Primrose Paths to
Political Reform:
“Reforming” versus
Strengthening
American Parties

Kenneth Janda

According to Webster’'s New World Dictionary, ‘‘reform’’ means *‘‘im-
rovement; correction of faults or evils, as in politics.”” Proposals for
olitical reform therefore arise from the perception of political malpractice.

L 3 What constitutes malpractice in politics depends on the polity, for:-percep-
' & tlons of political evil vary substantially across different cultures. What may
‘hbe acceptable and even admirable political behavior in the United States
'{wmay be seen as a heinous crime against the people if practiced in China.

.i?}?ﬂ'hus political reform must be interpreted with refcrence to space and time,
§ antry and era.

Within the United States, and perhaps within t'ie Western world
enerally over the past hundred years, political reform has acquired an im-
s plicit meaning that is narrower than the dictionary definition. Not only are
% political reformers the correctors of political evils by definition, but the type

of evil against which they fight is also specified. In this comprehensive
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analysis of political reform in America, Crotty notes that the reférm ex-
@penmems have demonstrated “‘a line of progression’ whxch leads ‘“toward
#%.an ever increasing democratization of political power.”” Observing that
42 reform is in"the American tradition, Crotty concludes:

The trend and direction is clear and persistent. The emphasis is, and has
‘been, o. increasing the individual citizen’s power over and responsibility
for the collective political destiny.!

#x. Political reformers in America wear democrats’ robes and are entitled to all the
=% 1ights and priviledges they symbolize. To resist political reform is, by defini-
& tion, to resist the correction of evil—to resist the democratization of political
2% power. Such semantics mean that those who claim the mahntle of political
= reform also inherit the positive ideological symbols of our culture. Political
eformers are granted license to display the mace of democracy as authority for
their proposals. Like Mother’s Day, political reform is difficult to criticize.
2 It is much easier to criticize *“political engineering,’’ which is Sartori’s
erm for induced political change.? Not only is political engineering” un-
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shielded by democratic values, but its cognitive basis is emphasized by the
term ‘‘engineering,’”’ which indicates that the state of knowledge of cogni-
tion—is critical to its success. Everyone knows that physical engineers, with
all that precise mathematics, sometimes fail to build properly. What crazy
results, we fear, might be produced by political engineers? Lacking an
ideological defense and showing gaps in their theoretical flanks, politicaj
engineers are everyone’s favorite intellectual opponents.

Politfcal reform also has an engineering component, but its causal
assumptions are usually obliterated by a surrounding halo of value symbols,
It is not enough, however, to envision an improved state of affairs; one
must know how to change social institutions to elicit the behavior desired.
An assortment of assumptions about human behavior exists in every pro-
posal for reform. But this cognitive or enzineering component is seldom the
focus, of debate, which centers instead on implementing the value change,
on the politics of replacing evil with good.

Because they are rooted so weakly in causal understanding, reform
movements often are.unproductive. Mindful of this problem, the Citizens
Conference on State Legislatures, a competently staffed and well-funded
group organized to study and improve the functioning of state legislative in-
stitutions, warned that ‘‘good-government’’ movements, even with the best
of intentions, have had dubious results.

Their most common characteristic has been their addiction to the single-
cure formula: If only we change this, or adopt that, all problems will be
solved. The legislative reform movement itself has not been entirely free of
this affliction. . . .2

Striving to avoid such causal simplicity in their own study, the Citizens Con-
ference undertook a fourteen-month study, assembling ‘‘for the first time, a
massive body of valuable information concerning the systems and opera-
tious of the 50 state legislatures.’** The result was a series of recommenda-
tions intended to improve state legislatures and ‘‘to enable them to fulfill
the expectations of the citizens of a democratic society.””* The Citizens Con-
ference concluded that this could be done through the development of more
“‘professional”’ legislators, and they therefore recommended increasing
legislators’ salaries, increasing expense.allowances, establishing retirement
benefits, providing individual offices, -and furnishing secretarial
assistance—{ive of their seventy-three recommendations.$

