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Preface

Reflecting both the press of events and editorial judgments, the changes made for the
seventh edition of Points of View have been extensive. We have added two new topics.
Under the general topic of Elections, in Chapter 7, we have included a new topic on
“Campaign Finance,” and to Chapter 14 on the Judiciary we have added a topic on
“Crime and the Courts.” In addition to these changes, the chapters on Federalism, Pub-
lic Opinion, the Presidency, and the Civil Rights subtopic “Affirmative Action” now
contain completely new selections. Finally, of the articles we have retained from the
previous edition, some have been updated, including Howard Zinn’s essay on the
meaning of democracy, Robert Weissberg’s defense of the Electoral College, and Paul
Herrnson’s analysis of third parties in the American context.

The basic goals of the book remain the same—namely, to provide students with a
manageable number of selections that present readable, succinct, thoughtful, and di-
verse perspectives across a broad range of issues related to American government.

We would like to extend our thanks to a number of individuals who made valuable
contributions to this project. A special debt of gratitude is owed to Amy Hill who had
primary editorial responsibility for this latest edition and whose keen eye for detail was
instrumental in improving the style and content of the final manuscript.

We would also like to express our appreciation to the sponsoring editor Lyn Uhl, to
the developmental editor Monica Freedman, who had overall responsibility for coordi-
nating this latest revision, and to Elizabeth Neimann and assistant editor Katrina Red-
mond, all of whom greatly facilitated the timely completion of this project.

In the course of revising and updating this manuscript, we repeatedly called upon
the typing skills of administrative associate Lee Ann Musick, who cheerfully reproduced
manuscripts with unfailing accuracy and under the pressure of very tight deadlines.

Finally, we would like to express our deep appreciation to the following academi-
cians who carefully read the previous edition of Points of View and offered very con-
structive recommendations for this, the seventh edition: Professor John Clark, Univer-
sity of Georgia; Professor Jeanne Jensen, Augusta State University; and Professor John
Gilmour, College of William and Mary.

Robert E. DiClerico

Allan S. Hammock
Morgantown, West Virginia
June 1997
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A Note to the Instructor

For some years now, both of us have jointly taught the introductory course to American
government. Each year we perused the crop of existing readers, and while we adopted
several different readers over this period, we were not wholly satisfied with any of
them. It is our feeling that many of the readers currently on the market suffer from one
or more of the following deficiencies: (1) Some contain selections which are difficult
for students to comprehend because of the sophistication of the argument, the manner
of expression, or both. (2) In many instances, readers do not cover all of the topics typ-
ically treated in an introductory American government course. (3) In choosing selec-
tions for a given topic, editors do not always show sufficient concern for how—or
whether—one article under a topic relates to other articles under the same topic.
(4) Most readers contain too many selections for each topic—indeed, in several cases
the number of selections for some topics exceeds ten. Readers are nearly always used in
conjunction with a textbook. Thus, to ask a student to read a lengthy chapter—jammed
with facts—from a textbook and then to read anywhere from five to ten selections on
the same topic from a reader is to demand that students read more than they can reason-
ably absorb in a meaningful way. Of course, an instructor need not assign all the selec-
tions under a given topic. At the same time, however, this approach justifiably disgrun-
tles students who, after purchasing a reader, discover that they may only be asked to
read one-half or two-thirds of it.

Instead of continuing to complain about what we considered to be the limitations of
existing American government readers, we decided to try our own hand at putting one
together. In doing so, we were guided by the following considerations:

Readability

Quite obviously, students will not read dull, difficult articles. As well as having some-
thing important to say, we feel that each of the articles in Points of View is clearly writ-
ten, well organized, and free of needless jargon.

Comprehensiveness

The sixteen topics included in Points of View constitute all the major areas of concern
that are typically treated in the standard introductory course to American government.

