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ABSTRACT

This thesis provides a critical examination of four approaches to democratic
inclusion. These approaches are: egalitarian theories of deliberative democracy,
identity politics and its post-structuralist critics, and integrative approaches. The thesis
presents each approach as a successively more effective way of addressing democratic
exclusion. Each theory is measured against the demands of accommodating the claims
of groups that have suffered some form of historical exclusion and injustice. The
thesis explains the significance of the demands of historical injustices in relation to
these approaches and concludes that deliberative democracy and the politics of
recognition require supplementation by a politics of reconciliation. Drawing on the
idea of reconciliation from conflict resolution and international relations, the thesis
explores the way in which democratic inclusion can be supplemented.

The politics of reconciliation is fundamentally crucial for the task of
accommodating demands of historically excluded social groups primarily because of
its emphasis on confronting the past, acknowledging injustices, taking responsibility
and offering an apology for causing these injustices and embracing the concrete and
specific experiences of historical oppression and exclusion. Briefly, the
distinctiveness of reconciliation stems from its serious engagement with the
specificities and particularities of real and concrete experiences of historical
oppression and exclusion.

The originality of this thesis lies in providing a supplement to and therefore
transforming the politics of recognition and deliberative democracy and their ability to
address political problems of excluded social groups. This thesis does not aim to
replace deliberation and recognition with new substitutes but seeks to offer a new
interpretation of these theories and supplement them with reconciliation. Briefly, the
thesis offers a new interpretation to familiar issues in different disciplines and the
novel task has been to bring them together. The application of the ethic of
reconciliation, from International Relations and conflict resolution, to the politics of
recognition and deliberation makes a significant contribution to the field and the

opening of a new research agenda for normative theories of democratic inclusion.
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SECTION 1I: HISTORICAL EXCLUSION AND
DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY
1. INTRODUCTION

The collapse of the communist bloc, the alleged end of ‘the age of ideologies’,
the massive influx of immigration into Western democracies, the emergence of
religious fundamentalism, and the processes of globalisation have all contributed to
put pressure on contemporary liberal democracies to deal more profoundly with ‘the
fact of pluralism’. More recently and particularly after September 11" there has been
an alarming increase in Islamophobia, anti-Semitism, Anti-Arab sentiments and other
forms of discrimination and racism against minorities in Europe, the United States and
elsewhere in the world. Lately, the public debates in France and Germany have been
dominated by the question of whether or not young Muslim women should be allowed
to wear the Islamic headscarf, or Aijab as it is known in Arabic, in public schools. The
disquieting increase in racism, discrimination and the formal institutional reactions to
them do not only raise serious doubts about the effectiveness and adequacy of certain
policies and decisions but also question and challenge certain values, beliefs and
principles underlying the politics in contemporary Western liberal democracies.
Briefly, the phenomenon of cultural diversity re-imposes itself again as a very
pressing issue for contemporary multicultural and pluralist societies. Different
political and social theorists have tried to rethink liberalism and democracy,' hoping
to offer better theories of democratic accommodation. There are many approaches in
contemporary political theory to developing a more ‘inclusive’ idea of democratic
citizenship, including theories of liberal egalitarianism, theories of deliberative

democracy, theories of multicultural recognition and theories of agonistic democracy.2

' It should be emphasized that liberalism should not be viewed as a monolithic tradition. What I refer to
as liberalism here is mostly the contemporary rights based liberal theory that has dominated the debates
in the last 40 years.

? There are several other attempts that endeavour to recast liberalism. While the thesis is aware of the
main attempts, it is certainly beyond its scope to provide an exhaustive discussion of all of them. Some
of these attempts are advanced by liberal scholars that primarily focus on accommodating the demands
of cultural groups in relation to questions of justice and not political deliberation. See for example: Will



The task of democratic accommodation is made even more difficult when
there are persistent and unresolved issues of historical injustice. In the last decade
there have been numerous developments that have considerably contributed to the
centrality of historical injustices in contemporary politics. Among these developments
are the formation of the Reparations Coordinating Committee (RCC) and the National
Coalition of Blacks for Reparations in America (N’COBRA) that advocate reparations
for African Americans on the history of slavery and its consequences, the American
Congress offering in 1988 an apology and compensation to the survivors and relatives
of Japanese Americans jailed in concentration camps during the Second World War,
the Swiss government creating a $ 71 millions special compensation fund for
Holocaust victims to compensate for holding assets of Holocaust survivors at Swiss
banks, and the establishment of truth and reconciliation committees in countries such
as South Africa, Algeria, Chile, Germany, and Argentina. This thesis argues that
persistent historical injustices give rise to a set of special demands, such as collective
memory of exclusion, acknowledgement of historical injustices, and taking
responsibility and offering an apology for causing these injustices, which go beyond
the types of democratic inclusion that are often offered by theories such as
deliberative democracy and the politics of recognition. This set of demands, this thesis
claims, requires a ‘politics of reconciliation’.

The present thesis focuses primarily on four approaches to democratic
inclusion and their attentiveness to persistent and unresolved issues of historical
injustice. These approaches are deliberative democracy, the politics of recognition and

its democratic critics (considered as two different and contradictory — but related

Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community and Culture (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), Multicultural
Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights (Oxford: New York: Clarendon Press, 1995), Politics
in the Vernacular: Nationalism, Multiculturalism, and Citizenship (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2000); David Miller, On Nationality (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), Citizenship and
National Identity (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2000); Brian Barry, Justice as Impartiality (Oxford
University Press, 1995); Culture and Equality: An Fgalitarian Critique of Multiculturalism (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 2001). Other more critical scholars, such as value pluralists, have
suggested rethinking liberalism through raising serious doubts about the commensurabilities and
compatibility of values, beliefs and principles that underline the dominant versions of liberalism, i.e.,
liberalism of rights theory. Along these lines John Gray proposes a neo-Hobbesian form of politics and
Chantal Mouffe suggests an agonistic form of politics that denies the possibility of achieving pure
consensus and emphasizes the impossibility of eradicating power from social relations and politics. For
more see: John Gray, Two Faces of Liberalism (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2000), Heresies: Against
Progress and other Illusions (London: Granta, 2004); Chantal Mouffe, The Democratic Paradox
(London: Verso, 2000), ‘Democracy, Power, and the “Political™ in Seyla Benhabib (ed.), Democracy
and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1996), pp. 245-256.



approaches), and combinatory theories of democratic inclusion. The thesis critically
examines and presents each approach as a successively more effective way of
addressing democratic exclusion. Each theary is measured against the demands of
accommodating the claims of groups that have suffered some form of historical
exclusion and injustice. The thesis demonstrates that these approaches are
insufficiently attentive to issues of historical injustice and concludes that they require
supplementation by a politics of reconciliation. Since the thesis is primarily concerned
with issues pertaining to historical exclusionsand injustices suffered by social groups,
I will provide an account of the general character of these injustices and social groups
before 1 move to briefly introduce each of the four main approaches of democratic
inclusion examined in the thesis and ‘the pelitics of reconciliation’ as a solution to
their unsatisfactory treatment of historical exclusions and injustices. I will finish by
describing how the argument unfolds and the structure of the thesis.

The focus of this thesis is on social groups that have suffered from persistent
historical injustices. This thesis is concerned with historical injustices that are either
persistent or intimately linked to present inejualities and injustices. These historical
injustices are not the product of contingercy and luck but stem primarily from
oppressive social practices and institutions that operate over long periods of time,
across generations. These oppressive social practices and structures systematically
legitimize the exclusion and oppression of social groups because their members
possess certain features that mark them as inferiors and deviants, Moreover, these
oppressive social practices and structures do not only function at the level of formal
and bureaucratic institutions but also at the informal level of ordinary cultural and
social interactions. Therefore, these oppressive social practices and structures produce
historical injustices that are concerned with material resources and goods as well as
with cultural and symbolic ones. Historical injustices do not, however, have a single
general character but are diverse and plural in character. This thesis is concerned with
social groups (such as racial, national, and ethnic groups) that are defined through
relations of oppression and not merely associations (such as churches, universities,
and political parties) or aggregations (such as ‘friends of Mozart’, and ‘drivers of
Honda cars’). One of the main differences among these three types of categories is
that while what brings members of associations and aggregations together is a
common set of attributes (such as admiration of a specific singer, football player or

club, passion to a certain type of art, cuisine or brand of cars, or affiliation to a



particular political party), members of social groups are bound by something
additional, namely, a shared sense of identity. This notion of common identity stems
from shared history and similarities members of the group have in their way of life,
experiences, social norms and cultural practices. Moreover, while associations and
aggregations are created by independent individuals who voluntarily create them,
social groups are what constitute individuals and shape their tastes, memories, and
modes of behaviours, communication and reasoning abilities.> Membership in social
groups is often involuntary.*

What makes a social group oppressed? Iris Marion Young offers a very useful
definition of oppression. According to her definition people are oppressed when, by
virtue of their membership in a particular social group, they are vulnerable to
exploitation, marginalization, powerlessness, cultural imperialism, or violence.’ These
five faces of oppression can be explained as follows. Exploitation occurs when the
product of the human capacity of labour of a group of people is systematically
controlled and transferred for the benefit of another group. While exploitation in its
traditional Marxist interpretation referred only to class oppression, Young argues that

exploitation is also organized along sexual and racial lines. Marginalization is a form

? For more on the differences between social groups, associations, and aggregations see: Iris Marion
Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990), pp.
42-48. Melissa S. Williams, Voice, Trust and Memory: Marginalized Groups and the Failings of
Liberal Representation (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1998), pp. 15-18.

1 am not implying here that individuals cannot develop their own tastes and styles that differ from
what is dominant in their group. Indeed, they are able to develop their own tastes and styles. Moreover,
the involuntary character does not necessarily imply that individuals are entirely incapable of rejecting
certain aspects of their group identity and sometimes even, though it could be emotionally and
psychologically demanding, withdrawing from this group. Additionally, individuals do not belong only
to one group but they are likely to simultaneously belong to several.

5 Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference, pp. 48-63. Nancy Fraser proposes a similar account of
exclusion and injustice. Yet, she proposes to analytically distinguish between two types of injustice;
socio-economic injustice that ‘is rooted in the political-economic structure of society’ and cultural or
symbolic injustice that ‘is rooted in social patterns of representation, interpretation, and
communication’. Examples of socio-economic injustice include: ‘exploitation (having the fruits of
one’s labour appropriated for the benefit of others); economic marginalization (being confined to
undesirable or poorly paid work or being denied access to income-generating labour altogether); and
deprivation (being denied an adequate material standard of living)’. Examples of cultural or symbolic
injustice include: ‘cultural domination (being subjected to patterns of interpretation and communication
that are associated with another culture and are alien and /or hostile to one’s own); nonrecognition
(being rendered invisible via the authoritative representational, communicative, and interpretative
practices of one’s culture); and disrespect (being routinely maligned or disparaged in stereotypic public
cultural representations and/or in everyday life interactions)’. Fraser acknowledges that these two types
of injustice are intertwined yet she insists that in her account of social theory it is important to keep
them analytically distinct. For more on this see: Nancy Fraser, ‘From Redistribution to Recognition?
Dilemmas of Justice in a ‘Post-Socialist’ Age’, New Left Review, 212 (1995), pp. 68-93.