These recommendations were made in 1971. There is some evidence that
many of the reforms advocated by the Citizens Conference have been im-
plemented in the years since.” But it appears that the impact of these recom-
mendations has spawned another reform movement, also committed to
developing more democratic legislatures. In 1978, the State Bar Association

—_

“Reforming” versus Strengthening Parties

% in Illinois (a state whose legislature ranked third on the Citizens Conference
ﬁ evaluation scale) issued a report which proposed to counter the trend
oward ‘‘full-time professional legislators'’ with the formation of a “‘citizen
egislature” composed of part-time members more responsive to the
ublic’s needs.® Further contradicting the recommendations of the Citizens
Conference, this reform proposal would eliminate annual sessions and limit
he length of biennial sessions to six months. Although both proposals were
dvanced in the name of political reform and both purport to improve
popular responsiveness, they offer diametrically opposed recommendations
hat reflect vastly different understandings of the workings of political in-
titutions.
The basic point is that reforms may not only be unproductive but may
actually be counterproductive. As Crotty warns,

The results have not always been happy. ‘‘Reforms’’ over the years have
had a curious way of rewarding the *‘elect’’; that is, further institutionaliz-
ing the political and economic power of *‘them that has.”?
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. Crotty further cautions that reforms also ‘‘in turn, can, and most often do,
“'ead to totally unanticipated consequences.’’' If political reforms are often
< ineffective, if they usually produce new problems through unanticipated
: . consequences, and if they sometimes actually impair the values they were in-
* tended to advance, why bother to promote the cause of political reform? Of
:§§ course, the idea of reform.—that man has the capacity to change his political
§ environment—is rooted in the philosophy of the Enlightenment.!! Rather
2% than wring one’s hands in the face of political evil, one is moved to do
g something about the situation. Reformers ~re optimistic enough to believe

% that what they do will improve rather than harm the situation. The extent to
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?iﬁ‘ which their beliefs are realized, however, is the subject 6f some dispute.

: The more cautious advocates of political reform recognize its limita-
;. tions and even its dangers. They persist in their advocacy because they reject
the passi ¢, accepting role assigned to the citizen by Burkean conservatism,
= which holds that existing institutions are the best institutions. Instead, their
*5" preference is for action over inaction. Crotty says that the relevant ques-
~. tions to ask of an existing institution are: ‘‘Why does it perform in the man-
£% ner it does? Who benefits and who loses? What can, or should (or should
* not) be done about it?*’*2 The less cautious advocates of political reform ask
* the same questions, but they find answers more quickly. They are attracted
. to prevailing value symbols in the liberal-democratic tradition and tend not
- to look beyond those symbols to underlying causal structures. Eager to right
wrongs, impatient with theory building and testing, responsive to value
%~ Symbols, they are too easily led down the primrose path of political
2% “reform” that is ineffective, unpredictable, or counterproductive.
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y 312 Paths to Political Reform

This chapter warns against the seductive appeal of political reform. It
does so by examining the simplified assumptions about human behavior
that are commonly involved in reform movements. It then selects party
reform for closer analysis, illustrating how reformers have failed to.deal
with the theoretical incompatibility of different values in their reform agen-
da. It argues that reformers, in their zeal for ‘‘democratizing’’ individual
parties, have qctually infringed on the democratic functioning of the party
system. Finally, it proposes some political engineering for the American
party system that is unlikely to be recognized as party reform in the contem-
porary sense of decentralizing control but is nevertheless intended to correct
a fault or evil of our political system that interferes with popular control of
government.

Simplifying Assumptions in Reform Proposals

All attempts at understanding human behavior in any systematic or
theoretical fashion involve simplifying assumptions. Standard criteria in the
philosophy of science even favor theorizing from a parsimonious set of sim-
ple assumptions. But the philosophy of science also rscognizes a tradeoff
between par51momous theory and empirically accurate theory.? Reform
movement, however, tend to emphasize snmplxcxty while slighting empirical
consequences. This simplicity can be_detected in reformers’ assumptions
about human behavior (the cognitive component of reform) as well as in
their assumptions about the values they are pursuing (the normative compo-
nent).

