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political representation, particularly of minorities and women
(Phillips 1995, 1998,

Williams 1998, Mansbridge 1999, Young 2000, Dovi 2002). The
turning point was

clearly identified by David Plotke, who wrote in 1997 (19; see
also Urbinati 2000, 2006)

that the opposite of representation is not participation. The
opposite of representation is

exclusion. And the opposite of participation is abstention.
Representation is not an

unfortunate compromise between an ideal of direct democracy and
messy modern

realities. Representation is crucial in constituting democratic
practices. Representation is

increasingly understood as an intrinsic to constituting public
opinion through its

reflective role in advocacy and deliberation, as well as
essential to defining multiple

pathways of social influence within and often against the state.
(Habermas 1989 [1962],

1996, Ankersmit 2002, Urbinati 2005, 2006). A renewed
appreciation of these broad

democratic functions has led an increasing number of democratic
theorists to reengage

problems of electoral design (Beitz 1989, James 2004, Thompson
2004, Rehfeld 2005).

We review developments from the perspective of recent democratic
theory. In the

first section, we list the political and social reasons for
rethinking democratic

representation. In the second section, we review the background
in democratic theory,

commenting both on the resources has to offer as well as its
inadequacies. In the third

section, we note that these new developments are sending
democratic theorist back to

first thingsthe nature of political representation itself. In
section four, we argue that

constituency definition, long ignored in theories of
representation, is perhaps among the

most fundamental of first things, as it establishes the framethe
inclusions and

exclusionswithin which issues are decided. From this
perspective, we can appreciate

the renewed interest in representative institutions within
democratic theory, issues we

discuss in section five. In section six, we consider emerging
non-electoral forms of

representation: new citizen forums and decision-making bodies,
representative claims by

civil society and advocacy groups, and other voice
entrepreneurs, for example. Non-

electoral forms of representation, we believe, are increasingly
important to expanding and

deepening democracy. But these developments challenge the
existing conceptual and

normative resources of democratic theory, which need to develop
new tools and critical

analyses that are sensitive to political influence and indirect
forms of power.
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1. The changing political landscape of democratic
representation

Representative democracy as we know it today evolved from two
key sources.

First, over the course of the nineteenth century, the expansion
of the franchise

transformed liberal, constitutional regimes into mass
democracies. Second, whenstructured through constitutionalism,
electoral representation enabled a dynamic, if often

fractious, balance between the rule of elites and the social and
political democratization

of society, with political parties displacing parliaments as the
primary loci of

representation. Until relatively recently, these two sources
molded what we shall call,

following Castiglione and Warren (forthcoming), thestandard
accountof representative

democracy.

The standard account has four key features. First,
representation is understood as

a principal-agent relationship, in which the
principlesconstituencies formed on a

territorial basiselect agents to stand for and act for their
interests and opinions, thus

separating the sources of legitimate power from those who
exercise that power. Second,

electoral representation identifies a space withinwhich the
sovereignty of the people is

identified with state power. Third, electoral mechanisms ensure
some measure of

responsiveness to the people by representatives and political
parties who speak and act in

their name. Finally, the universal franchise endows electoral
representation with an

important element of political equality.

The complexities of these principal-agent relationships are
well-recognized

(Pitkin 1967). The translation of votes into representation, for
example, is mediated by

varying kinds of electoral systems, some of which are very
exclusionary. Parties, interest

groups, and corporatist organizations set agendas, while public
spheres, civil society

advocacy, and the media form preferences and mold public
opinion, as does debate and

leadership within legislative bodies themselves (Habermas 1989).
In addition, the

principal-agent relationships between voters and representatives
are notoriously difficult

to enforce, subject to breakdown from numerous other reasons,
ranging from informative

deficits to the corruption of representative relationships
(Bobbio 1987, Gargarella 1998).

These complexities remain, but have been overgrown by new
realities in such a

way that the standard account of representation is increasingly
inadequate. Perhaps the

most significant of these developments has been the dislocation,
pluralization, and
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redefinition of constituencies. The central feature of the
standard account is that

constituencies are defined by territory, in such a way that
individuals are represented

insofar as they are inhabitants of a territory (Rehfeld 2005).
Beginning with the formation

of the modern state system, territorial residence became the
fundamental condition for

political inclusion or citizenship. Territoriality had a crucial
correlation to equality that

carried over into the modern period. In ancient Athens,
Cleisthenes changed the criterion

for the belonging of the Athenians to the demoi (the equivalent
of our constituencies)

from tribal (identity based) to territorial residence (Hansen
1993), thus transforming the

bare fact of residence into a sufficient condition for equal
power-sharing.

Yet territoriality, though very important, identifies only one
set of ways in which

individuals are involved in, or affected by, collective
structures and decisions. Some

issues are extra-territorial: issues like migration, global
trade, and environment are not

contained by any existing territorially-organized polity
(Benhabib 2004, Bohman 2007,

Gould 2004, Held and Koenig-Archibugi 2005).Other issues are
non-territorial,

particularly those involving identity, such as religion,
ethnicity, nationalism, professional

identity, recreation, sexual-gender identity, and many social
movements. Non-territorial

interests are not new to democratic theorists. The main object
of disagreement in the

making and interpreting the democratic constitution of the
Weimar republic, for example,

was whether representation should represent individuals or
corporate interests. In modern

constitutional democracies, however, the older corporatist views
of parliaments and

representation have given way to the representation of
individuals whose only

commonality is residence. Legislatures attend to non-residential
constituencies not

directly, but rather through their responsiveness to pressure
and advocacy groups (Dahl

1956, 1971, cf. Mansbridge 2003). Other kinds of venues have
emerged to represent

other kinds of constituencies: the world is now populated with a
very large number of

transnational, extra-territorial, and non-territorial actors
ranging from relatively

formalized institutions built out of territorial units (such as
the United Nations, the World

Bank, the European Union, and numerous treaty organizations),
but also multitude of

NGOs, INGOs, transnational movements, associations, and social
networks (Anheier et.

al. 2004, Saward 2006a), each making representative claims and
serving representative

functions.
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Closely related, the sites of collective decision-making are
increasingly

differentiated. In the developed democracies, markets and
market-oriented entities are

likely to continue to function as the dynamic sources of change.
Governments are

increasingly agile at channeling market forces and incentives,
as are civil society

organizations. In many cases, these developments dramatically
shift the locus of

collective decisions away from state-centric models of
planningthose that can gather,

as it were, sovereignty from the people in order to act in their
nameand toward

governance models. Increasingly, these developments are
inclusive of stakeholders, but

often lack clear representative accountability to those affected
by decisions.

Finally, issues are increasingly complex in two senses. There is
the familiar

complexity inherent in the technical and scientific sense, which
comes with the vast

amounts of information and high levels of technology involved in
most public decisions

(Zolo 1992, Beck 1997, Brown 2006). But there is also the
political complexity that

comes with multiple and overlapping constituencies (Andeweg
2003).

