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A comparison will now be made between 

representational democracy and the direct 

democracy model above. The nature of "the 

public" will be assessed in relationship to 

acting or behaving within each system. This 

relationship will be assessed through the 

nature of the human condition described 

above as well as through as continued 

critique of liberalism's radical individualism.  

"Plugging-in" Some Behavioral Research  

The study of political behavior in social 

science research, especially in the United 

States, has been going on for over half a 

century. During that time much has been 

learned about the public". What has been 

learned certainly seems to depict a public far 

below that of an ideal citizenry. Political 

opinions are often based on systematized, 

scanty information, logically sloppy and 

contradictory, with little or no conception of 

consistency. Clearly the nature of public 

opinion and behavior points to a legitimating 

of conservative, representational democracy. 

If the public cannot give value-consistent 

opinions, that are instead 'knee-jerk (that is 

based on ignorance and emotionalism), and 

unreasoned (or perhaps ill reasoned), than 

those citizens who are value-consistent, 

reasoned and cautious, have not only a right, 

but an obligation, to govern in the interest of 

those who seem, obviously unable to look 

after their own intoned. This is the argument 

that, although stated bluntly here, cannot be 

denied. Representational democracy, it 

could be concluded from this research, is as 

advanced a democracy as we can get, 

without the costs of ever-increasing bad 

decisions out-weighing thebenefits of 

legitimized democratic inclusion. According 

to this line of thinking, therefore, the only 

positive functional purpose for any son of 

mass democracy is to peacefully adjudicate, 

if somewhat arbitrarily, the ideologically 

based disagreements of a governing elite.  

These conclusions may have intuitive appeal 

to the "governing" elite representatives, but 

the question remains, "are these attributes 

describing the public as 'contradictory and 

'ambivalent', a result of the political 

structures under which people live; that is, 
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representational democracy with little 

personal responsibility of these qualities 

actually a part of a huge stupid mass of 

people, regardless of the political system 

they live under?" The research shows that 

the public's political opinions are often 

based on systematized, seamy information, 

logically sloppy and contradictory, with 

little 0r no conception of ideological 

consistency; but this dismal display of 

human nature may just as easily be 

explained as the result of "representation" as 

a form of democracy and the nature of 

public opinion polling. It is asserted here 

that because responsibility for "good 

government" falls on the shoulders of our 

elected representatives and not on the 

members of the society, the public is given 

little cause to "crystallize" their opinion; 

therefore remaining ambivalent and often 

contradictory. Because there are far too few 

avenues in which to turn attitudes into 

"effective" action, the majority of the public 

has little or no need to bother reaching a 

decision that stems from the emotional 

inspiration. An interested citizen can remain 

"ambivalent", toot between alternatives', 

because they are never formally asked to 

draw a coherent conclusion unless a ballot 

asking for their decision is placed in front of 

them - and even Men they are asked to vote 

in an incoherent representational election. 

Without formally being asked to decide on 

specific issues, rather than individuals or 

vagaries, Mere is no need to crystallize an 

opinion into a decision, especially on a 

wide, yet interrelated, variety of public 

concerns.  

Ambivalence and Cue Theory and the 

Representational Parliamentary System  

During a parliamentary election voters are 

asked to make "one" decision regarding 

many, often conflicting, priorities. Do voters 

cast their vote for a party (or ideology), a 

specific platform or issue, or for a popular 

local leader, or a national leader? How can 

all this be reconciled with one vote every 

four or five years and make the electorate 

feel is part of the political process? These 

are not new problems; boo the very nature of 

electoral representational participation 

confounds the electorate, keeping many 

voters’ choices blurred and confused. Also, 

there is no direct recourse if a leadership 

changes its position on an issue after being 

elected. Accountability, a fundamental belief 

of our parliamentary system, is inhibited by 

this blurry process as is the political 

mandate that supposedly comes from an 

election -- and many of the electorate arc 

disaffected by it. In the interim, between 

elections, voters are forced to follow politics 
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like a soap opera or sporting event. The 

average voter can only watch the process 

through the pseudo-objective eye of the 

commercial media's scientific skepticism 

(believing nothing), breeding mom and more 

cynicism. The ambiguities revealed is 

polling data reflecting this as ambivalence 

and apathy. Attitudes need not crystallize 

until they are to be enacted. Donald Kinder 

cites Zajonc's (1980) "allegation that the 

evaluations people make are determined by 

two largely independent systems: a crude 

and fast effective one, and a slower more 

detailed, cognitive one. Zojonc suggests 

further that the effective system may often 

dominate the cognitive one. The hypothesis 

here is that the representational system asks 

the public only once every four or five years 

to take the effort required making cognitive 

evaluations. Between elections, the 

representational system spends much of its 

time "wrong-headedly" gagging public 

opinion based on the "instantaneous" 

affective evaluations. And given that the 

single vote cast in a representational 

parliamentary election is meant to be based 

on such disparate criteria as leadership (local 

and national), party, and platform it is little 

wonder that short-cuts, or "cues are used, if 

not encouraged, to assist in making sense of 

the multifaceted .d often contradictory 

decision required. Cue theory has been 

posited to account for "short-cuts" the public 

makes in forming political opinions. 

Utilizing such Cues as party identification of 

candidates to surmise a candidate’s 

unknown position on any particular policy, 

Cue Theory implies that people "fill in the 

blanks" of their political knowledge using 

knowledge at hand. How does this relate to a 

public casting a vote at the many levels of 

the direct democracy model outlined above? 

Given, as Granberg points out, that these 

Cues are usually quite accurate it is not 

unreasonable to assume that they could be 

used just as  

Effectively it is an issue vote. For example, 

an individual voter was unable to crystallize 

an () pillion on a proposed to be voted upon 

(due say, to it. complexity) then the voter 

can take his or her cue from the leadership 

or Party associated with the Rill, if 

participation is desired. Where acquiescence 

would more than likely be the result of such 

indecision, Cues could appropriately act as 

decision indicators, recognizing the reality 

of leadership. 
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