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In countries we consder “established democracies,” the democratic concept evolved

its familiar form based on eections of political representatives and a universal franchise.”
Thisform had two notable qudities. First, the eection of representatives enabled democracy
to take root within large, integrated politica units, producing mass democracy. Second, the
electord representative form established aviable if uneasy baance between the pressures of
socid and politica democratization and the rule of professond politica dites. Owing to
these functions, we have come to understand democratic representation as having three key
Characteridtics

7? Representation invokes a principal-agent relationship (the representatives “stood for”
and “acted on behaf of’ the represented), mainly though not exclusively on aterritoria
and forma badis, so that governments could be said to be responsive to the interests
and opinions of the people.

7? Representation identifies a place for political power to be exercised responsibly and
with a degree of accountahility, in large part by enabling citizens to have some
influence upon and exercise some control over it.

?7? Theright to vote for representatives provides a smple means and measure of politica
equdlity.

It has long been recognized, of course, that these representative relationships are
complex both in meaning and in practice (Pitkin 1967). They are enabled and mediated by
many kinds of groups, including mass palitical parties, interest groups, and corporatist
organizations. In addition, public spheres and civil society organizations develop and focus
public opinion, so that mechanisms of representation have never Smply aggregated citizens’
preferences, but dso formed and transformed them. Findly, the equdity of representative
relationships, while conceptudly smple, is highly vulnerable to digtortion by everything from
politica indtitutions that exaggerate the powers of mgorities to the corruption of
representative relaionships. What defines what we shal call the “standard account” of
democrétic representation is neither its containment within eectora processes as such, nor
amplicity, but rather that democretic representation is, ultimately, understood as a matter of
perfecting its territoridly-based dectora forms.

The standard account of representative democracy describes and justifies adefining
feature of large-scale, mass democratic inditutions. At the same time, contemporary
democracies have evolved in ways that increasingly undermine the adequacy of the sandard
model. Two of these involve the scale and complexity in processes of decision-meaking in
modern society.

7? The emergence of transnational decision making arenas, where new internationa and
globa players operate, tends to escape the reach of territorially-democratic
representation, as do the increasing number of issues that are non-territorid in nature
(Rehfeld 2005, Grant and Keohane 2005)
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?7? Anincreasing number of collective decision-making areas and issues, at both the
nationa and supranationd level, are now under the control of specialized and expert
bodies, with loose connections to the traditiona ingtitutions of politica representation
and where there is no direct place for the voice, influence and control of the citizens
(Zolo 1992, Beck 1997, Brown 2006).

Two other changes have to do with the ways people relae to their politicad communities:

?7? The smple palitica egditarianism on which the inditutions and mechanisms of
modern representative democracy were established has given way to increasing
demands for group recognition as well as for forms of equaity related directly to
people’s needs, characterigtics, identities and conditions (Taylor, 1994, Philips 1995,
Williams 1998, Y oung 2000). These developments have produced a more complex
discourse of representation, for which smple egditarian and universdistic sandards
embedded in the standard model no longer seem adequate.

?7? There has been adiffusion of more informa structures and opportunities for
democratic representation and influence. This development partly reflects the
diminished role of forma political structuresin socid decison making, but aso the
increesing diversfication of the forms of associaion in modern societies, posmateria
idedls and culture, as well asincreasngly dense and complex forms of public discourse
(Beck 1997, Offe 1996, Warren 2001).

In this paper, we take these developments as a point of departure. We offer a ketch of
eight theoretica issuesthat are, in our view, fundamentd to rethinking the problems and
potentials of politica representation under these emerging conditions. If we have an
argument, it isthat the theory of representation in democracies needs refurbishing: the
standard view is no longer adequate to aworld in which spaces of politics are de-centred, and,
as a consequence, o too are the potentias, possibilities, and practices of democracy. Taken
together, the eight theoretica issues amounts to an argument for returning to the concept of
representation with the kind of generic and systematic focus that Hannah Pitkin brought to the
concept dmost forty yearsin The Concept of Representation (1967). If thereisany origindity
to our argument, it is only that our theoretical sketch highlights the gap between current
practices and possibilities of democratic representation and democratic theory.

We democratic theorists have embarrassing little to offer by way of guidance or
critique for emerging issues of representation. More traditional democratic theorists focus
primarily on state- centered politics. Their theoretical innovations are, therefore, mostly
limited to important but familiar questions about the meaning and integrity of representative
government (Manin 1997). Progressive democrats, while more likely to conceive democracy
beyond the state, have too often followed Rousseau in viewing representative democracy as
lesser form of direct or participatory democracy. We agree with David Plotke's clam that
“the opposite of representation is not participation. The opposite of representation is
excluson. And the opposite of participation is dostention. ... . Representation is not an
unfortunate compromise between an ided of direct democracy and messy modern redlities.
Representation is crucid in condtituting democratic practices’ (1997, 19; Urbinati 2005).



The “democratic” part of democratic representation

Higoricaly, the practice of political representation emerged through two different
processes. the establishment of the representative nature of the state and of its indtitutions, and
the emergence of “representative government”. These two processes are concerned with what
Hanna Fitkin has characterised as “formal” views of representation (see below). The former,
often associated to Hobbes, is concerned with the act of authorization; while the latter with
the extent to which representatives can be made accountable to the represented. Extremely
amplified, we can conceive these two processes as taking place sequentialy: one coinciding
with the emergence of ideas of sovereign and absolute power in the Sixteenth and
Seventeenth centuries, and the other taking roots through the establishment of nodern
parliamentary inditutions and condtitutiona government in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth
centuries. Indtitutiondly, this meant a gradua passage of the clam of political representation
from the more persondized indtitutions of the monarchy to the more diffuse ingtitutions of
modern parliaments. Socidly, the transformation reconfigured politica space, from the more
fragmented and hierarchicd sructure typica of feudd societies, to the more unitary and
undifferentiated relations underlying mode'n commercia, and eventudly indudtria, societies.
“Democratic’ representation built on this early modern, state- centric conception of
representative government, which hasin turn informed much of the research on modern
political representation. Thus, the discussion of eectord sysems and of the way in which the
elected legidators relate to their own congtituencies have taken priority.

