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INTRODUCTION
The Problem

In a recent Washington Post editorial, former Supreme Court justice Sandra Day O’Conner and former Colorado governor and current superintendent of the Los Angeles Unified School District Roy Romer lament the decline of civic education in American schools.  While they acknowledge the need for schools to improve in other subject areas, they cite a disturbing statistic concerning civics: “Two-thirds of 12th-graders scored below ‘proficient’ on the last national civics assessment in 1998, and only 9 percent could list two ways a democracy benefits from citizen participation.”
  Romer and O’Conner go on to discuss how citizenship education is important because “A healthy democracy depends on the participation of citizens, and that participation is learned behavior; it doesn’t just happen.”
  In the past, civic education had been a priority that resulted in three classes: civics, problems of democracy, and American government.
  Today, only American government remains and the course, according to Romer and O’Conner, focuses little energy “on how people can—and why they should—participate.”
  At the same time O’Conner and Romer are advocating for civic education, they also recognize that extra- or non-curricular ways of experiencing civic life contribute to individuals’ development as participating citizens.


While it is true that early life experiences have a profound effect on democratic development, O’Conner and Romer’s points can be extended beyond the school-age and signal a greater need to instill citizenship in adults who have lacked the formal educational development.
  When the focus is shifted solely from education to include society at large, the question becomes how we develop a citizenry that understands the importance of participation and participates.  Since it is unfeasible to expect all adults to take classes, and even problematic to expect all to learn from such classes, there must be some other way of developing citizens’ participation.  One such way is to structure the organizations in society so that those participating in said structures experience a development of their citizenship and reinforce their democratic selves.  To do this there needs to be leaders who can facilitate the running of these structures along participatory lines.

Leadership

The Social Science Encyclopedia outlines three main kinds of leadership.  The first is that which depends on the character traits of individuals, such as charisma, intelligence, superior skill, etc.
  This style was focused on in the early twentieth century but was replaced post-WWII by a situational leadership in which leadership depended less on an individual’s characteristics and more on the position the individual occupied.
  Leadership was altered from arising to being established by positions of authority, usually entrenched in hierarchy.  So instead of the individual with charisma (whether or not that individual had authority) being the deferred leader, the individual elected to a position was the accepted leader (whether or not that individual had charisma).  Another form of leadership was identified in the 1970s.  This leadership was based on ideas of empowerment and participation-fostering.
  


Today, the second form of leadership remains dominant.  This can be seen in organizations that work on a basis of representative bodies making decisions and wielding authority to make such decisions.  When organizations are run on this representative structure, members of the organization do not routinely participate in decisions and are thus less likely to understand the importance of participating in decision-making processes.  Just as O’Conner and Romer pointed out in their editorial, if citizens don’t understand the meaning of participation they are unlikely to participate in civic life.
  For citizens to develop their understanding of participation and why it is meaningful there must be a different organizational structure that is led differently.  This different structure is most clearly embodied in participatory democracy and this different leadership is most clearly embodied in democratic leadership.

Democracy

The term “democracy” has a variety of meanings.  There is no singular definition of democracy beyond some sort of “rule by the people” in which “the people” are politically equal.
  Who these “people” are, how (and who) they are to “rule,” and why they are to rule is a matter of great controversy.
  Political Scientist and Sociologist David Held outlines the model of “participatory democracy.”  American democracy is unquestionably a mix of models, with representative being currently dominant, but among this mix the participatory element is the most important.  Participation creates democratic attitudes without which a democracy is unable to be realized. Held sets down the “principle(s) of justification” of participatory democracy:

An equal right to liberty and self-development can only be achieved in a ‘participatory society,’ a society which fosters a sense of political efficacy, nurtures a concern for collective problems and contributes to the formation of a knowledgeable citizenry capable of taking a sustained interest in the governing process.

The general conditions Held identifies are of course important but will be discussed later in the paper.  Democratic leadership leads to the strengthening of participatory democracy; its spread will increase the development of citizens and will bring American democracy that much closer to fulfilling the ideal of democracy itself.

The Plan

This paper seeks to outline why equal participation matters, that the reality is unequal participation, and that democratic leadership offers the best solution to the problem of unequal participation.  The first part of the paper is focused on the theoretical groundings for equal participation.  It navigates over 300 years of thought on the subject and delineates elements that make participation ends as well as means, such as its transformative effect.  


The second part of the paper summarizes the inequalities in participation in America today.  It is a summary of mainly one study, which by most standards would be a limited data source.  However, I have chosen to focus on it because it has built on the major studies of the past and it is extremely comprehensive, both in its breadth and depth.  It shows that unequal participation is mainly distributed along the lines of resources, those having more participating more.  The data review is important because it offers insight into what causes unequal participation and thus what can be done to address the problem.  This section in particular is important because it grounds the theory (and the paper) in reality and gives it meaning beyond that of an intellectual exercise.  Much of Part 2 is summary of data analysis because the study is so comprehensive to explain it in detail over 600 pages would be counter to the purposes of this paper.


The third part offers suggestions for improvement, given the reality outlined in the second section.  The solutions are offered under an idea of democratic leadership.  This kind of leadership would be a distinct change from the currently predominant style and would yield improvements in participation mainly through the increase in the civic skills resource and an alteration in recruitment.  Yet the suggestions would not require revolutionary changes, as those addressing changes in the resources of time and money or the factor of engagement, likely would.  In this manner, these changes are the most realistic and most likely to be effective.

PART 1

Why Equal Participation Matters


The problem of unequal participation in American democracy is the problem of political inequality in American democracy.  In his outline of the basic definition of democracy, Held writes, “Democracy entails a political community in which there is some form of political equality among the people” (emphasis original).
  This idea is certainly evident in the American tradition.  While examples of political inequality abound in the history of the United States, the first statement of the fetal US was the Declaration of Independence, in which it was declared, “We hold these Truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal...” Although equality was denied to youth, non-whites, and women initially, the ideal in contemporary American society is that all citizens are guaranteed political equality without discrimination.


Held’s principle(s) of justification for participatory democracy gives a succinct rationale for why equal participation matters in democracy.  If it is participation that develops our political selves then the participation must be equal, for if it is not then the fundamental principle of political equality is violated.  If a society is to achieve for its citizens, equally, the “right to liberty and self-development,” then somehow the society must establish the necessary environment.  Why is it that the necessary environment must be established?  Or rather, what is it that the necessary environment does to establish equality?  These are the questions I will now address.

