DEMARCHY

ST It's not Anarchy

Nils Connor offers a critique of the concept of Demarchy, and offers same
thaughts towards developing the notion of a Saclal Contract |

by Nils R. Connor
‘ Demarchy is a system of government proposed by
Australian philosopher John Burnheim (and discussed in an
article by Brian Martin in KIO #30). Whatever its compara-
tive merits may be over the current system of representative
party "democracy,” closer examination of the specifics re-
. veals that it is certainly not anarchy, or even anarchistic. As
such, as will be shown, as a system of government demarchy

would suffer from the same baslc problems that -afflict any

other system.

By popular definition (as stated in Mr. Martin's arti-
cle), "democracy” means "rule by the people " Because the
term has been so badly abused as to be nearly meaningless (a
‘problem that “anarchy” is feeling as well), however, Bum-
heim coined the term "demarchy® for his new system. A
brief etymological examination of the relevant terms here
“will ‘serve as a starting point to illuminate the thesis of this
article. The popular definition of 'democracy as descnbed
above is, in fact, not etymologi-

sand. This leads inexorably to- the sugg&stxon that nﬂe by
the people” in the form of demarchy is open to the mme an-

_archist critique as any other system

Demarchy ;
" For those unfortunates who have not read KIQ m 8
brief description of the essentials of demarchy is provided: - _
Under our current system of "demiocracy,” Rule-is:ex-
ercised by a government which administrates its multifarious
tasks through various agencies and departments. Despite their
separate bailiwicks, the authority under which these agencies
act nevertheless springs from the same "central” sousce
(ostensibly the will of the people expressed through their rep-.
resentatives). Demarchy would divide the authority at.its-
source along lines of function. For example: the education-
authority, the pubhc sanitation authority, the public safety
 authority, etc. These various. au- -

cally accurate. - More properly,
"democracy” (coming- from de-
mos, people and kratos, power)
means "power in the people.” On
the other hand, "demarchy” (com-
ing from demos and archos, ruler)
‘means "rule by the people.” Fi- . |
nally, "anarchy” (from ana, no or
not, and archas) means "no rule.”

' Leaving aside "democracy,”
then, and comparing the meanings:
‘of "demarchy"” and "anarchy," the .
one meaning "rule by the people”
and the other méaning "no rule,”
it will be seen that the two are
definitionally incompatible. Rule,
whether by the people or other-
wise, is still Rule, and as such is
the essential element which anar-
chy (as a political philosophy),- if
it means anything; would remove
from society. Indeed,’ the root of
anarchist thinking is that any sys-
tem purporting to allow- (an)oth- - |
~er(s) to dictate to the individual
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thorities are separate “from one’
another, and do not rely for. their
legitimacy on the existence of a
- "central® government. < -
. Having divided the wthon
1. ties, manefiorttoavmdtheplt— }
- falls of electoral politics (ie.- the
‘tendency for voting to beeome'
meaningless exchanges of one set
of governors for another, essen-
tially indistinguishable from those
preceding them, the msultmg,
| alienation of the people from the
" process except at election ‘time,
concentration of power in incum-
bents, the tendency for elections
. to result in the choice of only
certain types ¢ of personalities, efc.)
{ demarchy proposes -that over-.
| - sight/management of these sepa-
~_rate authorities be done by com-
mittees of citizens randomly se-
lected “from among - the begy i
1 - politic who are willing to- volun--
* teer themiselves:for pomble duty. .

(ie.- Rule) stands on moral quick- ~ =

g Persons content w;th the my
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B thmgs are managed, or unintérested in & gwen area of author-

ny, simply ‘need not volunteer. -
<+ To avoid the problem of too many of the same type of
‘ ‘person volunteering (and thus skewing the representatrvm

‘of the committees), Burnheim proposes that the random se- )

: hcnoncmﬂdbcmgedmor&rthatthxsbeavmded The
* example used in Mr. Martin's article is: if 100 men and only
50 womenwolunwer for a group, then selection of one in 20
" men and one in 10 women would result in equal representa-
tion, and thus; in the case of the. sexgs, m statistical repre-

» sentatxon of the community. ‘

. To resolve questions of overlapping authonty age re-
strictions on committee membership, number of committee
members, and the like, Burnheim proposed that.there should

' be."second order groups” composed of people who had al-

‘BalcoByLor

tgady served on ﬁtst order groups. Members of these.