This“standard view” has come under increasing pressure, and it has become
increasingly evident that political representation in democraciesis a rather more complex
process. For these reasons, looking at politica representation from a specifically democratic
perspective now involves a more abdtract and normétive evauation of the inditutiona forms
thismay take. “In order redlly to understand the state and mora quality of our democracies,”
writes Thomas Pogge (2002, 50), “we must look a them from a somewhat greater distance so
that we can see that they represent asmall cluster of ingtantiations of the democratic idea
within amuch larger space of possihilities.” Imagining the maximum reach of the space of
democracy, and thus the potential space of democratic representation, requires that the idea of
demoacracy be conceived at aleve of abstraction sufficient to generate the perspective to
which Pogge refers. The norm should be divorced, at least in the first instance, from any
particular indtitutiona arrangement, o it is possible to identify representative relationship
within an variety of possible inditutionsand practices, and then to judge them in terms of
their contributions to democracy.

What, then, do we mean by “democratic”? Aswith dl things we care about,
democracy suffers from an excess of meaning, written into the concept by along history of
usage, ard further complicated today by its identification with so many good things, which,
like al political concepts, is stretched even further by opportunistic usages. Nonetheless, & a
high level of abstraction, concepts of democracy tend to work with two sets of ideas, from
which we can extract agenera but nontrivia meaning.t

The firgt involves the ontologica proposition that a society conssts of the individuds
who compose it, together with the relaions among them. Thus, if a society is good, this means
that it is good for the individual s in society and the rel ationships they maintain. Public goods,

! The following three paragraphs are adapted from Warren (forthcoming).



collective goods, community, and culture are relationa, and irreducible to individua goods.
But these greater goods are judged as good owing to their consequences for individuas. From
thisfollowsthe norm of moral equality in collective rule: because each individud lifeisan

end in itsdlf, collective decisons ought to recognize, repect, and benefit individuas’ interests
and vaues equdly, insofar as possible. Thismord intuition is central to democracy, and

meakes the concept mordly compelling, gpart from any inditutiona embodiments. Moreover
because thisintuition is shared by many mord theoriesin one form or another, democracy
benefits from and expresses this mord purpose without requiring asingle mord theory for its
mordly compdling qudities.

Second, the norm of mord equdity applies to those who are part of “the people”
composing the callectivity within which individuas are recognized as having amord gatus
with respect to some set of features, and sufficient to amord claim for sdf-rule. In short,
every democratic theory assumes, more or less explicitly, boundaries that demarcate
incdlusons and exclusons (Rehfeld 2005). The boundaries may be territorial, such that every
individua within aterritory isincluded. Higoricdly, however, territorid boundaries have
been supplemented with boundaries defined by ethnic, racid, and/or sexua characteristics,
such that the rlevant “people” includes only, say, the native-born or whites or maeswithin a
given territory. In cases where the principle of territoria democracy has been established,
such boundaries typicaly become the objects of democratic struggles (Philips 1995). More
recently, it has become clear that boundaries may be based on issues, asthey increasingly are
under doctrines of subsidiarity (the notion that political units should match the scale of
problems with which they dedl), and in emerging globd ingtitutions and forums. In such
cases, “the people” may be condtituted and recongtituted as a salf-governing collectivity in a
different way for each kind of problem and its effects—say, for purposes of occupation,
defense, control of pollution, schooling children, or regulating public health (Pogge 2002,
Rehfeld 2005). Implied in thiskind of boundary isacomplex form of citizenship in which
individuas have multiple memberships, depending upon the nature and domain of collective
decisons. Such a conception of boundaries generalizes and incorporates the older libera
notion that areedy prefigured its complexity: the notion that some matters are properly
public—the legitimate business of the relevant people, while others are private—that is, there
is no rlevant “people,” because the issues (say, those involving intimacy) are not of akind
that should be collective matters.

A robust norm of democracy, then, would judge the effects of collective decisonson
individuas rather than gpplying directly to inditutions. The degree to which a representative
relationship is “democratic” would depend upon the degree to which it enables the following
norm: every individual potentially affected by a decision should have an equal opportunity to
influence the decision. The corollary action norm is thet collective actions should reflect the
purposes decided under inclusive processes. In short, the basic norm of democracy is
empower ed inclusion of those affected in collective decisions and actions (see, e.g., Habermas
1996, 107; Dahl 1998, 37-38; Held 1996, 324; Y oung 2000, 23).

Eight Theoretical Issues

Indl but directly democratic venues (and even sometimes then), the norm of
democratic incluson is achieved through representation. Thus, we are conceiving of
representation as the concept that identifies the normatively significant structure of



democratic institutions. An account of representetion that is sufficiently generic to respond to
emerging politicd practices and ingtitutions, as well as specific enough to identify their
democratic eements, will have a number of theoreticd features, which we summarizein the
falowing eight points. Thefirgt four are concerned with the more conceptua aspects of
political representation. One concerns the specific sensein which political representation isa
“relationship”. The second relates to the way in which democratic representation, no lessthan
older and more aritocratic forms of politica representation, involves some form of
trusteeship, which cannot be reduced to the processes of either authorization or accountability.
The third is concerned with the criteria according to which “representation”, as a politica
relationship, can be judged: either for what it isor for what it achieves. The fourth regards the
agency aspectsinvolved in the rdaionship of politica representation, looking et it asa
complex form of politica practice. The last three points discuss the more ingtitutiona aspects
of the new ecology of political representation. Point Five functions as a bridge between the
two st of issues involved in rethinking representation.