True to theirroots in Enlightenment philosophy, reformers tend to have
faith in the capacity of human beings to better their conditions. In the realm
of politics, this leads to an idealized conception of the citizen, who is seen as
a rational person acting with a thorough knowledge of issues, candidates,
offices, and government operations. In the terminology of contemporary
“‘rational-choice’’ theory, such reformers assume that individuals act so as
to maximize their preferences in a world of *‘perfect information.)’** Ac-
cordingly, reformers have an individualistic, ‘‘direct-democracy’’ orienta-
tion, favoring proposals that enlarge the decision-making opportunities and
responsiblities of individual citizens. This orientation conforms to the
reform movement’s emphasis on democratization; therefore, to oppose
proposals that enlarge the decision-making opportunities for individual
citizens is to be against *‘reform.”’

But the world as we know-it is not one of perfect information. And as
Downs has pointed out, the modification of this single condition can have
profound consequences, for political behavior. In the real world of im-
perfect information, Downs observes that “‘citizens do not always know

*—“

“Reforming” versus Strengthening Parties 313

'}; come this ignorance is costly to acquxre Those with greater resources can
% acquire more information and thereby gain political power. Thus reforms
) provide options to citizens who may neither employ them equally nor
%t_ employ them equally we]l. The net result is that “‘democratizing”’ reforms

. may not have democratic consequences in the sense.of making government

N

%% more accountable to the people.

? This result may be illustrated with reference to'one of the most sacred
< principles of the liberal-democratic tradition: election of public officials.
The keystone of democratic theory is that popular control of government is
achieved through direct election of government leaders. As rational actors
‘ in a world of perfect information, voters are expected to judge the actions
* of their government, determine who is responsible for which outcomes, and
* selectively vote to reward and punish those officials who do and do not
behave according to their preferences. In this world, there is no limit to
. voters’ abilities to exercise these judgments, and—assuming no behavior
- costs in the process—direct election may extend to all government officials
.. without adverse consequences for popular control of government.

The legacy of direct democracy and the assumptions of perfect informa-
tion and rational voters can be seen in American state-and local-
government institutions. Voters are given the opportunity, ‘or saddled with

;- the responsibility, of electing scores .of public officials. It is not atypical to

. have separate elections for governor, lieutenant governor, secretary of
state, treasurer, attorney general, and other state executive offices; at the
county level, it is common to elect separately the sheriff, treasurer, clerk
auditor, coroner, assessor, and other obscure but important officials. In a
?vorld of perfect information, voters could be expected to make rational
judgments about the performance of all these public officials. But in a
world of imperfect information, more elections often mean more confusion
and less control of government, as public officials entrench themselves in
office because of family connections, ethnic identities, sports prowess, good
looks, or some other non-task-related mark of distinction, while govern-
ment responsibility becomes divided and actually divorced from targets for
public retaliation.

Reformers often fall prey to the seductive maxim that if some is good,
more must be better. If direct election of public officials is the key to
democracy, so this logic goes, then more elections mean more democracy.
This leads to the second type of simplifying assumption in reformism: value,
maximization. United in their support of a given value, reformers are in-
clined to absoluust thinking in the pursuit of that value. When ““democrati-

* zation’’ or “*participatory democracy” are watchwords of the movement,
its logic—and the spcial dynamics among militants within the movement—
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314 Paths to Political Reform
demand that actions be interpreted with respect to the attainment of this
value. There is little room for value relativism, in which the movement’s ob-
jective is thoughtfully evaluated within a ma;rlx of competing values and
decisions about what constitutes goal achievement. In the language of
rational-choice theory once more, a ‘‘maximizing’”’ mentality takes
precedence over a ‘‘satisficing”” mentality. In fact, the dynamics of the
movement’s leadership ensure that the maximizing mentality will drive out
the satisficing mentality. One way to lose stature within any movement is to
be seen as “‘soft”’ on the issue. As George Wallace reportedly said in the
1960s, after a political defeat by a segreganomst in Alabama, he would
never be “‘out-seg’d’’ again.

