
In The New Challenge of Direct Democracy (1996), the author, Ian Budge, says that direct democracy involves citizens discussing and deciding how government is to govern instead of having these decisions made by legislators, bureaucrats, or parliamentarians. His book challenges the current notion that representative democracy is the correct and most feasible form of democracy and thus threatens the established existence of these current forms of governments, as any new system does when it is initially introduced.  He states that with the new communication inventions, tools, and developments that direct democracy is now technically possible and desirable in the body politic.  In the book, the author describes direct democracy currently in use, particularly in Switzerland, and addresses such issues as structural constraints, technological limitations, the dispensing of information to the voters, the concerns of minorities within a democratic system, and the political units (such as minorities and organizations) within a democratic system.

By far the most popular practical objection to direct democracy relates to the very feasibility of mass debate and voting.  For practically the whole of the modern period, indeed, the possibility of direct democracy has been raised in theoretical discussion, usually in regard to the idealized democracy of Athens, only to have it pointed out that the size of modern states renders a face-to-face meeting of citizens impossible.  This holds whether the states in question have half a million or 200 million inhabitants.  In neither case could the citizens physically assemble to debate policy.  Without the possibility of face-to-face discussion, debate is impossible and must be delegated to Parliament. J.S.Mill, in Representative Government, (1910, pp. 217-18) typifies this form of argument.  The possibility of direct democracy at national level is raised and dismissed with this reasoning in three sentences. (Technology now makes large scale communication possible and virtual face-to-face meetings are possible with telephones, computers, the Internet and even video cameras.)


        Budge describes what direct democracy in ancient Athens, Greece was like as initiated by Solon and developed by Pericles:


The city-state of Athens between 450 and 350 B.C. is the best known example of direct democracy.  The city and surrounding territory had an estimated 80,000 inhabitants.  Only adult male Athenian citizens participated in the popular Assembly, however, excluding children, slaves, foreigners, and women.  Within these severe limits the potential membership was probably of the order of 20,000-30,000, but actual attendance much less, at most 6,000 – even though citizens were paid to attend (Bonner, 1967, pp. 47, 108).

In terms of real size therefore the Athenian Assembly was probably not much larger than some constituent assemblies of our own day.  Its powers however were total.  Not only did it legislate on all policy, it also decided on its implementation down to the least important details.  The officials who carried through its commands were chosen for limited periods and by lot, so that they lacked any authority or power base in relation to the Assembly.  Individuals like Pericles who wielded great influence did so by their continuing ability to carry the Assembly with them through their eloquence – and , importantly, through building up a political organization not unlike a modern political party (Bonner, 1967, pp. 45, 61).

Debate and decision-making carried on in this manner were very time-consuming.  A large part of the adult citizens’ time was expected to be spent in Assembly and in political discussion.  This ideal of almost total immersion in public projects has exerted a considerable attraction for theorists since, the arguments we have reviewed on the educational effects of participation and on its moral worth were first rehearsed by Greek thinkers.  (1996, Budge).
Thomas Cronin’s evaluation of the achievements of direct legislation also raises the important question of out comes rather than simply the ‘process characteristics’ of initiatives and popular referendums.  Has direct legislation had any of the negative effects which those distrustful of populism have feared – threats to minority rights, over-weaning use of majority powers, preference for left-wing over right-wing positions or vice versa, covert predominance of business interests, inconsistency and instability of policies?

Cronin’s judgement on all these is basically favorable.  In none of these aspects does direct legislation seem noticeably inferior or even wildly different from the measures passed by State legislatures in the same period (Cronin, 1989, pp. 196-219)

Linder in Swiss Democracy notes the similarity between Swiss and American uses of direct democracy and lists some of their characteristics as a result of using direct democracy:

1. Government responsiveness is enhanced

2. 90% of legislation is still carried out by the parliament and not contested.

3. Participation in direct democracy is spotty and favors the more educated and prosperous

4. Direct legislation does not produce unsound legislation or unwise or bad policy

5. Direct democracy can influence the agenda in favor of issues important to less well organized interests.

6. Better financed interests will usually win campaigns for referendums and initiatives. The influence of money is linked to the professionalization of campaign management as the better financed side can afford more expertise.

7. Direct democracy strengthens single-issue and interest groups rather than political parties with larger, general interest programs. (Linder, 1994, pp. 143-145).