X



X A Note to the Instructor

Economy of Selections

We decided, in most instances, to limit the number of selections to two per topic, al-
though we did include four selections for some topics that we deemed especially im-
portant. The limitation on selections will maximize the possibility that students will
read them. It has been our experience that when students are assigned four, five, or
more selections under a given topic, they simply do not read them all. In addition, by
limiting the selections for each topic, there is a greater likelihood that students will be
able to associate an argument with the author who made it.

Juxtaposition

The two selections for each topic will take opposing or different points of view on some
aspect of a given topic. This approach was chosen for three reasons. First, we believe
that student interest will be enhanced by playing one article off against the other. Thus,
the “interest” quality of a given article will derive not only from its own content, but
also from its juxtaposition with the other article. Second, we think it is important to sen-
sitize students to the fact that one’s perspective on an issue will depend upon the values
that he or she brings to it. Third, by having both selections focus on a particular issue re-
lated to a given topic, the student will have a greater depth of understanding about that
issue. We think this is preferable to having five or six selections under a topic, with
each selection focusing on a different aspect, and with the result that the student ulti-
mately is exposed to “a little of this and a little of that”—that is, if the student even
bothers to read all five or six selections. :

While the readers currently available take into account one or, in some instances,
several of the considerations identified above, we believe that the uniqueness of Points
of View lies in the fact that it has sought to incorporate all of them.

Robert E. DiClerico
Allan S. Hammock
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DEMOCRACY

Any assessment of a society’s democratic character will be fundamentally determined
by what the observer chooses to use as a definition of democracy. While the concept of
democracy has commanded the attention of political thinkers for centuries, the follow-
ing selections by Howard Zinn and Sidney Hook serve to demonstrate that there con-
tinues to be considerable disagreement over its meaning. Each of them has scanned the
American scene and reached different conclusions regarding the democratic character
of our society. This difference of opinion is explained primarily by the fact that each
approaches his evaluation with a different conception of what democracy is.

For Zinn, the definition of democracy includes not only criteria which bear upon
how decisions get made, but also upon what results from such decisions. Specifically,
he argues that such results must lead to a certain level of human welfare within a soci-
ety. In applying these criteria of human welfare to the United States, he concludes that
we fall short of the mark in several areas.

Although Sidney Hook is willing to acknowledge that democracy may indeed func-
tion more smoothly in societies where the conditions of human welfare are high, he
insists that these conditions do not themselves constitute the definition of democracy.
Rather, he maintains that democracy is a process—a way of making decisions. Whether
such decisions lead to the conditions of human welfare that Zinn prescribes is irrele-
vant. The crucial test, according to Hook, is whether or not the people have the right,
by majority rule, to make choices about the quality of their lives—whatever those
choices may be.



Chapter 1 Democracy

How Democratic Is America?

Howard Zinn

To give a sensible answer to the question “How democratic is America?” 1 find it nec-
essary to make three clarifying preliminary statements. First, I want to define “democ-
racy,” not conclusively, but operationally, so we can know what we are arguing about or
at least what T am talking about. Second, I want to state what my criteria are for mea-
suring the “how” in the question. And third, I think it necessary to issue a warning about
how a certain source of bias (although not the only source) is likely to distort our
judgments.

Our definition is crucial. This becomes clear if we note how relatively easy is the
answer to our question when we define democracy as a set of formal institutions and let
it go at that. If we describe as “democratic” a country that has a representative system
of government, with universal suffrage, a bill of rights, and party competition for office,
it becomes easy to answer the question “how” with the enthusiastic reply, “Very!” . ..

I propose a set of criteria for the description “democratic” which goes beyond for-
mal political institutions, to the quality of life in the society (economic, social, psycho-
logical), beyond majority rule to a concern for minorities, and beyond national bound-
aries to a global view of what is meant by “the people,” in that rough, but essentially
correct view of democracy as “government of, by, and for the people.”

Let me list these criteria quickly, because I will go on to discuss them in some
detail later:

1. To what extent can various people in the society participate in those decisions
which affect their lives: decisions in the political process and decisions in the eco-
nomic structure?