1. Representation is a relationship.

A great virtue of Hannah Fitkin’ s gpproach to political representation was that she was
clear about its ontology: representation isa socid relationship, congtituted in part by shared
meanings Asapolitica theorist, PAitkin was interested in political representation (its
normetive background in democratic theory and its indtitutiond articulaion in various forms
of representative government). But she recognized that an understanding of “politicd
representation’ (conceptudly, normatively and inditutiondly) involved placing the concept
within two interlocking narratives. One such narrative showed how the very concept of
representation (and more generaly the “represent- family of words’) had come to mean what
it means in the stlandard account of politica representation. Thisinvolved placing the political
meaning of “representation” within alarger group of meanings, asthose used in contexts such
as atidic, theatrica, mentd, religious, and legd forms of representation. The purpose of this
comparison was not sSmply of historical and etymologica character, but to make the point
that meanings first developed in other contexts had I€ft their imprints on our political usage.
The second narrative was concerned with the process of indtitutionalization of the idea of
politica representation as the result of successve historical phases and experiences
throughout which political agents used it as part of their power battles and ideological
disputes. This eventudly resulted in the standard account, which took political representation
to mean the inditutiona and formalized relationship between a“ representative” and higher
congtituency, seen as the democratic feature of legidative power in arepresentative form of
government.

The point Pitkin was making was that one cannot understand representation without
recognizing the way in which it could be used from different perspectives, and thet these
perspectives were the results of linguistic, semantic and ingtitutional processes? Out of these

2 Pitkin's conceptual analysiswas meant to show that representation theory needed to recognize the plurality of
meanings of the idea of representation (what she metaphorically called the different snapshots of a three
dimensional object), but she went on to suggest that by knowing the different ways in which the “word is used”
onewould know “what thething is’ (1967, 11). It should, however, be noted that she was probably aware of the
excess of reification that the passage from “words” to “things” may imply. In afootnote to the passage where she
suggests the photography metaphor, she writes; “1 now believe, on the basis of reading Wittgenstein, that the



processes, however, Fitkin identified a number of discrete groups of meanings, which she
clarified by a series of successve digtinctions. She first distinguished between “formdidic”
and “subgtantive” understandings of politica representation. Formaistic understandings and
theories focus on the presence of the forma features of authorization (by the “principa”)
and/or accountability (of the “agent”). Substantive theories, instead, are concerned with the
way in which the relationship works. She divided substantive gpproaches between those that
understand representation as “sanding for” someone or something else, and others that
conceiveit as “acting for” someone else (or a collectivity). The former she further
digtinguished between “descriptive” and “symboalic” waysof “standing for’. The latter she
treasted as a single group, though she recognized that there are different waysin which one can
“act for” someone else.

However different, each of these formulations assumesthat & the core of politica
representation there isarelational eement between the entity that represents and the entity
that is represented. Although this observationis obvious, itsimplications are not dways fully
appreciated. There are, for instance, important consegquences for how we understand the
agency of the representative (Plotke 1997, 29-30), to which we shal return in Point Four. For
the moment, we wish briefly to signa two other aspects of the rdaiona qudity of politica
representation: its ambiguity and its socid congruction: thereis an intrindcaly dynamic
qudlity to political (and democratic) representation, which the sandard account fails to
capture. This has important political consequences, as we shall seein Point Eight.

‘Formdigtic’ theories, as Pitkin notes, may emphasize either authorization or
accountability, dmost to the complete exclusion of the other. From aforma perspective, we
could therefore characterize the relationship established by political representation in at least
two ways

A. Politica representation involves arepresentative X being authorized by congtituency
Y to act with regard to good Z. Authorization means that there are procedures through
which'Y sdlectg/directs X with respect to Z, and that responsibility over
actiong/decisonsof X restwith Y.

B. Paliticd representation involves arepresentative X being held accountable to
congtituency Y with regard to good Z. Accountability meansthat X provides, or could
provide, an account of higher decisonsor actionsto Y with respect to Z, and that Y
has a sanction over X with regard to Z.

Each of these accounts of what the rdaionship of politica representation implies may give
riseto different politica conceptions. Democratic theories tend to combine the two accounts,
but the way in which they combine them is not dways obvious, nor, for that matter, need to
be fixed once and for dl. Indeed, our point is that democratic societies and ingtitutions often
propose different equilibria between these two accounts.

A smilar ambiguity with respect to the relationd quality of representation emerges
when we ook at it from amore substantive perspective. “Standing for” and “acting for”
understandings point toward digtinct waysin which “representation’ congtitutes political

metaphor isin some respects profoundly misleading about concepts and language” (255, note 20). In a previous
note, she states: “this book is primarily Austinian and not Wittgensteinian in its orientation; if | were to writeit
over again now, it would be adifferent book.” (254, note 14).



relaionships. We often conceive of our political or democratic ingtitutions as doing both, thus
using one or the other of these understandings as away of justifying a particular conception of
how the ingtitution should either work or being organized or both. Some of the disputes about
the merits of descriptive representation stem partly from this ambiguity. Moreover, both
“gtanding for” and “acting for” can giveriseto different ways of representing, to which we
may give different politica congderation. For ingtance, think of the way in which opinion
polls (aform of descriptive “standing for” through tatigtica generdization) can be used to
orient government’ s action. Or consider the way in which activism and palitical mobilization
can act asaform of symbolic “sanding for”, and occasiondly “acting for”.

“Acting for” can dso give rise to different understandings of the relationship involved
in representing: asatrustee, as a deputed agent; as afiduciary (in the sense of a‘free agent);
asan expert. Each of these ways of understanding what “acting for” involves on the part of
the agent refersto a different relationship between principa and agent. Recent suggestions
(Mansbridge 2003) that the practice of political representatives cannot be captured by the
smple “promissory” model of the standard account, but that such a practiceis better
understood by the use of looser ways of describing the relationship, such as “anticipatory”,
“gyroscopic” or “surrogate”, are consistent with the point we are here making about the
ambiguities, and the continuoudy contested nature, of the relationa aspectsinvolved in
political representation. Different understandings of how the relationship involved in politica
representation can operate may aso be of assstance in thinking new forms of representation
in relation to what can be called the“politics of delegatiori': the growing number of public-
related decisons that are del egated to non-mgjoritarian indtitutions whichare not directly
accountable to the citizens.