As a consequence of these developments, the standard account has
been stretched

to the breaking point. Most fundamentally, residence-based
representation encompasses

only some of the ways in which people claim representation. The
claims of states to

represent peoplestheir capacity to claim sovereignty on behalf
of their peopleis

fundamentally contestable, not because states do not encompass
peoples, but because the

fabric of issues only partially admits of this kind of
constituency definition. The

discourses which provide the reasons for legitimacy and
allegiance are also pluralized

and increasingly public. Electoral representation continues to
provide an ultimate

reference for state power. But whereas Burke (1968, cf. Manin
1997) imagined that

representatives could monopolize considered opinionabout public
purpose through the

use of deliberative judgment, representative assemblies today
must reach ever further to

gather legitimacy for their decisions. Judging by the declining
trust in governments

generally and legislative bodies in particular, representative
claims (under the standard

model) continue to weaken (Dalton 2004, Pharr & Putnam
2000). As a consequence, the

spaces for representative claims and discourses are now
relatively wide-open. Electoral

representation remains crucially important in constituting the
will of the people. But the

representative claims of elected officials to act in the name of
the people are increasingly
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segmented by issues and subject to broader contestation and
deliberation by actors and

entities that likewise make representative claims, such that the
political judgments that

were once linked to state sovereignty through electoral
representation are now much

more widely dispersed(Urbinati 2006).

2. The new conceptual domains of democratic theory

Until recently, democratic theorists were not well-positioned to
respond to these

developments, having divided their labors between those who work
within the standard

account of representation, and those concerned with
participation and inclusion. The

division followed the channels dug by Rousseau well over two
centuries ago, which

identified authentic democracy with direct self-government, and
representative

democracy with aristocracy. The English people, Rousseau
famously claimed, are free

only in the moment of their vote, after which they return to
slavery, to be governed by

the will of another. Sovereignty, Rousseau wrote in 1762, cannot
be represented for

the same reason that it cannot be alienated. It consists
essentially in the general will, and

the will cannot be represented. The will is either itself or
something else; no middle

ground is possible. The deputies of the people, therefore,
neither are nor can be its

representatives; they are nothing else but its commissaries.
They cannot conclude

anything definitively (Rousseau 1978, 198). Rousseau thus
confined representation to

the bounds of a principal-agent relation while stripping the
delegate of any role in

political judgment. In legal usage, Rousseau understood
democratic representation in

terms of mandate, not electoral representation: the delegate
operates under a fiduciary

contract that allows the principal (the citizens) to temporarily
grant an agent their power

to take specified actions but does not delegate the will to make
decisions, which is

retained by the principal.

Rousseaus distinction between politics as an act of decision and
politics as a

process of deliberation deepened what were, in fact, historical
discourses with quite

different origins, with democracy originating in the direct
democracy of Athens and

representation in the monarchies of feudalism (Pitkin 2004). Yet
political representation

is far more than a system that divides judgment between the
people and political elites. It

consists in a complex set of relationships which result in
activating the sovereign
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people well beyond the formal act of electoral authorization.
Representative politics has

the potential to unify and connect the plural forms of
association within civil society, in

part by projecting the horizons of citizens beyond their
immediate attachments, and in

part by provoking citizens to reflect on collective futures (Cf.
Hegel 1967). It has the

power to focus without permanently solidifying the sovereignty
of the people, while

transforming their presence from formally sanctioning (the will)
into political influence

(political judgment). Finally, it confers on politics an
unavoidable idealizing dimension

that can overcome the limits of territoriality and formal
citizenship on political

deliberation.

Rousseaus logic, however, failed to shed light on these
transformative potentials

of democratic representation. Despite the fact that he thought
representative government

violated popular sovereignty, he did not propose lottery or
rotationmechanisms

traditionally associated with democracynor did he reject
elections in the legislative

sphere. Rather, Rousseau restated Montesquieus idea that lottery
is democratic while is

election aristocratic. He concluded with Aristotle that whereas
all positions requiring only

good sense and the basic sentiment of justice should be open to
all citizens, positions

requiring special talents should be filled by election or
performed by the few (Rousseau

1978; cf. Urbinati 2006).

The contemporary view that representative government is a mix of
aristocracy

and democratic authorization is the late child of Rousseaus
model. Realist and elite

democrats in the mold of Joseph Schumpeter (1976), Giovanni
Sartori (1965) and Niklas

Luhmann (1990) replicated Rousseaus view that representation is
essentially aristocratic,

while rejecting the relevance of democratic participation.
Modern societiestheir

bureaucratic concentrations of power, their scale and
complexitydictate that citizens

are mostly passive, mobilized periodically by elections (see
also Bobbio 1987, Sartori

1987, Zolo 1992; cf. Manin 1997). Although elite and realist
democratic theorists have

been widely criticized within democratic theory, it has not been
for their account of

representation as periodic selection, but rather for their
portrayal of citizens as passive.

Pluralist democratic theory originated by Truman (1951) and Dahl
(1956) in the 1950s

emphasized the many ways in which citizens of contemporary
democracies can push their

interests onto the political agenda in addition to voting owing
to the porous design of
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constitutional institutions. The strains of participatory
democracy that developed in the

1960s and 70s pointed to the fact that pluralists were
describing a system in the active

citizens were those with the most resources. Pulling ideals from
Aristotle, Rousseau,

Marx, J.S. Mill, and Dewey, participatory democrats focused
instead on those features of

democracy most immediately connected with self-determination and
self-development,

while accepting Rousseaus view of representation as essentially
non-democratic

(Pateman 1976, Macpherson 1977, Barber 1984, cf. Young 2000,
Urbinati 2006).

Communitarians within democratic theory, borrowing from
classical republicanism, have

sometimes overlapped with participatory strains owing to their
focus on active

citizenship. Although classical republicanism focused on
institutional design

particularly, checks and balancesthese strains were absorbed by
the standard account of

representation, leaving contemporary communitarians to focus on
closeness rather than

distance, and direct engagement rather than indirectness (Arendt
1977, Wolin 2004).

Deliberative democracy theory, the third and more recent wave of
contemporary

democratic theory, is centered on inclusive political judgment.
From this perspective, the

standard account of representative democracy is suspect for its
thin understanding of

political will formation. The standard account, with its
emphasis on elections, pressure

groups, and political parties suggested that political judgments
are, in effect, aggregated

preferences. Deliberative theories of democracy were spearheaded
by Habermas in the

mid-1980s and rapidly followed by parallel theories focused on
judgment: Gutmann and

Thompson (1996), Philip Pettit (1999), the later Rawls (2005),
Richardson (2003), and

others turned their attention to the formation of public opinion
and judgment, the

institutionalization of deliberation, and the relationship
between inclusion and

deliberation. Problems of representation, however, were bypassed
by several strains of

deliberative democratic theory, either because deliberation was
conceived within a

participatory framework (Cohen 1996), or because it was
conceived within already

established institutions (Rawls 2005).

For others such as Jrgen Habermas (1996), however, problems of
representation

reappeared in potentially productive ways. First in The
Structural Transformation of the

Public Sphere (1989 [1962]) and then more completely inBetween
Facts and Norms

(1996), Habermas cast representative institutions as mediating
between state and society
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via public spheres of judgment, such that representation is
incomplete without citizens

reflective attentiveness on the one hand, and the reflective
transmission of their

judgments into the domain of representative institutions. He was
interested not only in the

correlation between judgments emanating from the public sphere
and institutionalized

representation, but also in those moments of disjunction which
generate extra-

parliamentary forms of representation, particularly through a
new social movements and

other kinds of civil society associations. Importantly, these
creative disjunctions turn out

to be intrinsic to the functioning of representative democracy,
thus opening a window on

representation beyond the standard account.