Democracy as Transformative/The Journey is the Destination


In his classic philosophical work The Social Contract, Jean Jacques Rousseau presents what political theorist Carole Pateman describes as “the basic hypotheses about the function of participation in a democratic polity:” that participation transforms man into a civil human being.
  Rousseau’s argument is one that reasons what participation develops for citizens and thus why it is important.  The argument is fundamentally self-interested (it is based on the belief that people will gain something by participating), yet it also reflects a contemporary biological principle, that of emergent properties, whose basic tenet is that the whole is greater than the sum of the parts.  This is most clearly articulated in the passage in Book II, Chapter III which states: 

There is often a great deal of difference between the will of all and the general will; the latter considers only the common interest, while the former takes private interest into account, and is no more than a sum of particular wills; but take away from these same wills the pluses and minuses that cancel one another, and the general will remains as the sum of the differences.
 (emphasis added)

Rousseau is claiming that a transformation happens when people, by participating together, incorporate their wills in a way that creates a new will that is singular and distinct.


Rousseau outlines the human condition as people being born into a natural state of liberty, one of self-preservation and self-centeredness.
  But there is another kind of liberty, one that involves rights that derive from the “sacred right” that is the “social order” and not from nature.
  People obtain these rights by participating in what Rousseau terms “the civil state,”
 which “produces a remarkable change in man, by substituting justice for instinct in his conduct, and giving his actions the morality they had formerly lacked.”
  Participating in the civil state transforms man from impulsive and self-centered to dutiful and principled.
  In this new state, man has left behind some of his benefits of individual existence but gained a greater realization of his human existence.
  Rousseau describes this transformation (affected by participation) as man moving from “natural liberty and an unlimited right to everything he tries to get and succeeds in getting” to “civil liberty and the proprietorship of all he possesses.”
  Rousseau further distinguishes the two phases of liberty, writing:

If we are to avoid mistake in weighing one against the other, we must clearly distinguish natural liberty, which is bounded only by the strength of the individual, from civil liberty, which is limited by the general will; and possession, which is merely the effect of force or the right of the first occupier, from property, which can be founded only on a positive title.

Another dimension to the participatory transformation that Rousseau describes is the acquisition of, “moral liberty, which alone makes him truly master of himself; for the mere impulse of appetite is slavery, while obedience to a law which we prescribe to ourselves is liberty.”
  Rousseau’s argument remains relevant to the justification for equal participation because if participation imparts liberty and (perhaps more importantly) a fuller realization of humanity, then those who participate unequally are denied their rightful liberty and humanity.


Early 20th century social political theorist G. D. H. Cole elaborates on Rousseau’s understanding of participation as a tool of human growth with the idea that citizens associate because of a will to do so, not because of force; they do so because they seek to express themselves fully by self-governing.
  Echoing this view is contemporary political scientist John F. Freie, claiming that democratic participation causes individual human growth as well as the growth and development of the participating community.
  


Continuing along Rousseau’s twigging of participation as a means of human growth, American philosopher John Dewey views participation in democracy as fulfilling the idea of democracy “as ends and as means.” 
  Democracy is more than the means of arriving at a decision (more than a procedure) because the procedure itself is an end that is the establishment of a community of political equality. 

Political theorist Benjamin R. Barber synthesizes Dewey’s understanding of participation “as ends and as means” with Rousseau’s understanding of participation as civilizing. Barber writes, “Where democracy is end as well as means, its politics take on the sense of a journey in which the going is as important as the getting there and in which the relations among travelers are as vital as the destinations they may think they are seeking.”
  The potential Barber imagines in these human relations is that of “human promise.  For the first time the possibilities of transforming private into public, dependency into interdependency, conflict into cooperation, license into self-legislation, need into love, and bondage into citizenship are placed in a context of participation.”
  The transformation Barber is discussing is really a transformation of human nature: 

The stress on transformation is at the heart of the strong democratic conception of politics.  Every politics confronts the competition of private interests and the conflict (the anarchist disposition), repressing it (the realist disposition), or tolerating it (the minimalist disposition), strong democracy also aspires to transform conflict through a politics of distinctive inventiveness and discovery.

As Rousseau posited 200 years previously, participation transforms the participant from self-interested to mutually-interested.  By participating, participants create a community where democratic values are not only preserved but where “freedom and equality are nourished and given political being.”
  Participating constructs the equality of the civil liberty that participants enjoy and those who cannot or do not participate equally are left out of that construction and, consequently, out of the equality.  

Dimensions/Elements of Civil Liberty

Freedom


In her book Participation and Democratic Theory, Carole Pateman delineates the elements of Rousseau’s theory of transformative participation (as presented in The Social Contract).  Pateman explains that civil liberty contains multiple dimensions, including freedom, education, integration, and stability of community.  Pateman explains these dimensions that Rousseau elaborates on, beginning with the claim that participation is “a way of protecting private interests and ensuring good government,” or a means of securing freedom and stability.
  Freedom is a consequence of participation for Rousseau because, using his definition, freedom is “obedience to a law one prescribes to oneself.”
  Participatory institutions allow citizens to exercise control over the making and execution of laws that affect their lives; consequently, participation in government/law-making means that one is constructing one’s freedom.


Building on Rousseau, Freie envisions participation as transforming (for participants) the idea of freedom: from “allowing individuals to develop their own individual faculties” to “the expression and development of one’s individual faculties within the context of community.”
  The participation Freie advocates is one that does not make development competitive (develop as much as possible until abrogated by another individual) but cooperative (develop with others without restrictive constraints) and thus more full and equal.

Integration and Stability


Another reason for participation, according to Rousseau, is that when one participates, one is ensured that one is equally subject to the law and thus one is more accepting of a decision.
  Another way of understanding Rousseau’s claim is that by participating one ensures that one’s own interests are connected to others’ interests in the formulation of the general will.  Pateman elaborates on this integrative dimension of civil liberty, explaining that participation gives the participant a stake in and a connection to the community of participants.
  This is the most direct allusion to stability as communities of connection are far less likely to collapse.
  Early 20th century writer John Stuart Mill agrees with Rousseau that participation is integrative, claiming that by participating one’s membership in the community is affirmed, particularly when the community relies on one to do something.
 

Later in her work, Pateman also cites contemporary political scientist Sidney Verba’s echoing of Rousseau’s rationale that by participating, a citizen accepts a decision as the citizen’s own and not one that is imposed.  This recognition allows the citizen to accept it more willingly and develop a personal commitment to it.