An important point is made by V.O. Key about public opinions and beliefs as shaped by elite cues (endorsements) as mentioned in Citizens as Legislators.  “Studies of mass opinion change contend that the attitudes of the electorate are shaped by the political rhetoric of elites, that ‘the voice of the people is but an echo.  Mass opinion is not self-generating, in the main, it is a response to cues, the proposals, and the visions propagated by the political activists.” (Key, 1996, 2).  This brought to mind hearing a voter as he was exiting the polls during the 2004 USA election and explaining why he voted the way he did and almost exactly echoing the line stated by president Bush that judges should not be activists making laws, “they should only interpret the laws”.


In Direct Democracy: The Politics of Initiative, Referendum & Recall (1999), Thomas E. Cronin explores the workings of democracy and the variations of democracy in use today and in the past. The author analyzes the history of the democracy and its possible continued evolution.  He states that in early America most people were ambivalent about the concept of democracy.  Most thought elections existed only to select leaders to rule them and not for the public to rule itself yet Thomas Jefferson supported the right of the people to rebel against unjust rulers and Alexander Hamilton thought the proceedings of government should be based on the consent of the people. Later on, the populists and progressives thought that more democracy was needed using the methods of initiative, referendum, and recall.  

Today, there is discussion about using more direct democracy procedures and direct elections as well as electronic town meetings and teledemocracy. The public has become disenfranchised with the issues of taxes, regulation, inefficiency, the arms race, ecological problems, etc. since public policy is made in distant capitals by unknown agents.  Direct democracy in the United States dates back to Massachusetts in 1640 with its town meetings utilizing majority rule and embodying three main principles: consent of the governed, rule by law, and representation of the people.  During that period, the people were primary and governments were secondary and subservient to the people.  


Citizen initiatives will promote government responsiveness and accountability. If officials ignore the voice of the people, the people will have an available means to make needed 
law.  Initiatives are freer from special interest domination than the legislative branches of most states, and so provide a desirable safeguard that can be called into use when 
legislators are corrupt, irresponsible, or dominated by privileged special interests.  The initiative and referendum will produce open, educational debate on critical issues that 
otherwise might be inadequately discussed.  Referendum, initiative, and recall are nonviolent means of political participation that fulfill a citizen’s right to petition the 
government for redress of grievances.  Direct democracy increases voter interest and election-day turnout.  Getting the citizens involved in the decision making process would make interested in politics and would thus alleviate apathy and alienation.


Finally (although this hardly exhausts the claims), citizen initiatives are needed because legislators often evade the tough issues.  Fearing to be ahead of their time, they frequently adopt a zero-risk mentality.  Concern with staying in office often makes them timid and perhaps too wedded to the status quo.  One result is that controversial social issues frequently have to be resolved in the judicial branch.  But who elected the judges?   
(Cronin, 1999, 11)


Bowler, S., Donovan, T. and Tolbert, C. (1998) in Citizens As Legislators: Direct Democracy in the United States contains factual information and statistics concerning direct democracy on the local, state, and national levels with listings of the results of numerous initiatives and referendums throughout the history of the United States.  “This book focuses primarily on one commonly used feature arising from the Progressive Era: the citizens’ initiative.” (Bowler and Donovan 1998)  “To its advocates, then, direct democracy would provide openness and end evasive partisan legislatures, mitigating the corrupting influences thought to operate within them, and would also improve the quality of public life.  Voter interest would be stimulated as citizens participated directly in drafting and approving legislation.  The new, open process would thus instill civic virtue by simultaneously educating and involving the mass public (Haynes 1907, Barnett 1915, Beard and Schultz 1912, and Key and Crouch 1939).” The citizens’ initiative seems to be a trend that is growing but the most of the referendums now are in the western half of the United States and in Florida:


Since South Dakota adopted the initiative in 1898, hundreds of these ‘citizen’-drafted laws have appeared on ballots in American states.  David Magleby notes that from 1898 to 1992, over 1700 initiatives were placed before U.S. voters.  Among states using initiatives, the most during this period, 274, appeared in Oregon, with 232 
appearing in California, 160 in North Dakota, 150 in Colorado, 133 in Arizona, and 91 in Washington (Neal 1993).  Hundreds of additional referenda were placed before voters by legislatures.  Most initiatives were rejected by voters, yet 38% passed from 1898 to 1992 (Magleby 1994, 231).