Direct attention to representation within contemporary
democratic theory has

come from three other sources as well. The most broadly
recognizable of these came

from within the standard account itself, in Hanna Pitkins now
classic The Concept ofRepresentation (1967). Pitkin provided a
comprehensive theory of representation,

primarily within electoral contexts, just at the time when
participatory democracy had

captured the imaginations of progressive democrats. Indeed,
Pitkin herself turned to the

participatory paradigm shortly after publication, returning to
the topic only to note that

the alliance between democracy and representation is uneasy
owing to their distinct

genealogies. (Pitkin 1967, 2, Pitkin 2004; Williams 2000). If
democracy is based on the

presence of citizens, representation is at best a surrogate form
of participation based on

re-presenting citizens who are, in fact, physically absent.

Nonetheless, Pitkin sketched out the generic features of
political representation in

constitutional democracy. For representatives to be democratic,
she argued, they (a)

must be authorized to act; (b) they must act in a way that
promotes the interests of the

represented; and (c) people must have the means to hold their
representative accountable

for their actions. While Pitkin understood these features within
the electoral context of

electoral democracy, they can in fact vary over a wide range of
contexts and meanings, as

we shall suggest below (Castiglione and Warren,
forthcoming).

What Pitkin did not do was to inquire more broadly into the kind
of political

participation that representation brings about in a democratic
society. Nor were her initial

formulations further debated or developed. Instead, they stood
as the last word within

democratic theory for three decades, until the appearance of
Bernard Manins The
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Principles of Representative Government(1997). Manin combined an
elitist-realist

approach to democracy with a deliberative approach, arguing that
representative

government is a unique form of government owing to the
constitution of deliberative

politics through election. Manins work departed from the
standard model by focusing on

the deliberative qualities of representative institutions. But
in other respects, he replicated

the standard division between democracy and representation. In
the spirit of

Montesquieu, Manin viewed elections as a means of judging the
characters of rulers. The

value of democratic election is that the many are better than
the few in recognizing

competent individuals but worse than them in acting competently
(1997, chap. 4). But

electoral suffrage in itself, on Manins view, produced no change
in the practice and

institution of representation, which are substantially the same
today as they were when

only few citizens had the right to vote. Representative
government is un rgimearistocratique which a donc pour but une
slection (de Malberg 1920, 208).

Representative government is inevitably an elected form of
oligarchy because it

discriminates among citizens and excludes some from the
decision-making process. It

follows that discourses that implicate representative
institutions as exclusionary are

simply incoherent: they cannot be something other than they are,
namely, aristocratic

entities which are at best constituted and contained by
democratic elections. Thus on this

account, parliamentary sovereignty can be seen as an electoral
transmutation of

Rousseaus doctrine of the general will of the people which,
paradoxically, transforms the

people into passive body, with periodic capacities for selection
but not voice (De La

Bigne de Villeneuve 1929-31, 32).

Definitions notwithstanding, it was precisely herein discourses
of exclusion and

inclusionthat the decisive break with the standard account
occurred and the concept of

democratic representation was reengaged. In the early 1990s,
theorists began to focus on

the exclusion of marginalized groupsparticularly those based on
gender, ethnicity, and

racefrom the centers of political power. The initial questions
were about injustices in

the form of exclusion. But these questions went to the very
heart of not only the

meanings of representation, but also its mechanisms and
functions. Kymlicka (1995)

argued for group representation within the institutions of
representative democracy,

noting that the representation of individuals qua individuals is
not sufficient to self-
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development, as self-identity depends upon group relationships
and resources. Anne

Phillips (1995) argued in thePolitics of Presence that the
politics of ideasone in

which interests, policy positions, and preferences are
represented by agents within

political institutionsfails to grasp that inclusions require the
presence of the diversities

within society, embodied within representatives who bring
distinctive perspective to the

table (see also Guinier 1994; Gould 1996; Mansbridge 1999; Young
2000; Dovi 2002).

Democracy requires fairness in representation, which in turn
requires the presence of

representatives of disadvantaged groups in representative
institutions.

But it was Melissa Williams Voice, Trust, and Memory (1998) that
most directly

engaged the issue of marginalized groups in the language of
representation, framing all of

the classical issues of representation within the terms of the
contemporary debate.

Liberal representation of the kind descended from Locke, though
promising formal

equality, systematically under-represents the historically
marginalized. Part of the reason

is the liberal view that the social experiences and identity of
representatives as not

relevant to the job of representation. By treating individuals
as individualsand equality

as a matter of one person, one voteliberal representation fails
to reflect patterns of

disadvantage that are based in group situations. In part, the
reason is the liberal account

(at least in its Lockean form) assumes a trustee relationship
based on assumed convergent

interests do not in fact exist for disadvantaged groups. When
such assumptions legitimate

electoral systems that simply aggregate votes based on
territorial constituency

particularly in the form of single-member districtsthey serve to
justify and stabilize

existing patterns of disadvantage. For this reason, Williams
argues, we need to think

beyond principal-agent models of representation in which
principals are presumed to be

formally equal individuals. We need to understand representation
as a relationship,

mediated by group histories and experiences, through which
relevant constituencies

particularly those related to fairnesscome into existence.
Finally, fair representation

requires some relationship of trust between individuals and
representatives, based on

shared experiences, perspectives, and interests, and which is
demonstrably not present for

historically disadvantaged groups in systems that represent
individuals on the basis of

residence.
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Still, the relationship between individual and group
representation with respect to

fairness remains ambiguous in Williams argument. Disadvantages
in society generate a

tension between the formal equalities that lend legitimacy to
representative institutions,

and their results, which will often fail to address historical
disadvantages, precisely

because the same formal equalities will fail to represent claims
of disadvantage

sufficiently to impact political judgment. Clearly, for
minorities whose claims

consistently fail to be present, representation based on formal
equality fails basic fairness.

Yet the strongest historical argument for fair representation
has been proportionality:

individuals should have representation in proportion to their
numbers. Indeed, as John

Stuart Mill argued, non-proportional counting as occurs in
majoritarian systems (based on

single-member plurality (SMP) districts) is a violation of
quantitative fairness, which

secures a representation, in proportion to numbers, of every
division of the electoral

body: not two great parties alone (Mill 1991, 310). Altering
representative systems to

increase their sensitivity to historical disadvantage may trade
off against the fairness

embodied in quantitative proportionality, a tension that
continues to deserve attention.

While Williams argument was focused on representing
historically

disadvantaged groups, she built on the emerging discourse of
group representation to cast

political representation as fundamentally about inclusion and
exclusionthat is, about

the basic problems of democratic theory and practice (cf.
Philips 1995, chap 7). At the

same time, the strain of thinking originated by Maninthat
focusing on the relationship

between representation and political judgmentincreasingly
intersected with deliberative

democracy, drawing the aristocratic approach to representation
closer to democratic

problems of inclusion (Plotke 1997, Young 2000, Ankersmit 2002,
Urbinati 2005, cf.

Williams 2000). Together, these lineages are now producing a new
wave of democratic

theory.

3. When is representation democratic?

If democratic representation is to be understood as more than a
division of labor

between institutions and citizens, we shall need to understand
representation as intrinsic

part of what makes democracy possible. To do so, we shall need
to distinguish between

generic norms of democracy and the institutions and practices
through which the norms
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are realized. Much democratic theory has moved in this
direction, conceiving democracy

as any set of arrangements that instantiates the principle that
all affected by collective

decisions should have an opportunity to influence the outcome
(see, e.g., Habermas

1996, 107, Dahl 1998, 37-38, Held 1996, 324, Young 2000, 23,
Gould 2004, 175-78.).