10



of oppression that constitutes a group of people, such as Blacks, old people and Latin
Americans, as useless in the wage system of labour. The economy and its market
define the organization and hierarchy of the social division of labour. Those who are
marked as useless by the wage system of labour are likely to be subject to material
deprivation that severely influences their living conditions. However, marginalization
causes harms that go beyond material distribution. These harms take the forms of
feelings of uselessness, boredom and low self-esteem. Even when welfare policies are
introduced to remedy the material deprivation, they are likely to produce
marginalization because marginalized people are constructed and viewed as
dependent people. Moreover, marginalized people feel that they lack the opportunity
to engage in socially meaningful productive activities. Powerlessness is a form of
oppression that stems from the social division of labour between professionals and
non-professionals. Non-professionals are powerless because they lack social respect
and recognition, authority over others and avenues to develop their capacities and
skills. Professionals receive respect and recognition for their talents, enjoy authority
over others and have avenues to develop their skills. Cultural imperialism is
experienced when the dominant and hegemonic group universalizes its perspectives,
interpretations of events and history, experiences, and cultural beliefs and practices
and constructs them as the norm and views those who have different experiences,
values, beliefs and perspectives as outsiders, inferiors and deviants. Therefore, the
dominant culture assigns negative connotations, stereotypes, and prejudices to these
groups and their identities. The negative connotations, stereotypes, and prejudices
depict and fix these groups and their members as essentially inferiors and deviants
that need to be civilized, controlled, denied, administrated or educated. This
stigmatized demeaning depiction is often made socially acceptable and
institutionalized and therefore legitimizes the exercise of oppressive acts such as
coercive  assimilative policies. Moreover, the social recognition and
institutionalization of the inferiority of these groups justify the exercise of systematic
violence that takes the shape of harassment, humiliation, psychological fear, physical
violence, arbitrary imprisonment, and under special circumstances leads to occupation,
genocide or massacre, especially when the hegemony of the dominant culture is

challenged by these inferior groups.®

¢ Occupation, genocide and massacre are not clearly mentioned in Young’s account. Yet as several
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What makes a social group historically oppressed? It is the systematic
vulnerability to one, or more, of the previous forms of oppression over long periods of
time, across generations. These prolonged and systematic forms of oppression do not
only strengthen the affinities between the group’s members but also generate common
experiences and a history of oppression. The common experience and history of
oppression do not only revolve around injury, harm, suffering and pain but also
achievements, determination and resistance. These negative and positive aspects are
manifested and expréssed through different cultural and political practices such as art,
music, literature, story-telling, memorials, ceremonies, collective actions and
mobilization, demonstrations, and various forms of struggle. While these common
experiences and history of oppression do not create a fixed core essence for the
groups because of the dynamic nature of the social processes that create social groups,
they do give rise to a set of special claims and demands that go beyond the mere
recognition of their culture and identity. Among these claims and demands are:
collective memory and history of exclusion, acknowledgement of historical injustices,
and taking responsibility and offering an apology for causing these injustices. These
are the types of claims, the thesis will argue, that are insufficiently captured by
egalitarian theories of deliberative democracy, politics of recognition and its post-
structuralist critics and combinatory theories of democratic inclusion.

Exploitation, marginalization, and powerlessness, refer to forms of oppression
that are primarily generated by the social division of labour. The social division of
labour determines ‘who works for whom, who does not work, and how the content of
the work defines one institutional position relative to others.”” While these three forms
of oppression could generate certain types of historical injustices if they are
systematically exercised over a long period of time, this thesis is chiefly concerned
with the last two forms of oppression, i.e., cultural imperialism and violence. In other
words, although oppression is likely to emerge along categories of identity such as
gender, disability, sexuality, age and class, the emphasis in this thesis is primarily on
oppression that stems along categories of identity such as race, ethnicity and culture.

The thesis, therefore, focuses primarily on social groups such as indigenous

historical examples suggest these forms of violence are likely to be perpetrated under the pretext of
cultural imperialism. The examples include the treatment of the indigenous peoples of Australia, North
and South America, and Palestine by the colonizing settler societies.

? Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference, p. 58.
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communities, national groups and minorities, and immigrant communities. Indeed,
members of oppressed social groups that suffer from cultural imperialism and
systematic violence are also likely to suffer from exploitation, marginalization, or
powerlessness. This is not to argue that only historical oppression and injustice is
important or urgent nor that the historical dimension is at the forefront of all political
struggles for inclusion, but it is to acknowledge that some forms of oppression and
domination cannot be characterized or addressed without taking seriously the
historical dimension. In other words, it is the historical character of the oppression
that creates political urgency because it is this which shapes identities in terms of
conflict and opposition. Moreover, it should be emphasized that the historical
dimension is plural in character and this is why I do not aim to provide a simple list of
the relevant historically excluded groups. The historical character of oppression
transforms the urgency and priority of issues of inclusion and accommodation.
However, its nature and significance is varied in different cases. In some cases, such
as ethno-national conflicts it might have absolute priority in deciding the terms of a
democratic resolution. In other cases the urgency is less but the demands of
reconciliation might still be central to addressing the demands of the excluded group
in a way that fits within other theories of democratic inclusion and practice.

The historical dimension is not only a temporal or chronological dimension as
much oppression is long-standing. What is distinctive about historical oppression is
that it leaves a stigma that persists even after certain kinds of reparations are made,
and it is the eradication of that stigma which is tied up in the identity of a group that is
so important. What matters to some groups is not simply that they are oppressed but
also how they came to be oppressed; for example, we can think of enslavement,
forcible removal from land or property, physical expulsion or the coercive denial of
aspects of identity such as language and religion. How a group came to occupy a
position of subordination matters; this is reflected, for instance, in the Quebec concern
for linguistic justice. It is the historical fact of groups becoming colonised that matters
to them, even if many outsiders might regard some of their claims as less than
compelling. Where history really matters is with groups or nations such as African
Americans, Jews after the holocaust and Palestinians to narme but three, where certain
historical acts of injustice, expropriation, forcible transfer, and domination are central
to shaping those groups’ identities. In such cases the historical legacy is a very deep

wound and one which goes to the very core of a group’s identity and being. It is for
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this reason that Holocaust denial is so important to Jews; it is not merely an error of
scholarship. Similarly, it is for this reason that the legacy of slavery is so important to
African Americans; the issue is not simply one of racial domination, but the peculiar
character of that domination in terms of the denial of history, identity and value
through the institution of slavery. For Palestinians the issue of having the
particularities of their oppression acknowledged as an expropriated and colonised
people is important especially when Palestinian rights, identity and claims are denied
by Israel and subject to the interests of Western powers and U.S. foreign policy elites.
To fail to address these specific, albeit plural dimensions of historical oppression,
involves a denial of recognition and inclusion, whatever other goods such as material
resources and rights are being offered.

Earlier I have claimed that the common experiences and history of oppression
gave rise to a set of special claims and demands that go beyond the mere recognition
of culture and identity. Most importantly among these demands are collective memory
of exclusion, acknowledgement of historical injustices, and taking responsibility and
offering an apology for causing these injustices. These three demands emerge and
require special treatment because of the significance of the past in achieving
democratic accommodation through unmasking and explaining historical injustices
and their intimate connection with present inequalities. Since these three claims lie at
the core of ‘the politics and of reconciliation’, and because they will be used to
measure the ability of the four main approaches discussed in this thesis to
accommodate historically excluded social groups, saying a few words about each one
of them is very important at this initial stage. According to the politics of
reconciliation, collective memory and history of exclusion are important because they
often serve as invaluable sources for undermining and confronting dominant views,
stories, narratives and past and present political arrangements and practices. These
dominant views, stories, narratives and political institutions tend to downplay or deny
historical injustices and harms. In other words, collective memory and history of
exclusion operate as counter narratives to the hegemonic institutionalized and often
celebrated account of national history. The significance of these counter narratives is
to bring to public attention voices, stories and inequalities that have been either
silenced or denied. The national account of history either denies or downplays the
occurrence of past harms and portrays the dominant group as irresponsible for causing

these harms. Several scholars have emphasized the role of collective memory in
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challenging and countering the hegemonic national accounts of history. Thomas
McCarthy has pointed out that a distorted account of the history of slavery and its
consequences on African Americans has considerably contributed to the refusal of the
broader white American society and its establishment to recognize the historical
injustices of slavery, to take responsibility for causing them and for not linking them
to present racial exclusions.® The Palestinians, at least until the 1960s, have invoked
their memories of expulsion by relying mostly on oral testimonies and story-telling in
order to continuously counter the dominant Zionist and Israeli narratives. The
dominant narratives of the Israeli and Zionist historiography have denied the role of
the Jewish Zionist military groups in creating the Palestinian nakba (disaster) and
denied the existence of a master plan to expel and dispossess Palestinians from their
villages and towns.’ Burke Hendrix has argued that mainstream celebrated American
national narratives downplay or deny the historical injustices and harms of slavery,
racial segregation and the massive expropriation of Native lands. While focusing on
the land claims of Native Americans, Hendrix has argued that memories and
narratives of Native Americans that lend support to their land claims have challenged
the mainstream American national narratives and demanded their revision and
reformulation so they acknowledge the historical injustices committed against Native

Americans.'®

¥ See: Thomas McCarthy, ‘Vergangenheitsbewdltigung in the USA: On the Politics of Memory of
Slavery’, Political Theory, 30:5 (2002), pp. 623-648, ‘Coming to Terms with Our Past, Part II: On the
Morality and Politics of Reparations for Slavery’, Political Theory, 32:6 (2004), pp. 750-772.

® Recently revealed archives in Israel have led a few Isracli historians, referred to as the ‘new
historians’, to recognize what Palestinians have been persistently claiming, i.e. the active role the
Zionist movement played in organizing forceful expulsion of Palestinians from their villages and towns.
For more on this debate and the role of Palestinian memory in challenging the Israeli ‘master
narratives’ see: Joel Beinin, ‘Forgetfulness for Memory: The Limits of the New Israeli History’,
Journal of Palestine Studies, 34:2 (2005), pp. 6-23. Norman Finkelstein, ‘Myths, Old and New’,
Journal of Palestine Studies, 21:1 (1991), pp. 66-89; Nur Masalha, ‘A Critique of Benny Morris’,
Journal of Palestine Studies, 21:1 (1991), pp. 90-97; Benny Morris, ‘Response to Finkelstein and
Masalha’, Journal of Palestine Studies, 21:1 (1991), pp. 98-114.

