that were at least noted in After The Revol ution?
Al of Dahl’s discussions of the failure of citizens to em
brace econom c denocracy after 1970 approach the
problemas an ideational one, distinct fromthe issue of
desire.

By and large, Dahl seens to assune that if Anerican
citizens were only nmade aware of the possibility of
wor ker sel f-managenment, they would enbrace it. But at
least as inportant as the presentation of ideal s—and of
i deol ogi es—are the passions, enotions, custons, and
habits through which an individual adopts one nanner of
life, wthits attendant val ue-orientation, rather than an-
other. Political theorists may construct argunents
denonstrating the seenming coherence or consistency of a
life that includes political participation in the workpl ace
and the local community, but unless citizens pal pably de-
tect sonething satisfying about such participation, they
are likely to remain unmoved, and the theory is likely to
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renmain utopian (as well as incoherent, if it rests ulti-
nately on the people’s right to choose whatever they de-
sire).

The rel ationship between ideol ogy and notivating pas-
sions is a conplex one, to be sure. Gertainly citizens' de-
sires are shaped or forned by the reigning ideol ogy of
their native political culture. Ohthe other hand, their de-
sires just as surely deternine the attractiveness any
given ideology wll hold for them and the likelihood of its
acceptance by an individual or collectivity. A the very
least, Dahl’'s theory should explore how existing social
and political structures nmight predispose individuals ei-
ther to value or to discount political participation. Wile
Dahl has doggedly asserted—agai nst ronmanti ¢ denocrat s—
the limtations that tine and nunbers (of citizens) exert
on potential participation, and has even renarked on the
common predi sposition of polyarchal citizens to apoliti -
cism he has never really addressed the effects of struc-
tural differentiation—especially as generated by the com
pl ex division of labor that characterizes nodern
soci ety-en a citizen's tendency to participate, or even to
obtain political know edge and understanding. 22 Certainly,
he has not pursued this issue as it pertains to his radica
aspirations. Thus, Philip Geen (1979, 354) isrigt to
charge that Dahl “has not perceived the necessity for a
structural account of why sone peopl e voluntarily becone
Hono politicus and others do not.”

That is not to say that the Mrxist-inspired approach
that Geen (1985) adopts for his ow structural account
is correct. Geen blanes the capitalist class structure for
inducing differential political notivation in polyarchies,
but it seens likely that the problemis a deeper one, not
just a natter of capitalismversus socialism Ay econony
attenpting to take advantage of efficiencies of specializa-
tion and social differentiation would likely generate dif -
ferentials of political power and notivation, to sone de-
gree. N klas Luhnmann (1982) even suggests that the
public/private ownership distinctions that economc
denocracy would try to transcend are in fact required for
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the nai ntenance of sone degree of freedomin the context
of nodern social differentiation. Uhfortunately, Dahl en-
gages none of these probl ens.