While there are important variations in the underlying ethics,
most formulations

presuppose that (1) individuals are morally equal, and (2)
individuals are equally capable

of autonomythat is, conscious self-determination. It follows
that collective decisions

affecting self-determination should include those affected.

The advantage of such a normcall it democratic autonomy or
self-

governmentis that it enables us to avoid reduction of democracy
in any particular

kind of institution. It allows us to assess emerging
institutions and imagine new ones by

asking whether they fulfill the norm of democratic
autonomyquestions we need to be

able to ask, for example, of the many transnational regimes that
increasingly affect the

lives of individuals in ways the standard account of
representative democracy can neither

encompass nor even conceive.

At the same time, without the relatively straightforward
conceptual apparatus of

the standard account, we shall need to formulate the concept of
democratic representation

with a rigor sufficient to identify and assess what has become a
rich domain of

representative relationshipsa concern that increasingly drives
the new literature (see,

e.g., Castiglione et al, forthcoming; Williams 1998; Mansbridge
2003, Rehfeld 2006,

Rubenstein 2007).

We owe an initial formal specification to Pitkin, whodespite
misgivings about

formalizationsobserved that democratic responsiveness includes,
in one way or

another, authorization of representative by those who would be
represented, and

accountability of the representative to those represented.
Building on Pitkin, Warren and

Castiglione (forthcoming; see also Rehfeld 2006) characterize
these relationships as

follows:

A. Political representation involves a representative X being
authorized byconstituency Y to act with regard to good Z.
Authorization means that there are

procedures through which Y selects/directs X with respect to Z,
and that

responsibility over actions/decisions of X rest with Y.
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B. Political representation involves a representative X being
held accountable toconstituency Y with regard to good Z.
Accountability means that X provides, or

could provide, an accountof his/her decisions or actions to Y
with respect to Z,

and that Y has a sanction over X with regard to Z.

These elements are generic; they specify only that a democratic
relationship of

representation is one of empowered inclusion of Y in the
representations of X with

respect to good Z. Under this formula, the individuals or groups
who are represented are

not passive. There are points at which they assent to be
represented, and the practices of

representation may require multiple kinds of participation. For
their part, if

representatives are democratic, they are responsive to those
they would represent, with

respect to particular goods. A wide variety of actors may
potentially fit these criteria:

elected representatives, NGOs, lay citizens, panels, committees,
and other entities. A

wide variety of goods may be formulated and represented:
preferences, interests,

identities, values. And, in principle, a wide variety of
authorization and accountability

mechanisms are possible: along with elections, for example, are
the possibilities of voice,

deliberation, exit, oversight, and trust. This variety of
relationships, entities, and

mechanisms is close, we think, to encompassing the numerous
kinds of representative

relationships that inhabit contemporary democracies. Each should
be parsed out and

specified both in its own terms, as well as in terms of its role
within the broader political

ecology.

4. Constituency definition

Because it defines the initial terms of authorization and thus
the nature of

inclusion in representative relationships, the concept of
constituency is emerging as

fundamental. As Rehfeld (2005; see also Burnheim 1989, Pogge
2002) points out, the

idea that constituencies should be defined by territorial
districts has been all but

unquestioned until very recently, though it is true that it has
long been recognized that

initial decisions about who is included in (or excluded from)
the people constituted the

domain of democracy (Dahl 1989, Held 1996).

But there is an even more fundamental issue. For the most part,
democratizing

boundaries has been conceived as a matter of progressively
including more classes of
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individuals within territorial communities. Thus, no matter how
universal these

inclusions, when represented geographically, the people are only
a demos insofar as

their primary interests and identities are geographical in
nature. Non-geographical

constituenciesthose emerging from race, ethnicity, class,
gender, environment, global

trade, and so onare only represented only insofar as they
intersect with the

circumstances of location, producing only an accidental
relationship between democratic

autonomyparticularly, the distributions of opportunities
necessary for self-

determinationand forms of representation (Bohman 2007; cf. Gould
2004, Held &

Koenig-Archibugi 2005).

More generally, issues of justice raised by representation are
issues ofisegoria or

the equal chance each citizen should have to have her/his voice
heard or represented, as a

key means of effective participation here and now in the making
of law and policy

(Dworkin 2000, 194-98). Democratic representation is fair or
just representation insofar

as it involves issues of advocacy and representativity; issues
of a meaningful presence,

not simply presence alone, in the game of discord and agreement
that is democracy

(Urbinati 2006, 42). Similarly, Nancy Fraser has formulated the
relationship between

representation and justice quite crisply: representation
furnishes the stage on which

struggles over distribution and recognition are played out.
Establishing criteria of

political membership, it tells us who is included, and who
excluded, from the circle of

those entitled to a just distribution and reciprocal
recognition. Representation,

accordingly, constitutes a third, political dimension of
justice, alongside the (economic)

dimension of redistribution and the (cultural) dimension of
recognition (2007, 313-14;

see also Williams 1998, Fraser 2005, Rehfeld 2005, Saward
2006a).

From this perspective, the equality ensured by universal
suffrage within nations

is, simply, equality with respect of one of the very many
collective dimensions that

constituent the people. From the perspective of representation
as marking out the

political domain within struggles over justice are waged, the
results of geography-based

representation have been perverse. In Western countries, and
particular multiracial post-

colonial states, legislative assemblies have been, and in most
electoral democracies still

are, composed primarily of high status white males who may be
representative of locales

while still homogeneous in many of the dimensions that make a
difference to people.
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This fact, of course, has underwritten the emerging consensus
that democratic

representation requires representatives who share experiences,
understand issues from the

perspective of disadvantaged groups, and who are able to
constitute a representative

voice within deliberations and decision-making (Philips 1995,
Williams, 1998,

Mansbridge 1999, Young 2000, Dovi 2007). While the costs of
territorial constituency

definition are the highest for disadvantaged groups, the
theoretical point cuts even more

broadly and deeply, as suggested by Frasers formulation:
representation is a dimension

of justice.

But territory is not entirely destiny, even when it is the
starting point for

constituency definition as well as the residence-based
distribution of one vote to every

citizen. The legacy of race-based districting in the US can be
understood as attempts to

mold geographical constituencies in ways that encompass
non-geographical issues, and

do so through the inclusion of racial minorities in
decision-making bodies. Quotas and

reserved seats also compensate for the inflexibilities of
geography, though each

arrangement comes with costs to other dimensions of
representation (Guinier 1994,

Williams 1998, chaps. 3, 7, James 2004). Functional role
adjustments, even if ad hoc,

may sometime compensate. Mansbridge (2003) notes that empirical
political scientists

increasingly identify forms of representation not based on
standard promissory

mechanisms, whereby candidates make promises to voters, and are
then judged in

subsequent elections by the results. In surrogate
representation, for example, a

representative claims a constituency beyond their electoral
district, as when Barney Frank

(a member of the US House of Representatives from Massachusetts)
represents gays

beyond his district, or Bill Richardson (Governor of New Mexico)
represents Latinos

beyond his state. These functional adjustments testify to the
inadequacies of territorial

constituency as well as its malleability. A key challenge for
democratic theorists is to

imagine how this malleability might be harnessed beyond the
borders of nation-states.