Education

When people participate, explains Rousseau, they develop the ability to participate and learn to distinguish between, as well as link, their private and public interests.  These educative effects of participation further develop freedom and stability.
  Agreeing with Rousseau’s understanding of participation as an educative activity, Mill claims that while government must manage society well, it also must educate and develop citizens’ ability to do the same.
  If the education is done unequally, the segments of society will be less capable of managing both their own communities and participating in the management of the larger community.

Structure

Democratic institutions are essential, according to Mill, because unless (participatory) democratic practice permeates institutions as well as the central government, democratic principles will be subverted.
  This idea relates to both educative and integrative dimensions because unequal participatory practice means that some will be left uneducated and not integrated and thus politically unequal.  Cole identifies the problem with an exclusively representative government as the fact that representation attempts to represent individuals holistically/wholly when it is only possible to represent specific functions.
  According to Cole, if a citizen is to be fully represented, the citizen must participate in all “parts of the structure of society with which he is directly concerned.”
  Representative models structurally limit participation of citizens and so structurally limit citizens’ equality.  In arguing for participation, Cole’s argument has the implication that to deny participation or to not participate denies the humanity of citizens because they are treated like just another political resource instead of equal partners in a process.


Pateman also discusses Cole’s understanding of the implications of a system in which participation only consists of voting, explaining that if participation is only voting, then the association of citizens is only temporary and thus their political existence is only temporary.  Aside from the fact that this situation parallels the dehumanizing situation immediately preceding, it is rather difficult to maintain equality when existence is transient.  Representative structures that are based singly on voting facilitate the destruction of citizens’ political selves.  They do so because they do not seek to establish equality by fulfilling the promise of democracy but instead simply seek to manipulate and distribute resources for maintenance of position.


As a more concrete plan for fostering participatory democracy, Mill advocated the learning of democracy through participation at local levels in order for citizens to apply it to national levels.  This plan implies that all (or as many as possibly feasible) lower-level structures in a political system must be made participatory to ensure that all are able to act democratically at the national level.
  Agreeing with Mill’s argument that participation should take place most at the lowest levels, Barber writes that, “strong democracy is the politics of amateurs” because it is at the amateur level that there is the least amount of interference from elites and elitist structure, and thus the best chance for every person to participate equally.
  

PART 2

The Reality of Participation


Recent comprehensive empirical studies done on participation in America focus on the current realities of participation; they measure how people have been and are participating in American civic life.  They also explore why people participate and why they do the way they do.  This analysis is done using myriad variables and varying frameworks to predict participation.


Political Scientists Sidney Verba, Kay Lehman Schlozman and Henry E. Brady (Verba et. al.) begin with the framework that participation is a means of communicating and protecting one’s interests in decision-making; in other words, participating in the decision-making process. 
  When participation is incomplete communication becomes unequal and that threatens the fundamental assumption of democracy (equal political worth).  Verba et. al. emphasize that in an era of polling and mediation, equal participation presents citizens with the most direct and unbiased way of communication with representatives/participating in democracy.
  Verba, et. al.’s analysis is one that accepts the representative structure but focuses on how people participate within that structure to be a part of the decision-making community (the civil society).  Verba et. al.’s model for the “sources of political participation,” termed the Civic Volunteerism Model, is based on the understanding that political participation is the result of three factors: resources, engagement, and recruitment.


To begin, Verba et. al. explore the most general questions about participation, namely how much participation there is in the US and what the participation is about.
  Verba et. al. show that 95 percent of respondents participate in civic life; of this, 66 percent participate in some sort of political activity.
  Figures such as these are in line with O’Conner and Romer’s claim that young people volunteer in their communities.  The overwhelming number of Americans participating in civic life illustrates the potential for the realization of the promise of democracy.  If such high percentages participate then high percentages are set up for the opportunity to overcome the inequalities in political participation in America.

Race, Class and Gender

Class

Verba et. al. continue their analysis of participation by exploring the most common demographic factors: class (“economic circumstances and need”), race/ethnicity, and gender.
  Their data on the simple breakdown of economic influence on political activity shows that those with lower family incomes participate less frequently than those with higher family incomes.
  One analysis includes all political acts and breaks down the data sample by income brackets; it shows that the population average (2.1 acts per person) is nearly twice the lowest (under $15,000) bracket (1.3 acts) and the highest ($125,000 and over) bracket (3.4 acts) is just shy of 2.5 times that of the lowest bracket.
  Breaking the activity down by act, Verba et. al. use the top two brackets ($75,000-124,000 and $125,000-over) and the lowest bracket to illustrate that in each activity the higher income groups participate more frequently, most at least nearly twice as frequently.
  Breaking down the data on five acts (votes, campaign hours, campaign dollars, contacts, and protests), Verba et. al. show that the richest favor campaign contributions while the poorest choose the four other activities.

Class is important as a factor predicting participation because it is something that clearly has an effect on participation but is also something that clearly is very difficult to address.  America is based on a system that accepts and defends economic inequality.  Given this fact, attempts to eliminate class as a factor affecting participation seem rather pointless.  The use of the above data is to show that class affects participation, but in ways that are very difficult to address.

Race

The breakdown of racial participation reveals a less drastic inequality of participation.  The mean number of political acts based on the data sample show the divide in participation to be Anglo-Whites (2.2) and African-Americans (1.9), and Latinos (1.2) and Latino citizens (1.4).
  Delineating the specific activities by race shows a similar ranking for voting, contact, campaign contributions, and affiliation with a political organization.
  Exceptions to this include campaign work and protests, in which African-Americans participate at higher levels than the other three groups, and board membership, in which African-Americans participate at half the level of the other groups.
  When activities are viewed in comparison to the population proportions it is evident that Latinos and Blacks are overrepresented (and implicitly whites underrepresented) in campaign time and protests and underrepresented in campaign money and contacts.


Race is not as serious a problem in participation as class, but it still evidences some significant effect.  Race is another difficult issue with no clear solutions.  Any kind of racial quota systems would likely be struck down as unconstitutional, not to mention the public opposition such proposals would face.  The racial factor is also clearly mitigated by the resources of time, money, and civic skills.

Gender

When it comes to gender breakdown, the split is not nearly as evident and at times non-existent.  Verba et. al.’s breakdown of political activities by gender shows that the variation between men and women is from 1-9 percent for voting, campaign work, campaign contribution, contact, informal community activity, board membership, and affiliated with political organization; protest is the one activity where men and women participate equally.
  The overall gender participation gap for political activity is 0.3 (men-2.3, women-2.0).
  While this shows some gender difference, it also illustrates the less significant effect gender has on participation and consequently the less potential for realizing equal participation.