Arelated lacuna in Dahl’s theory lies in its failure to
confront what Benjamn Constant ([1819] 1988) recog-
nized as a distinctive “liberty of the noderns”—the “en-
joynent of security in private pleasures” (ibid., 317).
The appeal of this enjoynent nmay not conflict wth the
achi evenent of polyarchy, if, as Gonstant indicates, nod-
erns achieve their liberty in “the guarantees accorded by
institutions to these pleasures” (ibid.). However, nodern
liberty and the perfection of denocratic practices nay be
percei ved as mutual |y exclusive rival goods once citizens
have becone coniortable wth their achi evenent of guar -
antees, or protections, under polyarchy. Uhfortunately,
as Dahl refines his call for a radicalization of denocratic
practices in A Preface to Econom c Denocracy, he re-
frames his argunent in a way that only further obscures
the problemthat apolitical preferences pose. The argu-
nent in After the Revol ution? for workpl ace denocracy
(along with the other elenents of Dahl’s radical vision)
proceeds al ong broadly consequentialist lines. Vérkers’
control and a socialist narket are justified because the
soci ety that incorporates them has, arguably, nade the
best tradeoffs—e.g., between the desire for efficiency,
sel f-governnent, and the clains of conpetence (1970,
104). Afewyears later, when Dahl revisits his plan for
wor kpl ace denocracy in A Preface to BEconom ¢ Denocracy
(see also TD, ch 33), he offers “a stronger justification,
with a nmore Kantian flavor,” according to which “if
denocracy is justified in governing the state, it nust al so
be justified in governing econonmic enterprises; and to say
that it is not justified in governing economc enterprises
istoinply that it is not justified in governing the state’
(TD, 643). But exactly how is this argunent a
“stronger” one? It is logically nore systenatic, perhaps,
and certainly nore dognatic, but its rigid structure
serves only to cloud the issue of existing preferences and
of any potential political transition to a deepened denoc-
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racy. The “Kantian” argunent is nore forceful, but also
nore hernetic and utopian. In fact, the later approach is
not so nuch a newargunent as it is a narrowng of the ol d
one. Dahl here excludes consideration of the principles he
saw as conpeting with the tenet of autononous self-rule
in Aiter the Revolution? No real tradeoffs are admtted
since a near-val ue nonismis asserted. Phil osophers nay
indulge in such argunents, but citizens typically |ead
their lives in pursuit of many val ues and goods. An indi -
vidual life, like the politics of a conmunity, involves a
constant process of conparison and nutual adjustnent
between conpeting values, and if individuals, as citizens,
are entitled to indulge their preferences, regard ess of the
consequences, then why should they follow Dahl in “pre-
ferring” autonony to everything el se?

Participatory Denocracy vs. Reality

The two volunmes of Toward Denocracy are nost val uabl e
in tracing the geneal ogy of Dahl’'s fundanental concepts
and coomitnments, and in providing sone clues as to why
his often-unnoticed radicalismtakes on an increasingly
utopi an character over tine. But the fate of Dahl’s vi -
sion—ts failure to connect wth the politics of recent
decades and, hence, its noribund and internal ly inconsis-
tent condition—+s not a unique one. The high hopes ex-
pressed by many in the 1970s and early 1980s for a
bl ossoning of denocracy beyond the boundaries of the
traditional liberal state, particularly in the workpl ace,
have | argel y been di sappoi nt ed.

The problens | have identified as internal to Dahl's
theory are clearly not the whole story. The ideal of
wor ker - managed nar ket socialism has suffered broader
setbacks attributable to political and intellectual trends
in both the forner Eastern bloc and in the Vést. In trying
to understand this broader failure, | believe there are
sone inportant |essons to be |earned from Dahl’s case.
Gonversely, recent devel opnents in the wder world of
nar ket soci al i smprovide additional considerations useful
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to anyone wshing to assess the viability and attractive-
ness of Dahl’'s theory. The lessons, so to speak, can be
drawn in both directions.

Recent trends related to worker-managed narket so-
cialismprovi de reasons for pessimismabout the econonic
and political efficacy of Dahl’s vision. Wile synpathetic
theorists continue to hold up worker nanagenent as a de-
nocratic ideal, and sone even continue to provi de new ar -
gurents for it (e.g., Howard 2000; Hlernan 1990;
Bardhan and Roener 1994), the enthusiasmof the liter-
ature of the 1970s and early 1980s, to which Dahl con-
tributed, has significantly noderated since that tine as a
nunber of anal ysts have expressed second thoughts. In his
study of the political effects of plywod cooperatives in
the Lhited Sates—especially the effects of participation
in co-ops on workers’ political attitudes—Edward G een-
berg (1986, 169) somewhat reluctantly concl udes that
his findings “nust surely disappoi nt the hopes and expec-
tations of denocratic Left advocates of workpl ace denoc-
racy.” A study of urban cooperatives in Israel (Russell
1995) reaches simlarly negative conclusions. Mre sig-
nificant, perhaps, is an examnation of the wdely touted
Mondragén cooperatives of Spain that portrays the Basque
region's enterprises as virtual Potenkin villages (Kas-
mr 1996). Like Geenberg and Russell, Sharryn Kasnir
cones to the subject froman initially synpathetic |eft-
wing orientation, but while Dahl had held up Mbndragon
along wth the plywod cooperatives as “stunning suc-
cesses” (1985, 131), a decade later Kasmir finds a
largely apathetic workforce that fails to identify wth the
cooperative, and that is subject to nanipulation by a self-
generated “nanagerial " cl ass.

