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Introduction

In his recent book on American Democracy, Sheldon Wolin analyzed
contemporary  American  democracy  from  multiple  aspects
[ CITATION Wol08 \l 1033 ]. The theoretical perspective posited by
Wolin gives plausible cause and effect relationships relating to various
aspects of American society, politics and economics.
For the purpose of building the argument, the point of departure will be
the  simplification  of  the  framework:  the  analysis  of  American
Democracy  carried  out  from  internal  and  external  perspectives.  By
internal  perspective  I  mean  that  the  characteristics  of  American
Democracy are analyzed by scrutinizing the society, institutions, power
sources and power structures.  This is  done by studying the historical
development  and  seasoning  of  American  Democracy  through  history
and what made it different from various other types i.e. by studying the
government actions of various epochs and the reaction of people to those
actions  is  used  to  elucidate  the  changes  occurring  in  the  society,
institutions  and  power  structures.  Extending  his  arguments  further,
Wolin  argued  that  the  subtle  changes  brought  into  the  Democratic
patterns within the country and the huge military complex created by the
American  government  gave  rise  to  the  “hegemonic”  ambition  of  the
government  to  become  a  “superpower”.  He  thus  posited  that  this
ambition  brought  changes  in  the  policies  pursued  by  the  American
government abroad.
The  discussion  starts  with  the  description  of  characteristics  of  the
American society where the major power elites are discussed. According
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to  Wolin,  the  media  conglomerates,  corporations/businesses,  military
and  the  government  became  major  sources  of  power  in  the  society,
although according to him, this is not the result of some prior intention
but  “coalescence  of  unintended  consequence”2.  He  implied  that  the
pluralist  conception  of  American  society,  where  the  interest  groups
directly  or  indirectly  able  to  exert  influence  on  decision  making  at
various  levels  and  having  equal  opportunity  and  representation  is  a
utopian construct rather than the reality. The rise of the elites, according
to Wolin, gave rise to a different kind of totalitarianism; the inverted
totalitarianism. In his words, “inverted totalitarianism” is “a new type of
political  system”[  CITATION  Wol08  \p  44  \l  1033   ]:  abstract
totalizing  powers,  political  disengagement  rather  than  mass
mobilization, reliance on private media, conquest of total power from
the coalescence of unintended consequences. The role of leader is also
changed in inverted totalitarianism from that of its classic version where
“Inverted totalitarianism is largely independent of any particular leader
and requires no personal charisma to survive: its model is the corporate
“head”, the corporation’s public representative………………….. he is
the product of the system, not its architect” [ CITATION Wol08 \p 44
\l 1033  ].
The concept of inverted totalitarianism can be elucidated simplistically
by stating than contrary to its classical form where government used to
control  economy and business,  this  form of totalitarianism makes the
corporate  sector  (including  both  business  and  media  conglomerates)
influencing and “guide” governmental policies. 
Inverted  totalitarianism  does  not  abandon  “classic”  democracy
completely but modifies it and creates new specie which does not have a
lot  of  resemblance  to  its  ancestry:  Wolin  termed  it  the  “managed
democracy”. In contrast to the common assumptions related to classical
democracy where the demos are the source of power where they elects
their representatives to the seat of power and delegates power to them; in
managed  democracy,  the  government  in  concert  with  some  elites
manage both the democracy and demos and “guides” them to the more
important  policy  areas  and  alienates  the  dissidents  from  the  system.
“Managed democracy is the application of managerial skills at the basic
democratic  political  institution  of  popular  election”  [  CITATION