Resources
Time and Money

Verba, et. al. focus on the resources of “time, money, and civic skills.”
  Time is measured using:

residual time available to an individual after accounting for the hours spent doing necessary household tasks of all sorts, including child care, working for pay including commuting and work taken home (for those in the workforce), studying or going to school (for those taking courses toward a degree), and sleeping.
  

Verba, et. al. make the point that time cannot be saved for a rainy day, unlike money, and so its use as a resource is circumscribed.
  Time is also more evenly (perhaps equitably) distributed as even the most unscheduled person has a maximum of 24 hours.
  Money is considered as family income and is the most unequally distributed resource in America, moreso than in other developed democracies.
  Money is also unique in that it has a dual purpose of both a resource and an indicator of interests.


Verba et. al. examine a variety of variables to understand how each influences participation and the inequalities outlined above.  Examining the resources of time and money they find that the variables most influencing family income (respectively) are education, spouse working, and gender.
  Money certainly holds little hope for changing participation because unless there were a leveling of incomes or a uniformity of working spouses (both very unfeasible propositions) the participation will remain unequal.  


The factors most affecting free time are (respectively) working, pre-school children, gender, school-age children, and spouse working.
  Time offers little hope for a reform effect as efforts to free up time would likely prove unpopular or unfeasible.  For instance, if household chores take up time someone else would have to do them to free up time.  If the government or even the private individual was to hire a maid this would put economic constraints on the individual, either through employing someone or paying taxes to have the government employ someone.  Race/ethnicity have a visible effect on income but this effect is mitigated by the education variable and so not statistically significant.

Civic Skills

The importance of the adult civic skills measure cannot be emphasized enough.  Most scholarly research on participation minimizes the effect of non-political participation, yet “the data make clear that these non-political settings provide many opportunities to practice skills relevant to politics.”
  The civic skills variable is the most nuanced dimension of the Civic Volunteerism Model.  Verba, et. al. define civic skills as “the communications and organizational abilities that allow citizens to use time and money effectively in political life.”
  According to Verba, et. al., civic skills are objective measures of competencies that allow citizens to mitigate the costs of participation.
  For example, if a citizen has a developed vocabulary (one skill that is measured) the time cost of writing a letter to either a newspaper or representative would be lessened because one would articulate oneself more easily.  The civic skills Verba, et. al. measure are education and language (using years of school, a vocabulary test, and language spoken at home (measuring familiarity with English)) and adult civic skills (skills developed in “non-political institutions of adult life-the workplace, voluntary associations, and churches”).
  

Education is shown to have low levels of variation across race and gender for high school graduate and some college but higher levels for grammar school or less, some high school, college graduate, some graduate work, master’s degree, and Ph.D./M.D./D.D.S./J.D..
  The vocabulary skill measure shows a difference between the group Anglo-Whites and the group African-Americans and Latinos.
  The exercise of civic skills on the job and in church (for those who indicate church membership) is outlined, showing that “job and church do not work in tandem.”
  The most noteworthy variation is that as job skills increase, church skills do not in proportion; each association has an independent effect.
  Institutional affiliation and resources are examined through the variables of education and language, income and time, institutional affiliation, and civic skills.  What is shown is that education, vocabulary, family income, citizenship, job skills, organization skills, and church skills all have a significant effect on predicting participation.


Civic skills offer the most promise for mitigating the inequalities in participation in America.  Considering the effect education has one might think civic skills is another hopeless inequality but the evidence of the ability of individuals to acquire these skills in the non-educational organizations of everyday life gives them promise.  If one gains skills on the job these skills are transferable to political life, and since most people strive to be employed it means that most people will be exposed to organizations that will develop their skills.  Also noteworthy is the effect of church skills.  When an individual participates in a church organization, that individual gains skills.  The most noteworthy dimension of civic skills is that they can be gained in any organization that is structured to distribute them.  The interesting part of church skills is that they cross economic, racial and gender divides and so offer the best hope of mitigating these factors.

Engagement

Political engagement is measured as political interest, political efficacy, party identification, and political information using the variables education, family income, race/ethnicity, and gender.  What is seen is that education and income affect political interest, political efficacy, and political information, but do not have a visible direct relationship to strength of party ID.
  Race/ethnicity doesn’t seem to have a continuous effect, though gender shows a slightly higher engagement by men.
  Using engagement, affiliation, and resources to predict participation, Verba et. al. find that education is significant in predicting time-based acts, family income is significant in political contributions, religious attendance is significant in voting, and civic skills are significant in time-based acts.
  Political interest is significant for time-based acts, voting, and political discussion, whereas political information is significant for voting and political discussion, political efficacy is for time-based acts, and partisan strength and citizenship are for voting.


Engagement is a difficult topic because there are few clear-cut causes of unequal engagement.  Education seems to be one affective variable, but it is one among many.  To fix engagement, it seems as though one’s solution would have to include an equalization of education, income, religious attendance, civic skills, political interest, political information, political efficacy, and partisanship.  Aside from education and income (already addressed) there is a willingness to force people to church, to be informed (perhaps an unlikely overhaul of media) and to become more partisan there is little to be done in the way of engagement.

Voting

Verba, et. al.’s analysis of participation shows voting to be a rather unique political activity.  Voting is influenced mainly by citizenship, something none of the other activities is influenced by.
  Resources and civic skills have little effect on the participation of citizens in voting, but engagement has significant influence on voting.
  Interestingly enough, education does not appear to mitigate voting as it did income, but religious attendance and every variable of political engagement proved statistically significant in predicting voting.
  Breaking down the political participation, Verba et. al. find that voting is the most common activity with 71 percent of respondents indicating activity.
  Voting, however, is a unique political act because it is the only political activity in which all actors are equal (one person, one vote).
  Yet voting levels are influenced by socioeconomic factors, ones that are in fact different from factors influencing other political acts.  Religious attendance, political engagement (political interest, political information, political efficacy, and partisan strength), and citizenship all have a significant affect on voting, whereas resources, civic skills, family income, and institutional affiliation (job level and non-political organization, not religious attendance) have only limited effects on voting.
  


Political scientist G. Bingham Powell Jr.’s comparative analysis of voter turnout in democracies reflects some of Verba, et. al.’s findings.  On an individual level, political interest, political efficacy and party identification play influential roles in voting behaviors.
  On an aggregate level, however, frequent changes in the executive, “voluntary registration, unevenly competitive electoral districts, and very weak linkages (perceptual and organizational) between parties and social groups” all had an effect on voting levels.
  What this data shows is that there are options to increase voter participation other than to increase religious attendance or political engagement.  The most feasible and least drastic of these options would be in the altering of voluntary registration; other options would require changing the system while automatic registration would simply make it work as it should better.


