Fighting Diversity through Diversification 
Since grade school, American culture seems to brainwash children that the source of power in this country is the people’s opinions as expressed through their popular sovereignty. Moreover, it seems generation after generation is thought that all countries around the world should share this common source of power – the people. However, Walter Lippmann disagrees with the idea of popular sovereignty and the power of the public and its public opinion. Rather, he claims that the source of power is experts with specific knowledge, and it is they who truly run politics. Arturo Escobar, in his book, Encountering Development, agrees with this assessment of experts as the true source of power, but rather than dismissing the public as Lippmann does, he stresses its importance in fighting this expert-based politics. Partha Chatterjee, in The Politics of the Governed, concurs with Lippmann about the falsehood of popular sovereignty, and claims that holding onto this notion of the public limits the West from understanding other, international, democratic political forms. In all, Chatterjee’s new framework for understanding democratic politics in conjunction with Escobar’s vision of empowering the localized public offers a challenge to expert-based politics.
Walter Lippmann, a post-progressive writer, popularized the idea of the public as a mere phantom; an abstraction that has no real collective presence. Furthermore, through a series of investigations, Lippmann is able to nullify the common, liberal ideal of popular sovereignty and the citizen that has an immediate affect on the state. Lippmann begins his argument by detailing the extraordinary responsibilities placed upon the citizen. The current educational system does well in teaching citizens about a myriad of topics ranging from “international, problems, transportation problems, agriculture problems, and so on ad infinitum,” but the facts about this issue change daily (Lippmann, “Phantom Public” pg 14). Unless the citizen has an “unlimited quantity of public spirit, curiosity, and [time]”, he “cannot know all about everything all the time” (Lippmann, “Phantom Public” pg 15). Furthermore, no citizen has the infinite time to simply stay up to date with the daily fluctuation in the political landscape when he has both his personal and family’s well-being to look after foremost. Rather than having an in-depth understanding of all political issues, citizens only possess a shallow knowledge of political activity that centers on local events that affect their day to day existence. Upon discarding of the ability of education to serve as a fundamental base upon which citizens can act in a way that truly affects the politics of the state, Lippmann questions the ability of citizen’s morals to simply guide them in forming a collective public opinion. By following one’s morals, a citizen doesn’t have to know all minutiae regarding a certain issue, but rather must have a genuine sense of right and wrong that will point him in voting or voicing his opinion in an appropriate manner. However, Lippmann, in analyzing the fundamental fabric of our culture, sees that individual’s moral codes are derived from their interests in a situation, and there is no single “moral pattern available from which the precise nature of the problem can be deduced” due to each person’s varied interests (Lippmann, “Phantom Public” pg 24). Since there is such a plurality of interest groups in this nation, the moral codes of the nation are accordingly diverse. Thus, the public as a whole cannot have a clear unified voice in reacting to various events simply because each person is judging the morality of the occurrence from a unique vantage point. Lippmann, by showing how the public cannot judge the state due to its natural ignorance in details and inability to form a unified moral code, thus proves the ineffectiveness of the public and popularly sovereign citizen as a whole. By concluding that the public is merely an ineffective group of diverse individuals who have no cohesion, Lippmann asserts that it is negligible in the political arena. The force of power in the nation thus does not stem from popular sovereignty, for the citizens and public who embody this sovereignty are merely abstract political pawns., Instead, according to Lippmann, the state is simply run by a group of experts who have finite, ‘expert’ knowledge on various issues rather than by the public that has been so glorified over the centuries. The government is thus not an expression of the people’s will, but a “body of [expert] officials who handle professionally problems which come” (Lippmann, “Phantom Public” pg 62). The public, as a body that is capable of exercising its knowledge and judgment to create effective public opinion, is thus a “phantom;” nothing more than a mere abstraction
Escobar agrees that popular, modern democracy is truly run by experts, but unlike Lippmann, believes that the local knowledge which the experts displaced play an important role and must be revitalized in order to challenge sources of power. Escobar discusses the rise of expert knowledge through his discussion of ‘first world’ educated, expert economists running the Third World. These economists utilize “modern notions of sciences and mathematical statistics” to quantify and qualify the entire Third World as “helpless and formless” mass that can then be worked upon (Escobar, Encountering Development, pg 103).  Once the population is quantified, Escobar argues that experts then use Western language and diction to diagnose the Third World countries with various problems, giving the experts something to work on and validate their power. By describing the Third World local populations with such terms as “hunger and starvation,” the experts are able to legitimize their authority over the local populations, for they are the only ones who understand these problems (Escobar, Encountering Development, pg 115). Expert economics measure growth, GDP per capita, inflation in order to monopolize the power in these countries and take the power out of local, home grown public opinion and sovereignty. In sense, Escobar, describes how Western-trained economic experts look for problems in developing countries that only their methods can quantify, thus legitimizing their positions in power for they are the only ones with the knowledge to fix these new found issues. For instance, an MIT study  These experts, “dehumanize and objectivity the local public,” effectively turning them into the phantom myth that Lippmann discussed in his work (Escobar, Encountering Development, pg 104). However, where Lippmann discards these local authorities as powerless figures in relation to the experts, Escobar argues for their empowerment if the ‘problems’ of the Third World are to be solved. In the 1950’s and 1960’s, for instance, MIT conducted a study on the nutritional and dietary health of people in developing countries with numerous “economists, demographers, political scientists, engineers, and medical experts” (Escobar, Encountering Development, pg 114). However, all of these experts were from “The United States, Germany, and other European nations” demonstrating a clear lack of local knowledge in the process” Escobar, Encountering Development, pg 132). Without such cross-cultural interactions and regard for local dietary habits, the problems of the Third World were left unsolved, while the experts remained in power. Escobar contends that these local knowledge must be taken seriously, interrogated, and made to contend with the modern forces of economic thought. If progress it truly to be made in developing nations, such as in Escobar’s example of Columbia, the local power that was lost and demystified through Lippmann’s analysis, must be retrieved and incorporated to collaborate and compete with languages of economics and other sciences. Upon the re-empowerment of local knowledge and their ‘public opinion,’ the Third World can be released as a mere object of the language of economic development and the locally knowledgeable public can regain influence. 