In Direct Democracy in Switzerland (2002), Gregory Fossedal explores the history of Switzerland as related to direct democracy and the development of the procedures of direct democracy in Switzerland. He mentions that:

The Swiss polity, as an historical and on-going exhibit of the exercise of a deliberative direct democracy, is a persuasive rebuttal to the stand of elites from the Greeks of yesterday to the elites of today who hold that exclusionary representative democracy, in itself, is a better form of democracy than a direct democracy in partnership with representative democracy....In a word, an effective rebuttal to the stand; you can’t trust the people...Switzerland answers the potential question of the political scientist or citizen: What happens if we place so much faith in the people that we make them lawmakers? (Fossedal, 2002).

In Switzerland, many issues are settled through the use of public referendum where the majority vote determines the institutionalization of a law or social practice.  Matters such as constitutional revision, immigration, joining the League of Nations or the United Nations or the European Union, establishing Romanish as a national language, military service requirements, voting rights, nucear energy and nuclear weapons,  rent control, legality of abortion, highway construction, social security benefits, state support for religion, among others are determined through public referendums. 

Concerning educating the public about the issues and processes of direct democracy:
In the Swiss parliament, the influence of direct democracy can be seen by a whole sociology of popular orientation.  Each member of the assembly thinks of himself as a teacher, and a teacher of the whole nation of citizens.  No teacher who holds his pupils in contempt will succeed, or even stay long on the job; hence the pedagological impulse, healthy and strong to begin with, is reinforced.  As well, a teacher with any wisdom soon realizes he has much to learn from his pupils.  The instruction is no longer one way -- particularly when the classroom is an intelligent on like the Swiss people, and the teacher a humble, part-time instructor who thinks himself a citizen, not a sovereign.   (Fossedal, 2002, 85).


In Part 1, the author explores the origin of the development the Swiss version of democracy and the reasons for writing this book.  Fossedal, in Part 2, describes this millennium of Swiss history and how its system of self protection developed.  In Part 3, the Swiss Constitution and institutions, including Swiss referendums, are examined.   In Parts 4 and 5 the author gives examples of why democracy actually works when the citizens are entrusted with the power to determine the functioning of the government that governs them. 


In Democracy in the Digital Age : Challenges to Political Life in Cyberspace (2000), Anthony G. Wilhelm offers another exploration the emergence of public participation in the processes of government using the new communication technologies but he mentions that despite the superficial appearance of progress of technological advances, there is not necessarily progress in the lives in many people, especially in the undeveloped countries.  The author notes that the use of a direct democracy requires a focused policy and the cyber world of political control contains the features and advantages of access to resources, inclusion, potential for deliberation, and comprehensible design.  In the future, direct democracy will be formed by shaping virtual civic spaces which will include home-based cyberdemocracy as well as public-access workstations all of which will result in community building.


In Stealing the Initiative: How State Government Responds to Direct Democracy (2000).  E. R. Gerber and other authors explore eleven California initiatives and referendums to give readers with a better understanding the political world. Topics covered in the book include taxation, transportation, legislative spending, term limits, primaries, and multilingual education. This book also includes varied conclusions about how to reform the initiative process to improve direct democracy. For citizens who want to understand and/or increase their role in government.   The book also includes suggestions as to how to reform the initiative procedures to improve and positively evolve the practices of direct democracy.  Democracy, Citizenship and the Global City (2000)  edited by Engin Isin is a collection of essays from several authors concerning what the functions of politics and democracy are in the postmodern world of globalization. 