2[ CITATION Wol08 \l 1033 ]
 It can be inferred from this argument that Wolin, instead of making the current power holders
responsible  for  creation  of  inverted  totalitarianism  considers  that  it  is  the  result  of  milieu
intentionally provided within the constitution by the Framers to act as a catalyst to safeguard these
interests. 
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Wol08 \p 140 \l 1033  ]. The citizenry is supervised by the elites as
“unmanaged  elections  would  epitomize  contingency:  the  managerial
nightmare of control freaks”[ CITATION Wol08 \p 140 \l 1033  ].
Wolin  argued that  elites  who  are  managing  this  democracy  includes
corporate  sector,  media,  some intellectuals  (he gave  the examples  of
Huntington and his protégé Farid Zakaria) and also the Military, which
“cohabits” with the business sector to be a part in the free economic
market. 
With  this  peculiar  characters  of  American  Democracy,  according  to
Wolin,  gives  rise  to  an  ambition  to  become  a  “superpower”.  This
ambition can be fructified when the domestic politics is “controlled” in
their  demands  of  liberty,  equal  opportunities,  limited  power  to
government. The construct of “superpower” as described by Wolin is
different from that of the imperialism of Greek and other expansionist
empires. The concept of American Superpower, according to Wolin, is
more  of  extending  markets  and  the  implementation  of  the  political
concept of managed democracy on other parts of the world. For that the
state  needs  resources  to  build  high-tech  military;  the  one  which
sometimes does not  even require manpower to get  involved in direct
battle  but  their  drones  are  sufficient  to  bring pain and misery to  the
enemy. 
The  concept  of  citizenry,  according  to  Wolin,  also  changes  in  the
politics  of  Superpower  where  the  natives  of  the  mainland  are  not
considered superior to other people (as in case of Nazi’s era) but all are
“managed” to act under a “popular culture of democracy” [ CITATION
Wol08  \p  138 \l  1033  ].  For  all  these  ambitions  to  get  fulfilled,
superpower needs unchecked and absolute powers which is not possible
by  strictly  adhering  to  the  constitution  which  intends  to  check  and
balance  powers;  therefore  superpower  follows  its  own  “unwritten
constitution”, which is “about powers whose scope and influence derive
from available resources, opportunities, and ambitions, rather than legal
limits.  Its  composition  is  meant  for  “increase”,  not  constraint”
[ CITATION Wol08 \p 132 \l 1033  ].However Wolin opined that to
gain this absolute power the source of power is going to shift (and is
shifted) from citizenry to the government and the elites which does not
let  them  remain  Aristotelian  disinterest  elites,  as  predicted  by  Lord
Acton “Power tends to corrupt; and absolute power corrupt absolutely.”
The flow of power is further elucidated its nature and scope within the
three organs of state, Wolin argued that for “inverted totalitarianism” to
work, the flow of power from people to the government is not enough.
For its success it needs further centralization of power to the executive
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as the legislature may create problems of consensus which can result in
delaying  of  decision  or  in  some  instances  blocking  the  decisions
altogether which may prove costly as the delay in them can hinder the
objectives  of  the  regime to  become superpower.  Furthermore,  Wolin
posited that as the decisions relating to military and defense is projected
to be a domain of a specific group of people having the know-how and
understanding (military elites), therefore, it is not considered appropriate
to discuss this among “ordinary” people like citizenry or legislature. 
However as this desire is constrained by the constitution, therefore, to
fulfill this power flow towards executive, the administration takes help
of “imaginaries”.  The concept  which derives its  roots from the basic
illusions created by sometimes using modern technological techniques
and  sometimes  by  the  assistance  of  myths.  According  to  Wolin,  the
major portion of any imaginary is fantasized but “there is likely to be a
significant “real”[ CITATION Wol08 \p 18 \l 1033  ]. This concept is
somewhat analogous to the one discussed by Baumgartner and Jones in
their  classical  studies  of  agenda  setting  in  American  Politics.  They
posited  that  it  is  possible  for  those  interest  groups  who  are  putting
forward their agenda by changing the image of the problem. According
to them, “how a policy is understood and discussed is its policy image”
and  the  “creation  and  maintenance”  of  image  are  deemed  important
elements  to  keep  them  relevant  and  highly  prioritized  in  the  list  of
agendas  [  CITATION  Bau93  \p  26  \l  1033   ].  This  shows  the
importance  of  image  creation  and  as  Wolin  says  that  this  power  is
possessed  by  the  elites.  Wolin  elucidated  two  different  types  of
imaginaries i.e.  constitutional imaginary and power imaginary. In fact
both  of  them  are  related  to  power  where  the  first  one  wanted  to
“constrain”  it  while  the  second  one  wants  to  “expand”  it.  However,
Wolin argued that in a constitutional democracy, both of them have to
“cohabit uneasily” with each other [ CITATION Wol08 \p 19 \l 1033
 ]. This he said is because it is not possible for those who are looking for
more power  to go beyond constitution and the latter  restrict  them of
gaining  indefinite  power.  However  this  combination  can  be achieved
when the power  imaginary is  “accompanied by a  justifying mission”
against a powerful enemy whose power is “exaggerated” to justify to
overcome one’s own barrier on power. 
Wolin argued that whenever executive wanted more power, they created
different types of imaginaries; most prominent among them is that of
war. According to him, a war imaginary has been used during most of
the twentieth century to overcome constitutional  hitches on executive
power. 
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Wolin also touched upon the role and contours of Public Administration
in  “managed  democracy”.  According  to  Wolin,  “the  operation  of
governmental departments and agencies now is routinely considered a
managerial rather than a political skill”[ CITATION Wol08 \p 135 \l
1033  ].He posited that the term “managerial” or “management” carries
value driven connotations associated with it which are derived from the
private  sector.  As  the  undergirding  philosophy  of  any  private  sector
endeavor  is  profit  maximization and self  interest,  hence when public
service  becomes management  of  services,  the  selfless  and indifferent
bureaucracy is replaced by profit maximizing self interested work force,
funded by private sector.
The Wolin’s framework can be diagrammatically presented as follows:

Fig. 1 Classical Democracy (“Ideal” Democratic Regime)

(Relationship based on mutual respect and trust, treaties and contracts)

Note: The direction of arrows shows the direction of influence.

Fig. 2 Managed Democracy (Inverted Totalitarianism)

Note: The direction of arrows shows the direction ofinfluence.
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The Framers’ Myopia

The  Framers  of  the  constitution  were  living  in  the  epoch  when  the
society  had  deep  cleavages  and it  seems plausible  that  they  tried  to
address  all  those  apprehensions  of  the  citizenry  in  the  constitution,
which at that time they considered important for the people. Instead of
conspiring on what they wanted to do was in bad intention; the line of
analysis  and  argument  here  is  to  interpret  the  words  used  in  the
Federalist  papers  and to  make an analysis,  that  even there  conscious
effort  to  control  the  effects  of  factions  is  not  able  to  check  the
totalitarian or what Wolin said, “inverted totalitarian” tendencies.
In the Federalist No. 10, Hamilton discussed in depth the characteristics
of factions, which according to him is one of the most “dangerous vice”
of the “popular government” [ CITATION Ham99 \p 71 \l 1033  ].  While
elucidating the attributes of factions, Hamilton defined them to be, “a
number of citizens, whether amounting to a majority or minority of the
whole, who are united an actuated by some common impulse of passion,
or of interest, adverse to the rights of other citizens, or to the  permanent
and aggregate interest of the community”[ CITATION Ham99 \p 72 \l 1033
 ].
To overcome this problem, he proposed two solutions, either to remove
its  “causes”  or  to  “control”  its  “effect”.  He  further  posited  that,
according to him the better option is the later one as in overcoming its
effects  either  their  “liberty”  has  to  be  “destroyed”  or  some  kind  of
consensus in “opinions, passions and interest”of all the citizenry has to
be developed. As, according to him, the first one was against the spirit of
the  proposed  constitution  and the  latter  one  was  not  possible  so  the
“control”  was  considered  to  be  the  better  alternative  [  CITATION
Ham99 \p 72-75 \l 1033  ].Hamilton implied the existence of social classes
in  the  society  because  of  “unequal  distribution  of  property”.  These
people,  according  to  him,  if  left  to  make  decision;  will  be  making
policies  adhering  to  their  own self-interest  rather  than for  the  public
good. This fear of factions and abhorrence to the concept of “the tyranny
of majority” made the framers to prefer republic system of government
to that of democracy.  However, all those checks and balances created to
curb  the  menace  of  factions  and  the  propensities  of  representatives
towards a specific interest group, failed to be fructified. 
As argued by Wolin and many of his contemporaries, there are various
interest  groups  in  the  American  society  some  of  them  much  more
powerful  and in  control  of  resources  than others.  The groups having
control on “mainstream” media is in the hands of a few companies who
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controls the nature and extent of information to which the public should
get exposed. These media giants, because of their huge size, do not face
equal competition from the market; which negates the capitalistic spirit
and forms oligopolies. Then there are economies of scales working in
many sectors economy. These big corporations are not only confined to
the business world, but also insert their tentacles in the political arena by
funding political campaigns. 
Although Hamilton realized that  “the regulation of these various and
interfering interests forms the principal task of modern legislation” but
what he did not realize was the fact that if the legislatures are assisted by
the funding of one of these interest groups how can they remain neutral.