Dahl (1985, ch 4) a so | ooked hopefully to the Mei dner
R an, a proposal advanced in the 1970s to provide financ-
ing to individual worker-governed firns through Saedi sh
national tax recei pts. The plan was intended, in part, to
hel p counter the often-recogni zed tendency of worker-
nanaged firns to favor wage increases and job retention
over needed capital reinvestnent and workforce expan-
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si on—the so-called “self-extinction forces” (Qunn
1984, 47) to which such firns are prone. Whfortunately,
the Snedish Social Denocrats failed to endorse the Meid-
ner plan and it never becane part of the Swnedi sh nodel
(S lverman 1998, 70).

Events in the forner Eastern bloc nay have had an even
greater inpact than any of these devel opnents on denoc-
ratic theorists’ enthusiasmfor worker nanagenent. Hin-
gari an econonist Janos Kornai —the “one |iving econonm st
who could claimto have influenced the mnds of a whol e
generation living under conmmuni sm” according to Daniel
Yergin and Joseph Sanislaw (1998, 281)—describes his
ow intellectual journey away from the narket-sociali st
third way as resulting not fromany purely economc or
abstract argunentation: instead, “what changed nany of
our nminds was a series of political traunas and disillu-
sionnents” (Kornai 1995, 29). According to Kornai, the
utimtely fatal problens of narket socialismare prob-
lens of political econony, rather than economic vision;
they becone apparent largely in the “realization” stage,
as political incentives and tendencies show thensel ves,
pl ayi ng havoc with normati ve and economic theory. Dahl’s
endorsenent of market socialismis predicated on his be-
lief that it would decentralize pover in a way that is con-
sistent wth denmocratic freedom Kornai, in contrast,
clains that his experience as an erstwhile narket-social -
ist reforner convinced himthat “a sinple concl usion can
be drawn: there is no real decentralization wthout private
owner ship” (1995, 14, enph. original).

This is true, according to Kornai, not because of any
winkle in economc theory, but because of practical po-
litical realities and pressures, such as those felt by gov-
ernment officials in the face of worker-owned firns’
unique problens (e.g., the self-extinguishing tendency).
Managers, too, operate differently than those in a pri -
vately owned context: “A General Mdtors nmanager has an
exit: he o shecanquit . . . . Thereis no red exit for a
conpany nanager under narket socialism since ulti-
nmately there is just one enployer, the state” (Kornai



1995, 14). Mst inportantly, though, are the political
pressures on government officials, who, under narket-
socialist reforns, had in principle agreed to |et narket
signals guide firng’ behavior. In fact, though, Kornai
wites, “profitability fail[ed] to becore a natter of life
and death or a central target of the firmbecause the bud-
get constraint [was] still fairly soft” (Kornai 1992,
489).23 The narket’s signals can only becone hard con-
straints “if the firmis really separate fromthe bureau-
cracy, t hat is, if it is sel f-
evidently left toitself intines of trouble. The only way of
ensuring this separation autonatically and spontaneously
is by private ownership” (ibid., 494-95).

Wi | e these experiences suggest sone of the serious
probl ens confronting the worker self-nanagenent i deal
as a guide to real-world reforns, the nost significant
problem | believe, is the one highlighted by the trajec-
tory of Dahl’'s own career. The fact is that citizens in both
East and Wést have increasingly asserted the val ues of
hi gher standards of living, nateria consunption, and de-
fense, and have seened to signal their wllingness to forgo
the perfection of denocratic ideals in exchange for these
things. This fact nust give pause to any honestly self-re-
flective democratic theorist whose support for an ever-
deepened denocracy is founded on an antipaternalist sup-
port for popul ar sel f-determnation, wherever the peopl e
nay want to go.