Partha Chatterjee, in The Politics of the Governed, agrees with Lippmann about the falsehood of popular sovereignty due to the absence of ‘public opinion.’ However, unlike Escobar, he does not argue for a renewal of local, popular sovereignty in the third world, but for the elimination of the idea of popular sovereignty from the West’s mentality. He claims that holding onto this perception limits the West from understanding other, international, democratic political forms that exist in developing countries. In discussing popular sovereignty, Chatterjee shifts his focus from governmentality to the politics of the governed,  Although Chatterjee agrees with Lippmann’s assessment of popular sovereignty as a myth, he delves into the ramifications of viewing the public falsely through the pretense that it is indeed sovereign. According to him, the very notion of democracy and citizenship is at stake with the issue of popular sovereignty. Chatterjee claims that by looking at other democratic institutions with the perception of popular sovereignty, we are assuming a state of equality for all citizens, and homogenous time among all creating the sense of a unified nation that Richard Anderson describes. By assuming popular sovereignty, Chatterjee argues that the West is assuming a “coupling between citizenship and democracy” (QUOTE HERE). However, by looking at the developing world without the notion of a popularly sovereign people with singular public opinion and rather with the idea of Lippmann’s governmentality, it can be seen that there exist various classified and categorized target of policy creating heterogeneous socials, rather than a homogenous national community. Without the notion of popular sovereignty and a unified citizenry clouding the perceptions of developing countries, a political society based upon population rather than normative groupings, with various communities and affiliations can be found. Chatterjee argues that it is this type of democratic politics, based upon a heterogeneous society, that truly characterize much of the world. Thus, the very idea of popular sovereignty, as applied to foreign, developing nations, limits the West’s understanding of their unique structures. By viewing other nations as such, it can be seen that there exist many forms of the politics of the governed that take into account everyone, not just the citizens that are found through the popular sovereignty lens. By discarding of the notion of popular sovereignty and the singular public as Lippmann asserts, Chatterjee demonstrates the power of the understanding the heterogeneous social through examples from Calcutta, India. For instance, in the city there exists numerous squatters in the inner-cities, who are neither classified as legal nor illegal, and thus merely ‘exist’ in the city. If India, and Calcutta, in specific, was to be analyzed through the lens of democratic, popular sovereignty, the politics of these individuals would be missed because they are not part of the citizenry. The politics that demonstrate the way they take calculated steps to settle themselves and then “interact with the existing governmentality” (QUOTE) would be completely lost. No juridical or legal based form of politics that takes its root in modern democratic thought could discern such power relations, and would miss out in these various politics of the governed. Thus, Chatterjee aggress with Lippmann that popular sovereignty is in fact a myth, and argues that by continuing to perceive of the world in accordance with this myth, modern, western democratic nations are missing many various forms of politics of the governed that arise due to the hegemonic nature of society.
In tandem, Chatterjee’s new framework to understanding democratic politics that utilizes a heterogeneous social in conjunction with Escobar’s vision of empowering the localized public offers a challenge to expert-based politics. Both Escobar and Chatterjee focus on giving a strong voice to local and rural political elements that are not included in the normal power relations. Although Lippmann dismisses these varied, heterogeneous elements are powerless in relation to the expert knowledge of the governmentalities, both Escobar and Chatterjee strive to reclaim their authority. Escobar tries to provide this authority to challenge the expert based politics and economic discourse which he claims has usurped power in the Third World by stressing the importance of local knowledge in the political arena. Chatterjee, in order to challenge expert-knowledge, claims that an understanding of the heterogeneous social is required so that all individuals, not just citizens under the homogeneous society created by the notion of popular sovereignty, can be players in politics. Such a “flexible, mixed, and variable anti-empire politic[al] arena” that stems from this view of society gives all people, ‘illegal or legal,’ an opportunity to demonstrate their collective political strength in relation to the “unchallenged sovereign hegemonic empire” that is in power in these developing countries (Chatterjee, The Politics of the Governed, pp 103). By taking account of both theories, it can be understood that in order to resist the varied, plurality of expert-based powers that exists from the state of governmentality, the politics of the governed must be diversified as well. The governed need to adopt both Escobar’s multiplicity of local knowledge sets while incorporating, as Chatterjee suggest, all types of individuals, both citizens and ‘uncounted squatters’ into their power relations. Only by diversifying the resistances to power, by realizing and adapting to the heterogeneous nature of society, can the diversity of expert-based politics than be challenged.  
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