Furthermore the hiatus which the framers wanted to create between the
public  and  their  representatives  by  aggrandizing  the  size  of  the
constituencies  of  the  representatives  were  successful  in  taking  them
away from the interest of any particular group to that of materializing
their own self-interest.
All this resulted in the emergence of a bipartisan political system where
the difference in  their  policy perspectives seems to vanish with each
passing election. There seems to be unanimity of views on even those
issues which in the time of “New Deal” era made them poles apart. The
distinction of right and left seems to be a thing of the past. In addition to
this, the abhorrence shown by the media in covering the “rest” of the
presidential candidates seems to be a “social” boycott of their ideas. For
me the reason of this could be either because these “other” candidates
are non-sellable items or their  ideas are not  all  that  consistent  to the
prevailing “imaginaries” created in the society. In both the cases, I think
it to be a typical case of factions usurping the rights of “others” although
the constitution and all the checks and balances are in place.
The  nightmare  of  the  framers,  about  the  “union  and  actuation”  of  a
group of people based on their “interests and passions” is transforming
into reality. The empirical instances of favorable behavior when there is
little  or  no  justifiable/logical  is  also  been  explicated  by  Ingram  and
Schneider  in  their  policy design theory  for  democracy.  According to
them, the more powerful and “beneficial policy for the advantaged group
will be oversubscribed in the sense that there will be more positive rules
and  more  expenditures  in  this  area  than  can  be  justified  either  on
technical  grounds of policy effectiveness or representational  grounds”
[ CITATION Sch93 \p 337 \l 1033  ].
The  Framers  while  trying  to  make  the  government  interference
negligible in the lives of the people, paradoxically made a constitution
which is checking the development of factions of peoples’ interests. This
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made  me  think  of  a  situation  where  the  people  have  foregone  the
benefits which the common pooling or interference by government in
some sectors  (health,  education,  social  security)  have  reaped;  on  the
pretext that it will increase the taxes and ultimately the interference of
government. However they still end up paying high indirect taxes (sales
tax  etc.)  because  the  government  has  to  spend  more  on  non-
developmental areas like defense and keeps on interfering in the lives of
the people by telling them what sort of life should they spend. For me
this is analogous to a scenario in which there is a reading lamp in one’s
bedroom which one dims down to lower intensity on the account that it
will save the electricity bill although the benefits (bright light) has been
compromised. However, at the end of the month, he finds that he still
has  to  pay the amount  of  electricity  bill  as  before  because with low
consumption of electricity tax on that increases.  
It seems plausible that the framers went wrong in underestimating the
power of common good among the “ordinary” men and considered the
“noble men” there representatives to be devoid of any such materialistic
concern. It seems more like the Aristotelian autocracy which are even
allowed to tell “noble lies” as their “intention” is the public good. The
point which they might have missed is that after all these “noble men”
are also coming from the same society of people so if the society in
general  is  untrustworthy  how  can  they  elect  and  find  the  most
trustworthy  among  themselves  [  CITATION  Wik00  \p
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leo_Strauss \l 1033  ].

Theory  of  Public  Administration  and  American  Democracy:  Its
effects  on  American  Politics  and  role  in  restoring  the  vigor  in
democracy