5. Rethinking electoral representation

Electoral democracy is that subset of representative
relationships in which

representatives are authorized through election to represent the
citizens of a constituency

to act on behalf of their interests, and then held accountable
in subsequent elections.
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These relationships have been examined and reexamined by
political scientists during the

postwar period (e.g., Eulau & Karps 1977). What is new is
the reemergence of electoral

representation as a topic within democratic theory.

Constitutional design:

Most fundamentally, electoral representation is established and
molded by

constitutional designthat is, the way in which political
institutions form and formulate

the patterns of inclusion to which they are subject. Again, this
is an issue with an old

pedigree, though contemporary interest is found primarily within
the field of comparative

politicsmost notably, in debates about the democratic merits of
presidential versus

parliamentary forms of government. Here we are interested
primarily in the impact of

constitutional assignments of responsibility on the political
and deliberative character ofrepresentation. Almost all democratic
constitutions define with care the responsibilities of

public officials in general and to political representatives in
particularalthough the US

constitution is silent on imperative mandate. Most generally,
constitutions provide two

concurrent forms of responsibility, one of which is democratic
(through elections), the

other hierarchical (appointment by superior organs of political
power). The difference

becomes explicit whenever one considers the way of dealing with
the judges

responsibility in the United States and in Europe respectively.
In the US, many local and

state judges are elected just like any other political
representative, and are therefore

directly responsible to the people (Cf. Kelsen 1999). In the
latter, the judge has juridical

responsibility (civil and criminal) and is accountable only to
the law but must absolutely

abstain from deferring to the opinions of the people (Friedrich
1963, Kelsen 1992). In the

US case, the judicial functions of judgment clearly clash with
the representative roles

implied by electionwhich perhaps explains why many states seek
the habitual practice

to increase judges independence by declaring elections to be
nonpartison (Cf. Thompson

1987). The broader implication is that the constitutional
lineages of responsibility affect

the mode of judgment: election both establishes the
non-independence of the

representative, and yet only through opinion and judgment can
the link between electors

and representatives be established (Bybee, 1998). Accordingly,
most constitutions forbid

imperative mandate. But because political representation can
only exist in the juridical
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form of a non-legally bounded mandate, some other form of
mandate is needed to check

representatives, which is why almost all democratic
constitutions regulate the

responsibility of the representatives.

Electoral system design:

Yet not all constitutions establish the central regulationthe
electoral system

itself. Many developed democraciesparticularly those with
Westminster origins

leave the decision over the electoral system to parliaments and
make it an issue of

ordinary politics to be decided by majority rule. Electoral
system design makes a

difference in the inclusiveness of authorization, and the
strength of vote-based

accountability. The key choice in electoral system design is
between those based on

single member plurality districts (SMP), and a family of systems
that seek proportionalrepresentation (PR) through multi-member
districts (Farrell 2001, Przeworski et. al. 1999,

Powell 2004). PR systems are inherently less geographical:
within the boundaries of a

district (which may be the size of a nation), voters determine
their constituency at the

time of the vote (Duverger & Sartori 1988; Rehfeld 2005).
Democratic theorists

concerned with the fair representation typically prefer
proportional representation, simply

because the system tends to produce legislative bodies that
represent a broader array of

issues and interests within society, and so is more likely to
include those of

disadvantaged groups (Amy 1996, Barber 2001). For similar
reasons, the design of local

electoral systemsparticularly municipal systemsis now back on
the table (Guinier

1994).

From a constitutional perspective, parliamentary arrangements
based on SMP

authorizegoverning majorities, which are then clearly
responsible for governing while

they retain the confidence of majority party members of the
legislature. This form of

constitution, which tends to produce unquestionable governmental
majorities while

penalizing minorities, is often said to facilitate clear, ex
post accountability. In contrast,

when combined with PR, parliamentary arrangements tend to
produce coalition

governments which are initially more inclusivemore broadly
authorizedbut which

also diffuse accountability, as party platforms are compromised
for purposes of
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governing. Likewise, because they separate power, presidential
systems are often said to

dampen responsiveness to citizens and diffuse accountability
(Dahl 2003).

Although comparative analysis is beyond the scope of this essay
(cf. Lijphart

1999, Powell 2000), it is worth noting here that electoral
systems have very different

normative implications. When we vote, we do two things at once:
we contribute to

forming a government or opposition, and we seek representation
of our positions and

preferences. This means that election is not just a race at the
end of which some win at

expense of others, but a way of participating in the creation of
the representative body, as

Plotke (1997) suggested in arguing that the opposite of
representation is not participation,

but exclusion. Suffrage brings with it not only the right of
decision, but also the right

of representation (that is, reflected participation in public
will-formation and and

judgment). From this persective, it makes a difference how
electoral systems translate

votes into representation (Urbinati 2006). Because of their
relative inclusiveness,

democratic theorists at least since John Stuart Mill have
favored electoral systems that

generate proportional representation. A government should reach
decisions on the basis

of debates among representatives who present the whole of every
opinion which exists

in the constituencies and which reflects its fair share of
voices (Mill 1861, 448-50; cf.

Kelsen 1929, Friedrich 1968, Fishkin 1995).

From this perspective, constitutional designs and electoral
systems that specialize

in ex post accountabilitythat is, parliamentary systems combined
with SMPcome at a

high cost to both fair representation and deliberative judgment.
In contrast, parliamentary

systems functioning under PR tend to increase inclusion, and
result in consensus forms of

government (Sartori 1976, Lijphart 1999, Powell 2000, Steiner
et. al. 2005). These

features of representation, however, dilute the power of the
vote as an instrument of ex

post accountabilitymeaning, we think, not that inclusiveness and
accountability

necessarily trade off against one another, but that we must
consider a variety of forms of

accountability (Warren 2008). Some of these other forms of
accountability are

deliberative in nature (Mansbridge 2004, Urbinati 2006). And
there is increasing

attention to the impact of constitutional design on deliberative
judgment (Habermas 1996,

Manin 1997, Elster 1998, Sunstein 2002, James 2004). These
issues have returned also in

contemporary debates over fair representation (Beitz 1989,
Williams 1998, Thompson
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2002). It is fair to conclude, however, the theories relating
these functions of constitutions

to democratic representation remain underdeveloped.

Because of the normative importance of proportionality to the
democracy-justice

relationship, a small but growing number of theorists interested
in constituencies that are

randomly constituted, typically through random selection of
assemblies, who would be

(by virtue of randomness) representative of whatever issues are
salient to the public,

whether geographically-anchored or not (Burnheim 1989, Fishkin
1995, Pogge 2002,

Rehfeld 2005; cf. Dahl 1989, Warren & Pearse 2008). Closely
related is the concept of

randomly selected citizen representative bodies, discussed
below.

Political parties:

If democratic theorists have been reengaging questions of
institutional design,they have actively ignored political parties
(Rosenblum, forthcoming). No doubt the

explanation for inattention mirrors the more general picture:
Parties have been viewed as

strategic organizations which are primarily instruments of
political elites rather than

venues of participation. Moreover, parties are, well,
partisanand thus do not provide a

hospitable environment for reasoned deliberations about common
ends, the preferred

mode of political interaction for political philosophers from
Plato to Rawls.