The perfect-information and value-maximization assumptions tend to
assure that activist reformers are not outflarked by others on the value of
democratization, interpreted as decentralized control and direct participa-
tion in government. But a special issue arises when the movement becomes
attached to any second value. The imperative of value maximization implies
that this value too is to be pursued without limit; but limits arise when, as
inevitably occurs, both values cannot be maximized simultaneously.' It is
usually easy to construct a hypothetical situation that pits any given value
against another; but hypothetical conflicts are not likely to. tgouble the com-
itted activist, who does not want to choose between cherished values if it is
unnecessary. Yet real-world situations can also generate genuine conflicts,
although they may not be noticed. If they are noticed, they require soul
searching and some form of resolution, which may lead to modification of
the movement and also to individual defections. If unnoticed, genuine value
conflicts are certain to produce ineffective, unpredictable, or dysfunctional
impacts of the movement. Such value conflict is inherent in many of the
reforms proposed by American political parties.

The Record of Party Reform

It cannot be said that party reform has been ineffective ini the sense of hav-
ing had little impact on party politics. On the contrary, the record of party
reform during the past century reveals a pattern of extensive activity
resulting in substantial changes in party practice. But however great the im-
‘pact, the results have tended to be different from the intentions of the
reformers. Ranney’s extensive study of party reform in America concludes
that “‘the actual consequences of party reform are, in the future as in the
past, likely often to disappoint their advocates, relieve their opponents, and
surprise a lot of commentators.’’"” In part, this is due to the ambivalent at-
titudes that Americans hold toward polmcai parties. Although they
recognize that party competiton is mdxspensible to democratic government,
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. Americans have nonetheless been suspicious of parties acting as private
- organizations in pursuit of the public interest. Ranney states that as parties
became especially important after the Civil War, reformers sought to “‘put
;. them in their place’’ through legal regulations, a process that peaked in in-
- tensity during the Progressive era of the late 1890s and early 1900s. ‘‘By
+ 1920 most states had adopted a succession of mandatory statutes regulating
every major aspect of the parties’ structures and operatlons 18
- The antiorganizational bias of party reform was obvious among the
> Progressives, who saw parties as interfering in the direct relationship be-
. tween citizens and their government." To varying degrees, this bias extends
. throughout the history of party reform, with antiorganizational sentiments
- resurging to Progressive peaks during the late 1960s and early 1970s. Wilson
reminds us, ‘“The phrase ‘New Left’ came to mean, in part, a commitment to
political change that would be free of the allegedly dehumanizing conse-
¥ quences of large organizations.”’® Madron and Chelf observed that a cen-
« tral belief of this reform philosophy was that “‘the ills of society and govern-
ment, including whatever ails our parties, will be cured by massive doses of
. direct democracy, or, in the terms of the modern-day populist, par-
ticipatory democracy.”’?
Thus it is incorrect to say that party reform failed to deliver on its inten-
tlons because it was not guided by an overall theme. I_- fact, there was an
oy underlying theme to much of the party-reform movement during our
- B %T history. That theme was the familiar one of greater democratization,
7 greater opportunities for involvement of individual citizens in party affairs.
. In their Twentieth Century Fund study of parties as avenues for citizen par-
" ticipation in politics, Saloma and Sontag hailed the Progressives’ efforts to
‘advance citizen participation through a direct attack on the power of the
. party ‘organization’’’ but lamented their failure to offer a solution to the
problem of participation in the parties:
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They gave citizens a broad new kind of access through the direct primary
but they provided no incentives for citizens to participate in the work of the
et party organizations themselves and in fact consciously undercut party func-
tions and organizational effectiveness.??

Saloma’s and Sontag’s own prescription for reform some eighty years later is
the creation of “‘citizen parties”’ that feature ‘‘broad citizen participation in
politics and continuing citizen influence in the direction of government.”’?
Under the dominant antiorganizational orientation of party reform,
parties came to be valued not as social organizations of political activists
but as inanimate vehicles for citizen participation. Parties were regarded as
aggregations of individuals rather than as true social groups. This orienta-
tion clearly conforms to the individualism in American culture and the




¢

’ N
Lo d .
316 ' Paths to Political Reform
pluralism of American politics, but it also denies the potential for political
parties to be organizational forces in politics and raises questions about the
role that parties should play in government.