19 Burke Hendrix argues that both groups need to revise their memories in a process of reconciliation.
She insists, however, that the revision has to occur mostly on the side of those who are not Natives. For
more on her views regarding the significance of memories in Native American land claims see: Burke
A. Hendrix, ‘Memory in Native American Land Claims’, Political Theory, 33:6 (2005), pp. 763-785.
For more on the role of memory see also: Maurice Halbwachs, On Collective Memory, Lewis A. Coser
(ed. and trans.) (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), The Collective Memory, Francis J. Ditter,
Jr. and Vida Yazdi Ditter (trans.) (New York: Harper & Row, 1980); Milton Takei, ‘Collective
Memory as the Key to National and Ethnic Identity: The Case of Cambodia’, Nationalism & Ethnic
Politics, 4:3 (1998), pp. 59-78.
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Therefore, the politics of reconciliation does not only demand uncovering
historical wrongs and their influence on the current social and political arrangements
but also requires acknowledging the occurrence of these historical harms and taking
collective responsibility for causing them. As long as these past injustices are denied
or portrayed as accidental historical events and not as an integral part of the national
narratives, the achievement of democratic resolutions and accommodation remains
difficult to attain, if at all possible, from the perspective of the historically excluded
social groups. Hendrix has argued that unless past wrongs against Native Americans’
ancestors are acknowledged as an integral part of the United States history, it will be
very hard for Native Americans to trust the broader society and its institutions and
identify with them.'' Thomas McCarthy has pursued a similar argument in the case of
African Americans and the history of slavery and segregation.'? One might argue that
it is plausible to demand national responsibility when the nation is not composed out
of successive and culturally diverse waves of immigration but it is implausible to
demand such responsibility when it is composed from successive and culturally
diverse waves of immigration. It is precisely because coming to terms with past
wrongs has direct bearings on the present and the future of the political community
and its institutions that immigrants do share the national responsibility of causing
historical injustices. Therefore, scholars such as Thomas McCarthy have argued that
national responsibility is not grounded on cultural or primordial ties but on
constitutional and political ties. McCarthy claims that all U.S. citizens, regardless of
ancestry, i.e. natives or immigrants, inherit the burdens as well as the benefits of the
membership.'? According to the politics of reconciliation, taking responsibility and
offering an apology should not remain at the declarative level. It requires structural
changes in the distribution of material resources and goods that are very likely to

transform the living conditions of the members of historically excluded social groups.

' Hendrix, ‘Memory in Native American Land Claims’, p. 775.

'2 Thomas McCarthy, ‘Vergangenheitsbewdltigung in the USA: On the Politics of Memory of Slavery’,
Political Theory, 30:5 (2002), pp. 635-636. The issue of acknowledging past injustices and harms is
also discussed in: Carol A.L. Prager and Trudy Govier (eds.), Dilemmas of Reconciliation: Cases and
Concepts (Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2003); and William J. Long and Peter
Brecke, War and Reconciliation: Reason and Emotion in Conflict Resolution, (The MIT Press, 2003).

' McCarthy, ‘Vergangenheitsbewdltigung in the USA: On the Politics of Memory of Slavery’, p. 636,
‘Coming to Terms with Our Past, Part II: On the Morality and Politics of Reparations for Slavery’, pp.
757-758; Balfour, ‘Reparations After Identity Politics’, p.790; and Hendrix, ‘Memory in Native
American Land Claims’, p.775.
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Additionally, taking responsibility and offering an apology for past injustices goes
beyond distributive changes and entails activities such as the creation of national
symbols, public holiday, museums, memorials and introducing new curriculum in the
education system to commemorate these past injustices. The task of these activities is
not to perpetuate guilt or victimhood. Rather, they are invaluable because of their
social, pedagogical and educational influences. That is, they are important in helping
citizens understand their history differently and successfully link it to the current
distorted political, social and economic inequalities and to help members of
stigmatized and excluded groups to reclaim, re-describe or transform their self-image
and self-understanding.'

Let me now return to examine the adequacy of some prominent accounts of
democratic inclusion in contemporary political theory to accommodate historical
exclusion and injustices. The current debate in democratic theory is primarily centred
on the model of deliberative democracy. This model has been proposed by thinkers
such as Jurgen Habermas and John Rawls as an alternative model to the ‘aggregative
model of democracy’ that prevailed in Western democracies after the Second World
War. In the aggregative model, democracy is viewed as an electoral competitive
system to elect skilled political leaders who are capable of making legislative and
administrative decisions. This model places the preferences and interests of
individuals rather than those of community at the core of its concern. It views these
preferences and interests as predetermined and fixed prior to the political process.
According to the aggregative model, individual citizens combine efforts and create
interest-groups, associations, parties or factions that allegedly represent and defend
their interests and compete for power on their behalf. Citizens in this system lose their
centrality; their role is reduced to merely voting at regular intervals for political
parties and interest groups who bargain and take decisions on their behalf. Democracy,
according to this aggregative understanding, is a method without a substance. In other

words, it does not embody specific moral values or principles but it is just a

" For more on taking responsibility and offering an apology and their material and symbolic
consequences see: Eric K. Yamamoto and Susan K. Serrano, ‘Healing Racial Wounds? The Final
Report of South Africa’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission’ , in Roy L. Brooks (ed.), When Sorry
Isn’t Enough: The Controversy over Apologies and Reparations for Human Rights (New York: New
York University Press, 1999), pp. 492-500; McCarthy, ‘Coming to Terms with Our Past, Part II: On the
Morality and Politics of Reparations for Slavery’, pp. 765-766; Balfour, ‘Reparations After Identity
Politics’, p. 790; and Martha Minow, Between Vengeance and Forgiveness: Facing History after
Genocide and Mass Violence (Boston: Beacon Press, 1998).
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mechanism or institutional arrangement for competition among several interest-
groups on political leadership.'> The imposed divorce between democratic politics and
its moral dimension, the reduction of democratic politics to voting, and the thin notion
of legitimacy that lies at the core of the aggregative model, have led several thinkers
to recast democracy to focus on substantial moral principles and thicker notions of
democratic legitimacy.

The shift to substantial moral principles and thicker notions of democratic
legitimacy coincided with the development of the ‘deliberative turn’ in democratic
theory during the 1990’s. This turn has added a new dimension to debates about
democratic legitimacy. According to the deliberative turn, collective decisions are
legitimate only when all those who are affected by them have the right to participate
in deliberation, as free and equal persons, about their content.'® The deliberative turn
together with the renewed concern with moral principles have given rise to several
theories of deliberative democracy that are primarily concerned with social justice and
democratic legitimacy. These theories have been proposed by their advocates as
adequate answers to the challenges facing contemporary democratic theory. Broadly
the deliberative democracy enterprise can be mapped out into three different variants:
Aristotelian, epistemic and egalitarian.'” The present thesis focuses primarily on the

third variant, namely, the egalitarian. '® The egalitarian variant of deliberative

'* For more on the aggregative model of democracy see: Joseph A. Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism
and Democracy (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1976); David Held, Models of Democracy (Oxford:
Polity Press, 1996).

'® Bernard Manin, ‘On Legitimacy and Political deliberation’, Political Theory, 15:3 (1987), pp. 338-
368; Joshua Cohen, ‘Deliberation and Democratic Legitimacy.” in Alan Hamlin and Phillip Pettit (eds.),
The Good Polity: Normative Analysis of the State (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989), pp. 17-34; Seyla
Benhabib, ‘Toward a Deliberative Model of Democratic Legitimacy’, in Seyla Benhabib (ed.),
Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1996).

' Cillian McBride draws similar distinctions. See Cillian McBride, Context and Social Criticism (PhD
Thesis, London School of Economics and Political Science, 2001). Moreover, Ricardo Blaug makes
interesting distinctions between different models of democracy. For more see: Ricardo Blaug,
‘Engineering Democracy’, Political Studies, 50:1 (2002), pp. 102-116.

'8 Unlike the epistemic variant of deliberative democracy that focuses primarily on institutional
questions and public policy, this thesis focuses on normative questions. Moreover, both the Aristotelian
and epistemic variants of deliberative democracy do not suggest an appealing way to deal with the
demands of historically excluded social groups. For while the former views political participation as a
superior notion of the good, the latter carries an elitist potential. The Aristotelian variant rejects the
model of representative democracy and aspires to conjure up the Athenian ideal of direct democracy
that characterized the Greek polis and presents it as a desirable model for contemporary modern
societies. What lies at the crux of this Aristotelian version is the centrality of political participation in
public life. In other words, according to this version of democracy, there is a single favourite way of
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democracy, it is often claimed, is more desirable for multicultural and pluralistic
societies. For, among other things, it emphasizes egalitarian procedures, recognizes
the existence of equally valuable different notions of the good, and is committed to
individual autonomy.

Two main approaches can be identified within the egalitarian version of
deliberative democracy, the Rawlsian and the Habermasian. Both Habermas and
Rawls aim to reconcile liberal principles of individual rights with the democratic
principles of popular sovereignty and participation while avoiding the problem of
majoritarianism. They aspire to achieve this task by replacing the instrumental
rationality (means-ends) of the aggregative model by a different version of rationality
(communicative rationality) that is based on a different understanding of reason. This
new version of rationality is grounded on unconstrained communicative action in
Habermas’ theory and on free public reason in Rawls’. This rationality is the driving
force of citizens in democracy and the source of their commitment to shared

institutions. While Habermas views legitimacy as the key issue of a functioning

life that is superior to others, that is the life of a politically engaged and active citizen. Unlike liberal
representative democracy that is primarily individualist and instrumental in the way it views agents, the
Aristotelian participatory version attaches greater value to the communal character of human nature.
Benjamin Barber and Hannah Arendt are representatives of this version of deliberation.[ See: Benjamin
Barber, Strong Democracy (Berkeley, California: University of California Press, 1984), Hannah Arendt,
The Human Condition (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1958).] For Barber, political participation
cultivates ‘civic friendship and solidarity’ and for Arendt it generates ‘reciprocal empathy and mutual
respect.” In addition to valid concerns of scale, practicality and feasibility of direct democracy in
contemporary massive and complex societies, the claim of privileging a single notion of the good life,
that of politically engaged citizenry, is not convincing. According to many scholars and particularly
value pluralists there are several competing equally valuable ways of living good lives. Moreover, the
emphasis on a collective identity raises serious doubts about the ability of this version to effectively
deal with diversity in general and the demands of historically excluded social groups in particular. In
his book Democracy and Deliberation (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1991) James Fishkin has
proposed an epistemic version of deliberative democracy. One of the main concerns of this approach is
the improvement of the quality of the decision-making process. Driven by fears of populism and the
majoritarian tyranny, Fishkin rejects the Greek ideal of direct democracy. Moreover, he criticizes
representative democracy for focusing purely on the agents’ preferences. Alternatively, he suggests the
introduction of deliberative components to the decision making process. The deliberative mechanisms,
he argues, will generate better decisions. Fishkin suggests Deliberative Opinion Polls as a deliberative
mechanism to primarily yield a more genuine picture of citizens’ views and preferences. Unlike in
deliberative bodies like Citizens’ Juries where the members are often chosen randomly to discuss
specific political issues, deliberative opinion polls are expected to be as representative as possible and
place a lot of emphasis on encounters with political candidates and politicians and not only
professionals and experts. Fishkin’s ultimate goal is to achieve outcomes that will enhance the decision
making process for voters as well as for politicians. Fishkin’s proposal has been subject to several
criticisms. Mainly his account has been criticized for being appealing and attractive primarily to a very
particular type of citizens. Put differently, despite his explicit commitment to formal equality and the
reflective character of his deliberative bodies, his account has been criticized for being implicitly elitist
and favouring experts. For more on this point see Mitofsky, W. J., ‘It’s Not Deliberative and it’s Not a
Poll’, Public Perspective, 7.1(1996), pp. 4-6.
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democracy and Rawls invokes justice as the key issue of a well-ordered society, both
however seek to achieve rational consensus. The aim of this rational consensus is to
ground the liberal institutions on a stable ground and secure their future. Rawls’ and
Habermas’ theories have been subject to several criticisms. More specifically, their
approaches’ demand to ‘put aside’ or ‘bracket’ our notions of the good for the sake of
securing rational consensus while engaging in public deliberation about political
issues, has raised several criticisms. Put differently, their demand to relegate our
values and beliefs to the background of politics allegedly renders the content of
politics empty. This demand to strip individuals from their identities, goals, gender,
nationalities, sex, religions etc., leaves their theories of deliberative democracy, I will
argue, with a thin notion of selfhood which leads to an individualistic, de-historicized
and impoverished notion of politics. Their accounts of deliberative politics view
history, culture and context as irrelevant factors to politics, namely irrelevant to
achieve freedom, equality and social justice. It is precisely this denial, among other
things, of the significance of history, culture and context to politics in general and to
social justice in particular that makes deliberative democracy insufficiently attentive
to historical justices and the demands of historically excluded social groups.