Because of voting’s particular nature, Verba et. al. reason that it “is different (from other acts) and cannot be considered a surrogate for all forms of political activity.”
  While voting is not to be considered a surrogate, in American political life it is the one political act in which all are guaranteed equality, where the law guarantees equal voice in decision making, and thus the most promising venue to address inequalities in participation.  It is also most promising given Powell’s findings that institutional settings play a major role in affecting voting behaviors.

Mobilization

Contemporary political scientists Stephen J. Rosenstone and John Mark Hansen conducted another comprehensive study of political participation in America.  While they included some factors similar to Verba, et. al (such as resources, interests (analogous to engagement), and social positions/involvement (to some extent analogous to civic skills), the primary focus of the study is the role of mobilization in affecting participation.
  Rosenstone and Hansen focus on this factor of participation because they conclude that “Few people spontaneously take an active part in public affairs.”
  This conclusion is based on a cost-benefit analysis of participation, the “political logic” concluding that participation is illogical.
  It is Rosenstone and Hansen’s conclusion that efforts by political elites to activate citizens to participate (mobilization) are the fundamental cause of citizens overcoming the costs of participation.


Rosenstone and Hansen find similar inequalities in participation in American politics as those evidenced by Verba, et. al.  The amount of income and education clearly influences participation; increasing education and income increases participation.
  The demographical analysis of Rosenstone and Hansen for participation in governmental politics is limited, but they focus much more extensive analysis on electoral participation.
  A historical analysis shows that while the racial gap in voting has reduced over time, particularly in southern states, a gap still exists.
  Their historical analysis shows a notable relationship between voting behaviors and education, age, “strength of party identification,” “caring which party wins Congressional election,” “years in community-logarithm,” church attendance, and being contacted by a party.
  Analyzing the patterns of mobilization by elites, Rosenstone and Hansen find that age and education are the factors most affecting who is mobilized.
  While providing an important analysis of one factor influencing participation, Rosenstone and Hansen’s conclusion that people participate in American democracy primarily because of mobilization by political elites is limited by its focus on electoral politics.


Mobilization in a problematic factor because the way citizens are currently mobilized is based on the representative system.  Consider Verba, et. al.’s clear distinction between mobilization, which is limited to elites mobilizing citizens, and recruitment, which includes “the more proximate interpersonal networks within which citizens live.”
  Mobilization is top down and is a means (mobilizing voters) to an end (getting elected).  Recruitment is different in that it is not necessarily about means to and end but seeks to create new ends (new organizations).  Mobilization is really only a temporary, one-shot deal whereas recruitment seeks to establish (and exploit) longer-term, lasting relationships.  Mobilization offers some hope in mitigating inequality in voter turnout but an organization that focused more on recruitment is one that is focused more on equal participation in all activities.  For recruitment to be prioritized over mobilization a kind of leadership that is not representative must be utilized, that of democratic leadership.

PART 3

What is to be Done?

Given the understanding of the importance of equal participation to democracy and the evidence of the reality of unequal participation, we are left with the question of what is to be done?  How, in a system that accepts (and virulently defends) economic inequality, are we to address the inequality of money/income as a resource for political equality?  How are we to address the inequality of time in a system that gives no recourse for burdens that take more time from some and leaves more time with others?  How are we to address a system that gives those with more time and money some advantage in acquiring civic skills?  How are we to answer for the inequality of resources that give citizens the opportunity to realize their political equality?


And what of the other factors noted?  How are we to get citizens more engaged in politics?  How are we to spur their interests, partisanship, information, and (perhaps most importantly) their efficacy?  And how are we to address the dynamics of recruitment?  How are the biases that are evident in the networks exploited by leaders to be mitigated?  How are we to change a system based on mobilization to one based more on recruitment?


My answer to these complex and difficult questions, to the question of what is to be done, is democratic leadership.  My answer is not in any way intended to be the be-all-end-all solution to the problem of participation or to the societal or personal problems related to the problem of participation.  What this paper is attempting is to simply understand the ideals and the realities and to find solutions that are feasible to address the inequalities in participation.  This paper does not have all the answers and indeed it is questionable that all the answers can be had; the problem(s) is too complex and human behavior too unpredictable.  Also, given the reality of many of the factors affecting participation, some solutions are simply unrealistic.  My solution, better termed a recommendation, is intended as a realistic means of mitigating the problem of unequal participation, the problem of political inequality.


The forms of democratic leadership embodied in the modified consensual structure and in government-induced voter registration offer, on the most feasible level, the best possibility to mitigate the inequalities in political participation in America.
Democratic Leadership
A Definition

In 1994, communications artist John Gastil offered what up to that point had been lacking in the study of democratic leadership: a detailed definition.
  Gastil begins by defining leadership, using B. Bass’s Bass and Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership (1990):

Leadership is an interaction between two or more members of a group that often involves a structuring or restructuring of the situation and the perceptions and expectations of the members...Leadership occurs when one group member modifies the motivation or competencies of others in the group.  Any member of the group can exhibit some amount of leadership...(pp. 19-20).

Gastil emphasizes that his understanding of leadership has a “positive connotation”, one that is “aimed at pursuing group goals.”
  The former (incomplete) definition of democratic leadership was offered by Kurt Lewin and his colleagues who delineate democratic leadership by opposing it with autocratic and laissez-faire leadership: “Democratic leaders relied upon group decision making, active member involvement, honest praise and criticism, and a degree of comradeship...the other styles were either domineering or uninvolved.” 
  Using this prototypical definition, Gastil sets down the “central element of the term: democratic leadership is behavior that influences people in a manner consistent with and/or conducive to basic democratic principles and processes, such as self-determination, inclusiveness, equal participation, and deliberation.”
  In Gastil’s definition we find echoes of elements of why equal participation matters: freedom, education, transformation, and integration and stability.  Filling out his definition Gastil distinguishes authority from leadership writing “leadership and authority are conceptually distinct...democratic authorities do not necessarily serve as democratic leaders, and democratic leaders sometimes lack formal authority."
  Accountability, honesty, the willingness to question power structures, and the disinclination to concentrate power are essential to democratic leadership.