Debate about the proper role for parties in American politics crystal-
lized years ago with the publication of ““Toward a More Responsible Two-
Party System,” a report of the Committee on Political Parties of the
American Political Science Association (APSA).* The report criticized the
existing parties as being too fragmented and decentralized, and.it contained
proposals to restructure the parties to produce responsible party govern-
ment, meaning that voters would be able to hold the party in charge of the
government accountable for governmental policies. After its appearance in
1950, the APSA report gave rise to a substantial body of literature, most of
it critical of the APSA proposals, not to mention its scholarship.” Those
who criticized the desirability of the responsible-party model as an alter-
native to the-existing party system saw virtue in the fragmentation and
decentralization of existing parties, defending our existing parties in terms
of a “pluralist’ party model. Pomper’s study of the APSA report’s critics
notes “‘their relative satisfaction with the state of the nation, a satisfaction
derived from their pluralist bias. . . .”’

Defenders of the American parties believed that the party system had
achieved-not only stability, but also some measure of justice through the
“invisible hand’’ of pluralist politics.?®

Times have changed. In the present era of the politics of scarcity,
political scientists are less supportive of pluralist politics—the free play of
groups competing for government favors—and notions of the responsible-
party school are being revived within the context of party reform.*” But
unless party reformers come to grips with the theoretical issues that they
have avoided aver the years, future attempts at party reform are also likely
to have unpredictable and unsatisfactory impacts.

Four Theoretical Problems in Party Reform

Why is the record of party reform so poor in achieving its intended results?
In an important sense, of course, party refornt has been successful: the
organizational aspects of political parties have declined in importance, and
their aggregative character has heightened. Wilson finds that ‘‘Parties, as
organizations, have bécome, if anything, weaker rather than stronger” and
cortcludes that ““Parties are more important as labels than ‘organizations.”

Sometimes the right to use that label can be won by a candidate who par-
ticipates in no organizational processes at all—as when a person wins a
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prima{y ;lection by campaigning as an individual rather than as an
organizational representative.?

Pomper concurs: as the party became “‘the vehicle for individual ambition
. rather than collective efforts,”” the devotion to the party as an entity
2 decreased.’’” It'may even be that we are approaching the culmination of the
2 Progressives” dream, as Burnham sees us nearing “‘the liquidation of the

= political party as an action intermediary between the voter and the can-
- didate.”’®

But if the decline of party organization is a victory for party reform, it is

tion. Ladd states, ‘‘In fact, the changes seem more to have deformed than
: reformed the parties. They have left the system on the whole less represen-
> tative, less competitive, less able to govern.”’?' Kirkpatrick believes that
. party reform has advanced the ‘‘class interests’’ of the reformers, those
with greater education, higher incomes, and professional occupations.®
. Most importantly, the decline of parties as organizational forces frustrates,
rather than enhances, popular control of government. Burnham states the
; argument succinctly:

Ig seems fairly evident that if this secular trend toward po! :ics without par-
ties continues to unfold, the policy consequences will be profound. To state
the matter with utmost simplicity: political parties, with all their well-
known human and structural shortcomings, are the only devices thus far in-
vented by the writ of Western man which with some effectiveness can
generate countervailing collective power on behalf of the many individuals
powerless against the relatively few who are individually—or organization-
ally—powerful.3? N

Few seem satisfied with the weakened state of American parties after
decades of party reform. Citizen participation in pc;litics seems no better
without strong parties ‘than with them. The quality of public policy, of
citizen infl. 2nce on government, seems unimproved. Something is missing.

Indeed, something has been missing from the theory of party reform
throughout most of its history and it is this omission that leads to the empty
feeling arising when one surveys the wreckage of party organization. The
theory of party reform simply did not provide adequately for the impor-
2 tance of party organization, and centralization of power, within the
f.ramework of democratic government. Lost in the pursuit of democratiza-
tion, in the “‘opening up’’ of parties, in the decentralization of power within
\ the parties, was consideration of how parties were to be effective in their
governmen_t roles. To engineér for effectiveness, however, requires specify-
# ing authority patterns, creating positions of power, and entrusting power to
# officials. Such topics, however, do not fit with the democratizing ideology
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of party reform, ‘especially when reformers, such as-Saloma and Sontag,
viewed the ‘‘traditional parties’’ as

effectively closed political organizations whose operations frustrate broad
citizen -participation in politics. For the most part a handful of party
notables, key officeholders and party professionals actually control the
party organizations.within the states and at the federal level ¥

When the wzitchword is opening up the party, when the problem is seen as
too much centralization of power, the movement does not invite considera-
tions of organizational effectiveness.