Like looking at the naively primitive but insightful paintings of Henri Rousseau, it is sometimes refreshing to hear the views of people outside of the mainstream (as in outsider art).  Some valuable information can be found by what others might consider naïve perspectives.  Though he can hardly be considered naïve, Michael Noah Mautner presents his views from a perspective outside of the traditionally trained political scientist as he was educated in the field of chemistry as a Ph.D. and is a Chemistry professor whose writings include over 140 chemistry research papers.  His political interests no doubt come from the fact that he was born in Budapest in 1942 during the Holocaust and lost many of his relatives including his father during that time of world tragedy  
His book, A Constitution of Direct Democracy: Pure Democracy and the Governance of the Future ~ Locally and Globally (2000) is an interesting book for several reasons other than those already mentioned. Since he is a chemistry professor by profession, he writes about democracy from a scientist’s perspective and actually provides a suggested constitution for the implementation and use of a direct democracy.   He first offers the possible constitution with a preamble that can be used to establish a governmental system based on direct democracy.  He lists the problems associated with the representative system such as not really representing the will and sovereignty of the people, corruption, etc.  One of the more interesting problems he mentions is the “illogical linkage of issues”, meaning that a collection of unrelated issues are clumped together that have no relation to each other, very often categorized in the left or right side of the political spectrum.   An example he gives is: “A voter who opposes abortion out of respect for all forms of life may have to vote for a conservative candidate and therefore also vote for and endorse the build-up of nuclear weapons with its risks to all forms of life.  This is an obvious moral absurdity.” (Mautner, 2000, 5).  
His book continues to describe what he says are workable procedures for implementing direct democracy.  Being a physical scientist, he also anticipates the future and creates futuristic scenarios in the manner of a science fiction writer even including space exploration and colonization.  In the future people will need to decide on such issues involving governmental systems, space exploration, robotics, cloning, economics, taxation, population growth and control, abortion, crime and punishment, religious freedom, genetic engineering, biological immortality, among other issues.  The decisions they make will affect all of humanity.  People instinctively, or innately, desire to choose the best conditions for their present as well as their future.  The shared knowledge, common wisdom, and the innate desire in human nature to want what is the best for all, and the natural desire for survival, would result in decisions advantageous to the human condition.  This collective consciousness would form a constitution of direct democracy which would implement the communal decisions of the people.  In “The Constitution of Direct Democracy” he describes the structure, possible scenarios, and ethics of direct democratic systems in governments from the local, national, and world levels.
In Direct Democracy or Representative Government? Dispelling the Populist Myth (2000) John Haskell compares and contrasts the positive and negative characteristics of populist direct democracy and representative government as described in the Federal Papers of James Madison of the founding period of the United States of America.  He says that the possible realization of direct democracy has exponentially increased in recent history, primarily because of telecommunications advances such as television, computers, and the Internet and publicly determined policies in states such as California.  He thinks that publicly ruled legislatures would be disorganized and incoherent since public majorities are unstable and impulsive collections of varied and contrasting philosophies (but some  people would say that so are legislatures of elected representatives) where as elected representatives tend to be more deliberative and inclined toward negotiation and discussion.  Again, the importance of the Internet is mentioned as a medium for communication and a method of publicizing information and political points of view. 
Haskell, who sides with the federalists who think that legislation should be formed only by the contemplative and educated elite, mentions the “paradox of voting” as having the following characteristics:

1. Whereas an individual can make a rational, logical, and coherent ordering of choices presented to him or her, it is often impossible for a group, even one made up of well-informed and rational individuals, to order their choices coherently.

2. Majorities in parties are really unstable coalitions of minorities that rarely if ever carry clear and comprehensive policy instructions.

3. Different legitimate and widely used methods of decision-making often produce different winners.

4. Decision-making processes may be manipulated by strategic voters.

5. We can never be sure that the popular will is reflected in the result of a decision-making process.  (2001, Haskell from 1998, Meyer & Brown).

He maintains that the result of a collective vote can be chaotic and irrational: “The outcome of a vote may be irrational, even when all of the participants are rational and informed” (2001, Haskell) but I think this is no more true than with the results of the voting of legislators.  How can the result of a vote between two choices be considered irrational, strange, or chaotic?  If the result seems irrational to the voting participant then that is probably because they voted for the opposite side of the issue.  If the outcome is unexpected or contrary to most polls then the voters need to accept the uncontrollable outcome in the same why that the forces of nature, such as the weather, need to be accepted as given conditions.  People adjust to the results of a plebiscite: some people might not agree with the results of an election, such as the 2004 presidential election, but they eventually adjust to the outcome. The only time I would think the outcome would be chaotic is if, for example, people rioted and looted after the results of a vote were announced but that should not occur in a civilized society.  Also, it is important to realize that legislators are not expert in all issues either -- they are just elected to represent a constituency; usually their main expertise is in being a politician and getting elected.


Electronic Democracy ( 2002), by Graeme Browning, describes how the Internet has transformed  the political atmosphere in the United States and in the world.  Using Internet technology, people now have the tools to discuss issues and affect results concerning the American and world political arena.  She mentions the effectiveness of online petitions and online research.  Also included in the book is a history of online voting (mostly in California for the United States), online fundraising, political polling online, and online voter registration.    This book is a source of names, addresses, websites, discussion groups, and email campaigns, and facts concerning how to get involved with this particular movement.  There are also suggestions as to how to begin one’s own political or organizational campaigns and how to organize, raise funds, develop surveys, contact people, etc.  Also covered are ethical problems and abuses associated with online activism.  The book covers issues such as using the World Wide Web for upstart organizations and how to create effective email campaigns as well as how to write letters to Congress members that will be read and responded to and an exploration of the future of online polling and voting.