The fate of Dahl’s radicalismthus mght inspire denoc-
ratic theorists to focus | ess on spinning out argunents for
the superiority of denocratic self-rule, and to turn nore
attention to the enoti ons, passions, and desires that noti -
vate actual citizens.

Sdnce the 1980s, nmany denocratic theorists—particu-
larly on the Left—-have already begun to focus on the pas-
sionate wel I springs of political val ue-fornation by shift -
ing their enphasis onto issues of nationalism identity
politics, and the politics of new social novenents. The
nore pervasive desires at the root of consunerism and
nodern liberty, in contrast, have not been so careful ly



examned. A best, the tendency has been nerely to note
t he ant agoni sm between t hese desires, on the one hand, and
the val ues of genuine denocratic theory, on the other; or
to dismss such desires as unanbi guously negative. The
fate of Dahl’'s radical aspirations nmay stand as a testanent
to denocratic as to need for a nore nuanced appr oach.

NOTES

1. See Ware 1998 for a review of Toward Denocracy that fo-
cuses on what the collection reveals about Dahl’s place in the
discipline of political science. It is worth noting here, how
ever, that Dahl can best be taken as an imnmanent critic of his
academc discipline (as vell as of his society). The clearest
illustration of this cones inhis 1961 essay, “The Behavi oral
Approach to Political Science: Bpitaph for a Mnunent to a
Successful Protest”—reprinted in the final section of To-
ward Denocracy-where he critically appraises the “behav-
ioral revolution” (of which he was an inportant part) from
the standpoint of its own enpirical-scientific orientation.

2. Mchael Howard (2000, xi), pondering the appropriateness of
various labels applied to the political left today, deens radi -
cd a “sort of weasel word, because one can be radical in any
direction, and it |eaves open the question of what one stands
for when one has grasped things by the root.” | apply the
termto Dahl despite such probl ens. The nore common asso-
ciation of radicalismwth the Left is not msleading in this
case, and the fact that the designation |eaves nuch open to
question is a virtue in Dahl’s case. The inportant thing is
that Dahl’s theory contains a call for far-reaching |eftward
reform

3. Toward Denocracy (hereafter referred to as TD) reprints
57 essays by Dahl in ten topically organi zed sections. Each
section—aith the exception of the last one, “Political Science
Scope and Method’—is prefaced by brief introductory re-
nmarks newy witten by the author.

4. Athough | believe Dahl will best be renenbered as having
offered a distinctly Anerican social -denocratic voice, that
is not toignore that many of his nost inportant sources of
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inspiration are, of course, outside the Angl o- Arerican nain-
stream In this way, Dahl can be conpared w th soneone |ike
Thorstei n Vebl en, whose indi genous radi calismdrew fromhis
Nort hern European heritage. Dahl hinself was a third-gener -
ation Norwegian (on his father’s side), and has col | aborated
extensively with nany Northern European political scien-
tists. “Earlier than nost others in Awerican political sci-
ence,” Dahl has said of hinself, he “becane interested in the
smal | er European denocracies” (TD, 3). Not coincidently, an
original contribution of his On Denocracy (1998, ch 2) is
the synpathetic inclusion of Mking assenblies, along wth
nore typical nentions of ancient Geece, Rone, and the Re-
nai ssance ltalian city-state, in its history of denocratic in-
stitutional innovations.

5. On the three transformations, see also “A Denocratic
D lemma: System Effectiveness versus dtizen Participa-
tion” (TD, 429-43).