Under the pluralist party model, of course, extreme decentralization of
power is compatible with party effectiveness. This model attaches little
significance to ‘‘party’’ beyond its function as a label for the use of in-
dividual candidates. With the rise of mass media and new campaign
technologies, even the campaigning functions of parties are no longer im-
portant, and a party can be suitably ‘‘effective’’ to a candidate simply by
lending its label and not interfering in the election process.

There is evidence, however, that party reformers do not embrace this
pluralist model but favor political parties that take clear positions on issues
and seek to carry out their policies. In short, they favor aspects of the
responsible-party model that stress the policy orientation of political par-
ties. This side of the contemporary reform movement can be seen in
analyses of reformers as party ‘‘amateurs’’ rather than party ‘‘profes-
sionals.’’* While party amateurs focused primarily on what they, along
with Saloma and Sontag, saw to be the closed nature of American parties
and advocated reforms aimed at opening the parties, Soule and Clarke state
that amateurs also were concerned with party policy:

Internal party democracy and the acceptance and encouragement of the
largest possible base for participation were given unequivocal acceptance
by amateurs. In this sense, intra-party democracy was a salient factor in the
motivation of amateur Democrats. Policy goals for the party were con-
ceived to be largely programmatic and were intended to offer clear alter-
natives to the opposing party. The amateur placed his highest political
priorities on intra- party democracy and the party’s commitment to specific
substanuve goals. .

In contrast to the amateur, whose chief rewards for polmcal participation
tend to be somewhat abstract and intangible, the conventional or-profes-
sional party activist wanted to win elections and thus provide the induce-
ment which followers require for participation.?’

According to this standard conceptualization of reformers as amateurs,
party reformers weré committed to not one.but two goals: (1) intraparty
democracy and (2) programmatic parties.”® The potential for conflict

theorencal problems confrontine party reformers

. Programmatic Parties versus Intraparty Democracy

“Maximizing intraparty democracy, especially in the sense used by
reformers, inevitably conflicts with the development of a programmatic
2. party, which can be defined (following Lawson) as one that “‘sets out an in-
tegrated long-range plan of action, addressing itself to both present needs.
.. and future goals.”"* To be effective, and thus to survive as an organization,
$7- g programmatic party must also demonstrate concerted action to implement
"" " its program in government decisions. Such cohesion in government can be
‘:* "realized only if one of two conditions prevails: Either party members in
government share a high degree of consensus on the policies to be pro-
moted, or party leaders have the capacity to elicit compliant behavior from
- party office holders through organizational inducements.
It is obvious that American parties do not qualify as programmatic, but
- this is less the result of ambiguity in their convention platforms than of the
knowledge that the parties will not, or cannot, deliver on their campaign
pledges. Studies by Pomper and Tufte, among others, indicate that the

, Democrats and Republicans do adopt distinctive idcological positions on
.. many social and economic issues in their party platforms.* But both fail as
programmatic parties because of their inability to command behavior from
party office holders in support of party positions.* Given the highly fac-
tionalized nature of both parties,* party-supportive behavior will not come
=3 automatically from a high degree of consensus on policies to be promoted.
> It must come, if at all, through organizational inducements, through a
- greater degree of centralization of power within the party as a social
* organization—precisely what most reformers have abhorred.

The conflict between decentralized authority (as an expression of in-

traparty democracy) and political effectiveness is an established proposmon
in party theory. A quarter of a century ago, Duverger observed:
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Democratic principles demand that leadership at all levels be elective, that
it be frequently renewed, collective in character, weak in authority.

A, Organized in this fashion, a party is not well armed for the struggles of
politics.*?