Yet if elections provide real choices for citizensthat is, if
citizens are able to use

the vote to authorize and to hold to account those who would
represent themparties

will naturally form, structurally determined by the
characteristics of electoral systems, the

regulations that enable elections, and the constitutional form
of government. As

Rosenblum (in press) notes, for most political scientists,
democratic representation is

unthinkable without parties. They are arguably the key
representative bodies within

representative government. Their representative functions
include aggregating and

deliberating interests and values, and linking issues through
programmatic visions within

political environments that are increasingly segmented. Because
they perform these

functions in ways that can be more or less inclusive, and more
or less deliberative,

political parties should find their way back onto the agenda of
democratic theory (cf.

Beitz 1989). Such integration, however, will require that we
understand partisanship as

an essential feature of deliberation, and parties as
organizations that can transform
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particular forms of advocacy into more competing accounts of
common goods and

interests, in this way structuring public discourse (Urbinati
2006, 37-38, Rosenblum

forthcoming).

Ethical obligations of representatives:

If representative roles are structured in part by institutional
rules and inducements,

they are also structured by the ethical duties of public office,
or so we should understand

them. Representatives are elected with jobs to do, and their
roles imply obligations. The

question of representative roles was famously structured by
Burke (1968), who argued

that representatives should serve as trustees of the interests
of those who elected them

virtual representativesrather than serving as delegates. As we
argued above,

representatives should do more than reflect the preferences of
constituents; they shoulduse their autonomous judgment within the
context of deliberative bodies to represent the

public interest.

The notion that representatives are trustees is widely
understood as a quasi-

aristocratic understanding of representation: the best judgment
of elites replaces the

judgment of the people. In this way, the delegate-trustee
distinction crowded all

democratic meanings of representation into the delegate model,
which in turn drains

the meaning from democracy since the concept tells us nothing
about how constituents

interests are converted into decisions within the context of a
representative institution.

That is, the concept of delegation provides no explanation of
decision-making, and thus

fails to provides an account of democratic rule. Pitkin (1967)
offered more nuance when

she noted that representatives cannot simply reflect their
constituents interestsin part

because interests are often unformed (thus, it is unclear what
should be represented) and

in part because their jobs including making collective decisions
that accord with

democratic institutions. Instead, Pitkin argued, we should
understand representatives as

having the ethicalobligation to be responsive to their
constituents interests, a

formulation that had the advantage of covering the complexities
of the relationship,

though did not provide much more.

Ironically, perhaps, early incarnations of group representation
arguments fell on

the trustee side of the dichotomy with its elitist leanings. If
a representative is
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descriptively representative of a group, then he/she represents
that group, which must

trust their representative, since descriptive similarity in
itself implies no mechanisms for

accountabilityand, indeed, carries ambiguous role obligations.
But working through the

requirements for group representatives has put the problem of
role ethics back on the

agenda (Phillips 1995, Williams 1998, Mansbridge 1999, Dovi
2002, Young 2000). And,

interestingly, the category of trust has proved the more
fruitful than that of delegate,

reconfigured in such a way that it is clear that, as a trustee,
the representative carries the

obligations to keep his or her constituents interests in view
(Dovi 2007, chap. 5).

Mansbridge (2003) argues that much democratic representation is
gyroscopic in nature:

voters select a representative because she holds values that
converge with theirs. Voters

then pay little attention to the representative, trusting her to
do the right thing. Voters

often select rather than sanction; they trust rather than
monitor. There is nothing

undemocratic about this strategy: voters are, in effect, judging
character rather than

performance, but retain their capacity to remove a
representative should the bases of their

trust be disappointed or betrayed (Mansbridge, forthcoming).

Interest in the ethical obligations of representatives has also
been fuelled by

questions raised by problems of campaign finance and corruption
(Beitz 1989, chap. 9,

Thompson 1995, Stark 2000, Warren 2006), so much so that we are
likely to see full

theories of representative ethics in the near future (cf. Dovi
2007, Beerbohm

forthcoming)

Deliberation and judgment:

As we suggested above, one of the most important inspirations
for rethinking

political representation within electoral democracy has been the
increasingly

sophisticated emphasis on deliberation within democracy. From
this perspective,

representation induces and forms relationships of judgment that
enable democracy, some

of which may be formalized by election, and others of which may
work through group

advocacy, voice, the media, or indeed, representative claims by
any number of actors

from both within and outside institutionalized politics
(Rosanvallon 1998). Intrinsic to

these processes of judgment is what Urbinati (2006) calls
indirectness in politicsthe

re-presentation of citizens judgments to them by their
representative and vice versa
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through which the demos reflects upon itself and while judging
its laws, institutions, and

leaders (see also Ankersmit 2002).

These reflexive relationships often go unnoticed, but are
essential to making

political judgment work in complex, pluralistic, democratic
societies. Representation

functions to depersonalize claims and opinions, for example,
which in turn allows

citizens to mingle and associate without erasing their partisan
spirit essential to free

political competition. Representation serves to unify and
connect citizens, while also

pulling them out of the immediate present and projecting them
into future-oriented

perspectives by extending their time horizons. Representation,
when intertwined with

citizens reflexivity and participation, highlights the natality
of politics, through which

individuals transcend the immediacy of their biographical
experience, social and cultural

belongings and interests, and enlarge their political judgment
on their own and others

opinions (Arendt 1989). Thus, even at its most divisive, in a
democratic society

representation is never solely descriptive of social
segmentations and identities, since it

tends toward transcendence of the here and now in a process that
is animated by a

dialectics between what is and what can be or ought to be
(Przeworski 1991, 19;

cf. Hegel 1967). And finally, of course, representation also
enables citizens to survey and

discipline power-holders, not only through the direct mechanisms
of voting, but also

through the gathering and exposure of information by groups and
the media who claim

(often but not necessarily credibly) to act as representatives
of the public.

In short, we should think of representative democracy not as a
pragmatic

alternative for something we modern citizens can no longer have,
namely direct

democracy, but as intrinsically modern way of intertwining
participation, political

judgment, and the constitution ofdemoi capable of self-rule.
Understood in this way,

elections are not an alternative to deliberation and
participation, but rather structure and

constitute both. Elections are not so much discrete series of
instants in which sovereign

will is authorized, but rather continuums of influence and power
created and recreated by

moments in which citizens can use the vote to judge
representatives (Dahl 1971, 20-21).

For these reasons, we should understand electoral representation
as having an elective

affinity with a deliberative politics, because it structures
ongoing processes of action and
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reaction between institutions and society, between mistrust and
legitimacy, and between

sanctioned will and censuring judgment from below (Rosanvallon
2006).

6. The new frontier: non-electoral democratic representation

Yet there are inherent limits to a purely electoral rendering of
democracy and

representation. Some of these limits are mutable in principle,
but unlikely to be changed

in practice. The central organizing principle of territorial
constituency, for example, is

likely to remain, if only because it provides a transparent and
practical basis for the

distribution of votes to persons. In addition, one of the
primary virtues of electoral

democracy is also a limitation. Elections can and should be
institutionalized in such a

way that the rules are knowable and predictable, and
accountability can be achieved over

long periods of time (Thompson 2004). But stability in some
functions can mean rigidity

in others: the very stability of elected representatives and
electoral institutions means that

they are slow to respond to emerging or marginalized
constituencies. Neither are

elections very sensitive to information: while the campaigns
leading up to elections are,

ideally, energetic periods of issue-focused deliberation, votes
in themselves are

information poor. Elected representatives are left to other
meanspolls, advice, focus

groups, letters, petitions, and the liketo guess what voters
intend them to represent

over what spectrum of issues, in what proportion, and with what
intensity. Although the

electoral cycle of authorization and accountability provides a
strong check against gross

abuses of power, as representative devices they lack nuance and
sensitivity (Dunn 1999).