The second relationa aspect we wish to note regards the socidly constructed and
contextua nature of political representation. Thisis neither a“naturd’ nor asmple “formd”
(or legalized) rdationship. In some sense, of course, dl relationships are socidly constructed.
But their naturd or clearly formalized structure may make them easier to define, at least in the
normal course of events. As Hans Wolf perceptively maintained in a passage rightly signded
out by Pitkin (1967, 9): “the making present of A by [B] ismerely aformula; whet is
important is how that isto be understood, what it means, under what circumstances and
assumptionsit is possble, and how it isjudtified.” Representing is a “conceptua construct,
particularly a congtruct of group opinion and ideology”. The socidly constructed aspect of
representation is evident in dl discussons about what is represented in the political process:
people, interests, vaues, characteristics, etc., aswe discussin Point Six below. But thereis
another aspect of the socid congtruction of political representation as expressed in the
gtandard account that is worth remarking, particularly because it hasimplications for how we
understand political representation within the globalized conditions of modern democracy and
politics.

Thisfeature of the concept can again be illustrated by reference to Fitkin’ swork. In
the* Appendix on Etymology’ in The Concept of Representation she shows in a short compass
how, at least in English 17"- century politics, the idea and function of political representation
isfirg attributed to the whole legidature before being assumed by individuad members of it as
representatives of their own condituencies. But avery smilar story, she suggests, can be said
to apply to the development of the Latin equivaent in the late Middle-Ages. In other words,
the claim to politica representation does not emerge piecemed as the aggregeation of



particular representative claims, but is mediated by the more generd clam that politica
authority binds insofer asit is representative of the whole of the people or realm. Of course
thisisacomplex intellectua and political story, with later implications for the mandate-
independence controversy. But from amore conceptua perspective it may suggest that, in
modern political representation there is no smple relationship between the principd and the
agent, but the principd itself needs to be congtructed and identified in relation to the larger
politicad community to which the principa may belong. This congtruction of the principa
remains unproblematic in the standard account because both the unity and the boundaries of
the political (or democratic) community are assumed as being largdly territorid and rdeively
easy to identify— a condition that holds less to the extent that the definition of the relevant
“people” becomesincreasingly problematic.

2. Trusteeship in Democratic Representation

Representation, argued Edmund Burke, should be “virtud”: representatives should not
be delegates, but rather trustees who use their best judgment on behaf of those they represent.
The“deegate’ versus “trusteg’ dichotomy has been rightly rgected: As pure trustees, no
democratic dement remains, and representatives are little more than paterndigtic aristocrats
(Atkin 1967, Mansbridge 2004, Manin 1997). Y et insofar as the “delegate’ modd implies
that representativessmply mirror their condtituents' preferences, it falsto anticipate the key
politica functions of representatives as deliberators and bargainers within political
inditutions, and as agents in defining and refining condtituencies and their interests. The
current popularity of the concept of “accountability” as afeature of democratic representation
seemsto Flit the difference, enabling representatives to use their judgment, but in ways
responsive to those they represent (Cadtiglione forthcoming).

But the “accountability” concept has limits, even within the terms of democratic
representation (see dso point Eight, below). Consder the following:

?? No ditizen can participate in dl decisions that affect them; but it is dso dmost
unthinkable that citizens can actively hold accountable those who represent them.
“Accountability” may assume that representative responsveness requires aleve of
citizen participation in monitoring representatives thet isimpossible in large-scae
complex democracies.

?? Accountability is often cogtly: it requires monitoring regimes. Trugt is, from this
perspective, smply more efficient: it lowers transaction costs. Idedlly, because
accountability is codtly, it should be “alocated” to the relationships where it is most
important.

?? Accountability regimes may cultivate a culture of suspicion which damages cultures of
professond respongbility and undermining public trugt.
In practice, relatively passive representative relations based on trusteeship are ubiquitous—

and it is hard to see how they could not be in today’ s society. We therefore need to ask

whether it is possble, a least in principle, to understand “trusteeship” as a fegture of

democr atic representation. Burke' s aristocratic formulation won't do: the judgment to trust is,
in large part, ajudgment that the interests and/or values of the person or entity trusted are
convergent with one' s own. Democracy emerged, in part, on the basis of distrust of aristocrats



who, for the most part, did not have the peopl€ s interests in view, and so provided little basis
for trugt.

Y et we do have another conception of trust that we generdly see as consstent with
democracy, if not democratic in itsdf: bureaucrats, judges, and many kinds of professonds
hold a*“public trust.” They are not elected, but are chosen for their competence and expertise.
Theoreticdly, they serve purposes which have aready been settled and generdized by the
political process. In government, trustee relations are, for the most part, limited to the domain
of adminigration—that is, arenas in which purposes are agreed and administrators hold a
public trugt. In contrast, the domain of politicsis defined in part by conflicting interests and
values, and so relations of trust are not, on average, appropriate.

Itis, of course, debateable as to whether trust relationships should hold in such cases,
particularly as bureaucracies and judiciaries take on public functions. But once we understand
the notion of trust in terms of its bass—the congruence of interests and/or values between the
truster and trustee—we should aso natice that many representative relaionships exhibit this
congruence. Under these circumstances, might politica representative function as trustees?

Circumstances do exist that satisfy these conditions but on a case by case basis We
might say that trusteeship is democratic when a citizen makes a decison to trust, based on
knowledge of convergent (or encapsulated) interests or vaues. Clearly, thiskind of
representative reaionship is common in civil society through voluntary association
membership: we trust Greenpeace to represent our interestsin ther politica activities, even
though we are not active in the organization. Likewise, wemay trust certain of our elected
representatives—they are, in Mansbridge' s (2003) terms—“gyroscopic” representatives—
their internal mora gyroscope holds her steady, and ensures (we think) that the choices she
makes are the one' s we would make under the same circumstances. We do not, therefore,
delegate decisions we have made, but rather trust her to make decision in our name and on our
behalf.