Functions of Democratic Leadership

Gastil sees democratic leadership as performing “three primary functions: (1) distributing responsibility within the demos, (2) empowering the membership, and (3) aiding the demos in its deliberations.”
  Democratic leaders distribute responsibility by empowering all involved to take and fulfill their responsibilities in the doings of the groups.
  This distribution is important because it encourages a feeling of ownership in and obligation to the group.
  If necessary, leaders may be challenging to influence each and every member to realize their responsibilities.
  The empowerment of members is multifaceted, including asking members to take on responsibility, setting goals that challenge members to develop skills, “help(ing) develop members’ emotional maturity and moral reasoning ability,” helping members’ psychological development by being supportive of members but avoiding a parental or guardianship role, and developing leadership abilities of all members.
  This is crucial to the argument presented in this paper as this effect of democratic leadership is directly linked with Verba et. al.’s data on the acquisition of civic skills.  The members of the democratically led group have the best opportunity to acquire skills and thus to both participate and learn to participate.  Democratic leadership is the means of overcoming the barrier that has the most potential to be overcome, that of the acquisition of civic skills.  These effects illustrate the dualistic purpose of democratic leadership and participation: creating a community of political equality; and making decisions democratically.


Aiding deliberation is perhaps the most demanding and complex responsibility of democratic leaders.  As Gastil writes:

Democratic leaders must distribute responsibility appropriately and empower other group members, but they must devote the bulk of their time and energy to ensuring productive and democratic decision making.  Deliberation is the heart of democracy, and high quality deliberation requires effective democratic leadership.  Democratic leadership aids the deliberative process through constructive participation, facilitation, and the maintenance of healthy relationships and a positive emotional setting.

Problem solving is the goal of constructive participation.  Democratic leaders must help members identify problems, recognize and understand all aspects of the problem, and imaginatively generate solutions.  Facilitation is “communication about the group’s deliberation” (emphasis original).
  For example, a democratic leader might highlight that the group is using hostile language.  Facilitation is important to keep group deliberations from deviations, preventing domination by some and encouraging others to voice an idea, and promoting adherence to the self-imposed rules of the group.  In order to foster an open, free and happy group environment, democratic leaders should work against hostility between members and an atmosphere of nastiness and towards incorporation and respect.
  Democratic leaders also discourage stagnation of group deliberations by sparking enthusiasm.

Followers
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Fig. 1. Decision tree for democracy and democratic leadership.





For democratic leaders to lead they must have followers. And just as the leaders of a democratically run group have responsibilities, so do the followers.  Followers must be willing to accept responsibilities when called upon, albeit not blindly but thoughtfully.  Followers need to act and decide with consideration of the consequences, particularly the consequences for their own autonomy, and be held accountable for their actions and decisions.  Accountability isn’t all bad and this can serve to develop efficacy in participants.  Distinguishing between times to lead and times to follow and acting accordingly is also an essential duty of democratic followers, as is thoughtfully evaluating those who are leading.

Appropriateness of Democratic Leadership
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Democratic leadership, as previously mentioned, is not the supreme form of leadership, to be implemented universally and without consideration.  Gastil writes, “As Verba (1961) argues, ‘There is no one best leadership structure.  What structure is best must depend upon the group setting, task, and membership—in short, upon the total situation.’”
  Drawing upon a wide range of leadership and organizational theory, Gastil has developed a working diagram for decision making he titles “Decision tree for democracy and democratic leadership.”
  As one can see, the path to democracy can be simple, complicated, and degrees in between.  Whether or not democratic leadership is appropriate can be ascertained by answering the questions honestly and thoughtfully.  This should ensure that democratic leadership is considered in organizations where it has not been in the past and that when it is utilized it will be more likely to succeed.


Gastil’s conclusion about democratic leadership is one of questioning.  He acknowledges the definition he has put forth as a nominal one and calls for work on an operational definition.  He also discusses the need for more focused studies of the effects of democratic leadership; studies already done offer valuable insight but are based on the vaguer definition of the past.
  Offering somewhat of a hint at what a operational definition might look like, Gastil explains that for a group to be led democratically the leadership itself would have to be distributed.  This is because the great deal of responsibility democratic leadership entails couldn’t and shouldn’t be handled by one person. The multiple leaders necessary would come from the group so that, ideally, each member would fulfill at least one (if not many) leadership role(s) at some point.  Specific structures may be used to achieve this spread of leadership (and the consequential spread of leadership skills), such as rotational systems, or simple spontaneity may be relied upon.

Modified Consensual Structure (MCS)

Feminist Roots

One model that reflects the organizational structure Gastil has outlined is the “modified consensual structure” proposed by political scientist Kathleen P. Iannello.  Modified consensual structure finds its roots in feminist power theory.  Feminists sought to deconstruct the hierarchical organizational structures in society that reinforced patriarchal power, and to construct alternatives.
  These alternatives would be based on a different understanding of power: “Instead, there must be a redefinition of power—a qualitative change.  This means a change from power as domination to power as the ability to accomplish or achieve goals: empowerment.” (emphasis original).
  After the rise of “women’s consciousness-raising groups” in the 1960s and 1970s, feminists realized that their endeavor had resulted in a form of anarchical tyranny instead of an alternative to hierarchy.
  Arising from this learning experience, feminist organizational theory has realized that the dualism of hierarchy and anarchy is false and “that nonhierarchy does not mean nonstructure.”
  Anarchist feminists have blended the ideas of empowerment and nonhierarchical organization to produce the idea of modified consensual organization.

Decision Making

MCS is based on a distinction between “critical” and “routine” decision making.
  Iannello elaborates: “Decisions that are ‘critical’ have the potential for changing the direction of the organization.  Those that are ‘routine’ are important to the operation of the organization on a daily basis—but are not likely to raise significant questions about changes in overall policy.”
  Each kind of decision is made in its own way, with all members making critical decisions and delegated members making routine decisions.
  If it becomes apparent that a routine decision is truly critical, then the decision is reconsidered as a critical decision.
  What this structure does is establish the equality of participants in the decisions that affect the community that the organization is.  It also prevents the formation of hierarchical relationships of “superordinate-subordinate” nature that would undermine political equality.
  

Other Elements of MCS


In addition to the decision making structure, MCS relies on “(1) recognition of ability or expertise rather than rank or position, (2) the notion of empowerment as a basis of consensual ‘process’ and (3) clarity of goals that are arrived at through this consensual process” (emphasis original).
  Iannello explains:

This includes the concepts of consensus, empowerment, and emerging leadership.  Without the trust among members that is fostered through consensus decision making and the conscious effort to avoid domination, hierarchy would be difficult to avoid.  In this way, the political ideals of the members and the ideological commitment to nonhierarchy are vitally important.