In Electronic Democracy Graeme Browning quotes Jane Hague who told USA Today that “The motto for the twenty-first century for government should be: ‘On line not in line’”. (2002, Browning).


In E-topia (2000), William J. Mitchell refers to the future online meeting places where friends, co-workers, colleagues, and students will meet:  

“What sorts of meeting places, forums, and markets will emerge in the electronically mediated world?  What will be the twenty-first century equivalents of the gathering at the well, the water cooler, the Greek agora, the Roman forum, the village green, the town square, Main Street, and the mall?”   Many of the meeting places will
be located in the
virtual world of cyberspace and he adds that  “they will make growing use of electronic mail systems, mailing lists, newsgroups, chat rooms, Web pages, directories and search engines, audio conferencing, video conferencing, increasingly elaborate, avatar-populated, online virtual worlds, and software- mediated environments that we cannot even imagine yet.  Some of these virtual meeting places will be the private domains of well-defined special groups, some will be discreetly out of the public eye, and some will even be determinedly clandestine; others will be true public space open to all.” (Mitchell, 2000, 85).    


“Traditionally, political power has been exerted, made visible, and architecturally celebrated through physical assemblies of kings and courtiers, senates, parliaments, cabinets, councils, and so on.  Conversely, if you wanted to overthrow established political power, you assembled ‘the people’ in an urban public place, set up barricades, authorities had the wit and the will, they would try to take the usual countermeasures - dispersion of crowds, prohibition of assemblies, and exile of agitators.” and “Tocqueville’s famous insistence on the importance of free political associations, and on the ‘power of meeting’ in forming and sustaining such associations, takes on new meaning.  Now, the necessary venues can be found not only in physical space but also in cyberspace, and this opens up fresh, highly effective avenues for political organization and action.”  (Mitchell, 2000, 96).  


In the section, “Reinventing Public Space” he says that: 


the twenty-first century will still need agoras - maybe more than ever.  But these will not always be physical 
places.  They will operate at an extraordinary range of scales, form the intimately local to the global.  And even where they look  familiar, they will no longer function in the same sorts of ways as the great public places of the past. Under these new conditions, though, the simple, ancient principles of public space remain crucial.  If public life is not to disintegrate, communities must still find ways to provide, pay for, and maintain places of assembly and interactions for their members - whether these places are virtual, physical, or some new and complex combination of the two.  And if these places are to serve their purposes effectively, they must allow both freedom of access and freedom of expression.  (p. 97).


He includes a quote from the American philosopher and educational theorist John Dewey who observed that:


“It seemed almost self-evident to Plato - as to Rousseau later - that a genuine state could hardly be larger than the number of persons capable of personal acquaintance with one another.  Our modern state-utility is due to the consequences of technology employed so as to facilitate the rapid and easy circulation of opinions and information, and so as to generate constant and intricate interactions far beyond the limits of face-to-face communities...The elimination of distance, at the base of which are physical agencies, has called into being the new form of political association. “ (p. 133).


In Adult Education for Social Change: From Center Stage to the Wings and Back Again, Thomas Heaney views adult education as participatory and as a tool for social change, where educational progressivism is the contemporary approach to educating the public. “ ‘Adult education turns out to be the most reliable instrument for social actionists’ since it assures that any action undertaken would be authentically democratic” (Brookfield, 1984). Eduard Lindeman, as influenced by John Dewey, considers adult education to be intertwined with democracy, social action, and control by people over their daily lives. To Lindeman, adult education equals social change, a method to create good and productive citizens. Even if education is viewed as a “great selector” rather than a “great equalizer”, each person can, as a result of education, find their niche, based on their abilities and merits, within a democratic society. The concept of using the educational system to implement a direct democracy is closely connected with the ideas expressed by Heaney, Miles Horton, Paulo Freire, and Jack Mezirow since their approach is to empower the populace through education in order to create a democratic society. Since it is necessary to have an educated public in order to have democracy function efficiently, democracy is dependent on the educational system to survive and prosper.


In “Developing e-Citizens and e-Consumers, an Irish e-Commerce Case Study” (2001), John MacNamara and David O’Donnell offer a comprehensive study of the effects the new cyber culture of the computer and the Internet and their effects on society, culture, and education. and the necessity for society and the educational system to produce “e-literate” citizens for the resulting new society. As they state it in their abstracted introduction: “We present a very simple argument: e-business needs e-consumers and e-literate workers; e-government needs e-citizens”. The authors give many examples from Ireland, where they are based, and other nations and institutions using online voting. The authors present an in-depth description and qualitative analysis of the trends toward e-government, e-commerce, e-education, and e-culture in general backed by knowledge, examples, and statistics. 


