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Modern parties have steadily enlarged their scope and power
within the political community and have consequently changed
their own functions and character. In place of a party of individual
representation, our contemporary society increasingly shows a

party of social integration.
This shift must be seen within the context of our changing

society and its underlying philosophy. Three major stages can
be observed in its development. Modern parties originated with
the drive of a rising, self-conscious middle class that fought for
liberation from the shackles of a feudal society and for rep-
resentation to check monarchical absolutism. While the French
Revolution officially proclaimed the end of this first phase of
modern social development, the successtul emancipation of
rational man from the bonds of the ancien régime and 1ts caste

system proved to be only a transitional second stage. The

individual, set free, was soon striving at reintegration Into a
new society. In fact, since the middle of the nineteenth century
diverse claims for such a new orientation have been raised,
promising to stop the fragmentation of a laissez-faire society.
The first and lasting challenge of rising socialism, the emerg-
ence and appeal of political irrationalism, and an awakening
social liberalism gave contrasting answers to this key issue of
our century. The dislocations caused by the sweeping indus-
trialization, radical urbanization, and international migration,
by world wars and total revolutions, gave substance to a
planned search for a new social order. We are still in the midst
of this third phase. It constitutes the crisis of modern society.
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It is against this background of crisis that a new concept of
party is evolving. Its emergence and persistence, in fact, may
well depend on the momentous character of social crisis. The
well-balanced communities of the Scandinavian states and the
Anglo-American world seem to be least affected by this new
type, while it has found its most complete expression within
nations in the grip of revolutions. The islands of social equilib-
rium, however, have shrunk, and the party of integration has no
doubt become a salient feature of our contemporary landscape.

The party of individual representation is characteristic of a society
with a restricted political domain and only a limited degree of
participation. Its membership activity 1s, for all practical pur-
poses, limited to balloting, and the party organization (if
existent at all) is dormant between election periods. Its main
function is the selection of representatives, who, once chosen,
are possessed of an absolutely ‘free mandate’ and are in every
respect responsible only to their own consciences. This concep-
tion of an ephemeral party as a mere electoral committee does
not correspond to the political reality and practice of the
modern mass democracy, a fact which in many countries has
been recognized (though often most reluctantly) in the crucial
controversy over party discipline and even in numerous court
decisions codifying party regulations, responsibilities, and pre-
rogatives. The fundamental concept of party, however, has
hardly been challenged within democratic thinking.

Under the cover of such a persistent framework and rarely
perceived even by circumspect political observers, a new type of
party has emerged—the party of integration. The claim with
which this party approaches its adherents is incomparably
greater than that of the party of individual representation. It
demands not only permanent dues-paying membership (which
may be found to a smaller extent within the loose party of
representation too) but, above all, an increasing influence over
all spheres of the individual’s daily life.

The first example of such a new party was presented by the
continental Socialists. Their organization has been jokingly
characterized as extending from the cradle to the grave, from
the workers’ infant-care association to the atheists’ cremation
society; yet such a description articulates the intrinsic differ-
ence from the liberal party of representation, with its principle
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of ‘free recruitment’ among a socially uncommitted, free-
floating electorate (the bulk of which, in reality, may not be so
independent). The following of the new movement is, indeed,
much more clearly circumscribed by its permanent mem-
bership, the definite class alignment of its voting population,
and its far-flung participation in overall social affairs. The
party can count on its adherents; it has taken over a good part of
their social existence.

Despite such extensive organization and intensified ties of its
partisans, the Socialist party (and in an even more limited way
the Catholic movement and other democratic parties of 1n-
tegration) include only a small active core among its wider
circle of mere dues-paying members and its even greater
number of mere voters. In fact, this differentiation is at the base
of the much-disputed ‘oligarchical’ tendencies of modern mass
parties which permit a relatively small group to decde the
political fate of the disinterested and apathetic majority. Still,
what is important is that the party in modern mass democracies
has generally taken on an ever increasing area of commitments
and responsibilities assuring the individual’s share in society
and incorporating him into the community. This 1s no mere
usurpation of power by the politicians but the natural conse-
quence of the extension of the public domain and the con-
stantly increasing governmental functions in a reintegrated

twentieth-century society.

In this sense the phenomenon of the party of democratic inte- ‘

gration has become a matter of record. This fact makes it more
imperative to recognize its basic variance from the party of total
integration, which has found its prototype in Bolshevism,
Fascism, and National Socialism. This all-inclusive party de-
mands the citizen’s unconditional surrender. It denies not only
the relative freedom of choice among the voters and followers
but also any possibility of coalition and compromise among
parties. It can perceive nothing but total seizure and exercise of
power, undisputed acceptance of the party line, and monolithic
rule. The rise of this absolutist police state decrees the end
of democracy, of constitutionalism, of communai self-

government, of Western man and his inalienable rights, of

political parties.
This radical juxtaposition should forewarn the responsible
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student of modern mass society against the threat of party
petrifaction, but such a mortal peril cannot be met simply by a
denial of the extended functions of modern parties and of their
radically changing character—for the choice i1s not between
the absolute state and the absolute individual or between
autocracy or anarchy, as the great simplifiers and political
demagogues make us believe. On the contrary, constructive

thinking must concentrate on the much more difficult and
urgent task of devising political institutions that allow for a

new adjustment between the integrated society and the free
individual. It is within such a realistic delineation of the
fundamental prerequisites, present-day responsibilities, and
necessary safeguards of a democratic society that the sociology
of modern parties must be re-examined.