In complex democracies, then, even the mogt active citizens engage in something of a
divison of labour: they may reserve their participatory resources for monitoring
representatives whose values and interests conflict with theirs, or who are subject to cross
cutting pressures in such away that they are more inclined to represent those who actively
voice ther interests and values, and who monitor their conduct.

We might, then, develop a democratic conception of representation based trusteeship
aong these lines, on the assumption thet it is one kind of representative relationship within a
broader ecology of representative relationships. The democratic eement resdesnot in
citizens active monitoring of the representative relationships, but rather in their initid
judgment that trust is warranted, perhaps checked periodically—say, at the times of
membership renewals and eections.

3. Input versus output representation.

Insofar as democratic representation is arelationship that benefits the represented, it
must be possble to judge it from both internal and externa perspectives—that is, from the
perspective of the integrity of the representative reaionship from the citizen's perspective, as
well as from the perspective of how the rdaionship functions or what it accomplishes within
the political system There are two reasons for being attentive to both perspectives. Firg, as

10
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aready noted, the inditutions of politica representation have multiple meanings dlowing

them to perform more than one relationd function at the time. Some indtitutions or persons
may symbalicaly “stand for” agroup of citizens or the collectivity, while and the same time
they may be “acting for” them. The good that derives from the* standing for’ is more likely to
be of an expressve nature and therefore not readily comparable with the more insgrumental
good that we presume should come from the “acting for”. The problem in each particular case
isto judge how their different functions can be made mutudly supportive or, failing that, how
they can be baanced within the economy of a good system of government. Overdl, we
assume that in a democratic society, where the good of the individuals making up that society
iswhat ultimately counts, there must be a presumption in favour of the insrumenta over the
expressve Sde, S0 that latter must in some way made be congruent to the attainment of the
former.

Second, the concept of representation identifies the normatively sgnificant sructure
of democrdic ingtitutions, or in other words as the inditution through which individua
citizens have equa mord standing in the collective decison-making process. From this
perspective, it is possible to distinguish between the quality of representation within processes
of collective decigon-making—process representation or input legitimacy— from the outcome
or product of the process, which we might refer to as output representation or output
legitimacy. Neither process nor output representation hasin itself its own criteria of
vaidation, snce each refers to the other as its ultimate test of legitimacy. So, the evidence of
agood or far system of representation isthat overdl it produces outcomes that satisfy the
dtizens. But in order to judge whether the citizens are redly satisfied we need to have in
place somefair or good system through which the interests, vaues and opinions of the
citizens can be expressed.

4. Representation as a political practice.

Representation, we noted above, does not need to be seen as the opposite of
participation. But higoricdly, there is no denying that early modern period argumentsin
favour of representative government were often directed againgt aclassical conception of
direct democracy, and as away of tempering the presumed excesses of growing socid and
political egditarianism. Indeed, the practice of democratic government has relied on various
forms of representation as away of retaining aristocratic and ditist features of government
(Manin, 1997). However, it is aso true that the emergence of mass democracy has meant that
representative ingditutions, such aslarge popular parties and class-based organizations, have
broadened political and democratic participation. The practice of political representation
should therefore be seen as a two-way relaionship, which can be use as much to exclude
(Rehfeld 2005, Ch. 1) asto include (Plotke, 1997) people from palitics. Such aduaism has
conceptua roots. Representation can indeed be seen as much as an “absence’ as a“presence.”
Since representation is “meaking present something thet isliteradly absent,” much depends on
where we place our emphasis. Indeed, the tension between presence and absencein
representation is indicative of some of the generd tensons of modern democracy, asthis
often stands in between the pitfdls of populism and ditism.

These points lead to the more genera point that we ought to view representation as
political practice. When we do so, we can see that there is no necessary (as opposed to
contingent) antagonism between democratic representation and participation. Indeed, far from
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excdluding, many forms of representation encourage and channd forms of direct participation,
meaking them both more meaningful and effective. In part, this has been the experience of
mass democrétic organization both in the political sphere and in civil society. The problem
that we now face with the decline of such organizationsis to find new and meaningful ways
of reconciling politica representation with democratic participation. This problem implies
severa tasks, such as re-thinking grounds (the idea of the “constituency”, of individud and
group representation, etc.) on which the represented should have their identities and interests
recognized (Rehfeld 2005; Philips 1995, Williams 1998, Y oung 2000); or the channels
through which the represented can make their voice heard or make the representatives
accountable.

Thereis another aspect that the presence/absence dichotomy underlying the idea of
representation brings to democratic government. This consstsin thekind of reflexivity that
such ardationship may be able to foster by separating, as suggested by Madison and Kant,
the judge from the cause, thus diminishing the digtorting effects of sdf-interest over one’s
judgment. Such reflexivity is achieved by adigunction of the interests between the
representative and the represented, and by a certain condition of objectivity that distancing
may foster. There is another, more general, aspect to this separation of the interests from their
representation. It may enable the representation to be argued and judged in ways that provide
cognitive distancing between persons and arguments, between the “who” and the “what”, thus
creating amore definite space for public discourse, deliberation, and various forms of
accommodation and compromise. Within such a process, representatives can also function as
conduits of other reasons and interests to the individuas they represent, thus making these
individuas, potertidly, more reflexive in the way they hold their interests, for reasons of now
having to view and judtify them from a public perspective (Ankersmit 2002). All this,
however, implies areconsderation of the various levels at which public discourse take place
within a democratic society, and the various conversations that go on between the citizens,
their representatives, and the citizens and their own representatives. In short, we need to
understand representation as a relationa political practice

5. Representation is constituted by/within political processes.

If we understand representation as arelationa political practice, then, of course, we
shall need to understand the features of representative relationships as being constituted
within and by political processes. The reationd quality of representation will mean that its
“ontology” is contextua—in particular, the nature of the objects represented will depend upon
how relationships are congtituted by and within ingtitutions, and, more generdly, by and
within political conflicts and collective actions. This point allows us to understand
representation as something congtituted by:

?? The rules and norms that define representative roles. In many cases, representative
roles are formaized, with normative expectations that attach to the role. To be sure,
even forma representative roles are often conflicted, with many possible ways to
understand duties and responsibilities (Mansbridge 2003). Roles are dso relationdl,
congtituted not smply by the salf-understanding of the representative, but also by the

expectations of participants.
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?? The incentives and opportunities produced by indtitutions. We can think of indtitutions
as sructuring environments with incentive and opportunity structures. Adversarid
processes, for example, provide opportunities for politica entrepreneurs to articulate
issues and clam representative status, not only within government, but within society
and even markets. Differing eectord systemns provide different kinds of incentives for
parties, groups, and representatives to broker, express, or stand firm, as doesthe
relationship of each—close or distant—to power and resources.