Political theorists of various creeds, such as communitarians, feminists, and
postmodernists, have accused egalitarian theories of deliberative democracy, not only
of casting the individual as an atomistic, rational, abstract and self-creating entity but

also of tending to dismiss the role of culture in politics.' These deliberative theories,

1% For communitarian views see: Charles Taylor, ‘The Politics of Recognition’, in Amy Gutmann (ed.),
Multiculturalism: Examining the Politics of Recognition (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1994), pp. 25-73, Sources of the Self (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), The Ethics of
Authenticity (London: Harvard University Press, 1992); Michael Sandel, Liberalism and the Limits of
Justice (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1998); Alasdair Maclntyre, After Virtue (London:
Duckworth, 1981); Michael Walzer, Spheres of Justice (New York: Basic Books, 1983). Also, closely
related to the communitarians are the views of republican scholars that emphasize and place, among
other things, great value on political participation, see: Richard Dagger, Civic Virtues: Rights,
Citizenship, and Republican Liberalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997); Philip Pettit,
Republicanism: A Theory of Freedom and Government (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997). For
feminist critiques of liberalism see for example: Iris Marion Young, Justice and the Politics of
Difference (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990), Inclusion and Democracy (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2000); Judith Squires, Gender in Political Theory (Malden, Mass: Polity
Press, 1999); Susan Moller Okin, Justice, Gender, and the Family (New York: Basic Books, 1989);
Catharine A. MacKinnon, Toward a Feminist Theory of the State (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard
University Press, 1989); Seyla Benhabib (ed.), Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries
of the Political (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1996); Anne Phillips, The Politics of
Presence (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995); Lucy Irigaray, To Be Two (London: Routledge,
2000). For postmodern critiques see: Judith Butler, ‘Feminism and Postmodernism’, in Feminist
Contentions (New York: Routledge, 1995); William Connolly, Identity/ difference: Democratic
Negotiations of Political Paradox (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1991); Chantal Mouffe,
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it is said, underestimate the importance of cultural differences in the operation of
politics in contemporary multicultural societies and therefore fail to properly address
the issue of cultural diversity. Friendly critics of deliberative democracy, such as
James Bohman and Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson, have not abandoned the
main premises of the Rawlsian and Habermasian deliberative accounts and have
proposed improved versions of deliberation. Liberal scholars such as Charles Larmore,
Chandran Kukathas, and William Galston have conceded the importance of values
and ends in politics and claimed that the liberal principles of individuality and
autonomy are too controversial and liberalism should instead focus on tolerating and
encouraging diversity that exists in contemporary liberal societies including groups
and communities that deny the importance of individual autonomy.?’ Other liberal
scholars, such as Will Kymlicka, Avishai Margalit and Joseph Raz, have appealed to
‘culture’ (and pointed out its importance for the individual’s socialization and the
determination of its horizon of opportunities without necessarily conceding individual
autonomy) and Yael Tamir and David Miller have invoked ‘nation’ to address these
challenges.”! These scholars, nonetheless, have remained unclear and vague about the
meaning(s) of ‘culture’ and ‘nation’. John Gray has claimed that in a society where

different ways of life exist, political values and principles are incompatible,

Dimensions of Radical Democracy (London, Verso: 1992); Jean-Francois Lyotard, The Postmodern
Condition: A Report on Knowledge trans. Geoff Bennington and Brian Massouri, forward by Fredric
Jameson, (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1984).

% For more see: Charles Larmore, The Morals of Modernity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996), especially pp.121-174; Chandran Kukathas, ‘Are There Any Cultural Rights?’, Political Theory,
20 (1992), pp. 105-139, ‘Cultural Toleration’, in Will Kymlicka & lan Shapiro (eds.), Ethnicity and
Group Rights (New York: New York University Press, 1997), ‘Liberalism and Multiculturalism: The
Politics of Indifference’, Political Theory, 26 (1998), pp .686-699; William Galston, ‘Pluralism and
Social Unity’, Ethics, 99 (1989), pp. 711-726, Liberal Purposes: Goods, Virtue, and Diversity in the
Liberal State (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991), ‘Value Pluralism and Political
Liberalism’, Report from the Institute of Philosophy and Public Policy, 16:2 (1996), ‘Moral Inquiry
and Liberal Education in the American University’, Ethics, 110 (2000), pp. 812-822,

! For more see: Yael Tamir, Liberal Nationalism (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1993);
David Miller, On Nationality (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), Citizenship and National
Identity (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2000); Will Kymlicka & Wayne Norman, (eds.), Citizenship in
Diverse Societies (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000); Will Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community
and Culture (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of
Minority Rights (Oxford: New York: Clarendon Press, 1995); Joseph Raz, The Morality of Freedom
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), ‘Multiculturalism: A Liberal Perspective’, Ethics in the Public
Domain: Essays in the Morality of Law and Politics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), pp. 155-176;
Avishai Margalit and Joseph Raz, ‘National Self-Determination’, Journal of Philosophy, 87:9 (1990),
pp. 439-461. While all of these scholars emphasize the importance of membership in groups,
communities and cultures to deéfend the liberal principle of autonomy and accommodate cultural
diversity they remain vague about the definition of ‘culture’, ‘community’ and ‘nation’.
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incommensurable, and always conflict. Therefore, modus vivendi (which allows
peaceful coexistence among rival values) is the only proper answer to diversity.?
Other friends of liberal democracy have argued that liberalism recognises ‘the fact of
pluralism’ only at the level of ideas, opinions, preferences and beliefs. In other words,
it acknowledges the existence of a ‘politics of ideas.’*

The thesié, however, focuses on the views of more dismissive critics of
egalitarian liberalism. Scholars, such as Charles Taylor, have argued that egalitarian
liberalism has adopted ‘the politics of equal dignity’ that is primarily concerned with
universalizing equal rights and entitlements to all citizens regardless of their
differences.?* Egalitarian liberalism adopts a notion of tolerance, which entails that
groups are free to assert their identity and practice their culture through the formation
of associations in the private sphere and the background culture as described by Rawls.
According to this liberal understanding the state is viewed as a neutral actor that does
not privilege or favour any particular culture. In other words, according to the
egalitarian liberal view the private sphere is the site of particularism and diversity and
the public sphere is the site of universal neutral norms and consensus. It is precisely
this undue insistence on formal equality, sameness, neutrality, and individualism that
turns, according to these critics, egalitarian liberalism ‘blind’ to the significance of
identity, authenticity, and cultural differences in the operation of politics. It is ‘the
politics of recognition’, these theorists insist, that offers effective solutions to the
main problems of egalitarian liberalism and deliberative democracy. For it proposes a

better engagement with ontological questions about culture and subjectivity. The

2 John Gray, Two Faces of Liberalism (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2000). He argues that liberalism has
two ideals of toleration. The first is ‘the ideal of a rational consensus on the best way of life’. The
second is ‘the belief that human beings can flourish in many ways of life’. Yet he claims that the
second one is the most adequate for contemporary societies because it recognises different ways of life
as legitimate. This form of toleration, Gray claims, is grounded in Berlin’s ‘value pluralism’. For a
critical assessment of Gray’s value pluralism see: William A. Galston, ‘From Value Pluralism to
Liberal Pluralism’, in Liberal Pluralism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), pp. 48-64.

2 Anne Phillips distinguishes between the “politics of ideas’ and ‘politics of presence’. Whilst the first
focuses on the diversity of ideas and preferences, the second emphasizes the importance of caucuses
and quotas of presentation. She argues that a combination between these two forms of politics is not
only possible but also necessary for modern societies. For more see: Anne Phillips, ‘Dealing with
Difference: A Politics of Ideas, or a Politics of Presence’, in Seyla, Benhabib (ed.), Democracy and
Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1996), The Politics of Presence (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995).

% Charles Taylor, ‘The Politics of Recognition’, in Amy Gutmann (ed.), Multiculturalism: Examining
the Politics of Recognition (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994), pp. 25-73.
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politics of recognition, they insist, goes beyond the traditional liberal model of
toleration and ‘benign neglect’. Advocates of the politics of recognition have opposed
this liberal view because it confines groups to the private domain and fails to
recognize publicly their distinctive identities. These advocates insist that the
citizenship status alone is insufficient to adequately address issues of group identities
and exclusion. While the move of the politics of recognition to emphasize exclusion
and the role of context, culture and identity in politics is important to democratic
inclusion, it will be argued that its tendency to insist on the existence of fixed essence
of collective identities with discrete boundaries and focus exclusively on cultural
matters raises several suspicions and risks.

Generally we can identify two main approaches within the politics of
recognition: the essentialist and the non-essentialist. The essentialist approach,
advocated by scholars such as Charles Taylor, is often referred to as ‘identity politics’.
This approach tends to view groups as fixed and given essences with discrete
boundaries and focuses exclusively on cultural recognition. Consequently, this
approach is suspect, among other things, of promoting essentialism. Essentialism is
problematic because it inhibits individual autonomy and entails risks such as closure,
hatred, exclusion, separation and balkanization. The non-essentialist approach has
been developed by cautious supporters of recognition. This approach views identities
as fluid, overlapping and hybrid; it also views recognition struggles as struggles about
cultural matters as well as distributive ones. Cautious supporters of recognition, such
as Nancy Fraser and Iris Marion Young, have both criticized ‘identity politics’ and
presented non-essentialist theories of democratic inclusion. Nancy Fraser has
criticized the model of ‘identity politics’ for its promotion of separatism, conformism,
intolerance and essentialism (she refers to this as ‘the problem of reification’).
Moreover, she argues that it displaces questions of redistribution by questions of
recognition (she refers to this as ‘the problem of displacement’). To meet these
problems, Fraser proposes what she calls the ‘status model’, a ‘non-identitarian’ form
of politics that seeks to recognize the fluidity of identities and combine redistribution
and recognition in a dual theory of social justice. Unlike scholars who claim that all
economic maldistributions can be considered as issues of recognition or Marxist
theorists who claim that all issues of cultural misrecognitions are economic issues at
origins, Fraser insists that recognition and redistribution are two distinct components

that need to be combined in a dual theory of social justice. She proposes what she
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calls ‘perspectival dualism’ to theorize and analyze the complex relationship between
redistribution and recognition.” Iris Marion Young criticizes ‘identity politics> for
reifying identities and promoting balkanization and deliberative democracy for
privileging particular modes of speech and silencing others® and for aspiring to

‘reduce difference to unity’?’