4 In contrast, Duverger noted that the ‘‘democratic centralism’’ of Marxist
~ " parties equipped them especially well “‘for very careful control by the centre
& of the implementation of decisions.””** More recent]y, Blondel has
generalized the point: “centralization increases with the programmatic
character of the party.”’*
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{Table 9-2
“Comparison of Non-Reform- and Reform-Oriented Delegates to the 1972 Democratic
and Republican National Conventions

Findings from a cross-national. study of politjcal parties support the
basic theory.*6 Two components of the strength of party organiza-
tion—complexity of organization and centralization of power—were cor-

o

related with two components of programmatic parties—legislative cohesion Democratic Delegates Republican Delegates

and doctrinism—for a sample of sixty-two competitive parties operating in . " Anii- Pro- Anti- Pro-
! - ’ < %« reform reform reform reform

democratic nations. These two pairs of components were correlated in a Fettitude Item (%) (%) (%) ")

canonical model, iwhich computes the maximum correlation between the
best linear combination of the organization variables and the best linear
combination of programmatic variables.#’ The results are given in table 9-1,
which shows that the more complex the party organization and the greater
the centralization of power, the more likely it is that parties will display high
legislative cohesion and be guided by some estabhshed body of principles in
their character.

Although both theory and data mdlcate that orgamzatxon and cen-
tralization are instrumental to programmatic parties, American party
reformers avoid acknowledging the relationship or acting on its implica-
tions. Data collected at the 1972 Democratic and Republican conventions
were analyzed for differences between proreform and antireform delegates,
who were distinguished by their warm or cold feelings toward ‘‘leaders in
party reform activity.”’** As reported in table 9-2, proreform delegates in
both parties were more likely than the antireform delegates to be strongly in
favor of selecting a nominee who was strongly committed on the issues, and

ercentage who strongly favored “‘selecting
& nominee who is strongly committed
-Z.on the issue” 36 73 32 47

i"crcentage who expressed great interest
N in ““decisions on the party’s
¥ platform” 44 59 52 67

Percentage who favored *‘minimizing the
: role of the party organization in =
nominating candidates for office’’ 28 64 {2 27

AR

Note: The numbers of antireform and proreform delegates vary from item to item, but the percentages
are ba§ed on approximately 175 antireform and 900 proreform Democratic delegates. For the
Republicans, there are about 180 antireform and 150 proreform delegates. See note 48.
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= also more likely to register great interest in decisions on the party’s plat-
form. However, they were also more than twice as likely to favor minimiz-
ing the role of the party organization in nominating -andidates for public
office.

Despite the importance reformers attach to the party’s tole in pro-
moting issues, they are reluctant to equip the party with an organizational
~¥ capacity to mobilize support for issue positions among office holders. This
i+ reluctance is rooted in a belief that organizational power is incompatible
with intraparty democracy, which is the second theoretical problem con-
fronting party reformers.

Table 9-1
Canonical Analysis Relating Components of Strength of Organization to Com-
ponents of Programmatic Parties .

Canonical Coefficients

Components of strength of organization:

Democratic versus Centralized Parties

Complexity of organizatbiona 0.95 § Canonical J
Centralization of power 0.35 correlation o .. . .. . . .
between both 5 In keeping with the tradition of pluralist democracy in the United States,
Components of programmatic parties: sets of compor;:m ¢ American reformers tend to interpret party democracy primarily in terms of
variables = 0.62 the decentralization of power.* In this view, democracy is equated with a
Legislative cohesion® 0.43 (sig. 0.001) e . . . o e .
Extent of reliance on party doctrine? 0.80 N = 62 partitioning of authority, expressed in such institutions as the separation of

powers, plural executives, and staggered terms of office. But there is an
alternative conception of democracy, majoritarian democracy, *which not
only allows for the centralization of government authority but actually re-
quires it. Under the majoritarian conception, government institutions must
be able to carry out the will of the majority once it is clearly expressed. Ex-
‘treme partitioning of political authority, as practiced in the United States,

2Complexity of organization was measued by a six-item scale with a reliability of 0.82.
bCentralization of power was measured by an eight-item scale with a reliability of 0.83.