?? The nature of conflict and cleavage within society, defined by power reations,
digtributions of reasons, and culture. These provide the fidd of issues and arguments
that, at any given point in time, provide opportunities for political representation, some
of which come to bear upon public opinion and culture, others of which connect more
directly with centers of decison-making.

?? The group and associationa structure of society provides capacities, opportunities, and
patterns of, representative relationships.

?? The sHf-understanding of participants and participation within representative
relations. Citizens education and representatives qudlifications both determine and
are determined by the process of representation, so that citizens and representatives
continuoudly contribute to each others formation and transformation.

Owing in large part to these paliticaly contextua € ements, representative
relationships are both intringc to political practices and inditutions, and congtitutive of them.
For these reasons as well, it makes little sense to polarize direct democracy and representative
demoacracy, or participation and representation. Representative relationships are themsdves
venues of participation and direct influences, as well as the Stes of politica struggles.

6. Objects of representation: What is represented?

Because our views of representation have tended to be contained by forma, electora
representative models, the question of what the objects of representation are has been
congrained by the assumption that representatives represent condtituents, either asindividuas
or aggregated into groups. As a normative proposition, the assumption iswarranted: in a
demoacracy, ultimately the goods of collective actions must be justified as goods for
individuals within a collectivity. Within the sandard model, however, the norm often
functionsasan ontol ogy, such that the objectsof representation are viewed as individuds,
usually understood astheir reveded interests, preferences, and vaues.

More recently, the standard mode has expanded to include the descriptive
characterigtics of personsthat bind them to ascriptive groups. The best recent literature holds
that descriptive representation isjustified because it introduces the socid perspective and
experiences of disadvantaged groups into representative ingtitutions (Mansbridge 1999,
Williams 1998, Philip s 1995, Y oung 2000, Dovi 2002). When representative bodies look like
their congtituencies, they do a better job of representing the full range of experiences,
perspectives, and Stuations in society. But combined with the view that the objects of
representation are condtituted within representative relationships, these theoretica
devel opments suggest that the question of what is represented should itself become a
question.
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At least four consderations should frame the question. Firgt, from the perspective of
those who are represented, what is represented are not persons as such, but some of the
interests, identities, and vaues that persons have or hold. Representative relationships select
for specific agpects of persons, by framing wants, desires, discontents, vaues, and judgments
in ways that they become publicly visble, articulated in language and symbols, and thus
politicaly sdient. While individuds hold some interests, identities, and vaues quite
conscioudy, many others are formed in response to representative entrepreneurship, which
may function to evoke latent interests, raise consciousness, or overcome collective action
problems. Thus, we should not say that “interests’ or “identities’ or even “vaues’ pre-exist
the representative relationship. They become the objects of representation through the
relationship, even if they owe their existence to Situated experiences and individud
biographies. Likewise, “groups’ are never objects of representation as such, because we
should think of them as complexes of shared experiences, moulded into group form by a
shared consciousness of belonging. It is very often the case that politica representation
outsde of formd palitical venues— representation by socid movement leaders or a counter-
hegemonic symbols and argument—is indrumenta in bringing the group in this senseinto
existence, and then gtabilizing its existence over time.

Second, persons are never smply bundles of interests, identities, and values, they are
also agents. Aswe have suggested, it isdiginctive of democratic representation that persons
are represented on the assumption that they actively participate in the asserting, authorizing,
and approving that which is represented on their behaf—through arguing, reflecting,
demondtrating, writing, and voting. So it isintringc to democretic representation that
individuds are represented in their capacities as citizen-agents, these capacities are reflexively
ingtantiated in every representative relationship. To put the point another way, democretic
representation also represents the political standing of individuas as citizens who are
empowered to authorize representatives and then to hold them accountable.

Third, the objects of representation are further “objectified” by ther functions within
democratic processes, where they are, as it were, detached from persons to become socid
movements, interest groups, public goods, socid perspectives, narrdtives, empathies, and
mord identities. Representatives often say that they “stand for” entities of these kinds—for
the common good, for “the family,” for an argument againg oil exploration, for human rights,
for free enterprise, for the margindized, or for the hard-working citizen who plays by the
rules. Each type of “entity” is contingent, of course—red, but dependent upon the
combinations of experiences, biographies, and socia and palitical processes through which
such entities are created and reproduced.

Findly, it is precisdly this detachment of collective entities from persons that enables
representatives to represent positionsin public discourse and argument, in thisway serving as
both conduit and structure of public spheres. Without this detachment from specific persons
and interests, politics would fail to have a discursive locus, and would be reduced to the
aggregation and bargaining of interests and identities. The issue hereis related to but not quite
captured by the old distinction between the delegate versus trustee roles of representatives.
When representatives— groups, public individuds, the media—carry interest positionsinto
public decison making, they engage in more than “individud” judgment. They function as
key figuresin representing and mediating public debates, in thisway reflecting interest and
identity positions back to their congtituents. This reflexive representation of positions and
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arguments should, idedlly, enable congtituents to follow debates and to reflect upon and
defend their own positions, such that representatives can, ultimately claim to represent the
“public will” as reflected in a developed “public opinion” (Manin 1997, Urbinati 2000). That
is, afully developed theory of democratic representation would capture the discursive
functions of representatives in the public sphere—functions thet are served in different ways,
depending upon whether representatives are insde or outside of formd palitics.

