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I

It is a main thesis of this article that a revival of radical criticism
of representative democracy is exemplified in the activities of the
Extraparliamentary Opposition {APO)! in postwar West Germany.
Such a political attitude is not only as old as parliamentary repre-
sentation itself, but it has also been part of the socialist move-
ment since its inception. A delusian exists, however, fastered by
the frequently noted decline of radical parties in certain parts of
the world, particularly in the most highly industrialized areas,
that representative or liberal democracy has been so strongly es-
tablished in these countries that it is beyond challenge either in
theary or in practice. It would in fact be wrong to deny that the
renewed attack on this representative democracy is carried for-
ward largely by new social groups and under social and political
conditions which force a reshaping of the form in which theory
is articulated and translated into strategy and action. It is also
worthy of note that today’s antiparliamentarism in Germany {and,
I suspect, elsewhere) is, as far as the theoretical challenge and the
visibility of action are concerned, almost exclusively found on
the Left. By this I mean that it is directed at parliamentary or
representative democracy, not at democracy itself—whatever one
understands by the term. The traditional Right antiparliamentar-
ism, on the other hand, was above all hostile to the principle of
democracy and only secondarily to the representative institutions
through which it was expressed. This is particularly true of the
Federal Republic of Germany, where the NPD, whatever anti-
democratic nostalgia or principles may inspire some of its func-
tionaries and followers, is forced by the basic law (constitution)

1The term APQ is an abbreviation of Ausserparlamentarische Opposition
{Extraparliamentary Opposition].

653



654 Comparative Politics  July 1970

to emphasize its faithful adherence to the democratic foundation
of the state.

It is well-known that the term democracy itself is only ambig-
ucusly related to the principle of parliamentary representation
and that this ambiguity is reflected in a mixture of representative
and plebiscitary elements in the modern democratic state. The
simple rousseauist definition of demaocracy as the “savereign peo-
ple” governing themselves, the notion of the identity of the gov-
ernors with the governed, lives everywhere in strained marriage
with the classical Burkian principle of representation.? No demo-
cratic theory worthy of its name and fulfilling its theoretical legit-
imizing function can escape from the problem of translating the
“popular will” into political decision. It must, in however limited
a manner, posit the voter as ‘‘rational.” This applies even to the
much reduced “competitive elites madel” of democracy® and to a
theory of demacracy—very popular in Germany after 1945-—em-
phasizing the essential “‘expressive’’ and mobilizing functions of
political parties.t Thus, democratic institutions have always been
vulnerable to the charge of betraying the norms from which they
derive justification. This has been all the mare s0 since the
system has moved toward an inegalitarian and precariously bal-
anced structure of interest-group adjustment with its consequent
opaqueness and unaccountability.? The ancient suspicion that
representative institutions tend to interpose themselves between
the “popular will” and its realization, and to become indepen-
dent entities serving the interest of rule® and of the powerful
rather than that of “the people,” have acquired new virulence,
It is a virulence of theoretical, normative criticism unaccompa-
nied, however, by the broadly based discontent at the material
performance of the system which, in the past, has given weight

2 See Ernst Fraenkel, “Die repraesentative und die plebiszitaere Kompo-
nente im demokratischen Verfassungsstaat,” in his Deuntschland und die west-
lichen Demokratien (Stuttgart, 1964).

3 [oseph Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (New York,
1942); Robert A. Dahi, A Preface to Democratic Theory (Chicago, 19686).

4 Gerhard Leibholz, Strukturprobleme der modernen Demokratie (Karls-
ruhe, 1938).

S Fraom the host of analyses suffice it to cite a few: Theodore ]J. Lowi, The
End of Liberalism {New York, 1969); Samuel H. Beer, British Polities in the
Collectivist Age [New York, 1964); John K. Galbraith, American Capitalism
(Boston, 1952) and The New Industrial State (London, 1967).

% Classical expressions of this are Gearges Sorel, Reflections an Violence
{1908; reprint ed., Glencoe, 1950], esp. Ch. 2; Robert Michels, Political Parties
{1915; reprint ed., Glencoe, 1949).
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to the attack.” The APO—unlike the radical Left of the past—
questions primarily the legitimacy, not the effectiveness, of the
representative system.®