"metacommittees” (as I-like to call them) could be selected

mdonﬁyorbycqnmmamongthmpeers
‘It is also noted in Mr. Martin's article that because

&:ssymmeemmMMmimdon decentred

- authority, there would be no military, though "there might be
local police,” and it is contended on' the basis of this notion
that the demarchy committees could not Rule coercively.
ANMet they would have to rely on the persuasiveness and
mson of their actions.
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with "democracy, such as fammg groups, petitioning, and
promoting their views. (Tellingly, Mr. Martin notes that,
"Actually, this is not so very different from present soci-

" ‘ety.") Fusther, it is stated in the article that, on intensely de-

bated issues (the example offered is abortion), proponents of
each side would be inspired to mobilize supporters to express
their views, and presumably to stand for office at sElection
time.

Criticisms

“Given this- descnpuon of demarchy, cettsm pmbiems,

both. practtcai and ph:lesophxcal become abkus :

Loss Of Efﬁcxency
. The first pmctxcal drawback is that (assummg -~ a8
anarchy ‘does not - anyone, even the people, should Rule)

the random sElection process will not result in efficient use

of the capabilities available among the citizens. There may be
a person eminently suited to overseeing the tasks of a certain
committee, but by random chance s/he is not selected. It can
hardly be beneficial to exclude the best candidates on the
grounds of pure chance. A demarchic society in effect en-.

- sures that it will have to sacrifice the best leadership (as dis-~
_ tinct from Rulership) a large portion of the time.

‘Compounding the problem of randomriess tesultmg in
poorer quality leadership is the fact that a determmed person,
excluded from a committee position but reco by the
majority as the best choice, . could (with a little. charisma) es-
sentially force the committee to act in accordance with
her/his directions, regardless of the official selection strug-
tures, by use of the "democratic” methods described above.
Indeed, historical examples of this occurring . in

" "democracies” are numerous (Pericles, Hitler). Demarchy of-
- fers no better defence against the demagogue than does

"democracy,” because. both have in place a. structure of

" Rulership which can be assumed by anyone with enough
‘power.

- Minority Hegenmny‘

Another glaring problem thh demarchy is the notion
of stattstncal ‘representation.. Two problems are apparent.
First, it is internally inconsistent. If indeed selection is to be
completely random from among volunteers, and if indeed

- citizens are free to volunteer for committees that they feel

need mrk and would not feel called upon to volunteer where
they feel the job is being done satisfactorily, then should not

 a volunteer rate below the statistical representation level indi-
- cate that the citizens, of whatever demographic profile, feel

adequately served? In other words, ‘if demarchy is working,
statistical repxummuen should be unnecessary, and. con-
vsfae%y‘xfittamy mgwhynsmwerkmg SRS
W(@%Mel@selywtheﬁrst),tsysmof
stamtwiﬂ representation as proposed would invite tyramny.
For example (just an example; change the groups and nume-:
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bers as you see fit): the community has 100 persons, 50 male
and 50 female. Of them, on an ongoing basis, only ten men
and five women have an interest in or feel competent to serve
on the Committee of Education, which has four members.
Under the system of statistical representation, each term two
men:and two women are chosen to serve. It is clear that the
five women who feel interested/competent have, as a group,
more individual power to influence the course of the com-
mittee over time than do the ten men. 'Furthermore, a system
of statistical representation creates two constituencies (in this
example, men and women). A smaller constituency is easier
to keep satisfied. The two mal¢ committee members must
consider the objectives and opinions of eight non-members to
keep them.disinterested: in seeking sElection. However, by

keeping only three non-members happy the two women on .

-the committee are able to aveid the possibility of being re-
moved from their positions. Creating diverse constituencies,
and systematically creating real disparities between the
strength of incumbents, promotes hegemony.