7. Who is a democratic representative?

As poalitics has become more complex, multilayered, and pervasve within society, o
too has the question of who can legitimately clam to be a democratic representative. The
standard answer, that representatives are eected, is increasingly inadequate, owing to the
deterritoriaization of politica issues, the mismatch between representation based on
territories and the scale of issues, the devolution and deconcentration of some kinds of powers
and the globdization of others, and the increasing importance of discursve and symboalic
influence. Each of these developments introduces new domains for political representation
with the possibility of democretic legitimacy.

We might think of these domains as expanding in two dimensions. On the one hand,
paliticsisincreasangly spilling out of formd, eectora politics into noneectora and informal
domains, suggesting that we need to theorize the democratic possibilities of informa forms of
representation. On the other hand, modes of influence are expanding—or are at least more

visble—from those that are parasitic upon state powers of decision-making and
adminigration to those that work through public influence and economic power. Combining
these digtinctions suggests the following domains of representation:

Table 1: Domains of representation

Mode of power

Electoral politics Non-electoral politics

State-based power Elected representation Corporatist, interest group,
and CSO representation

Public Influence Electorally-oriented political | Voice representation
organizations and advocacy | (media, social movements,
groups advocacy groups, citizen

panels)

Economic power Public-private partnerships | Stakeholder representation,

direct action representation,
NGOs.
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The sgnificance of these distinctions is that the growth of representative activitiesis
clearly in the domains outside of elected representation and familiar forms of corporatist and
interest group representation. Many of the new forms of representation have ad hoc qualities
which democratic theorists are poorly equipped to judge. Thus, in the domain of direct action,
groups of college students claim, credibly no doubt, to represent the interests of sweat shop
workers—but without having been eected, or even having any direct contact. In voice
representation, individuas and groups claim to be the representatives of women, gays, ethnic
groups, religious groups, the poor, the persecuted, the unborn, animals, and even “the Earth.”
In cases of public-private partnerships, rea estate devel opers assume public purposes and
come to “represent” them in exchange for opportunities to profit. The European Union, the
United Nations, and the World Trade Organization are al seeking to include “cvil society
organizations” in their decison-making processes, but are faced with the question of which
organizations have legitimate clams to spesk for women or peasant farmers.

In short, the emerging politica landscape provides more and more opportunities for
individuals and groups to propose themsalves as representatives, and to function in
representative capacities. But once representation no longer has an electord basis, who counts
as ademocratic representative is difficult to assess (Alcoff 1995). Democratic theorists should
not, we believe, rule out any such clams at the outset, but we do need ways of judging their
democratic creditias of representative clams.

8. Authorization and accountability in informal representation

Granting Fitkin's point about the excessve formdity of the authorization/
accountability digtinction, it nonethel ess suggests one approach to non-electora or “informa”
forms of representation. We might ask in each case about the functional equivalents to the
relaionship between authorization and accountability that is a work in eection cycles.
Through dection, representatives are authorized to represent interests, identities, and values,
and to bargain, ddliberate, and decide. Once they have done 0, they are held accountable for
the results. “Accountability” requires representativesto give a retrospective account of their
representations, actions, and decisions. While account-giving is discursve in form and can be
on-going throughout aterm of office, representatives often act prospectively, looking toward
the next ection in which voters have the opportunity to judge the adequacy of the account
(Mansbridge 2003, Thompson 2004, Y oung, 2000, 128-33, Fung, forthcoming).

Non-electord representation lacks the clear tempora sequencing of authorization and
accountability that is produced by regular eections. Appointed positionsin government
(judges, adminigtrators, etc.) have authorization procedures thet are relatively clear-cut, at
least from a conceptua perspective. In other non-eectora areas, however, the dimengon of
authorization is wide open: where there are no regularized means such as an ection,
authorization can grow from the ability of groups to attract follows (memberships, petitions,
efc.) misson statements of groups that converge (or claim to converge) with a condtituency,
descriptive characterigtics such as gender or race (“asawomen, | believe ...”), experiences, or
amply public vighility as measured in book saes and media appearances.

Where éections are lacking, then, accountability may, perhaps, reflexivdy and
retrospectively provide authorization Does amisson statement converges with agroup’s



subsequent activities? Do an association’ smembers agree that the association representstheir
purposes? Thisiswhy, we think, representation isincreesingly identified with

“accountability” in non-electord poalitics, suggests that we shal need to focus on what
democratic accountability might involve in differing kinds of casesin rdaion to initid “sdlf-
gppointment” to or “sdf-authorization” of representative status (Cadtiglione forthcoming).

What counts as authorization and accountability will, of course, depend uponthe kind
of representative. As afirgt rough cut, we might distinguish between membership groups that

have potentia representative clams smply by virtue of the fact that they have members.
Within this group, we can further distinguish groups that are (a) voluntar y— membership
groups (b) groups that are ascriptive and thus involuntary. Findly, we should distinguish
these membership groups from (c) those without a membership bas's, but which have
resources that enable them to propose themselves as representatives. These include NGOs,

INGOs, media groups, and others with the non-membership-based capacitiesto propose
themsalves as representatives. Table 2 summarizes some of these possibilities

Table 2: Authorization and accountability of informal representatives

Group Characteristics

Membership groups

Voluntary Involuntary- Resourced groups:
associations ascriptive group foundations, NGOs,
memberships media organizations
Authorization Membership Descriptive Convergent missions
entrance characteristics of
spokespersons

Book sales, public
appearances, etc.

Accountability Public Public justification Public justification
justification
Membership Resource base
Membership democracy (boards, contracts,
democracy market forces)
“Horizontal policing”
Exit by groups, media Transparency
“Horizontal Performance
policing” by indicators

groups, media
“Horizontal policing”
by groups, media

17
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In the case of voluntary associations, the possibility of exit provides a strong indicator
of representative links within the association (Goodin 2003). Likewise, the existence of
internal democratic mechanisms, including ections and transparency, can provide some
dam for legitimacy. Y et the tempora sequencing of authorization and accountability may not
be very importart in the case of voluntary associations. For individuas, the ability to enter
and exit an association is likely to be based on ajudgment of whether the informal
representative has common interests. If individuas make this judgment, then the
representative serves more like atrustee—and is smply trusted rather than being called to
account (see Point Two above). In contragt, in formdized political venues, conflicts of interest
are the rule rather than the exception; because of the nature of politica interactions, which
include bargains and brokering, interests, identities, and values will be compromised.
Accountability isimportant in such cases since the bases for trust are uncertain at best.