6. The final chapter of his later Denmocracy and Its Oitics
(1989) includes an argunent for workpl ace denocracy, but
this is essentially an abbreviated restatement of the argu-
nment presented in A Preface to Econom c Denocracy. |n what
may anmount to a telling abandonment of his workpl ace
denocracy ideal —er perhaps nerely an inplicit re-acknow -
edgrnent of its utopiani smBahl does not even bother to pre-
sent such an argunent in On Denocracy (1998), instead
flatly noting that “narket-capitalismis unlikely to be dis-
placed in denocratic countries” by either central state so-
cialismor workpl ace denocracy, so that “the tension be-
tween denocratic goals” and the economies in those
countries “will almost certainly continue indefinitely”
(1998, 182).

7. Dahl was certainly not alone in naking this nove. David
Gepley (2000, 167-71) discusses the devel opnent of this
type of analytical distinction by a broad range of Anerican
social scientists after the 1930s

8. Dahl uses the neol ogi sm pol yarchy to denote a nation-state
that approaches the denocratic ideal, but which nust re-
min at a distance fromit due to the inherent linitations
presented by its size.

9. “Not only a specific formof governnent or party rul e nakes
for totalitarianism” according to Marcuse (1964, 3), “but
also a specific system of production and distribution which
may well be conpatible with a ‘pluralism of parties, news-
papers, ‘countervailing powers’, etc.” Against this, Dahl
(1971, 17) wites:



10.

11.

12.
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| have the inpression that this viewis nost often es-
poused by intellectuals who are, at heart, liberal or
radi cal denocrats di sappointed by the transparent fail -
ures of pol yarchies or near-pol yarchies; and that, con-
versely, intellectuals who have actually experienced
life under severely hegenonic regines rarely argue
that differences inregine are trivial.

Dahl defends Who Governs? in each of TD's first tw selec-

tions: an autobiographical sketch and a 1991 interview with
Nel son Pol shy. He concedes that if he “were witing the book
today . . . it would be a very different book”—+ess optimstic
and nore attentive to the “linmits” set by national political -

economic structures on local policy nmaking (TD, 12). Danl,

however, also calls Wo Coverns? “extrenely well-wit-

ten” and an advance beyond “si npl em nded power theories”

of the day. Mre significantly, he nakes no apol ogies for the
observational i st epistenol ogy that has drawn so nuch criti -

cism(e.g, Bachrach and Baratz 1962; Sinner 1973; Lukes
1974)

Q as inner (1973, 299) puts it: “To describe a political

system as denocratic is to performa speech act within the
range of endorsing, commendi ng, or approving of it.”

It is not ny purpose here to determine the validity of this
characterization of Dahl's theory on every point. However,

it isworth noting that this crucial step in inner’'s argunent

seens nistaken. Qhe nmight ask of Skinner why he believes
that a coomitment to definitions of denocracy that are em

pirically operationalizable requires that a theorist look to his
own national -level political association for naterial out of

which to generate such a definition. There are enpirically
identifiable practices in many other types of association and
in many other places from which conceptions of denocracy
mght be abstracted. M/ point here is that—eontra Ski nner—
Dahl’s inmmanent orientation need not be driven by his posi -

tivism

Contrast this with the view of the many Marxists, who
woul d agree with Mchael Harrington’s portrayal of a Mrx
who “regarded denocracy as the essence of socialisni and
who, along with Engels, was “distinguished fromall the
other radical theorists of their tine precisely by their insis-

tence upon the denocratic character of socialisni (1972,

37). Bernard Gick (1962, ch 2) offers a conpelling critique
of Marx in synpathy with Dahl’s position. Marxologists
have—n subsequent decades—onceded nmany of the points
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

nade by Dahl and Qick, while also defending Marx on this
count by enphasi zing his early works.