One of the concerns many people have about online voting revolves around the security and privacy issues and these are well-explored by Dr. Russell Smith in Electronic Voting: Benefits and Risks (2002). Dr. Smith, who is deputy director of research at the Australian Institute of Criminology, thinks national electronic voting will be prevalent in the near future, but some people are hesitant because of security and secrecy issues and some people now attach a certain ritual to voting and some would therefore want to resist online voting in order to hold on to past traditions. He even includes a history of the changing methods of voting procedures. He mentions that there would have to be sophisticated servers for many people voting at the same time but  the pluses of speed and accuracy, ease of use, lower costs compared to paper ballots,  the fact that online voting is already successfully being used in many countries, etc., outweigh the minuses. Dr. Smith mentions in an interview (2003) with Rachel Lebihan that, in his opinion, security is not an insurmountable problem, since the solutions that are used in financial transactions can be incorporated into methods for e-voting. His expertise and knowledge is evident in his writing and his use of examples and I think with many other technical experts on the project that the security and efficiency issues can be solved.


In the book Democracy, Real and Ideal (1999), a critique and analysis of the philosophy of the German philosopher Jurgen Habermas, the book’s author Ricardo Blaug examines Habermas’ philosophy in relation to the theory and practical aspects of democracy.  Habermas’ work includes a theory of democracy and his exploration of the realistic practicality of democracy and an in depth analysis of his normative theory of democracy and his theory of judgement. “Only where democracy is conceived as an everyday and real interactive process can we understand what it might mean to truly rule ourselves” ( Blaug, 1999, xv). In the study of Habermas’ discourse of ethics, references are made to Hobbes’s Leviathan and Locke’s concept of protective rights (Blaug, 1999, 12).  

Democracy is discussed in relation to the rationalism of Plato and the empiricism of Aristotle. The essay mentions that Locke’s theory starts with the natural human rights, Hobbes’ begins with rational death avoidance (or survival instinct), and Kant begins his premise with the idea of pure practical reason Kant says: “a person is subject to no law other than those he (either alone or at least jointly with others) gives to himself” (Blaug, 1999, 6), a thought which is greatly influenced by Jean Jacques Rousseau and Kant also refers to a social contract like Rousseau’s. Kant’s support of the moral law assumes that mankind is essentially good and moral by nature, a concept which figures heavily in democratic theory (but Hegel criticizes Kant’s philosophy as being overly abstracted and not applicable to reality). Also explored are Aristotle’s episteme (objective knowledge), techne (technical knowledge), and phronesis (practical reason) in relation to democratic theory (Blaug, 1999, 23,24).  


The what, who, how and where of political theory including the location of the democratic process, as well as Rousseau’s concept of popular sovereignty, are discussed. “The normative theory requires that the maximum number of people be involved and that the procedure they use be as fair as possible” (p. 50). According to J.F.Bohman: “more democracy ... is possible ... so long as citizens find the public sphere a discursive space for criticism, learning, and new forms of associations” (p. 54). R. Bernstein says: “If we don’t strive to realize the conditions required for practical discourse then we will surely become less than fully human” (p. 54). And from K.  Baynes: we need a “robust and multifaceted model of the public sphere in which individuals can deliberate about the collective terms and conditions of the common lives” (p. 54). Blaug concludes his introduction with: “If we forget what he (Habermas) has taught us we will achieve nothing, for the world is full of theories of deliberative democracy that, lacking normative sophistication, amount to little more than heart-warming remonstrances, fantasies of positivistic control, or mere semantic incantation.” (p. 127).Concerning the actual functioning of the democratic fora, Blaug mentions that the application of democratic theory in reality “has always had a profound distrust of the people” (p. 133) as evidenced by the American Constitution. 