2. As a corollary of the above: do people have equal access to the information which
they need to make important decisions?

3. Are the members of the society equally protected on matters of life and death—in
the most literal sense of that phrase?

4. Is there cquality before the law: police, courts, the judicial process—as well as
equality with the law-enforcing institutions, so as to safeguard equally everyone’s
person, and his freedom from interference by others, and by the government?

5. Ts there equality in the distribution of available resources: those economic goods
necessary for health, life, recreation, leisure, growth?

6. Is there equal access to education, to knowledge and training, so as to enable per-
sons in the society to live their lives as fully as possible, to enlarge their range of
possibilities?

Howard Zinn is professor emeritus of political science at Boston University. This essay
was originally published in Robert A. Goldwin, ed., How Democratic Is America?
pp. 39-60 (Chicago, Rand McNally, 1971). The author revised and updated the origi-
nal for Points of View in 1985 and again in 1997.
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7. Is there freedom of expression on all matters, and equally for all, to communicate
with other members of the society?

8. Is there freedom for individuality in private life, in sexual relations, family rela-
tions, the right of privacy?

9. To minimize regulation: do education and the culture in general foster a spirit of
cooperation and amity to sustain the above conditions?

10. As a final safety feature: is there opportunity to protest, to disobey the laws, when

the foregoing objectives are being lost—as a way of restoring them? . . .

Two historical facts support my enlarged definition of democracy. One is that the
industrialized Western societies have outgrown the original notions which accompanied
their early development: that constitutional and procedural tests sufficed for the
“democracy” that overthrew the old order; that democracy was quite adequately ful-
filled by the Bill of Rights in England at the time of the Glorious Revolution, the Con-
stitution of the United States, and the declaration of the Rights of Man in France. It
came to be acknowledged that the rhetoric of these revolutions was not matched by their
real achievements. In other words, the limitations of that “democracy” led to the
reformist and radical movements that grew up in the West in the middle and late nine-
teenth century. The other historical note is that the new revolutions in our century, in
Africa, Asia, Latin America, while rejecting either in whole or in part the earlier revo-
lutions, profess a similar democratic aim, but with an even broader rhetoric. . . .

My second preliminary point is on standards. By this I mean that we can judge in
several ways the fulfillment of these ten criteria I have listed. We can measure the pre-
sent against the past, so that if we find that in 1997 we are doing better in these matters
than we were doing in 1860 or 1910, the society will get a good grade for its “democ-
racy.” I would adjure such an approach because it supports complacency. With such a
standard, Russians in 1910 could point with pride to how much progress they had made
toward parliamentary democracy; as Russians in 1985 could point to their post-Stalin
progress away from the gulag; as Americans could point in 1939 to how far they had
come toward solving the problem of economic equality; as Americans in the South
could point in 1950 to the progress of the southern African-American. Indeed, the
American government has given military aid to brutal regimes in Latin America on the
ground that a decrease in the murders by semiofficial death squads is a sign of progress.

Or, we could measure our democracy against other places in the world. Given the
high incidence of tyranny in the world, polarization of wealth, and lack of freedom of
expression, the United States, even with very serious defects, could declare itself suc-
cessful. Again, the resuit is to let us all off easily; some of our most enthusiastic self-
congratulation is based on such a standard.

On the other hand, we could measure our democracy against an ideal (even if
admittedly unachievable) standard. I would argue for such an approach, because, in
what may seem to some a paradox, the ideal standard is the pragmatic one; it affects
what we do. To grade a student on the basis of an improvement over past performance
is justifiable if the intention is to encourage someone discouraged about his ability. But
if he is rather pompous about his superiority in relation to other students (and I suggest
this is frequently true of Americans evaluating American “democracy”), and if in



Chapter 1  Democracy

addition he is a medical student about to graduate into a world ridden with disease, it
would be best to judge him by an ideal standard. That might spur him to an improve-
ment fast enough to save lives. . ..