These three early essays were previously republished, wth
seven others, as Denocracy, Liberty, and Equality (1986)
A that tine their significance in denonstrating the | ongevity
of Dahl’s comitnents was not |ost on Jeffrey |saac, who in
a subsequent Dahl Festschrift noted that both “mai nstream
political scientists and their radical critics” had “perva-
sively msunderstood” Dahl’s work, overlooking the “criti-
cal and socialist |eanings” that had been anong “the guiding
threads of his entire corpus” (1988, 132). Isaac argues
against the idea of there having been “‘two Dahls’ sequen-
tially present during his career” (Shapiro and Reeher 1988,
2), but still perceives two simultaneous (rather than succes-
sive) Dahls. Thus, he points to an “unresol ved dilemma” in
Dahl's denocratic theory, a tension between liberal and so-
ciaist ideals (Isaac 1988, 132-33). Isaac, too, is utinately
reluctant to call Dahl’s thought radical, applying the |abel
only once in a carefully qualified nanner (ibid., 142). Isaac's
judgnent is that the radicalismof Dahl’s thought nust re-
main “crucially underdetermined” as |long as he val ues so-
cialismonly instrunentally (for its contribution to denoc-
racy) without taking up “an equally serious commtnent to
socialism for its own sake (1988, 144)

Avigail Esenberg (1995) enphasizes the functionalist as-
pects (and, in ny view overenphasizes this functionalist
“period’) of Dahl's work in her analysis. Her overall per-
ception of Dahl is as a conservative, although she al so hews
to the two-Dahls thesis (ibid., 164-65)

Reveal i ngly, such rhetoric is worrisone for Dahl not because
it heralds radical change, but “because | fear it neans we
are in for a period of putting rococo decorations on existing
structures” (1970, 3)

Dahl (TD, 398-400) also tentatively considers the possibili -
ties of workplace denocracy in his AP.S A address. He
notes the significance of the Yugoslavian nodel of worker
managenent, predicting that if worker managenment in the
Tito regine proves “to be relatively efficient, surely the
vhol e question of internal denocracy will cone alive in other
countries” (ibid., 400)

Mre succinctly, Dehl calls the liberal axiomat the founda-
tion of his denocratic theory “the principle of the equality of
interest-bearing individual s” (Dahl et al. 1989, 159)

The enthusiasmof the tines is reflected in the subtitle of
Martin Carnoy and Derek Shearer’s 1980 study, which
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procl ai med worker denocracy to be The Challenge of the
1980s. Qher hopeful book-length studies of this period in-
clude Pateman 1970, Vanek 1970, Bdlas 1972, (akeshott
1978, Jones and Svenjnar 1982, Thonas and Logan 1982,
Bstrin 1983, Hlernman 1985, and Sk 1985.

Hs introduction to the second volume of TD essentially re-
peats this analysis, only with added pessinsm “Watever
and whoever has brought about revol utionary changes that
have nmarked this passing century, it has not been the work-
ing class. Nor, | think, is it likely to be so in the century
ahead. . . . | confess | seeno likely group or coalition that wll
possess the influence and the desire to bring about the struc-
tural changes” necessary for econonic denocracy (TD,
550-51).

Philip Geen (1985) notably does so while adopting Dahl’s
concept of “pseudo-denocracy.” But while Dahl (TD, ch
38) uses that termto condemrm certain plebiscitary aspects
of the Anerican presidency, Geen expands it into a general
indictment of the Anerican pol yarchy.

Dahl briefly raises the issue of differential notivation and
differences in know edge, information, and understandi ng
(see TD, chs. 16 and 40, for exanple), but does not consider
the degree to which this night be an unavoi dabl e adjunct of
nmodern soci al and econom c devel opnent, nor does he pursue
itsinplications for his call to nove beyond pol yarchy.

Kornai (1995) cites as an exanpl e bankruptcy |aws, which
were enacted everywhere that narket-socialist reforns
were tried in the Eastern bloc, but were “al nost never ap-
plied” (ibid, 490). Mrket-socialist governnents felt sim
ilarly strong pressures to soften narket signals though
subsi dization, tax policy, and credit provision. Qhe nmght
add that governnents operating in private-property
regines also feel such pressure (e.g., calls for corporate
bailouts). Kornai's point is that the absence of private-
ownership nor s
and expectations nmakes it that much harder for govern-
nents resi st these pressures.
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