The framers used the term Public Administration to refer to all the three
organs of the state i.e. legislative, executive and judiciary. Perhaps they
didn’t  consider  the  bureaucracy  important  enough  to  be  discussed
separately. The history of American Public Administration theory can be
traced back to the article, “The study of Administration” by Woodrow
Wilson published in the “Political Science quarterly” in late nineteenth
century.  In this  he gave a  detailed account of the need of study and
development of science of administration and to learn from those who
have an experience in  it,  no matter  they may have different  political
traditions  than  that  of  the  United  States.  He  talked  of
adapting/customizing or in his words “Americanize” the administrative
science  from  other  nations  [  CITATION  Wil41  \p  488-493  \l  1033   ].
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Wilson  categorically  stated  that  administration  and  politics  are
dichotomous  by  stating  that,  “administration  lies  outside  the  proper
sphere of politics” [ CITATION Wil41 \p 494 \l 1033  ]. His concept of an
ideal Public Administration was not the one being “sensitive to public
opinion” by working directly under the public representatives. Rather, in
his opinion, the administration should work for the “hearty allegiance”
of  the  policy,  which  is  deliberated  and  developed  by  the  public
representatives  [  CITATION Wil41 \p  500 \l  1033  ].  Later  scholars  of
American  Public  Administration  theory  especially  Waldo  and  Simon
debated on the issues like democracy and public administration from the
“fact/value” distinction where the former was of the view that both of
them  possess  a  mean/end  relationship  while  the  later  studied  Public
Administration  from  a  scientific  lens  [  CITATION  Dub99  \p  7-17  \l
1033  ].Another tradition of American Public Administration and Policy
can be related to writers like Lasswell, who in his article “The Garrison
State”  predicted  “that  we  are  moving  toward  a  world  of  “garrison
states”-  a  world  in  which  the  specialists  on  violence  are  the  most
powerful group in society” [ CITATION Las41 \p 455 \l 1033  ].
American Public Administration, as we now refers to it, passed through
various phases from the spoils system into the times of war, New Deal
Era and in the Cold War. They performed several functions and these
changing eras had their influence on the Public Administration theory. 
For the answer to whether Public Administration theory is contributing
towards the totalitarian tendencies,  the issue can be approached from
three  varying  theoretical  lenses  of  analysis  prevailing  in  the  public
administration literature: politics/administration dichotomy, democratic
values  and public  administration,  scientific  management  theories  and
elitist administration (in a Garrison State). Among these, only the first
three is  going to be analyzed here,  as the last  one may not  have the
relevance hereto, not to say that this will remain the case for too long.
The  adherents  to  the  first  line  of  thought  i.e.  politics  /administration
dichotomy argues politics and administration to be two distinct functions
ought to be separated from each other and sitting on the opposite end of
continuum. This line of thought, which is normative in nature advocates
professional  administration  free  from  the  influence  of  the  political
influences. They posits that public administration in a democracy should
be able responsive to the democratic values but to achieve those values,
there should be a professional  bureaucracy based on meritocracy and
carrier based inductions, coming through a process of proper recruitment
and training instead of being through some kind of “spoils system”. The
intellectuals following these or similar lines of thoughts, however fails

9



to give any remedies to avoid political interference and to explain that
how then this bureaucracy is going to be answerable to the citizenry.
When the executive branch is headed by a political figure who appoints
the  heads  of  various  departments  on  the  basis  of  their  political
affiliations how can the department be free of any political influence? 
The  second  line  of  thought,  i.e.  about  a  purely  scientific  based
administration  whose  purpose  is  not  only  public  service  but  public
service with “efficiency” and “effectiveness”. Most on the literature in
this genre deals borrowing or developing analogies between the public
and private administrations. This line of thought became more popular
since  the  delegation  of  public  tasks  to  private  sector.  Public
administration is considered more of a managerial job where the task is
not  to  provide  public  service  but  to  manage  networks  and  other
outsourced organizations which are public servants in a new era. Market
based  principles  are  implied  for  measuring  the  public  service;  a
combination  of  profit  maximization  is  combined  with  that  of  public
service. In such a scenario Public Administrators are not neutral, value
based public servants but is a party to a network where they have their
own likes and dislikes and personal motives in deciding who is going to
get what and how? In such a scenario, Public Administrators needs a
different kind of expertise; the one in which the decisions are based on
market  principals.Abstractly  speaking  this  scenario  gives  rise  to  a
situation where the  business  interests  are  not  only guiding the upper
echelon of the government but have direct or indirect interactions with
the middle and lower level bureaucracy. 
The Public  Administration theory needs to come up with preposition
regarding the values which a Public Administrator must possess. Brining
effectiveness and efficiency is not completely undesirable; but it should
be  the  mean not  the  end.  Instead  of  debating  the  dichotomy,  theory
should  consider  both  of  them to  be  important  ingredients  for  Public
Administration; therefore the debate should be on how much rather than
one or the other. 
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