My third preliminary point is a caution based on the obvious fact that we make our
appraisals through the prism of our own status in society. This is particularly important
in assessing democracy, because if “democracy” refers to the condition of masses of
people, and if we as the assessors belong to a number of elites, we will tend (and I am
not declaring an inevitability, just warning of a tendency) to see the present situation in
America more benignly than it deserves. To be more specific, if democracy requires a
keen awareness of the condition of black people, of poor people, of young people, of
that majority of the world who are not American—and we are white, prosperous,
beyond draft age, and American—then we have a number of pressures tending to dull
our sense of inequity. We are, if not doomed to err, likely to err on the side of compla-
cency—and we should try to take this into account in making our judgments.

1. PARTICIPATION IN DECISIONS

We need to recognize first, that whatever decisions are made politically are made by
represcntatives of one sort or another: state legislators, congressmen, senators, and
other elected officials, governors and presidents; also by those appointed by elected
officials, like Supreme Court justices. These are important decisions, affecting our
lives, liberties, and ability to pursue happiness. Congress and the president decide on
the tax structure, which affects the distribution of resources. They decide how to spend
the monies received; whether or not we go to war; who serves in the armed forces; what
behavior is considered a crime; which crimes are prosecuted and which are not. They
decide what limitations there should be on our travel, or on our right to speak freely.
They decide on the availability of education and health services.

If representation by its very nature is undemocratic, as 1 would argue, this is an
important fact for our evaluation. Representative government is closer to democracy
than monarchy, and for this reason it has been hailed as one of the great political
advances of modern times; yet, it is only a step in the direction of democracy, at its best.
1t has certain inherent flaws—pointed out by Rousseau in the eighteenth century, Victor
Considerant in the nineteenth century, Robert Michels in the beginning of the twentieth
century, Hannah Arendt in our own time. No representative can adequately represent
another’s needs; the representative tends to become a member of a special elite; he has
privileges which weaken his sense of concern at others’ grievances; the passions of the
troubled lose force (as Madison noted in The Federalist 10) as they are filtered through
the representative system,; the elected official develops an expertise which tends toward
its own perpetuation. Leaders develop what Michels called “a mutual insurance con-
tract” against the rest of society. . . .

If only radicals pointed to the inadequacy of the political processes in the United
States, we might be suspicious. But established political scientists of a moderate bent
talk quite bluntly of the limitations of the voting system in the United States. Robert
Dahl, in A Preface to Democratic Theory, drawing on the voting studies of American
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political scientists, concludes that “political activity, at least in the United States, is PpoOs-

itively associated to a significant extent with such variables as income, SOcio-economic
status, and education.” He says:

By their propensity for political passivity the poor and uneducated disfranchise them-
selves . . . . Since they also have less access than the wealthy to the organizational,
financial, and propaganda resources that weigh so heavily in campaigns, elections, leg-
islative, and executive decisions, anything like equal control over government policy is
triply barred to the members of Madison’s unpropertied masses. They are barred by
their relatively greater inactivity, by their relatively limited access to resources, and by
Madison’s nicely contrived system of constitutional checks.'

Dahl thinks that our society is essentially democratic, but this is because he expects
very little. (His book was written in the 1950s, when lack of commotion in the society
might well have persuaded him that no one else expected much more than he did.) Even
if democracy were to be superficially defined as “majority rule,” the United States
would not fulfill that, according to Dahl, who says that “on matters of specific policy,
the majority rarely rules.” After noting that “the election is the critical technique for
insuring that governmental leaders will be relatively responsive to nonleaders,” he goes
on to say that “it is important to notice how little a national election tells us about the
preferences of majorities. Strictly speaking, all an election reveals is the first prefer-
ences of some citizens among the candidates standing for office.”* About 45 percent of
the potential voters in national elections, and about 60 percent of the voters in local
elections do not vote, and this cannot be attributed, Dahl says, simply to indifference.
And if, as Dahl points out, “in no large nation state can elections tell us much about the
preferences of majorities and minorities,” this is “even more true of the interelection
period.” . . .