Stated otherwise, insofar as electoral representation works, it
depends upon a rich fabric

of representative claimants and advocacy within society
(Rosanvallon 2006, Urbinati

2006), a point that was appreciated within early pluralist
theory, though without the

critical eye for the social and economic inequalities that group
advocacy-based

democracy engenders (Dahl 1956, Truman 1952; cf. Held 1996,
chap. 6).

Further limitations of electoral representation inhere in its
necessarily partisan

qualities, however necessary they are if elections are to serve
as instruments of

authorization and accountability (Urbinati 2006). This necessity
trades off against others:

if speech is always strategic, it will dampen or subvert
deliberation oriented toward norm

or fact-based consensus (Chambers 2004, Mansbridge 2004). The
deliberative elements
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of representation are likewise dampened by the fact that
legislative institutions are

responsible for decisions affecting the exercise of state power,
meaning that these

institutions are poor venues for representing emerging agendas,
which do much better in

the less restricted give and take of public sphere deliberation
(Habermas 1996).

In addition, these features of electoral representationtheir
inability to refract

fine-grained representation into political institutions and
their dampening effects on

deliberationfit poorly with the norms of citizenship evolving in
the developed

democracies. Dalton (2007) argues that new generations of
citizens are voting less, but

engaging more. They want more choice; they want more direct
impactgoods that goods

that electoral venues are not able to providebecause that is not
what electoral

representation can do. This reason alone should spur us to think
about representation

more broadly, in non-electoral venuesnot necessarily as
competing forms of

representation (though they can be), but possibly as
complementary forms (Saward

2006a, 2006b).

Finally, as we noted in section 3, the globalization of
democratic norms and

expectations simply does not fit with any electorally-based
constituencies at allnot only

within the international domain, but also in contexts that have
weak or non-existent

electoral democracies.

Owing to these functional limitations of electoral democracy,
the practices of

democratic representation increasingly exceed the electoral
venues, a phenomenon which

testifies to the expansion and pluralization of spaces of
political judgment in todays

democracies. One of the most remarkable developments has been
the proliferation of

representative claims that cannot be tested by election. These
include at least two classes

of representatives. First, there are innumerable agents who, in
effect,self-authorize:

advocacy organizations, interest groups, civil society groups,
international non-

governmental organizations, philanthropic foundations
journalists, and other individuals,

including elected officials functioning as surrogate
representatives, claim to represent

constituencies within public discourse and within collective
decision-making bodies.

Second, governments and other entities are increasingly
designing new, non-elected

forms of representative bodies such as citizen panels, polls,
and deliberative forums, a

form we call citizen representatives (Warren 2008)
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Self-authorized representatives:

Self-authorized representatives are not new: individuals and
groups have always

petitioned government and made representative claims on behalf
of interests and values

they believe should have an impact. Interest group liberalism
and pluralism assume that

this kind of representation does much, if not most, of the work
of conveying substance

(Dahl 1971, Held 1996, chap. 6). Moreover, history is replete
with unelected leaders and

groups making representative claims in the name of groups,
peoples, or nations precisely

because they are not formally represented. The constitutional
revolutions of the 17th

century were induced by groups such as the Levellers. In the
French revolution Sieyes

declared there exists a third class that was in fact the very
nation and they proposed

themselves as their speakers or representatives.

So it is not the phenomenon of self-authorized representatives
that is new, but

rather their shear numbers and diversity (Warren 2001).
Collectively, self-authorized

representatives organize what might be called the negative power
of the people

(Urbinati 2006) and can function as a counter-politics when
institutionalized politics

fails its representative purposes (Rosavallon 2006). Groups
claim to represent women,

ethnic groups, victims of landmines, the impoverished and
marginalized, mothers and

fathers, and children (Strolovitch 2006). They claim to
represent a wide variety of goods:

human rights and security, health, education, animals,
rainforests, community,

spirituality, safety, peace, economic development, and so on.
They often claim to

represent positions and arguments, functioning as discursive
representatives (Keck 2003,

cf. Alcoff 1991, Dryzek 2000, chap. 4). So representation of
this kind can be targeted and

issue-specific; it can be flexible, and respond to emerging
issues, and particularly to

constituencies that are not territorially anchored. Moreover,
the collectivities

representatives seek to influence are increasingly diverse,
aimed not only governments

and power holders, but also public discourse and culture, as
well as powerful market

actors like corporations.Finally, these kinds of representatives
can and do function

beyond borders. Not only do they have the potential to fill in
for electoral inflexibilities

providing high levels of targeted, information-rich
representationbut they also function

in areas in which no electoral democracy existsin the global
arena, and in authoritarian

contexts (Dryzek 2000, chap. 5, Grant & Keohane 2005, Saward
2006b, Bohman 2007,


	
7/27/2019 4-Urbinati & Warren

27/42

27

Rubenstein 2007). Indeed, these representative functions are
increasingly recognized by

international organizations like the UN, which has been
increasingly recognizing civil

society organization within its programs as representative of
groups that are not well

represented by its member states. The challenge for democratic
theory is to understand

the nature of these representative claims and, of these, to
assess which count as

contributions to democracy and in what ways. It is now clear,
for example, that self-

authorized representation is not necessarily a precursor to
formal, electoral inclusion, but

rather a representative phenomenon in its own right which may
contribute to democracy

in ways that electoral representation cannot. But unlike
electoral mechanisms, the arena

of self-authorized representative offers no discrete domain of
institutional processes, and

so identifying them will take imagination (Castiglione &
Warren, forthcoming).

One way to begin would be to ask the same generic questions
asked of electoral

representation as suggested above. (1) How are the
representatives authorized by those in

whose name they act? (2) How are they held accountable by those
they claim to

represent? With respect to authorization, the nature of the
representative agent will make

a difference. Many self-authorized representatives are voluntary
organizations, with

followings and memberships. In such cases, authorization might
work through members

votes and voices. Other kinds of self-authorized representatives
make claims on behalf of

ascriptive, involuntary constituencies, such as racial or ethnic
groups (Alcoff 1991,

Strolovitch 2006). Then there are agents who claim to represent
those with little or no

voice, such as human rights organizations, or organizations
representing the interests of

children or animals. Finally, there are many agentsNGOs, INGOs,
and foundations, for

example, who claim missions on behalf of others, more or less
formally (Grant and

Keohane 2005, Saward 2006b). In these kinds of cases, initial
authorization is inherently

problematic: agents may claim representative status, and it is
up to those who are claimed

at represented to say yes or no or to offer alternative
accounts. Authorization is, as

it were, reflexive and retrospective at best; where those who
are represented are silent

because of their context, or absent, as it the case of future
generations, the analogy to

electoral authorization breaks down altogetherand we are better
off looking at their

functions (Rubenstein 2007).
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No doubt because of the absence of formal authorization in most
cases, most of

the work relevant to these new forms of representation has
focused on accountability

(Castiglione forthcoming, Ebrahim 2003, Kuper 2004, Held and
Koenig-Archibugi

2005). Here there are more potential mechanisms. When
membership-based voluntary

organizations claim to represent their members, for example,
members can either lend

their name to the organization, or they can exit, producing
market-like accountability

(Goodin 2003). Groups without power may go public, gaining
influence precisely

because they can justify their representations (Warren 2001,
chap. 4). Groups may be

held to account indirectly, through horizontal policing by other
groups, by boards, or

by the media, often through comparisons between a groups
representative claims, say in

mission statements, and their actions (Grant & Keohane
2005). Devices such as

performance indicators, audits, and surveys can add elements of
accountability.