Representation of involuntary or ascriptive groups, however, isless certain, since there
are no organizationd features through which group members may either authorize
representatives or require accountability. Thisis why descriptive representation in forma
bodiesisinherently problematic, even if ultimately jugtifiable (Alcoff 1995, Mangbridge
1999). In such cases, democratic legitimacy may depend upon pro-active atempts by sdf-
gppointed representatives to devel op accountability to the variety of experiences and
perspectives within agroup (Y oung 2000, Dovi 2002). Ironicdly, it may be that
representation of ascriptive groups in informa domainsis actudly less problematic, owing to
the need for representatives to attract afollowing, which might be evident in, say, book sales
or media attention. Where advocacy groups form on the basis of ascriptive characterigtics
(such asthe Nationa Organization for Women), they bring with them the authorization and
accountability mechanisms of voluntary associations (membership and exit).

Findly, athird category includes organizations with resources such as foundations,
INGOs, and media organizations often Smply propose themselves as representatives (of the
poor, the community, drug users, etc.). The only initid authorization in such casesresdesin
missions that converge with the congtituencies identified by the organization, while often the
only accountability mechanisms are those inherent in the resource base of the organization
(the board, government contracts, market forces etc.), combined with whatever public
judtifications the organizations offer. Clearly, the weskness of the authorization-accountability
cyclesin these cases has much to do with the current widespread focus on accountability of
INGOs, NGOs, and the media (Ebrahim 2003, Held and Koenig- Archibugi 2005). Itisalso
clear thet thisis an areathat requires imagination: Are there informa but effective
“horizontd” forms of accountability—peers answering to peers—that might functionin
democratic ways? Can accountability be the result of networks of voluntary organizations that
police one another (Grant and Keohane 2005, Goodin 2003)? Can accountability be
strengthened by introducing mechanisms of organizationd performance and organizationa
learning typicd of the private sector and of the new manageriaism in the public sector? It
seemsto us that we should not rule out accountability mechanisms that have may seem
suspect from a democratic perspective, such as trangparent performance indicatorsinitially
forced on public inditutions by management stylesthat originated in the private sector. Or
organizations, even corporations, that find profitsin presenting themsalves as accountableto a



19

congtituency. Such mechanisms may provoke, for example, public debate about to whom
organizations should be held accountable, and what this would mean.

Conclusion: Challenges of the New Ecology of Representation

If democracy means empower ed inclusion of those affected by collective decisions
then smply conceptudizing new, non-electora forms of representation won't be sufficient.
We will aso need to step back and assess their functioning within the broader ecology of
governments, markets, and society.

This task presents a broader and tougher set of problems. In conclusion, we list three
of them. Firg, the growth of informa representation, though inevitable, may erode the smple
equality made possible by eectora representation. The norm of democracy does not require
ample equdity, but it does require inclusion of those affected by collective decisons—a
norm that will result in acomplex conception of equdity attuned to multiple and overlapping
forms of representation (Warren 2002). Yet it isfar from clear that the new ecology of
representation will realize amore complex equdity. On the one hand, there are more
opportunities for representation than ever before: individua's can increase their representative
presence by joining advocacy groups, organizing expertise, or using the internet to enable
direct action. On the other hand, the proliferation of representative opportunities outside of the
electord system may disproportionately advantage those who are educated and socialy well-
connected. As points of access and opportunities for participation multiply, so do the resource
requirements for participation—education, money, time, and socid capitd. It islikely that
those interedts, identities, and vaues attached to populations with organizationa capacities—
particularly the educated or those with specific materid interests at stlake—will be better
represented than those popul ations lacking sophistication. In some ways, of course, this
problem is smply an expanson of an older and more familiar problem, namely, the undue
influence of specid interest groups and corporatist arrangements. Still, group representatives
may often fill this void, especidly when those with politica sophidtication (say, college
students, the Ford Foundation) take on the job of representing the weak and unorganized
(swest shop laborers, inner city youth). And it may be that increasingly diverse kinds of
informal representation will tend to counterbaance the traditiona access, influence, and
sometimes outright corruption of moneyed interests. For these reasons, citizen panels
comprised through random sdlection may provide a promsing way of gauging the nature and
extent of systematic biasesin informa representation (Brown 2006)

Second, democratic legitimacy has not only to do with the rdative equdities of
representation, but aso with the universdity of inclusons (Rehfeld 2005). Electora
representation can clam universdity within territoria condituencies, and an dected
representative is charged with representing those within the congtituency, whether in fact he
does s0 or not. Informal representatives cannot claim thiskind of universdity, but they may
clam other kinds—for example, representing those who are affected by collective decisons
of aterritory, but not represented, as resdents of Ontario are by air pollution from the Ohio
Vdley. But while we can find many instances in which informal representation supplements
electord representation, we do not have a functional equivaent of the equa right to vote to

judgeitslegitimacy.
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Findly, the growth of informa representation may aso result in the diffuson of loci
of accountability for broad public goods, even if accountability to specific condituencies
increases (Mansbridge 2004). If ingtitutions are opened to more representation without being
designed to unify respongbility for decisions, accountability may become so diffuse that
representation will fail to connect citizens and decison-makers. Multiple forms of
accountability may demand so much of citizens that they become overloaded or disaffected.
Or it may be that multiple forms of representation so grid-lock politica processes that no
sngle entity can take responsbility for public goods. These possibilities are, however,
hypotheticd at this point. And even if they could in principle be empiricaly investigated, we
lack the theoretical frameworks for doing so. We democratic theorists will need to get busy.
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