Habermas states that:


What we need is a hegemony of democratic values, and this requires a multiplication of democratic practices, institutionalizing them into ever more diverse social relations, so that a multiplicity of subject-positions can be formed through a democratic matrix. It is in this way - and not by trying to provide it with a rational foundation - that we will be able not only to defend democracy but also to deepen it ... a project of radical and plural democracy requires the existence of multiplicity, of plurality, and of conflict, and sees in them the raison d’etre of politics” (p. 134)  


In the section “Democracy from the Participant’s Perspective” (Blaug, 1999, 136), a discussion ensues concerning a “breakout of democracy”, which has definitive characteristics and its own life cycle. When this breakout occurs, and as public interest increases, the people will, in Rousseau’s words “fly to the assemblies”. “With a breakout of democracy we have Sartre’s ‘group in fusion’, Pizzorno’s ‘mobilization’ type of political participation, Mansbridge’s ‘fragile bubbles’ of ‘unitary democracy’, Phillip’s ‘internal democracy’, Moscovici’s ‘consensual’ participation, Arendt’s ‘oasis in the desert’ or ‘elementary republics’, the Czech Republic’s Charter 77’s ‘parallel poleis’, and the opening of a Habermasian ‘public sphere’.” (p. 138).  


Blaug mentions the democratic decision making process as having five elements: 1. problem recognition 2. deliberation 3. decision making 4. implementation 5. evaluation (p. 141). L. Goodwyn (1981, p. 146) mentions that democratic institutions build slowly so, in their development, patience is required. And Blaug says: “While mistrust of the political consciousness of the populace has served to ground the need for elitism in democracy, participation itself is just as frequently appealed to as the supreme educator. If practiced regularly, perhaps at first on tasks appropriate to the level of learning, participants can make significant gains in proficiency.” (p. 146). K. Elder refers to the three levels of society as micro, meso, and macro (p. 149).  


Concerning the democratic participatory process, Blaug states (p. 151): 


When we begin to consider the movement seriously challenging the power of the state, we reveal the extraordinary lack of knowledge we have accumulated over our history 
regarding what it actually means to rule ourselves. the flight into liberal democracy evinced by those countries who have recently joined the “democratic” club shows both the 
collective paucity of our understanding of such a process and also the 
dangers in imagining that one “revolutionary” push, one legitimating social contract, one constitutional 
founding, can relieve us of the need to preserve genuine democracy. Where we conceive of a social contract as an ongoing procedure requiring constant work and attention, so 
do we understand that deliberative capacities must be learned, practiced, preserved, and patiently extended.  (p. 151).


Blaug also discusses the issue of emotions in the democratic process (p. 153) but mentions that, according to Rousseau, “once you have citizens, you have all you need” (p. 155). S. Behabib is quoted as saying: “the question is not whether discursive democracy can become the practice of complex societies but whether complex societies are still capable of democratic rule” (p. 156).


The following quotations are some thoughts (translated by Christopher Betts) of the great French philosopher of democratic principles, Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-78)  -- whose political philosophy influenced Thomas Jefferson as well as the other American forefathers and formed the basis of the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution of the United States of America -- from The Social Contract (1994):


The first and most important maxim of a lawful or popular government, that is to say a government which has as its object the good of the people, is therefore to follow the general will in everything; but in order to be 
followed, it must be known, and above all it must be clearly distinguished from the particular will, beginning with that of the individual self.  (p. 9).


Public education, following rules prescribed by government, and controlled by officers established by the sovereign, is therefore one of the fundamental principles of the popular or legitimate form of government. (p.23)



Each of us puts his person and all his power in common under the supreme directions of the general will; and we as a body receive each member as an indivisible part of the whole.  (p. 55).


By the social pact we have given existence and life to the body politic; we must now, by legislation, give it the ability to will and move.  For the act by which this body is originally formed and unified does nothing to determine what it must do so as to preserve itself.  (p.73).


Laws, properly speaking, are no more than a society’s conditions of association.  The people, being subject to the laws, must create them; it is the associates who have the right to determine the conditions of society.  But how are they to determine them?  By sudden inspiration bringing common agreement?  Has the body politic some organ by which to articulate its wishes?  Who will give it the foresight it needs to produce acts of will and publicize them in advance, or how, in time of need, will it make them known? (p. 75).


What then is a government?  It is an intermediate body set up between subjects and sovereign to ensure their mutual correspondence, and is entrusted with the execution of 
laws and with the maintenance of liberty, both social and political.   (p. 92).


The sovereign can entrust the responsibility of government to all the people or to the greater part of the people, so that more citizens will be members of the government than are simply individual citizens. The name given to this form of government is democracy.  (p. 99).


By new forms of association let us, if we can, correct the faults in the general form of association.   (p. 175).



Legislative power belongs to the people, and can belong to it alone.  (p. 91).

Bibliography:

Aronowitz, S., Martinsons, B., Menser, M., and Rich, J. (1996). Technoscience and Cyberculture.  New York and London: Routledge.

Becker, T. & Slaton, C.D.  (2000).  The Future of Teledemocracy.  Praeger Publishers.