through suppressing diversity under the pretext of
consensus, impartiality, and universal views. Consequently, Young calls for an
emancipatory ‘politics of difference’ that ensures ‘the effective recognition and
representation of the distinct voices and perspectives’ of the excluded.”®

Young presents a combinatory approach that aspires to synthesize and
negotiate recognition and deliberation. This thesis focuses its examination on
combinatory approaches similar to Young’s.”> Combinatory approaches are theories
that attempt to negotiate and synthesize recognition, deliberation or dialogue.
Ultimately, these theories aim to primarily avoid the weaknesses of certain accounts
of deliberative democracy and politics of recognition and retain their strengths. They
propose to modify the politics of recognition through offering a non-essentialist or
‘relational’ social ontology that recognizes the fluidity and interdependence of social
groups and to modify deliberative democracy through recognizing modes of speech
such as story-telling, testimonies as fully legitimate modes of speech. In this thesis I
refer to the approaches of Iris Marion Young, Melissa Williams, Seyla Benhabib, and
Fred Dallmayr as combinatory theories. It will be argued that while the combinatory
approaches are the closet to offering a form of democratic inclusion that is more

attentive to historical injustices, their accounts remain insufficient because, among

 For more on Fraser’s view regarding the shift to recognition, ‘status model’, ‘perspectival dualism’
and her debate with Axel Honneth see: Nancy Fraser, ‘From Redistribution to Recognition? Dilemma
of Justice in a ‘Post-Socialist’ Age’, New Left Review, 212 (1995), pp. 68-93, ‘Rethinking Recognition’,
New Left Review, 3 (2000), pp.107-120; Nancy Fraser and Axel Honneth, Redistribution or
Recognition? A Political-Philosophical Exchange (London: Verso, 2003); Simon Thompson (review
article), ‘Is Redistribution a Form of Recognition? Comments on the Fraser-Honneth Debate’, Critical
Review of International Social and Political Philosophy, 8:1 (2005), pp. 85-102.

% Iris Marion Young, ‘Communication and the Other: Beyond Deliberative Democracy’, in Benhabib
Seyla (ed.), Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1996); Lynn Sanders, ‘Against Deliberation’, Political Theory, 25:3 (1997),
pp. 347-376.

2" Iris Marion Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference (Princeton N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1990), p.97.

2 Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference, p.184.

21 used the terms ‘combinatory approaches’ and ‘integrative approaches’ interchangeably as they both
refer to the same approaches.
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other things, they either ignore core principles of reconciliation such as collective
responsibility and apology or when they recognize the role of memory they insist on
the symmetry and equality of memory and history between the victim and the
victimizer.

Post-structural theorists, such as Judith Butler, have strongly criticized the
politics of recognition and suggested radical alternative forms of politics. These
radical forms of politics reject the view that the subject has a fixed and authentic
essence that shapes his or her identity and alternatively claim that the subject is itself a
product of discursive forces. These discursive forces construct positions of selfhood
for individuals to occupy before they start to express themselves as individuals. While
the views of these radical scholars are useful to criticize the politics of recognition,
their form of politics does not provide a successful alternative because it endorses,
among other things, excessively fluid and hybrid identities that are constantly engaged
in transcending their existing cultural, political and social boundaries. This erhphasis
on undue fluidity and transformation considerably undermines an effective democratic
accommodation because it does not seem to take seriously issues of history, context
and concrete experiences of historical injustices.

Thus far, I have introduced the four main approaches of democratic inclusion
that the thesis focuses on and briefly explained their insufficient sensitivity to
questions of historical injustices. Given their insufficient attentiveness to claims of
historical injustice, the present thesis offers ‘the politics of reconciliation’ as an
effective model for responding to such claims. The politics of reconciliation places
significant emphasis on confronting the past, acknowledging injustices and taking
responsibility and offering an apology for causing these injustices. The emphasis on
these issues is important, among other things, because it helps to bring into public
attention the specificities of the experiences of oppression and exclusion and the need
to address them. The politics of reconciliation that I defend in this thesis is one that
simultaneously refuses the blindness of deliberative democracy to history and avoids
several main risks of ‘identity politics’ and post-structuralism. Moreover, while the
combinatory approaches make the most progress towards offering a form of
democratic inclusion that is more attentive to historical injustices, their accounts
remain insufficient because they either ignore core principles of reconciliation such as
responsibility and apology or when they recognize the role of memory they insist on

the symmetry and the equality of memory and history between the oppressed and the
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oppressor. The account of reconciliation presented in this thesis does not fully endorse
essentialism but recognizes the existence of authoritative traditions that allow a
communal character of groups. Moreover, the politics of reconciliation acknowledges
the interdependence and overlapping of identities, but refuses the excessive level of
fluidity of identities that undermines the very possibility of politics. Therefore, the
politics of reconciliation that is presented here occupies a mid way between
essentialism and non-essentialism.

This account of the politics of reconciliation departs from other accounts that
emphasize the compatibility of reconciliation with democracy in that that it fleshes
out and scores a very fine balance. It does so by demanding social and cultural
transformations that require revising cultural and social norms, practices and images
and therefore undermine the fixation of identities found in essentialist theories of
recognition. Furthermore, it acknowledges that these social and cultural
transformations take time and do not occur overnight; it therefore rejects the excessive
fluidity and transformation endorsed by post-structuralist critics of recognition. The
politics of reconciliation accords a significant role for narration and story-telling that
involve interpretations and theretofore it secures a room for contestation rather than
homogeneity and consensus. Finally the politics of reconciliation seeks and embraces
the solidarity of international and local organizations and activists and therefore
extends the struggle beyond the narrow boundaries of the particular national, ethnic,
racial or cultural group.® This solidarity does not only help the politics of
reconciliation to meet the challenge of essentialism through the participations of non-
members in the struggle against historical injustices but also helps the politics of
reconciliation refute the charges raised against it as inhibiting dialogue and mutual
understanding because it allegedly supports monopoly on suffering and views the
oppressed as epistemically privileged in understanding their own condition. In other
words, seeking and embracing local and international solidarity disproves the claims
of those who accuse the politics of reconciliation as supporting the view that
experiences of oppression give rise to specific perspectives and feelings that are fully
transparent and accessible only to the oppressed and cannot be shared and understood

by those who do not live these experiences of oppression.

3% Martha Biondi stresses the importance of a transnational and national solidarity with the African
Americans’ reparations movement. See her article: ‘The Rise of Reparations Movement’, Radical
History Review, 87 (2003), p. 15.
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My intention in this thesis is five-fold. First, I seek to demonstrate that
existing core egalitarian versions of deliberative democracy, i.e., Rawls’, Habermas’,
and Gutmann and Thompson’s, fail to present a satisfactory form of politics that
effectively addresses the demands of historically excluded social groups in
historically divided and pluralistic societies. Second, to show the insufficient
attentiveness of identity politics and its post-structuralist critics to appropriately
accommodate the demands of these historically excluded social groups. Third, to
demonstrate that accounts of democratic accommodation proposed by integrative
theories, that combine recognition, deliberation or dialogue, are not sufficient to deal
with the demands of historically excluded social groups because they do not fully
address core issues that lie at the basis of these demands. Most importantly among
these issues are: collective memory of exclusion, acknowledgement of historical
injustices and harms, taking responsibility and offering an apology for causing these
injustices and harms. Fourth, I argue that it is the notion of reconciliation that
encompasses these core issues. Finally, to claim that deliberation and recognition,
understood in a certain way, are not rival or competitive concepts to reconciliation but
are complementary ones. Now I move to describe how the arguments unfold in the
chapters to follow.

Chapter 2 explores three main theories of deliberative democracy.?’ More

specifically, it sets out to describe Rawls’, Haberms’ and Gutmann and Thompson’s

' 1t should be emphasized that these three theories of deliberative democracy do not provide an
exhaustive list of the egalitarian theories of deliberative democracy. Yet, the two main theories of
egalitarian deliberative democracy are Rawls’ and Habermas’. There are several attempts that draw on
the work of Rawls and Habermas to develop deliberative theories of democracy that are not discussed
in this thesis primarily because of concerns of scope and also because of the weaknesses of these
theories. Among these attempts are the theories of John Dryzek and James Bohman. John Dryzek
develops a discursive theory of democracy that is supposedly distinct from other theories. He argues
that his theory of discursive democracy is ‘pluralistic in embracing the necessity to communicate across
difference without erasing difference, reflexive in its questioning orientation to established traditions
(including the tradition of deliberative democracy itself), transnational in its capacity to extend across
state boundaries into settings where there is no constitutional framework, ecological in terms of
openness to communication with non-human nature, and dynamic in its openness to ever-changing
constraints upon and opportunities for democratisation’. Though his theory seems to be attractive, I do
not discuss it in the thesis because, among other things, of its eclectic character and the over-
exaggerated harmony that is implicitly assumed among its different components (pluralistic, reflexive,
transnational, ecological, and dynamic). John Dryzek, Deliberative Democracy and Beyond.: Liberals,
Critics, Contestations. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000). James Bohman draws on Habermas’
and Rawls’ ideas and develops his own version of deliberative democracy. He argues that the main
problem of Rawls’ and Habermas’ theories is their assumption about the existence of an impartial and
neutral standpoint leading to universally accepted reasons and norms. They are both, he claims,
committed to unrealistic assumptions concerning public deliberation. Bohman recognizes the influence
of structural inequalities and ideology on inhibiting public deliberation. He insists on two conditions
that any moral compromise should meet in order to be considered as fair. The first is ‘if they take
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approaches to deliberation as the standard approach to the politics of accommodation
in pluralist societies.’? It goes on to offer a critique of their adequacy to accommodate
the claims of historically excluded social groups. The chapter argues that these
deliberative theories are wanting. More specifically, it argues that these theories,
rather than and despite their subtle and substantial differences, are insufficiently
attentive to claims of historical exclusion and injustice. Rawls’ notions of politics and
public reason, it will be argued, give rise to several problems that make the task of
accommodating historical injustices very difficult. Most importantly among these
problems are: cultural imperialism, denying the role of history and memory in politics,
privileging elitist rational forms of communication, and excessive legalism. Gutmann
and Thompson’s theory of deliberative democracy, it will be claimed, suffers from
several problems that undermine its ability to effectively accommodate claims of

historical exclusion. Most importantly among these problems are: ignoring the role of

deliberative inequalities into account’ and the second is ‘if they promote the ongoing participation of
all groups in a common deliberative political community. He considers the assimilation of deliberative
democracy into liberal constitutionalism as a sign of maturity of the debate of deliberative democracy.
He argues that the formidable challenges to deliberative democracy are pluralization, globalisation and
social differentiation. These challenges necessitate the emergence of a new mode of publicity that
‘preserves the democratic virtues of the older universalistic interpretation and increases its problem-
solving power.” While Bohman’s theory aspires to propose a more adequate version of deliberative
democracy than the Rawlsian and Habermasian by being more sensitive to cultural pluralism and
concrete real politics, his theory suffers from some serious deficiencies. Firstly, Bohman is unable to
provide support for either one of the two standards of fair moral compromises. Secondly, it seems that
for Bohman the maturity of the debate in the field means giving up more and more radical discursive
democracy components and adopting more typical liberal and procedural elements. Finally, Bohman
celebrates globalisation and cosmopolitan public sphere without indicating who benefits from them, the
globalisers or the globalised. For more on James Bohman ‘s version of deliberative democracy see:
James Bohman, Public Deliberation (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1996); ‘The Coming Age of
Deliberative Democracy’, The Journal of Political Philosophy, 6:4 (1998), pp. 400-425; ‘Citizenship
and Norms of Publicity: Wide Public Reason in Cosmopolitan Societies’, Political Theory, 27:2 (1999),
pp. 176-202 ; ‘Distorted Communication: Formal Pragmatics as a Critical Theory’, in L. Hahn (ed.)
Perspectives on Habermas (Indianapolis: Open Court, 2000).