Of course, this list of possible ways and means of authorization
and accountability

only tells us that, in principle, we could develop theories that
would stretch to the domain

of self-authorized representatives; it is neither a theory in
itself, nor a judgment as to

whether or how this emerging domain contributes to democratic
representation (cf.

Warren 2001, chap. 7, 2003). But one key issue for democratic
theory is increasingly

clear, even in advance of well-developed theories. In the case
of electoral representation,

an abstract equality is achieved through the universal
franchise. There is no equivalent

equality of influence or voice in the non-electoral domain,
where the advantages of

education, income, and other unequally distributed resources are
more likely to translate

into patterns of over- and under-representation (Warren 2001,
Cain et. al. 2003,

Strolovitch 2006). The many advantages of self-authorized
representationand they are

considerablemay also result in increasingly unequal
representation.

Citizen representatives:

Self-authorized representation provides a possible frame for
understanding the

rapid evolution of what we shall call, following Warren (2008)
citizen representatives

(Row & Frewer 2000, Brown 2006). These forms involve
non-elected, formally designed

venues into which citizens are selected or self-selected for
representative purposes. The

oldest form of citizen representative is the legal jury, which
represents the considered
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judgment of peers within courtroom proceedings. We can now add
to this limited form

more recent experiments with citizen juries and panels, advisory
councils, stakeholder

meetings, lay members of professional review boards,
representations at public hearings,

public submissions, citizen surveys, deliberative polling,
deliberative forums, and focus

groups (Pettit 1999b, Fung 2006b). Citizen representatives
typically function not as

alternatives but rather as supplements to elected representative
bodies or administrative

bodies in areas of functional weakness, usually having to do
with limitations of

communication, deliberation, legitimacy, governability, or
attentiveness to public norms

and common goods (Brown 2006, Warren 2008).

Although these kinds of representative forms are typically
categorized as

participatory democracy, direct democracy or citizen engagement,
these terms are

misleading, given that only a tiny percentage of citizens are
actively involved in any

given venue. Their more important property, we think, is
representatiel: a few citizens

actively serve as representatives of other citizens. What is
most interesting about these

new forms of representation is that they seek, in one way or
another, to represent

discursively-considered opinions and voices that are not
necessarily represented either

through electoral democracy, or through the aggregate of
self-authorized representatives.

Fung (2003) highlights this feature by referring to these new
forms as minipublics.

They have the potential to capture opinions and voices that are
not heard, not necessarily

because of group-based disadvantage, but because the sum total
of advocacy will often

fail to represent interests and values that are unorganized, as
well as considered public

opinion, particularly opinions representing compromises and
trade-offs in complex or

fractious issue areas. Under the standard model, the work of
deliberatively crafting

policies belongs to the formal political institutionsand these
institutions find it

increasingly difficult to represent considered, legitimate
solutions before the public.

Under the citizen representative model, venues are designed, as
it were, to generate

considered opinion. Deliberative polls, for example, involve a
random selection of

citizens who are convened for a weekend to discuss an issue such
as health care policy.

During this time, participants learn about the issue,
deliberate, and then register their

opinions (Fishkin 1995). The results should represent what
informed public opinion

would look like, were citizens to organized, become informed and
deliberate.
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Presumably, the results are not simply counterfactual: they
represent a statistically

representative snapshot of the existing but latent preferences
of citizenssomething that

power-holders seeking to represent the people need to know.

For similar reasons, governments increasingly constitute citizen
juries and panels

whose charge it is to represent the views of citizens more
generally, on a given issue

(Brown 2006). In a particularly unusual experiment in
nonelectoral representation, for

example, the government of British Columbia sought to assess the
provinces electoral

system and recommending an alternative in the form of a
referendum question. Rather

than leaving the job to the legislature or an expert commission,
the government

constituted a citizens assembly composed of 160 members,
selected from voter rolls

though a near-random process. The assembly met over a period of
nine months, which

included learning, public hearings, and deliberations.
Professional representativesin

particular, organized advocates and professional politicians
were excluded. Though

they were invited to speak with the assembly, the designers
assumed that the public

interest would only be represented if stakeholder advocacy was
separated from learning,

listening, and deliberation (Warren & Pearse 2008). In
short, because it combined

authorization by an elected government, random selection, a
deliberative format, and

accountability through a referendum, the BC Citizens Assembly
was designed as a

counterbalance to both electoral representation and
self-authorized representation. Its

democratic credentials stemmed from its initial constitution by
elected representative,

its statistically representative makeup (so as to look like the
people of BC), and its

submission of its final recommendation directly to the
people.

Randomly selected bodies represent a novel and potentially
important new form

of representativeor, more precisely, the rediscovery of an
ancient form (Lieb 2004,

Fishkin 1991). Should these forms grow, they will bring new
challenges. Because any

randomly selected deliberative body will inevitably generate
opinions that are different

than public opinion, for example, connecting them to broader
publics in the absence of

electoral mechanism is a challenge (cf. Warren and Pearse 2008,
Fung 2003), At the

worst, randomly selected bodies might become tools through which
elites use to

legitimate policies while bypassing electoral accountability, or
substituting for broader

citizen judgment and participation (Ackerman 1991, 181). At
their best, however, such
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bodies might function as an important kind of supplement to
existing forms of

representation. They have the potential to link the judgments of
political elites much

more closely to public opinion, while correcting for the
inequalities introduced by the rise

of self-authorized representatives.

7. The challenges ahead

If elections alone qualify representative democracy then it is
hard to find good

arguments against the critics of contemporary democracy who seek
to unmask the role of

the people as a mere myth, and pont to the oligarchic
degeneration and corruption of

electoral democracy. From this perspective, the suggestion that
we extend the meaning of

democratic representation to include the informal discursive
character of a pluralistic

public sphere of associations, political movements and opinions
risks looking like an

ideological refurbishment, functional to the new legitimation
strategies of political elites.

Indeed, almost without exception, it remains the case that only
an elected political elite

have both deliberative and decision-making power, unlike the
citizens, whose formal

freedoms to discuss and criticize proposals and policies does
not ensure that their

opinions will affect legislation and policy-making. From this
perspective, the institutional

history of representative government resembles a story that has
not been substantially

edited since the eighteenth century.

Here, however, we draw particular attention to the radical
changes in

representative institutions. These changes began with the
adoption and extension of

universal suffrage, which generated new forms of political life
within society, in turn

altering the nature and functions of representative
institutions. Dahls comment on the US

case goes precisely to this point. Even if some of the Framers
leaned more toward the

idea of an aristocratic republic than a democratic republic,
they soon discovered that

under the leadership of James Madison, among others, Americans
would rapidly

undertake to create a more democratic republic (2003, 5-6). Just
so. Given the complex

landscape of democracy that continues to evolve, neither the
standard model of

representation nor the participatory ideal can encompass the
democratic ideal of

empowered inclusion of all affected by collective decisions. For
that kind of

approximation, we shall need complex forms of
representationelectoral representation
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and its various territorially-based cousins, self-authorized
representation, as well as new

forms of representation that are capable of representing latent
interests, transnational

issues, broad values, and discursive positions.
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