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RW that ablch the m l e  wauld hwe 
sboated. Ule solam vstlallv seliWed thc 

T?w pmpasal I want to argue for is 
m y  nwel. Rn idea that the public 
abatid crme dtreetly on bills which invblve 
rpenflhg public funds (in a manner 
m e w h a t  analogous to the "town hall" 
&&Ion ma)ong process of certain New 
E.rg1,ljnd mmrn~mtges) has been the slb 
)ee: G? d d e i a h l e  recent discussion. 

Up uatll the last few years, this idea has 
beta $ven short shrift, as much for prac- 
tical as for p h ~ m p h i c a l  reasons; it was 
Impassible to poll the citizenry cheaply. 
aeeurately and quickly on any given bi. 
However, due to the cumnt  electnmic 
revolutioo (an event as  significant in man's 
ae la l  and eammlc  history as  the iw 
chatrlal revolution), it is today quite 
leamble. 

For instance, the congressional debate 
m a ghw bill could be televised, and the 
viewer could type in a private voter re- 
gistration number, along with his vote, on a 
small m m l e  attached to the TV. The votes 
d d  then be quickly tabulated by a large 
computer. 

The mala argument against d e v e l o m  
mch a dlrect Mting system is the "wise 
mIOII" armunent. It is armed - not always 
W h  a straw face - t k t  the people a& 
subwt  to swMen m o m ,  suscept~bl~ lo 
bemg meled by demagogws, whereas con- 
gemnen act much l e s  In haste, and much 
m l n r v l s d a m  

l l u t  cmwmmm do not a& hastily is 
abvlolls. Rowever. I would llke to see a 
ddalled lumncal defense of the them 
that, in casrs where the solow of a awn 
lime adoDlni a &Herent come of amon 

w&t course. 
In any event. my intention is not 90 

much to refute the "wise solon" armment. 
aa W put fonvard an argument in law? of 
develovlna kwh a d~ref l  voter system lip 
naturdof~mmmtat ive  democacv makes 
11 politicallyvery difficult to vote igalnst a 
bill favored by special interests, in the 
absence ol &uniervailing pressure by 
dher  s p a 1  interest lobbyists. 

This situation results in a continual 
expension of the siae and number of spend- 
tng programs. W e  these may benefit 
mme individuals, it adds up to an increas- 
ingly onemw burden for all taxpayers. 
This situation would be rectified if the 
citizenry as a whole, which has to pay for 
every spending program, voted directly on 
those bills inwlvvlg the creation, or ex- 
pansion of programs. Therefore, we ought 
w selze the o ~ ~ r t r m i h l  afforded by the 
electromc rmiunon by ireatlng dew& to 
mabie the publlc W vote d lwt ly  On such 
Ms. 

The structure of Congress makes voting 
against spending programs politically dif- 
ficult. Just think of the ordinary con- 
gressman faced with a spendlng p r o w  
favored by one or more special interests. 
and opposed by none. If he votes agairut the 
proposal, he will anger the voters those 
lobbyxts represent. But if he votes for it. 
M e  the general public will pay for it 
(elther directly as  taxes or ind~rectiy as  
inflation), he will aot lose any of the 
public's support. 

Polls show that general dislike of Con- 
p s  does nd tramlate into votes agaiaSt 
any particular congressman. On the other 
hand, thu& about a congrwman faced 
with a b u  wMch would reduce government 

spendmg by cutting back or e l imina t i  
some exlsting program. Every spendmg 
pmgmm W t s  some @up, if only the 
hreaucrats wtm adrmnister it. 

So if the congressman votes for the bill. 
he angers that constituency, with no com- 
pensatory gain m votes from the public at 
large. But if he voles agamst it. and affdinst 
the interests of the public as  a whole, he 
Wns the support of that pmgram's comb. 
NenCy. In either situation. the eon- 



gmsman WIJI find it easier to vote against 
the interests of the public and for t k  
proliferation of programs. 

Consider the recent proposal to include 
gwernment emplo.vees in the Social SecW- 
ty system. Soeial Security being a lousy 
retirement system, the government 
employees naturally want no part of it. 
preferring Ule sweet deal they already 
have. But the elimination of their sweet 
rehrement system via their lncluslon into 
the Social Secunty system is greatly m the 
public interest, - helping &cue Sonal 
Seeurity as well as lessening the rlse in 
taxes. 

The congressmen, faced with the choice 
of angering the government workers 
without getting any tanable return from 
the public at large, or eke  pleasing tk 
gavemment wrkem by shaNag the public. 
chose the shaR. Fvlittcal reality makes Uds 
automatic. 

So costly programs @mu in number and 
sze, under Republican admlnistratlons as 
well as  ~emoiratic ones. Programs are 
rarely eliminated. Under Carter's "bare 
bones" budget, the biggest budget ever, we 
have the usual variety of new pmgrams. 

We have one for the education of disad- 
vantaged children, starting at $28 million 
ma year and growing to $400 milllon m 
1984. This program is favored by cerIain 
education lobbies, and opposed by no other 
lobbies. Who could be against such a 
pmgram - except those who will pay for 
it3 But they (the taxpayers) will certainly 
mt select cungrwmen for punishment. 
wen if taxes do rise 

T~IS demand by special interest gmps 
for new programs is uncearing; and each 
program creates it. own new special irr 

terest  mu^ of clients who will scream 1 
that propram IS ever threatened. Rut Mule 
each clllzen benefits from some promam 
or other, the resultant rise in government 
spendmg is begwning to cnish us all. 

There would be far fewer programs 
created if the public as a whole would have 
to vote them in. Any group wanting to 
create a program (or opposing the elimina- 
tion of an obsolete program) would be 
forced to convince the majority of the 
public that that program is so worthwtule 
that they, the public, should pay for it. I 
rather imagine special interest groups 
would not often succeed in doine that. 

Thls seems to me to be one-good arpu- 
ment for talane advantam of the oowttuu- 
ty created bv?he electibnic revohilon to 
move toward a (panlal) drect democracy. 

If the citizeni were drectlv involved h 
creation of programs, they could not hold 
their government solely to blame for any 

. bad proprns .  This would decrease the 
alienation of the people from their govern 
ment. 

And the current apathy of the public 
would be decreased. After' all, what could 
b l d  vour interest better than the odestion 
of how your monev WIII be spent9 ' 

Thls is a reader m l u m  that ulll appear 
regularly In thls space on Sunday and 
W-v. It's d e v W  ta our readen. and 
p r o t l d ~ ~  im with t k  opperlos~t? to HTIIP 
aha mltlorsat p a l e r  lcaflh than upare 
ordlnarllv able to ~uMlrh in our IeneR 
column. %e m m m m d .  houever. that )on 
send or forromldentlon articles that doaot 
run moeb bcvond ?BQ words. These artides 
may be basad on ap?rlal~zed knouledp. or 
relate slmpl* a todm of qeneral ln t~rrd .  
ar reserve ik rlmt toedlt all wbmlssiom. 
We lo\lle ?oa to m d  them id the Ediwrlal 
Page D e p a n m t .  