It is here one can see that the kind of participation Iannello advocates is one that fits the ideals of Gastil’s definition of empowerment, distribution of responsibility and aiding in deliberation.  It is also in Iannello’s MCS that one sees the fulfillment of the ideal of participation as transformative put forth by Rousseau, Barber, Dewey, Cole, and Freie.

MCS in Action

The MCS model sounds a fitting theory to promote equal participation, but can and how does it work in reality?  This is an important question that Iannello answers with two real-life examples.  The first example is the feminist peace group “working for disarmament and social justice in its immediate community and the world.”
  The group is part of an international organization and divides its membership into three categories: “(1) active members who participate in project groups and retreats, (2) supporting members who attend events and participate in telephone trees, and (3) sponsoring members who provide financial support for projects and actions.”
  While this split of participation seems to be anti-democratic (meaning not establishing equality through participation), what it does is to both allow each member to participate in the organization in a way that is in line with their ability.  It also establishes a “network of communication and support” that is determined and thus relies on the dynamics of the membership.


Monthly meetings of active members are run on a consensus model and begin by setting the agenda and selecting the facilitator for that meeting.  The facilitator position rotates each meeting, reflecting Gastil’s suggestion of a system of rotation for democratic leadership structure.  The project groups allow active members to develop further their leadership roles and to skills relevant to the specific projects, all while upholding the collective decision making.
  The peace group wasn’t problem free, experiencing difficulty getting some administrative tasks, yet the structure the group was run on allowed them to address the problem effectively.


The second example Iannello uses is a women’s health collective.  When it was initially formed, the collective operated with the structure of a staff that made routine decisions and a board of community members that made critical decisions.
  After two years the staff felt the board was somewhat superfluous and was dissolved.
  The restructuring of the organization involved the full staff becoming the board and participating in decisions consensually.
  At weekly meeting the new staff/board made both critical and routine decisions, including that all staff would have equal salaries.
  This decision sprang from the collective philosophy ideal that, through training, all staff could and would operate in all positions on a rotating basis.


After ten years of the more anarchical structure, the collective again altered its organizational structure.
  As Iannello explains, “Members indicate that there were two major reasons for a change: (1) a need to make the ‘business of the organization more efficient and (2) a need to recognize, through position and salary, the expertise of certain members.”
  The organization operates with non-rotating coordinators who are delegated the responsibility of routine decisions in the coordinators’ areas of expertise.
  When a coordinator leaves, her position is dissolved because the position is based on individuals’ expertise.
  The staff avoids the rise of hierarchy in the model by ensuring the coordinators share their expertise with the group to avoid the concentration of skills accrued by leadership.
  The staff also meets regularly to decide on critical decisions, such as those related to pay and position.
  


Iannello makes the point that within these two groups those with expertise are recognized as leaders while hierarchy is avoided by making those leaders responsible for educating and empowering the followers.
  As Iannello explains, “This is a model of nonhierarchy that demonstrates the concept of empowerment, in that organization members become enriched or gain personal power through the expertise of others.”
  

MCS as Democratic Leadership

Iannello’s two examples and her entire model of MCS provide the more concrete and detailed definition of democratic leadership that Gastil called for.  The MCS is a model of empowerment, self-determination, inclusiveness, and equal participation.  The model illustrates the transformative process of participation, most clearly seen in the health collective that learned how to organize and restructure by doing so.  The model also provides a means for people to secure and exercise their freedom.  Participants learn information and, through participating, learn new civic skills.  The group’s structure creates a stable community of integration and equality for all who participate.  And all of this is done on a level that impacts the daily life of participants, as Mill and Barber suggest.

MCS as a Means of Decreasing Participatory Inequality

How does this translate into an argument about increasing participation in America?  How is this model to address the questions posed at the beginning of this section?  Considering the inequality of resources for political participation, MCS seeks to allow each participant to participate according to his/her time, money and skill levels while maintaining the equality of say the participant has.  Furthermore, the MCS model seeks to address these inequalities, particularly those of skills, by encouraging participants to acquire new skills.  MCS also attempts to increase the efficacy of those involved by giving them a direct and equal say in decision-making.  The biases of the processes of recruitment and mobilization are also addressed by MCS because the equality of membership should translate into equality in recruitment and mobilization.  For example, if a politician wanted to recruit members of the peace group to do campaign work or mobilize them to vote for him/her, the politician could not simply contact the head of the organization and allow that person to contact the members he/she wished.  According to the values personified in their organizational structure, the group would have to be contacted as a whole and would have to choose to act together, thus equally.


Obviously MCS could not be used in all organizations first because it is fairly unfeasible for any group that isn’t relatively small.  Second, there are organizations that could not operate on an MCS because of the nature of their work.  Yet if each organization examined itself and asked the questions in Gastil’s decision tree, it is undoubted that some would discover their potential for being democratically led and run.  If these organizations were to then implement democratic leadership, their members would gain all that is gained from participating in that organizational structure and be more able to participate equally in politics.

Government-induced Voter Registration


Yet organizational structure is only half the story.  Organizational democratization is in line with Mill and Barber’s solution for bettering participation but the effects are unlikely to address the political inequality on a national level.  Because voting is considered the fundamental form of American political participation it is the fundamental form of American political equality and thus it is imperative that any discussion of participation that concerns itself with equality should address the reality of voting inequalities.  

Registration Reform

Freie explains that the largest barrier to voting in America is the onerous registration process.
  This claim is supported by political scientist G. Bingham Powell Jr.
  Powell writes, “Moreover, the registration laws make voting more difficult in the United States than in almost any other democracy.”
  Other democracies organize their voting structure on the basis of a registration system that places initiative in the hands of the government.
  The specific structures that are utilized to act on this initiative vary across democracies; however, what is important is that the government’s acceptance of responsibility for registration removes one major cost to political participation.  While Powell’s findings claim that automatic registration of voters would not lead to the turnout levels enjoyed in other democracies, his data do suggest it would lead to “a major increase in American voter turnout.”
  Political scientists Francis Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward corroborate the claim that registration almost always leads to voting, writing:

People vote if they are registered.  Nonvoting is almost entirely concentrated among those who are not registered.  This is prima facie evidence of the deterrent impact of registration procedures on voting...Furthermore, registrants turn out in high proportions despite differences in race, income, and education...Of course, these findings do not necessarily warrant the conclusion that more people would in fact register and vote if registration were made easier.  However, the studies that bear directly on this matter suggest that they would.