A rehearsal in detail of the various positions which the tradi-
tional German Left has adapted toward parliament and parlia-
mentary struggle as a means of achieving the socialist goal® would
go beyond the scope of this article. With the exception of Edward
Bernstein and his few avowed “Revisionist” fallowers, the rhet-
oric of “revolution" created ambiguity in the attitude of even the
de facto totally integrated majority, This ambiguity lasted until
the collapse of Weimar. Parliamentary democracy was viewed—
again with the exception of the “Fabian"” wing—not as an end in
itself, a system to be valued and preserved for its own sake, but
as the preferred arena of the struggle for the socialist goal.’® This
implicit or explicit instrumentalization of parliamentary democ-
racy permitted a wide range of essentially tactical decisions, de-
pending on the estimate one had of the utility of the instrument,
Unlike France or Italy, the German Left, inspired by Ferdinand
Lassalle and Karl Marx, had not, however, developed a significant
anarchist wing which rejected on principle the parliamentary
struggle. Only in the course of the 1918 Revelution, influenced by
the Russian example, did radical “soviet” concepts gain fairly
widespread popularity in Germany.'* Though they were politi-
cally reduced to insignificance by the victory of the “majority
socialists” (and their reactionary allies) over revolutionary ex-

? This is less true of the United States where the Vietnam war and the un-
resalved problems af Negro emancipation directly affect two large minori-
ties—youth and the blacks—which represent a mass base without parallel
in Germany.

8 For the distinction see Seymour Martin Lipset, Political Man (New York,
1960), Ch. 4. This is strictly true only for part of the New Left and only if
“effectiveness" is narrawly defined in economic and technological terms.

® Far a good summary, see Carl E. Schorske, German Social Democracy
1905-1917 {Cambridge, Mass., 1954).

10 The Austrian case is even clearer and by no means irrelevant because of
the close connection hetween Austrian and German sacialists as well as the
impact of Austro-Marxism. See Narbert Leser, Zwischen Reformismus und
Bolschewismns; Der Ausiro-Marxismus als Theorie und Praxis {Vienna, 1968)
and Kurt L. Shell, The Transformation of Austrian Socialismn (New York, 1982),
particularly pp. 130-37.

11 Walter Tormin, Zwischen Raetediktatur und Sozialdemokratie (Duessel-
dorf, 1854). Thus the USPD, which abtained five million votes in 1320, had at
its extraordinary party conference in March 1919 adopted a demand for the
“ingorporation of the Saviet ('Raete’) system into the Constitution” (Dieter
Schneider and Rudolf Kuda, Arbeiterraete in der Navemberrevolution {(Frank-
furt/Main, 1968), p. 28.
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periments'? on the one hand, and by the Bolshevik liquidation of
the soviet structure on the other, the idea of socialism as “direct”
demacracy, anchored in lacal councils, libertarian and antibureau-
cratic, continued to stimulate German radical theory, particularly
in the writings of Karl Korsch.*® As long as socialists perceived
“true democracy" as possible only on the basis of socialism, anti-
parliamentarism was endemic in the Left; this was a logical con-
sequence both of the denigration of existing bourgecis parliamen-
tary demacracy and the pessimistic evaluation of the chance to
realize socialism via the route of electoral victory. With the rec-
ognition that the institutions of representative parliamentarism
tended ta prevent rather than to enhance the chance of socialist
revolution, even limited acceptance of parliamentarism must give
way to its total rejection.

If we notice with surprise the seemingly sudden eruption of
radical antiparliamentarism in Germany as elsewhere, it must be
hecause we had come to assume that either socialists had given
up the hape of achieving a radical transformation of society or
that they had come to believe that parliamentary democracy was
an adequate—perhaps the only feasihle—vehicle for this trans-
formation. There was much evidence that both these assumptions,
in different blends, were and remain true for a large part of leftist
mass organizations in the postwar period of economic prosperity,
consumer-oriented politics, and expanding social security.'* But
ta the extent that individuals and groups challenged or rejected
one or hath of these assumptions, a renewal of the phenomenon
of explicit leftist antiparliamentarism was inevitable.

I
The emergence of the APO is an ironic comment on the intent of
the “framers' to draw the correct lessons from the sorry experi-

12 Eberhard Kaih, Die Arbeiterraete in der devtschen Innenpolitik 1518-1319
{Duesseldarf, 1962). Apart from Munich, the best known example, more or lessg
short-lived “soviet republics' were established in Hamburg, Bremen, Braun-
schweig, Leipzig, Gotha, Gera, Cuxhaven, Mannheim (p. 326].

13 Karl Korsch, in Erich Gerlach, ed. Schriften zur Sozialisierung, {(Frank-
furt/Main, 1989). See also essays hy A. Pannekoek, G. Lukacs, E. Reuter, L.
Rudas in Parlamentarismusdebatte (Berlin, 1988).

14 Far one of many testimonies to this, see Otto Kirchheimer, '“The Trans-
formation of the Western European Party System,” in Joseph LaPalomhara
and Myron Wiener, eds. Political Parties and Political Development [Prince-
ton, 1966), pp. 177-200. For the specific German case, ¢f. Otto Kirchheimer,
“Germany: The Vanishing Opposition,” in Rabert A. Dahl, ed. Political Oppo-
sifion in Western Democracies (New Haven, 1966), pp. 237-59.