32 John Rawls, ‘Justice as Fairness: Political not Metaphysical’, Philosophy and Public Affairs, 14:3
(1985), pp. 223-251, Political Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), ‘The Idea of
Public Reason Revisited’, The University of Chicago Law Review, 64:3 (1997), pp. 765-807, A Theory
of Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999); Jurgen Habermas, ‘Struggles for Recognition in
Constitutional States’, European Journal of Philosophy, 1:2 (1993), pp. 128-155, ‘Three Normative
Models of Democracy’, Constellations, 1:1 (1994), pp. 1-10, Between Facts and Norms: Contributions
to a Discourse Theory of Law and Democracy trans, William Rehg (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
1996), On the Pragmatics of Social Interaction: Preliminary Studies in the Theory of Communicative
Action trans. Barbara Fultner (Cambridge, Mass: The MIT Press, 2001), ‘Constitutional Democracy: A
Paradoxical Union of Contradictory Principles?’, Political Theory, 29:6 (2001), pp. 766-781,
‘Religious Tolerance- The Peacemaking of Cultural Rights’, Philosophy, 79 (2004), pp. 5-18; Amy
Gutmman, and Dennis Thompson, Democracy and Disagreement (Cambridge MA: Harvard University
Press, 1996), ‘Why Deliberative Democracy is Different’, Social Philosophy and Policy, 17:1 (2000),
pp. 161-180, ‘The Moral Foundations of Truth Commissions’, in Robert I. Rotberg and Dennis
Thompson (eds.) Truth V. Justice: The Morality of Truth Commissions (Princeton N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 2000), pp. 22-23.
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identities in generating political conflicts, postulating the mutual acceptance prior to
the process of reconciliation, and the operation of the idea of reasonableness as a
mechanism of exclusion. Habermas® theory of deliberative democracy, it will be
argued, is inadequate primarily because it relies on excessive proceduralism and
legalism, favours rational and disembodied modes of speech, brackets power relations
from moral reasoning and determining ‘reasonableness’, and gives primacy to the
state as the ultimate frame for political authority and therefore fails to capture the
claims of historically excluded social groups that undermine the notion of statehood
by their demand to separate or secede.

The inadequacies of Rawls’, Habermas’, and Gutmann and Thompson’
theories of deliberative democracy to effectively deal with demands of historically
excluded social groups, stem primarily from their failure to engage seriously with
context, cultural embeddedness, identity, and concrete experiences of exclusion and
oppression. Consequently, this failure has led to a turn away from simple deliberation
to a ‘politics of recognition’ that is based on a thicker notion of social ontology. In
chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6 I turn to focus on questions of social ontology that are
undervalued by deliberative democracy and seem to underlie the claims of historically
excluded social groups. The key ontological components that will be discussed are
self, culture, representation, and intercultural dialogue. The turn to a different social
ontology than the one that underlies deliberative democracy is what is offered by ‘the
politics of recognition’ and ‘integrative theories’.

Chapter 3 explores Rawls’ atomistic and Habermas’ intersubjective notions of
the self.>® Relying chiefly on communitarian criticisms, the chapter argues that Rawls’

and Habermas’ notions of selfhood both underplay, among other things, the

* John Rawls, Political Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), 4 Theory of Justice
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999); Michael Sandel, Liberalism and The Limits of Justice
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998); Jurgen Habermas, Postmetaphysical Thinking:
Philosophical Essay (Oxford: Polity Press, 1992), On the Pragmatics of Social Interaction:
Preliminary Studies in the Theory of Communicative Action, trans. Barbara Fultner (Cambridge, Mass:
The MIT Press, 2001); Charles Taylor, Hegel and Modern Society, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1979), pp. 157-159, Philosophy and the Human Sciences, Philosophical Papers 2 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1985), Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989); Axel Honneth, ‘Recognition I: Invisibility: On the
Epistemology of ‘Recognition”’, Aristotelian Society Supp (75), (2001), pp. 111-126. (Trans. Maeve
Cooke and Jeff Seitzer), The Struggle for Recognition: The Moral Grammar of Social Conflicts
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995), The Fragmented World of the Social (ed.) Charles W. Wright (Albany
NY: State University of New York Press, 1995); Judith Butler, ‘Contingent Foundations’, in Feminist
Contentions: A Philosophical Exchange, Seyla Benhabib, Judith Butler, Drucilla Comell, Nancy Fraser
(New York: Routledge, 1995), pp. 35-57. Introduction by Linda Nicholson.

29



significance of culture, context and history in the process of identity formation for the
sake of determining the governing principles and procedures of social justice and
legitimacy. In other words, they both tend to view culture and history as insignificant
to politics, namely insignificant to achieve freedom, equality and social justice. The
chapter goes on to argue that it is precisely this denial of the significance of history
and culture to identity and politics which makes their theories insufficiently attentive
to claims of historical injustices raised by historically excluded social groups. The
communitarian critique has significantly contributed to the rise of a particular form of
the politics of recognition, namely ‘identity politics’, which emphasizes
embeddedness, situatedness, cultural distinctiveness and difference.

Chapter 4 focuses on ‘identity politics® and its weaknesses. More precisely, it
discusses Charles Taylor’s ‘politics of recognition’ and Judith Butler’s criticisms of
identity politics.>* Taylor has challenged the atomism and blindness to cultural
differences that underlie dominant contemporary accounts of liberalism.>> He has

proposed ‘the politics of recognition’ as an alternative form to a difference-blind

34 Charles Taylor, Hegel and Modern Society (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), Sources
of the Self (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), The Ethics of Authenticity (London:
Harvard University Press, 1992), ‘The Politics of Recognition’, in Amy Gutmann (ed.),
Multiculturalism: Examining the Politics of Recognition (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1994), pp. 25-73; James Tully (ed.), Philosophy in An Age of Pluralism: The Philosophy of Charles
Taylor in Question (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994); John Horton, ‘Charles Taylor:
Selfhood, Community and Democracy’, in April Carter and Geoffrey Stokes (eds.), Liberal Democracy
and Its Critics (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1998), pp. 155-174; Joel Anderson, ‘The Personal Lives of
Strong Evaluators: Identity, Pluralism, and Ontology in Charles Taylor’s Value Theory’, Constellations,
3:1 (1996), pp. 17-38; Michael Kenny, ‘Liberalism and the Politics of Recognition’ in The Politics of
Identity: Liberal Political Theory and the Dilemmas of Difference (Cambridge, Polity Press, 2004), pp.
148-168; Brian Barry, Culture and Equality: An Egalitarian Critique of Multiculturalism (Cambridge,
MA.: Harvard University Press, 2001); Nancy Fraser, ‘Rethinking Recognition’, New Left Review, 3
(2000), pp. 107-120; Jacob T. Levy, The Multiculturalism of Fear (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2000); Linda Nicholson, ‘To Be or Not To Be: Charles Taylor and The Politic of Recognition’,
Constellations, 3:1 (1996), pp. 1-16; Maeve Cooke, ‘Authenticity and Autonomy: Taylor, Habermas,
and the Politics of Recognition’, Political Theory, 25:2 (1997), pp. 258-288; Paul Saurette, (review
essay), ‘Questioning Political Theory: Charles Taylor’s Contrarianism’, Political Theory, 32:5 (2004),
pp. 723-733; Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity (New York:
Routledge, 1990), pp. 16-25, ‘Contingent Foundations’, in Feminist Contentions: a philosophical
exchange, (New York: Routledge, 1995), pp. 33-57; Seyla Benhabib, ‘Subjectivity, Historiography,
and Politics’ in Feminist Contentions (New York: Routledge, 1995), pp. 108-111.

33 For more on Taylor’s views see: Charles Taylor, Hegel and Modern Society (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1979); Sources of the Self (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), The
Ethics of Authenticity (London: Harvard University Press, 1992), *The Politics of Recognition’, in Amy
Gutmann (ed.), Multiculturalism: Examining the Politics of Recognition (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1994), pp. 25-73.
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liberalism.*® Taylor grounds his account of politics on a dialogical notion of selfhood
that accords significant roles to identity, culture and difference. The chapter argues
that while Taylor’s demand to give due recognition to excluded and oppressed social
groups is an important progress that goes beyond the liberal notion of tolerance that
underlies Rawls’ and Habermas’ theories, his notion of recognition seems to rely on
an essentialist conception of culture which poses serious challenges to his account of
democratic accommodation. Moreover, it argues that while Butler’s views pose some
significant challenges to identity politics by revealing the oppositional logic that lies
at its core and the important role power relations play in identity formation, her post-
structuralist model of identity is not persuasive because, among other things, it
postulates an experimental and hybrid self that is expected to continuously transcend
and transform its limits and boundaries. This agonistic self looks like the liberal self,
at least, in being detached from cultural and political context.

Chapter 5 explores the ontological issue of representation which is viewed as
one of the core components of democratic accommodation. The chapter argues that
the diverse notions of representation employed by proponents of identity politics,
post-modern critics of identity politics, and integrative theorists are insufficiently
attentive to demands of historically excluded social groups. More specifically, the
chapter argues that proponents of identity politics have primarily relied on a
descriptive Aristotelian notion of representation when they demand the representation
of excluded social groups. This descriptive Aristotelian notion, it will be argued, is
problematic because it leads to the promotion of essentialism, fixation, closure,
balkanization, and homogeneity. To free identity and politics from the ‘chains’ of
essentialism, fixation and homogeneity, post-modern theorists such as Deleuze and
Guattari have developed a non-essentialist and hybrid notion of representation. The
chapter claims that Deleuze and Guattari’s notion of representation is unpersuasive
because while they try to avoid the risks of essentialism, closure, hierarchy and

homogeneity, they celebrate excessive hybridity and fluidity that undermine the very

3 The term ‘the politics of recognition’ appears in Taylor famous piece: ‘The Politics of Recognition’,
in Amy Gutmann (ed.), Multiculturalism: Examining the Politics of Recognition (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1994), pp. 25-73. It should be noted here, however, that in the literature
‘the politics of recognition’ is often distinguished from ‘identity politics’ because the first is a more
inclusive category than the second. Identity politics tend not to address political and social exclusion
rooted in class and economy for instance. In this thesis I consider Taylor’s theory mostly as ‘identity
politics® because of its principal emphasis on cultural recognition.
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possibility of politics and identity. Moreover, they do not provide guidance on how to
transfer their views into concrete and practical mechanisms of representation. Finally,
the dispute between those who view group representation as a positive tool to achieve
inclusion and those who view it as a negative instrument that essentialises identities
and reproduces existing hierarchies, has given rise to integrative approaches that aim
to combine components from both sides and offer more elaborated notions of
representation. The chapter goes on to argue that the modified and integrative notions
of representation proposed by scholars such as Iris Marion Young and Melissa
Williams are attractive but incomplete. It argues that while their notions of
representation are more appealing than the hitherto discussed ones because of their
attempt to take social inequalities, experiences of exclusion, history and memory
seriously and combine procedural as well as substantive political principles, they
remain insufficient. For while Young’s account unwillingly comes too close to the
liberal interest-group pluralism and rests on two conflictual and mutually exclusive
commitments and the issue of impartiality that she consistently dismisses, Williams’
forward oriented account fails to fully recognize the role of past wrongs and the
significance of asymmetries in taking responsibilities on causing these past wrongs.’’
Chapter 6 focuses on the integrative approaches of Bhikhu Parekh, Seyla
Benhabib and Fred Dallmayr. It goes on to argue that they have not been entirely
successful in fulfilling their promise to propose effective accounts of democratic
inclusion that are capable of fully accommodating demands of historically excluded
social groups. More precisely, the chapter examines the revised notions of

intercultural dialogue and deliberation enthusiastically proposed by Bhikhu Parekh,

