S’

[ilevame BRTAIX! RTO. doc

Symposium on Raven
The Good ba(,&e\’q (Soeonnad 9& Y (ommi }T o oM P4 Fiead Eeonpw t3 hém( go{w@)

(00d) 9 w0, pE-3T-41.

Rethinking Democracy
John Raven

The image of the purpose and functioning of both representative
and direct democracy that informs the thinking of Ophuls (1997),
Bookchin (1997), Castoriadis (1997), Fotopoulos (1997), Martin
(1997), and McKercher (1997) are inappropriate. The basic reason
for this assertion was highlighted by none other than Mill (1962),
Smith (1776/1981), and Hayek (1948), all
of whom noted that any proposal for any
form of government that assumes “well -
informed” peoplé among leaders, never
mind the populace is a nonstarter. With the
passage of time, both the justification for
this claim and the inadequacy of Smith’s
proposed solution have become ever more
apparent.

Mill noted that “Instead of the function-
ing of governing, for which it is radically
unfit, the proper office of a representative
‘assembly is to . . . compel a full exposition
and justification of all (acts) . . .. It should
be apparent to all the world who did every-
thing, and through whose default anything
was left undone.” As we shall see, a system
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comprehend the world well enough to control it.” (Ophuls, 1997).
What has happened is that more people than ever before now recog-
nise the complexity of the world. More of us now acknowledge, for
example, the effects of lead in our gas and of cargon dioxide on the
ozone layer and its repercussions for our way of life, and so on.
Unfortunately, we are still inclined to
believe that we know what should be done
about these problems and still more arro-
gantly what should be done to improve our
educational systems, our health-care sys-
tems, our arrangements to coatrol crime,
and so.on. In other words, we still do not
recbgniée the complexity of societal man-
agement. Departments of environmental
management have sprung up all over the
place. But, although some of us under-

processes, none of us have more than a
glimmering understanding of what is
required for effective public management.
More specifically most of us fail to recog-
nize that we simply do not understand the
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main point here is that it was long ago
noted that representative assemblies are
“radically unfit to govern.” :

Smith and Hayek each came to a similar conclusion from a very
different starting point. 1 will summarize both their basic argument
and their proposed solution, because it is the fact that their solution
does not work and g not the demise of representative democracy
which lies at the heart of the widely noted disillusion hlgh]lghted by
‘Ophuls.

As Smith and Hayek forcefully underlined, neither representative
nor direct democracy (at least of the kind envisaged by most of the
authors mentioned earlier), have ever been viable because it has
never been the case that “both voters and their chosen leaders can

tems, and soffrom performing in ways that
. we would like them to function. The
assumption that “problems” can be demarcated, understood, and
tackled on a piecemeal basis is one. of the central fluws in the net-
work of assumptions that make up our image of how representative
government and the public management system in which representa-
tive governments have usurped the claim to have a right to direct and
supervise should work. It is because the error of this assumption has
become more widely recognized that more people have (rightly) lost
faith in representative government,

Yet this was the very problem that Smith and Hayek sought to
address. In what follows [ will review their critique, their proposed'

solution, and its failures in some detail.
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The market mechanism was prdposed by Smith and Hayek as a
societal experimentation learning and management system fhat
would act on information that was necessarily incomplete, depen-
dent for its implications and effects on other changing information,
and widely dispersed in the hearts (most of it has never been made
explicit) and heads of billions of people and therefore could not be
available in concentrated form to any government or committee of
wise men (or wonien)—learn from the effects of action and take such
Jurther action as necessary. '

Note that, in the main, it was the system that learned, not the indi-
viduals within it. '

learning from the effects of the experiments which were initiated. A-
the outcomes of all these experiments merged, previousl_\
undreamed of goals—goals that could never ever have been realisti
cally envisaged or even thought out beforehand could be accom
plished. What was offered was a design for a learning society, but :
learning society quite different from that which is most widels
envisaged when the term is used today, a society that learned withou.
anyone involved in it having to know anything very much. It wa:
decentralized, organic (with many feedback loops and potentiali-
ties), nonauthoritarian, and, like evolution itself, grossly inefficien!
in bureaucratic terms. It was the ultimate in forms of participativc


