Benhabib, S., and Dallmayr, F. (1990). The Communicative Ethics Controversy. London: The MIT Press.

Blaug, Ricardo (1999). Democracy: Real and Ideal, Discourse Ethics and Radical Politics. Albany, New York: State University of New York Press.

Bonner, R.J.  (1967).  Aspects of Athenian Democracy.  New York: Russell and Russell.

Bowler, S., Donovan, T. & Tolbert, C. (1998).  Citizens As Legislators: Direct Democracy in the United States.  Columbus, OH: Ohio State University Press.

Bowler, S, & Donovan, T. (2001).   Demanding Choices: Opinion, Voting, and Direct Democracy.  Ann Arbour, MI: University of Michigan Press.

Browning, G. & Powell, A.C. (2002).  Electronic Democracy: Using the Internet to Transform American Politics. Cyberage Books.

Budge, Ian. (1997).   The New Challenge of Direct Democracy.  Polity Press. 

Bushell, Sue. (2003).  Where to Now for E-Voting?  Retrieved November, 24, 2004 from:  http://www.cio.com.au/index.php?id=405941257&eid=-601
Caldwell, John Thornton. (2000). Electronic Media and Technoculture. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.


Chomsky, N. (1994). Democracy and Education. Retrieved November, 24, 2004 from  http://www.zmag.org/chomsky/talks/9410-education.html
Corrado, A. & Firestone, C.M.  (1997).  Elections in Cyberspace:  Toward a New Era in American Politics.   Aspen, CO: Aspen Institute Publications Office.

Cronin, Thomas E. (1999).  Direct Democracy: The Politics of Initiative, Referendum & Recall. Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard University Press.


Dewey, John.  (1997).  Democracy and Education: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Education.  New York: Free Press, Simon & Schuster.

Fossedal, Gregory A. (2002).  Direct Democracy in Switzerland. Transaction Publications.

Gerber, E. R., Lupia, A., McCubbins, M.D. & Kiewiet, D.R. (2000). Stealing the Initiative: How State Government Responds to Direct Democracy. Prentice Hall.

Haskell, John. (2000).  Direct Democracy or Representative Government?: Dispelling the Populist Myth.  Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Heaney, Thomas. Adult Education for Social Change: From Center Stage to the Wings and Back Again.  (1996).  Retrieved on November 24, 2004 from  http://www.nl.edu/ace/Resources/Documents/ERIC1.html
Isin, Engin F. (2000).  Democracy, Citizenship and the Global City.  New York and London: Routledge.

Lebihan, Rachel. (2003). Arm twisting to hinder home electronic voting.  Retrieved on November 24, 2004 from http://www.zdnet.com.au/newstech/communications/story/0,2000048620,20265293,00.htm
Linder, W. (1994). Swiss Democracy.  New York: St. Martin’s Press.

MacNamara, O'Donnell.  Developing e-Citizens and e-Consumers, an Irish e-Commerce Case Study.   http://66.218.71.225/search/cache?p=The+E-citizen.+Instructional+Technology.,+Lee,+John+K.++&sub=Search&ei=UTF-8&url=fe_aPyZrSDAJ:www.efmd.be/learninggroups/chapter/eisb2001proceedings/pdfs/MacNamara%2520%2520O%27Donnell%2520.pdf 

Mautner, Michael Noah. (2000).  A Constitution of Direct Democracy : Pure Democracy and the Governance of the Future ~ Locally and Globally.  Legacy Books.

McRae, Hamish.  (1994).  The World in 2020: Power, Culture, and Prosperity.  Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Mitchell, William J. (2000). E-topia. London: The MIT Press.
Patrick. (2003).  Recent Email from a Swiss Citizen.  Retrieved on November 24, 2004 from http://www.vote.org/swiss.htm
Plato. (1998). The Republic. New York: Oxford University Press.

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques. (1999). The Social Contract. New York: Oxford University Press.

Salant, P. & Dillman, D.  (1994).  How to Conduct Your Own Survey.  New York:  John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Shamos, M.I.  (1993). Electronic Voting -- Evaluating the Threat.  Retrieved November 24, 2004 from  http://www.cpsr.org/conferences/cfp93/shamos.html

Smith, Russell. Electronic Voting: Benefits and Risks. (2002).  Retrieved November 24, 2004 from  http://www.aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/ti224.pdf 

Wilhelm, Anthony G. (2000).  Democracy in the Digital Age : Challenges to Political Life in Cyberspace.  New York and London: Routledge.