Mandatory Voting

Political scientist Martin P. Wattenberg presents an examination of American voting from a more contemporary perspective in his book Where Have All the Voters Gone.
  In his analysis of who votes and what the implications of that are, Wattenberg concludes with a number of possible solutions to the problem of voter turnout in the United States.  The first solution is relevant to the argument of this paper.  Wattenberg posits that introducing a mandatory voting system, one where voters are required by law to vote, might increase voter turnout.  However, I am inclined to agree with Wattenberg’s critique of this suggestion, particularly with the argument that Americans view it as part of their rights as individuals entitled to freedom to not vote and thus would vehemently oppose such a system.

Registration as Democratic Leadership

A voter registration structure that shifted responsibility for registration from the voter to the government fits the model of democratic leadership in that it most fundamentally act to empower the participant to realize his/her freedom to self-determination.  It also acts to create a more inclusive political community within the nation, one that seeks to guarantee the opportunity for equal participation in democracy.  This argument may lead to the question “why not go further and mandate voting if it is so essential to establishing democracy and political equality?”  To this I answer that democratic leadership, and indeed democracy, is not about strong-arming or forcing participation.  Democracy is about empowering people to choose to act democratically, and when they do so helping them to realize their freedom, integrate and stabilize themselves, educate themselves, and essentially transform themselves.  The democratic process is about establishing the freedom to choose, not the mandate to choose.  Participation is the most fundamental element to democracy, but it is one that participants must choose because they may not want democracy.  Some people may look at the options rationally and choose guardianship.  The point of democratic leadership is to encourage people to choose to participate in a democratic structure.  Making the government responsible for registering all people ensures that the community recognizes the equality of all and offers the best hope for mitigating the inequalities in American political participation without compromising equality.

PART 4

Conclusion

How does democratic leadership address the unequal political participation in America?  Democratic leadership attempts to work within the American system of economic inequality to address the inequality of resource distribution.  Democratic leadership seeks to utilize the resource of civic skills as one that can be distributed equally, or at least more equally, without massive socio-economic overhaul.  By seeking to distribute this resource equally democratic leadership is seeking to give citizens the opportunity to realize their political equality.  There is no accepted positional leader because in a democratically led group all are recognized as leaders.  All have equal opportunities to acquire skills and to enable others to acquire skills.  And this opportunity is not limited to organizations whose members are traditionally advantaged.  The ability of democratic leadership to be used in any organization whose goals are in line with those outlined in Gastil’s decision tree means that democratic leadership is a tool for those whose opportunities are traditionally marginalized.


Democratic leadership seeks to create organizations whose membership is more engaged, most importantly because they feel more efficacious.  Organizations led democratically are more likely to help participants realize the benefits of participating, hopefully so that they could do better than the high school students O’Connor and Romer cite and name more than two ways participating benefits both citizens and democracy.  Democratic leadership fosters recruitment because unlike in representative leadership models those seeking to mobilize an organization cannot simply contact the representative and expect all to follow suit.  The group must be contacted as a whole because all are recognized as equals.


MCS and government-induced registration would mitigate unequal political participation in America because the structures establish the equality of participants.  MCS, as a form of democratic leadership, seeks to fulfill the ideals of democratic leadership and empower participants to transform themselves, to learn new skills, integrate themselves into and stabilize the community, and establish their freedom in communion with others.  This can be achieved on a small scale, as Mill and Barber envision, so that the effects on the individual citizen can translate context of the larger-scale participation.  And even this larger-scale can change to become more transformative.  If more people voted it is likely that they would see their vote as staking their place in the national political community, integrating that voice, stabilizing that community, and establishing their freedom as a member of that community.


At this point the question may arise as to how democratic leadership is to gain hold.  This is a very important question, particularly given the entrenchment of positional leadership in America today.  When one considers the challenge of establishing and spreading democratic leadership it is imperative to consider the obstacles to democratic leadership.  Pointing out that “democratic leadership and democracy go hand-in-hand, obstacles to the latter are obstacles to the former,” Gastil suggests some measure of difficulty in implementing democratic leadership in a system that is rather undemocratic.   Gastil offers four barriers to implementing democratic leadership organization:

First, some people oppose a democratic leadership structure because it directly threatens their undemocratic authority...Second, some people have authoritarian values and are not easily swayed from a strong belief in the justness and efficiency of powerful, directive authorities...Third, most people have, to some degree, an unconscious or conscious desire for a hero, a charismatic figure capable of solving our problems and sweeping away our confusion...Finally, some reject the notion of democratic leadership for the opposite reason, having no faith whatsoever in leaders of any kind and no belief in their necessity... 

I would add a fifth reason, that some (I might argue many) people have a view of human nature as greedy, selfish, and inherently uncooperative and this attitude prevents them from trusting in a organizational structure that requires selflessness, moderation, and cooperation.  Indeed, Iannello adds perhaps another reason, writing:

This means that in order to build consensual structures, people often have to learn to participate in organizations in different ways than they have in the past...However, shared power also means shared responsibility, which can seem quite overwhelming to those who are unaccustomed to it (emphasis original).
 

Interestingly enough, Gastil points out that democratic leadership offers people the ability to, through the experience of participating equally with others, overcome their distrust “in themselves and others,” similar to Rousseau’s argument of participation transforming human nature.   Gastil posits that if democratic leadership were to gain a foothold in “economic, political, and cultural networks,” its transformative effects would set the stage for its, and consequently democracy’s, spread.  It also must be remembered that before WWII positional leadership was not the dominant form but that too changed.  The transformative potential of democratic leadership cannot be understated, particularly in light of the tremendous obstacles outlined above.  Carole Pateman cites studies that evidence that participating in democratically led organizations can actually lead to attitude and/or personality changes, offering hope.


If it is feasible that democratic leadership could take hold, which I hope by now it is, the next question might be where are democratic leaders to come from.  It is perhaps here where O’Connor and Romer’s editorial is most pointed.  Without civic education, the greatest source for new leadership, the prospects for democratic leadership’s entrenchment are uncertain.  Continuing on the idea of the need to learn citizenship and participation, O’Connor and Romer write, “This is not a new idea.  Our first public schools saw education for citizenship as a core part of their mission.  Eighty years ago, John Dewey said, ‘Democracy needs to be reborn in every generation and education is its midwife.’”
  For the sake of political equality and the health of democracy, civic education that develops democratic leaders is desperately in need of assistance before democracy is stillborn.
Exhibit 1: As can be seen, democratic leadership is useful in particular, not universal, situations. (source: Gastil 966)








Exhibit 2: As can be seen, there is a clear structural difference between MCS and an anarchical consensual model. (source: Iannello, 360)
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