Insulation Of Real Rulers:
The emplacement of the mctacommlttees in the way
described is problematic. The justification for having mem-
_bers of the metacommittees be only former members of first

level committees is unclear. It suggests a merit consideration:

which is inconsistent with the notion of randomness. Logi-
eaily, if the society can rely on random (not even "average")
citizens to successfully see to' the education of children, the
maintenance of public safety and the management of re-
sources, what is so qualitatively different about deciding how
many members of a committee there should be, and which
‘committee should do which job? Moreover, the necessity of
first having served on a first level committee alienates the
whole segment of the community who have not been lucky
enough to win a random sElection. This particularly emiser-
ates the young, whose opportunities for sElection have been

fewer than those of the elders. Two classes of cmzens are.

created -- a recipe for injustice.
' ‘Worse, the possibility that the members would be se-
lected by consensus among their peers begs the quest:on,

Who are these peers? Presumably, those already sitting on-

first level ‘committees. Thus, the points made in the previous
paragraph are all exacerbated as the metacomxmttew become
ohgarclnes _ ’ . B !

Leftover Problems:

The suggestion thnt’ because they would be small de-

marchic communities would have no military is somewhat
specious, (By way of an aside, there is no real necessity that
the communities be small.) The size of a commumty histori-
cally has had little bearing on whether there is a military. In
the Dark Ages, every little manor- (mybe 100 people) had a
‘military force/authiority in the form of the lord and his arms-
men. The Greek city states had armies. Smallness is no guar-
_antee of peaceability. ~Additionally, 'if Mr. Martin's con-

tention is accepted that tbere would be no- :mhtary foree, b,ut
only "local police," the idea that therefore the committees
would have no means of coercing the c:tmenslnp is falla-
cious. Much 'more than the military, police forces are used in-
the capacity of controlling ‘the citizenry. The pomt is, the.
potential for oppression exists in the idea that someone has.
the right (however derived) to-direct the actions, .of. mdw:dn-.
als and it doesn't matter what you call the gang (army, po-'
lice, or Tonton Macoate) that cracks the heads. :
Finally, the idea that "(o)n mtensely debated issues; -
such as abortion" there is incentive on the various sides to -
mobilize in favour of their own position does not inspire
confidence in demarchy as a way to individual freedom. To a
pregnant women struggling with such a personal decision

there must be little comfort in the idea that the committee
preventing her free choice was sElected rather than elected.

Further, this mention of - mobnlmng the partisans strips
bare. the raw fact that voting (whethef by ballot or by volun-

teering) for the pnvxlege of directing the lives of others sur--

vives quite handily in. demm:hy, as in: hny system. whefe g
Rule is penmtted to exist.

' ‘Rule Out Rule

'I'heforegomgbﬂngsmbacktothesmplemhm

analysis that any, system of Rule can be turned ino a system

ofoppmssmn -not because the system is flawed, bmbecauae

*'theldeaofkulﬂsﬂawed WhQreRwletspermmﬂ an-elite
(efsomekmd bethey thsstmnx th&pqmmxvs,&emee,




‘ ﬁ» ‘ttractive, m tich, ad mmm) will Rule, practically by
defau!t To be free from oppression, Rule itself must be ruled

Th1§ lSnalO etymologneal and philosophical core of anar-
Unfomnme&y, the public. imagination continues to
iste "no Rule” with "no order,” anarchy with chaos; fear-
kmgchaos it tinkers with new notions of how the existence
and perceived necessity of Rule can be made tolersble. The
aparchist, however, does not believe in the necessity of Rule.
(Or perhaps believes but nevettheless does not accept.) With
a certain utopian optlmmm‘dmztted I suggest that an orga-

mzedsocletycmbecmtedwhichdoesnotrelyonkuleto,

maintain order. It would thus not be susceptible to the ills

that afflict systema of Rule (including demarchy). Apart from

my not having one &t hand, a comprehensive description of

such a society would go far beyond the scope of this article.

Certain approaches for further consideration do, however,
‘ mms!memselves , '

" ‘The terminology of social contract will be useful (I re-
farwanoldcr more accepted usage of "social contract” than
fhit presently used by Premier Rae of Ontario). To some ex-

'm all societies impose limitations on the conduct of their
' hers. In return for this restriction, the members expect