“Legislative cohesion was measured by a single score estimating the average cohesion of the party in a&-
cordance with the Rice index, for which 100 means that 100 percent of the party’s legislative delegatios
votéd together and 0 means that the delegation usually split 50-50.

dReliance orf party doctrine was measured by a single five-point item which csnmated the extent to which
the parly appealed to a written body of doctrine or principles in party decisions.
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clearly runs counter to the theory of majoritarian democracy, however well
decentralization accords with pluralist democracy.

It is peculiarly American that reformers have chosen to advance party
‘‘democratization’’ by weakening the party organization. Wright has inter-
preted the normative issue concerning the proper rdle of party in govern-
ment in terms of two alternative models-—the rational-efficient model and
the party democracy-—that correspond to the “‘pluralist’’ and
““responsible’’ party models that we have already discussed.* The rational-
efficient model, favored by Americans, is briefly summarized as having
“‘exclusively electoral functions’’ and being ‘‘pragmatically preoccupied
with winning elections rather than with defining policy.’”” In contrast,
Wright sees the party-democracy model, which views parties as ‘““more
policy-oriented, ideological, and concernerf:J with defining policy in an inter-
nally democratic manner involving rank-and-file member participation,”” as
favored by European social scientists.>!

Despite their commitment to party democracy, Europeans seem to be
able to bring into harmony the values of policy orientation, member par-
ticipation, and party organization. Wright states, ‘‘In the Party Democracy
model, organization is of crucial importance; in the Rational-Efficient
model, organization is of much less importance.’”s2 Organization becomes
important in the rational-efficient model only to the extent that it is related
to the mobilization of voters at election time and the winning of elections.
But the party-democracy model involves members continually in party ac-
tivities beyond campaigning, as members seek to provide input to party
policy making. Party organization then bcomes critical in providing for in-
traparty communications, procedures for reaching decisions, techniques for
carrying out party policy, and recruitment of party leaders.

Note that this party-democracy model does not necessarily imply decen-
tralization of power. Just as majoritarian democacy relies on majority
rule—and enough centralization of government power to carry out the will
of the majority—party democracy in this sense allows for centralization of
power within the party. While an important requirement in the party-
democracy model is membership involvement in party policy making, the
modei also presumes that the party organization will have the power to ex-
ecute decisions once made. Otherwise, there is no point to-participation in
policy making. ;

It is clear that American party reformers value rank-and-file participa-
tion in policy making. Proreform delegates to both 1972 national conven-
tions strongly favored ‘‘encouraging widespread participation in making
most party decisions’’ by a margin of more-than two to one-over the an-
tireform delegates.® But reformers seem not to have thought as far as the
next step. How are party decisions, reached through mass participation, go-
ing to be executed? It would be hoped that party members who opposed the
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final party decision would accept the outcome and cooperate in its execu-
tion. Yet even a mass-participation party cannot trust voluntary coopera-
ion alone; it must have some power to induce cooperation. By neglecting to
provide such powers to the party organization, reformers negate their ef-
" forts to provide for mass participation. It is as if they believe that mass par-
- ticipation is a sufficient condition for party democracy. A broader concep-
< tion of party democracy, however, would provide for the execution of the
_decisions as well as participation in the decisions.

If execution of party decisions requires strong party organization, the
eform movement would rather not discuss it. Decentralization of power
has become such a positive symbol that it has become equated with in-
raparty democracy, and proposals for strengthening party organization
have not been wlecome within the movement. So long as reformers interpret
intraparty democracy in‘terms of decentralization of power, they will not

The Problem, then, is to strengthen parties and to democratize them at the
same time. . . .

While it is necessary to make some trade-offs between a broadly based open
party and one with substantial unity and discipline, being self-conscious
about the duality of the goals of party reform may bring us closer than
before to viable strategies for accommodating these two essential elements
of a change-including party system>*

, Reformers’ emphasis on decentralization of power as the prime req-
;;g. uisite of intraparty democracy may be thought to reinforce the value of
! “‘representativeness,” another desideratum of the reform movement. But
again, reformers seem not to recognize the conflict between decentralization

A major concern of the reform movement since the 1960s has been the
unrepresentativeness of American parties, especially as reflected in the
delegations to the nominating conventions. Comparing delegates to both

party conventions in 1968 with characteristics of the total population and