Dahl goes on to assert that the election process and interelection activity “are cru-
cial processes for insuring that political leaders will be somewhat responsive to the pref-
erences of some ordinary citizens.™ I submit (the emphasized words are mine) that if
an admirer of democracy in America can say no more than this, democracy is not doing
very well.

Dahl tells us the election process is one of “two fundamental methods of social
control which, operating together, make governmental leaders so responsive to non-
leaders that the distinction between democracy and dictatorship still makes sense.”
Since his description of the election process leaves that dubious, let’s look at his sec-
ond requirement for distinguishing democracy: “The other method of social control is
continuous political competition among individuals, parties, or both.” What it comes
down to is “not minority rule but minorities rule.”

If it turns out that this—like the election process—also has little democratic con-
tent, we will not be left with very much difference—by Dahl’s own admission—
between “dictatorship” and the “democracy” practiced in the United States. Indeed,
there is much evidence on this: the lack of democracy within the major political parties,
the vastly disproportionate influence of wealthy groups over poorer ones. What anti-
smoking consumer group in the election year of 1996 could match the five million dol-
lars donated to the Republican Party by the tobacco interests? What ordinary citizen
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could have the access to President Bill Clinton that a group of bankers had in May of
that election year when they were invited to the White House?® All of this, and more,
supports the idea of a “decline of American pluralism” that Henry Kariel has written
about. What Dahl’s democracy comes down to is “the steady appeasement of relatively
small groups.”’ If these relatively small groups turn out to be the aircraft industry far
more than the aged, the space industry far more than the poor, the Pentagon far more
than the college youth—what is left of democracy?

Sometimes the elitism of decision-making is defended (by Dahl and by others) on
the ground that the elite is enacting decisions passively supported by the mass, whose
tolerance is proof of an underlying consensus in society. But Murray Levin’s studies in
The Alienated Voter indicate how much nonparticipation in elections is a result of hope-
lessness rather than approval. And Robert Wiebe, a historian at Northwestern Univer-

sity, talks of “consensus” becoming a “new stercotype.” He approaches the question
historically.

Industrialization arrived so peacefully not because all Americans secretly shared the
same values or implicitly willed its success but because its millions of bitter enemies
lacked the mentality and the means to organize an effective counterattack.?

Wiebe’s point is that the passivity of most Americans in the face of elitist decision-
making has not been due to acquiescence but to the lack of resources for effective com-
bat, as well as a gulf so wide between the haves and have-nots that there was no ground
on which to dispute. Americans neither revolted violently nor reacted at the polls; in-
stead they were subservient, or else worked out their hostilities in personal ways. . . .

Presidential nominations and elections are more democratic than monarchical rule
or the procedures of totalitarian states, but they are far from some reasonable expecta-
tion of democracy. The two major parties have a monopoly of presidential power, tak-
ing turns in the White House. The candidates of minority parties don’t have a chance.
They do not have access to the financial backing of the major parties, and there is not
the semblance of equal attention in the mass media; it is only the two major candidates
who have free access to prime time on national television.

More important, both parties almost always agree on the fundamentals of domes-
tic and foreign policy, despite the election-year rhetoric which attempts to find impor-
tant differences. Both parties arranged for United States intervention in Vietnam in the
1950s and 1960s, and both, when public opinion changed, promised to get out (note the
Humphrey-Nixon contest of 1968). In 1984, Democratic candidate Walter Mondale
agreed with Republican candidate Ronald Reagan that the United States (which had ten
thousand thermonuclear warheads) needed to continue increasing its arms budget,
although he asked for a smaller increase than the Republicans. Such a position left
Mondale unable to promise representatives of the black community (where unemploy-
ment was over 20 percent) that he would spend even a few billion dollars for a jobs pro-
gram. Meanwhile, Democrats and Republicans in Congress were agreeing on a $297
billion arms bill for the 1985 fiscal year.”

I have been talking so far about democracy in the political process. But there is
another serious weakness that I will only mention here, although it is of enormous