‘ (wﬂ:eoxteattheymmmmmdswu) protection from the.
of natare. While in primitive societies the protection
W “from a club-wielding neighbour or simple starvation, at

oty relative level of sophistication expectatnon has expanded
wﬁdudeprowchonfrommousmnwsorfmmdlscnmxm
'ﬁm. In essence, freedom is traded for safety - a social con-
tewét is created. Giventhenppm‘entfactofhﬂmnemsmucc
that we are better able to survive the vagaries of nature when
wtmoonoertmthertlmwpuMy,Ifeehhathenm
ntyafa social ‘contract of some kind cannot be evaded.
“ However, the contract can (and should) preclude the
Rﬁle of anyone over another. To spactﬁealiy eliminate Rule,
it should first be identified. 1 define Rule as whatever coer-
cively prevents a member from: withdrawing her/himself
from the terms of thé social contract. This withdrawal must
iinclude simultaneously the obligations and rights under the
- contract, since a society that wceﬁed'wssutmn of obligations
without cessation of rights could not long continue. Should a
citizen find the costs of withdrawal to be too onerous, s/he is

_free to remain, or rejoin. Should the soclety find the costs of'

the citizen's withdrawal too onerous, it is free to make a

better offer. ’I‘hctaskthenﬁorthemrch:stxstocmteaso-‘

cial contract that can accommodate this withdrawal.

What charscteristics would such a social conteact re-

“quire? I propose the following two attributes:

Firstly, a No-Rule social contract would have to main-
tain the individual as the base contracting unit. In essence,

enchmdmd\nldmsnotcontmctmtkthesocnety,ramerthe
society is formed by each individual being in contract with
,mchqfaﬂthcotherindwiduabmthemdy (in the same

way, pmﬂshlwmcmmbmm&ewm as.op-
powtonmwmnt corporm modelofsocmlcontmct)
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This would effectively eliminate the unfortunate notion’th#l

the "state” has some existence apart from its members. ‘
Secondly, in order that the option of opting out would

have real meaning, .contractual procedures must be emplaced

* to make it poss:ble Please note that this opting out does not

necessarily require that the person leave civilizstion and live
in the wilderness. Flexibility is imperative: for example, a
sterile couple might be excused from contributing to the
kindergarten program; an individual with special, necessary
skills could contract to be free from bridge tolls, assuming
‘there is no pre-exlstmg debt under the contract which s/he’
must fulfil. The point is that the contract would recognize

 these different contributions and requiremeats, and would be

designed to accommodate them. Natnmlly, some such re-
quests would be inappropriate and the negotiations might not
result in agreement, and though life would be difficult for
them, some people might choose to- lxve m the woods It
would at least be their chioice.

Taken together, these two atmb\ites would ‘result in 8
remarkable society. The very idea that one is always free
(assuming all previously incurred debts are paid) to quit and
gooffononesownwouldmusethecltwenstohuveasense'
of being therebeomsethpywantwbe They would truly be
members of the soaety ‘not subjects of it. The society would

‘lose its right to_coerce participation, because when the indi-

vidual's bottom line is reached, s/he walks away. Because of
this loss of coercive capacity, the social contract{s) would .
automatically be more fanr, and would have o beoome ‘more

‘ rauonal

When everythmg is on the bargammg table, things fre-
quently coerced (eg.- religious belief, sexual orientation,

“drug use) would take on a'more realistic importance. For ex-

ample, if the next Einstein offered to revolutionize physics,
but demanded in return that s/he be permitted peaceable use
of cocaine, the relative importance of prohibiting the drug
would become sharply clear. And, when large numbers of

‘toolanddaemkersdemmdedmremmfortheuworkthat

they be permitted a’ marijuana plant in their living rooms, or
else they walk, the society would quickly cease to cling to ir-
relevancles in preference for things of true importance. Coer-

cion exists in these matters because coercion is, _permitted.

In conclusion, then, the need for humanity to: ﬁmw»
cieties does not necessarily require that we submit to being
Ruled. The problems of Rulership are not problems with who
rules, but with Rulership itself. A social contract berween the
individuals in a society, as suggested above, would eliminate

‘Rule, but xllow fora ntlonal co-opemtave socml structure.

ed. note: Brian Martin has sent along a pamphla descrtbmg
demaraﬁy and answering sgme common questions. The pam-
phiet includes more references, as well as iHlustrations, some

"of which are reproduced here. To receive the pamphlet, or to

make further suggestions and comments, contact; By Lot, PO
Box 492, Wollongoag East, NSW 2520, Australia. :
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