*7 Judith Squires, Gender in Political Theory (Malden, Mass: Polity Press, 1999); Dorothea Olkowski,
Gilles Deleuze and The Ruin of Representation (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999); Gilles
Deleuze and Felix Guattari, Nomadology:T he War Machine (New York: Semiotex(e), 1994); Nathan
Widder, Genealogies of Difference (Urbana, IIL.: University of Illinois Press, 2002); Jacques Derrida,
‘Sending: On Representation’, trans. Peter Dews and Mary Dews, Social Research, 49 (1982), pp. 294-
326; Iris Marion Young, Inclusion and Democracy (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), Justice
and the Politic of Difference (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990), ‘Activist Challenges
to Deliberative Democracy’, Political Theory, 29:5 (2001), pp. 670-690; Anne Phillips, The Politics of
Presence (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), ‘Dealing with Difference: A Politics of Ideas, or a
Politics of Presence’, in Seyla, Benhabib (ed.), Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries
of the Political (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1996); Melissa S. Williams, Voice, Trust
and Memory: Marginalized Groups and the Failings of Liberal Representation, (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1998); Hanna F. Pitkin, The Concepto f Representation (Berkeley: London
University of California Press, 1972); David Plotke, ‘Representation is Democracy’, Constellations,
4:1 (1997), pp. 19-34; Bernard Manin, The Principles of Representative Government (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997).
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Seyla Benhabib and Fred Dallmayr. It argues that while each of these three accounts
has several different merits, each fails to fully accommodate claims of historical
exclusion. It will be argued that the failure of these accounts stems, among other
things, from ignoring the significance of collective memory of exclusion (clearly not
in the case of Dallmayr and to a lesser extent in the case of Benhabib),
acknowledgment of historical injustices and harms and taking responsibility and
offering an apology for causing these historical injustices and harms.*®

Up to now, the discussion has focused on the inadequacies of egalitarian
theories of deliberative democracy, identity politics and its post-structuralist critics
and integrative approaches to accommodate appropriately demands of historical
exclusion and oppression. Their inadequacies stem primarily, but not exclusively,
from overlooking the significance of crucial issues that reside at the basis of the
claims of historically excluded social groups. These crucial issues include: collective
memory of exclusion, acknowledgment of historical injustices, and taking
responsibility and offering an apology for causing these historical injustices.
Consequently, there is a need for a proper ‘candidate’ that is capable of capturing
these crucial issues and thus accommodating appropriately demands of historically
excluded social groups.

Chapter 7 introduces the notion of reconciliation that is often discussed in
International Relations and conflict resolution literatures. It goes on to argue that it is
‘the politics of reconciliation’ that promises an effective accommodation to the
demands of historically excluded social groups. More precisely, it argues that the

politics of reconciliation successfully encompasses the three overlooked issues which

% Seyla Benhabib, The Claims of Culture: Equality and Diversity in the Global Era, (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 2002), Situating the Self: Gender, Community and Postmodernism in
Contemporary Ethics (Oxford: Polity Press, 1992), ‘Epistemology of Postmodernism: A Rejoinder to
Jean-Francois Lyotard’ in Feminism/ Postmodernism edited by Linda J. Nicholson (New York;
London: Routledge, 1989), pp. 105-130; Bhikhu Parekh, Rethinking Multiculturalism: Cultural
Diversity and Political Theory (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2000); Fred R. Dallmayr, Beyond
Orientalism: Essays on Cross-Cultural Encounters (Albany: State University of New York Press,
1996), Alternative Visions: Paths in the Global Village (Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 1998),
Dialogue Among Civilizations: Some Exemplary Voices (Palgrave, 2001), ‘A Gadamerian Perspective
on Civilizational Dialogue’, Global Dialogue, 3:1 (2001), pp. 64-75; Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and
Method (London: Sheed and Ward, 1975); Hans-Herbert Kogler, The Power of Dialogue: Critical
Hermeneutic after Gadamer and Foucault (trans.) Paul Hendrickson (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
1996); Diane P. Michelfelder & Richard E. Palmer (eds.), Dialogue and Deconstruction: The
Gadamer-Derrida Encounter (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1989); Simone Dentih,
Bakhtinian Thought: An Introductory Reader (London ; New York : Routledge, 1995); Tzvetan
Todorov, The Conquest of America: The Question of The Other trans. by Richard Howard (New York:
Harper& Row, 1984); Charles Taylor, ‘Understanding and Ethnocentricity’ in Philosophy and Human
Sciences (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1985).
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lie at the core of demands of historical exclusion and offers appealing answers to
several accusations that are raised against it. The politics of reconciliation, it will be
argued, proposes an effective accommodation to demands of historically excluded
social groups because its main principles and characteristics enable serious
engagement with the specificities of experiences of historical exclusion and
oppression.* More specifically, this chapter suggests a fourfold argument. First, it
demonstrates that the politics of reconciliation captures more adequately the issues of
collective memory of exclusion, acknowledgement of historical injustices and taking
responsibility and offering an apology for causing these injustices. Second, the
politics of reconciliation, it will propose, offers convincing answers to several charges,
such as essentialism and consensus, which are often levelled against it. Third,
reconciliation needs not be viewed as an alternative concept to deliberation and
recognition but as a supplement to them. Fourth, the principles of reconciliation, it
will be shown, are applicable to milder as well as to mortal conflicts although their
relevance is more urgent in the latter type.

The thesis concludes that the ‘politics of reconciliation’ is indispensable to
effectively tackle the demands of historically excluded social groups. However, in
dealing with demands of historically excluded social groups, reconciliation is not and
should not be viewed as a conclusive exhaustive concept. Rather, it is a supplement to
recognition and deliberative politics. The politics of reconciliation is not exclusively a
state-focused one and it does not favour only one single moral feature. It recognizes
the significance of other complex-pressing objectives and values relevant to politics.

The politics of reconciliation, therefore, is not an ultimate universal recipe with static

% Paul Muldoon, ‘Reconciliation and Political Legitimacy: The Old Australia and the New South
Africa’, Australian Journalo f Politics and History, 49:2 (2003), pp. 182-196; Andrew Schaap, ‘Guilty
Subjects and Political Responsibility: Arendt, Jaspers and the Resonance of the ‘German Question’ in
Politics of Reconciliation’, Political Studies, 49:4 (2001), pp. 749-766, ‘ Agonism in Divided Societies’,
Philosophy and Social Criticism, 32:2 (2006), pp. 255-277; Roy L. Brooks (ed.), When Sorry Isn't
Enough: The Controversy over Apologies and Reparations for Human Rights (New York: New York
University Press, 1999); Carol A.L. Prager and Trudy Govier (eds.), Dilemmas of Reconciliation:
Cases and Concepts (Wtaerloo, Ont.: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2003); William J. Long and
Peter Brecke, War and Reconciliation: Reason and Emotion in Conflict Resolution, (The MIT Press,
2003); Thomas McCarthy, ‘Vergangenheitsbewdltigung in the USA: On the Politics of Memory of
Slavery’, Political Theory, 30:5 (2002), pp. 623-648, ‘Coming to Terms with Our Past, Part II: On the
Morality and Politics of Reparations for Slavery’, Political Theory, 32:6 (2004), pp. 750-772; Burke A.
Hendrix, ‘Memory in Native American Land Claims’, Political Theory, 33:6 (2005), pp. 763-785;
Emilios A. Christodoulidis, ‘“Truth and Reconciliation’ as Risks’ Social and Legal Studies, 9:2 (2000),
pp- 188-190; John Borneman, ‘Reconciliation after Ethnic Cleansing: Listening, Retribution,
Affiliation’, Public Culture, 14:2 (2002), pp. 281-304; Daan Bronkhorst, Truth Commissions and
Transitional Justice: A Short Guide for Users (Amnesty International Dutch Section, 2003).
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ingredients for resolving conflicts in pluralistic societies; rather, it provides guidelines
that are likely to take different forms and orders in different contexts.

The thesis is original because it analyses and demonstrates the insufficient
adequacies of egalitarian theories of deliberative democracy, identity politics and its
post-structuralist critics, and some integrative approaches to accommodate the claims
of social groups that have suffered some form of historical exclusion and injustice.
By introducing the concept of reconciliation, the thesis proposes a supplement to the
deliberative democracy and the politics of recognition. In other words, the originality
lies in providing a supplement to and therefore transforming deliberative democracy
and the politics of recognition and their ability to address political problems of
historically excluded social groups. This thesis, however, does not aim to replace
deliberation and recognition with new substitutes but aspires to offer a new
interpretation of these theories and supplement them with a politics of reconciliation.
Briefly, the thesis offers a new interpretation of familiar issues in different disciplines
and the novel task has been to bring them together. The application of the ethic of
reconciliation, from International Relations and conflict resolution, to democratic
theory makes a significant contribution to the field and the opening of a new research
agenda for normative theories of democratic accommodation in historically divided

and pluralistic societies.
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2. THEORIES OF DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY

This chapter focuses on the adequacy of three main egalitarian theories of
deliberative democracy to accommodate the demands of social groups that have
suffered some form of historical exclusion. Deliberative democracy has emerged as an
alternative model to the ‘aggregative model of democracy’ that prevailed in Western
societies after the Second World War.! The aggregative model views democracy as a
set of mechanisms and institutional arrangements that regulate competition for
political leadership among interest groups. According to the aggregative model,
democracy does not embody specific moral values or principles but it is just a system
that facilitates competition on political leadership. Citizens are organized in
associations, aggregations, parties and other forms of interest groups that compete
over political power. These interest groups are supposed to pursue the interests of
their members. The reduction of politics to aggregation of interests, the divorce

between democracy and substantial moral principles and growing concerns about

! Thinkers such as Benjamin Barber, Richard Dagger and Michael Sandel have developed other models
of democracy, such as participatory (strong) and republican democracy, as alternatives to liberal
democracy. This chapter does not, however, address these models of democracy. Nonetheless, these
thinkers underscore and specify a number of civic obligations. The principal among them is the claim
that participation in public affairs fights individualism and ultimately enhances mutual understanding,
solidarity and common good politics. Some of them are even willing to coerce it through mandatory
voting for example. Yet, these models of democracy do not seem to be compelling or seriously deal
with pluralism. For their inclusive concept of citizenship and their over-exaggerated emphasis on
commonality can easily endanger individual freedom and autonomy. Moreover, at the foundation of
their politics lies the thrust to sameness and unity. For more about these models of democracy see:
Benjamin Barber, Strong Democracy: Participatory Politics for a New Age(B erkeley, California:
University of California Press, 1984); Richard Dagger, Civic Virtues: Rights, Citizenship, and
Republican Liberalism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997); David Held, Models of Democracy
(Oxford: Polity Press, 1996). William E. Connolly and Chantal Mouffe have developed more
radical/agonistic models of democracy. While these models provide, among other things, unusual
insights about the constitution of identity, subjectivity and the boundaries of the political, their
overemphasis on the undecidability of democratic politics as a constitutive condition can easily lead to
paralysis and under special circumstances even license chaos. For more about these thinkers’ accounts
of democracy and their weaknesses see: William E. Connolly, identity/ difference: Democratic
Negotiations of Political Paradox (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991); Chantal Mouffe,
‘Democracy, Power, and the “Political” in Seyla Benhabib (ed.), Democracy and Difference:
Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1996), pp. 245-
256, Dimensions of Radical Democracy (London: Verso, 1992), The Democratic Paradox (London:
Verso, 2000); Arash Abizadeh, ‘Does Collective Identity Presuppose an Other? On the Alleged
Incoherence of Global Solidarity’, American Political Science Review, 99:1 (2005), pp. 45-60; and
Mark Devenney, Ethics and Politics in Contemporary Theory: Between Critical Theory and Post-
Marxism (London: Routledge, 2004).
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questions of political legitimacy, cultural pluralism and social justice have led
thinkers such as Rawls and Habermas to offer alternative theories of democracy that
take seriously these challenges and concerns. This chapter sets out to describe the
Rawlsian and Habermasian approaches to deliberation as the standard approach to the
politics of accommodation in pluralist societies.” Both approaches are fundamentally
concerned with spelling out the conditions under which collective political decisions
should be regarded as legitimate expressions of the collective will of the people. More
specifically, they both develop a political theory grounded in deliberation that seeks to
combine liberal and democratic principles while avoiding the problem of
majoritarianism. They aspire to achieve this task by replacing the instrumental
rationality (means-ends) of the aggregative model by a different version of rationality
(communicative rationality) that is based on a different understanding of reason. This
new version of rationality is grounded on unconstrained communicative action in
Habermas’ theory and on free public reason in Rawls’. The deliberative process, they
claim, must be governed by a set of basic principles that guarantee fair procedures that
yield legitimate collective decisions. Legitimate collective decisions are the outcome
of a procedure of free and reasoned deliberation among morally and politically equal
individuals. While Habermas views legitimacy as the key issue of a functioning
democracy and Rawls invokes justice as the key issue of a well-ordered society, both
however seek to achieve rational consensus. The aim of this rational consensus is to
ground the liberal institutions on a stable ground and secure their future.

Rawls’ and Habermas’ theories are the main two egalitarian theories of
deliberative democracy. Several scholars have relied on their views to develop
modified versions of deliberative democracy. From these modified versions I will
particularly focus on Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson’s version of deliberative
democracy because of their claim that their theory provides the most adequate
framework to justify and assess the work of truth commissions and address historical
injustice. The chapter offers a critique of the adequacy of these three theories to

accommodate the claims and self-understanding of historically excluded social groups

21 consider Rawls’ liberal egalitarian theory of deliberative democracy and Habermas® theory of
deliberative democracy to be two dimensions of the same project. For both theories are dominantly
governed by liberal principles and values. Notice what Habermas says about Rawls’ theory of political
liberalism: ‘I admire this project, share its intentions, and regard its essential results as correct, the
dissent 1 express here will remain within the bounds of a familial dispute’. Jurgen Habermas,
‘Reconciliation Through the Public Use of Reason,’ The Journal of Philosophy, 92:3 (1995), p. 110.
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in complex plural societies. The chapter argues that these three approaches fail to
sufficiently address issues of historical injustices. The chapter is divided into three
parts. The first part deals with Rawls’ theory. Gutmann and Thompson’s theory is the
focus of the second part. The final part is devoted to Habermas’ accounts of discursive

democracy. I shall now turn to the first part.

Part1

Rawlsian deliberative democracy

Liberal egalitarianism places individual’s rights and interests at the heart of its
political order. According to the liberal view, the main concern of the individual is to
pursue her private interest within the limits drawn by law. Therefore, the citizen is
conceived as a bearer of negative civil and political rights and certain positive rights
to welfare.> As a bearer of these rights, she enjoys protection against government
intervention as well as protection from other citizens. Consequently, liberal politics is
primarily about compromise and the aggregation of predetermined interests under the
auspices of a neutral constitution. The fear that self-interested individuals turn public
power into private advantage then necessitates a set of neutral constitutional rights to
protect individuals against government and against each other.

Recently some political theorists have argued for a strong and genuine linkage
between a constitutional liberal version of democracy and deliberative democracy.*
Yet, a few thinkers are also suspicious of this connection. They are suspicious because
according to them deliberative democracy by definition is open to preference change
and provides protection against manipulation and power within political interaction,

while liberal democracy by definition deals only with reconciliation and aggregation

* It should be clear that citizens not only have rights but also duties such as respecting the law and
paying taxes. Yet I assume that such duties are implied in the rights the citizens are entitled to. For
more on this view see the chapter on community in Adam Swift, Political Philosophy: A Beginners'
Guide for Students and Politicians (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2002).

* John Dryzek points out three arguments in which deliberative democracy can be assimilated into
liberalism. First, deliberative principles justify liberal rights. Second, liberal constitutions promote
deliberation. Third, constitution making is itself a deliberative process. For more see: John Dryzek,
Deliberative Democracy and Beyond: Liberals, Critics, Contestations (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), pp. 11-14.
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of preferences defined prior to political interaction.’ Therefore, they conclude that any
attempt to assimilate deliberative democracy into liberalism is problematic and will be
unsuccessful. However, most of the thinkers discussed in this chapter not only see the

marriage between liberalism and deliberative democracy as possible but also desirable.

Rawls: public reason and constitutional democracy

The linkage between liberalism and deliberative democracy has been strongly
advocated by John Rawls. He claims that there are three fundamental elements that
constitute deliberative democracy, ‘public reason’, ‘a framework of constitutional
democratic institutions that specifies the setting for deliberative legislative body’, and
‘knowledge and desire on the part of citizens generally to follow public reason and to
realise its details in their political conduct’, which in turn requires ‘public occasions
of orderly and serious discussion of fundamental questions and issues of public
policy.”® He argues that his idea of ‘a well-ordered constitutional democracy’ should
be ‘understood also as deliberative democracy.’’

According to him, public reason is a set of commitments that individuals must
adopt before they enter the public arena, not what they will be encouraged to discover
once they are there. Deliberation is a personal reflection that individuals make on their
own. Therefore, a solitary thinker can reason publicly. He implies that all individuals
will reason in the same way, and must ultimately reach the same conclusions.
Rawlsian public reason is singular and produces rational consensus. Deliberation
guided by public reason, he argues, should only be about constitutional affairs and

what he calls ‘matters of basic justice’. As he puts it:

In a democratic society public reason is the reason of equal citizens

who, as a collective body, exercise final political and coercive power

5 This argument is a contested one. More about this distinction can be found in: David Miller,
‘Deliberative Democracy and Social Choice’, Political Studies, 40: special issue (1992), pp. 54-67.

¢ John Rawls, ‘The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’, The University of Chicago Law Review, 64:3
(1997), p. 772.

" Rawls, ‘The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’ , pp- 771-772.
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over one another in enacting laws and in amending the constitution.
The first point is that the limits imposed by public reason do not apply
it to all political questions but only to those involving what we may

call “constitutional essentials” and questions of basic justice...?

Basic justice refers to equality of opportunity and the fair distribution of material
goods.® These questions of basic justice and constitutional essentials have to be
discussed only in what he calls the ‘public political forum’. This forum is constituted
from three parts, the discourse of judges and their decisions, the discourse of
government officials, and finally, the discourse of candidates for public office and
their campaign managers.'° This forum is viewed as a neutral platform where citizens
are expected to reach rational consensus on basic universal principles that should
guide and govern solutions and decisions regarding matters of public interest, i.c.,
justice and constitutional affairs. Moreover, these principles are viewed as neutral
towards different and conflicting notions of the good life.

The idea of public reason, Rawls insists, does not apply to what he calls the
‘background culture’ or to media of any kind. This culture, he maintains, comprises
universities, churches, and all kinds of associations. It is not guided by one central
idea of public reason but by diverse forms of non-public reason. However, he states
that political liberalism favours arguments and discussions about common good in the
background culture as well. Briefly, public reason, according to Rawls, operates in the
public sphere and non-public reasons operate in the ‘background culture’ or civil
society. Consequently, in his view, the public sphere ‘is not located in civil society but
in the state and its organizations, including first and foremost the legal sphere and its
institutions.”'! Public reason, in Rawls’ theory, is viewed as a site where citizens are
expected to be detached from their concrete situations and circumstances and use
universal forms of rationality and reasoning to deliberate on fundamental matters of

justice. Rawls draws a very rigid distinction between the public and private sphere.

8 Rawls, Political Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), p. 214.

® John Dryzek, Deliberative Democracy and Beyond: Liberals, Critics, Contestations (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), p. 14.

19 Rawls, ‘The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’, p. 767.

"1 Benhabib, ‘Deliberative Rationality and Models of Democratic Legitimacy’, pp. 36-37.
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While the former is governed by public reason that requires rational consensus and
unity, the latter is governed by non-public reason that allows diversity and pluralism.
Rawls goes on to argue that individuals are endowed with two identities, public and
non-public, that they possess in different spheres. While public identity views the
individual as a ‘citizen’ that is constituted by rights of political participation and
communication (‘liberties of the ancients’), the non-public identity views the
individual as a ‘person’ that is protected by basic liberal rights (‘liberties of the
moderns’; subjective liberties such as liberty of belief and conscience, the protection
of life, personal liberty and property).'? In Rawls’ theory the basic liberties that
protect individuals in the private realm have priority over the political democratic
liberties. The democratic liberties are viewed as an instrument that serves the
preservation of the basic subjective liberties. Rawls maintains that the distinction
between the public and the private realms enables us to achieve a just political society
and base the liberal institutions on a stable ground and to secure their future. This aim
is attained through the insulation of the public political sphere form controversial
ontological issues of the good life that might inflame and enhance disagreements.
These controversial ontological issues are ruled out by the ‘veil of ignorance’ and
relegated to the ‘background culture’. Briefly, Rawls’ theory consistently restricts
information, selectively chooses the conditions of the framework of his theory, and
strategically avoids fundamental relevant controversial questions so it achieves a
coherent, freestanding and self-contained theory of a just society. This theory
constitutes a framework from within which citizens assess existing institutions and

policies.

Shortcomings and weaknesses in Rawls’ account

In this section I will examine the ability of Rawls’ notion of politics and public
reason to democratically accommodate the claims of groups that have suffered some
form of historical exclusion and injustice. I will argue that Rawls’ notions of politics
and public reason give rise to several problems that make the task of accommodating

historical injustices very difficult. Most importantly among these problems are:

"2 For more on reconciling the ‘liberties of the ancients’ and the ‘liberties of the moderns’ see Jurgen
Habermas, ‘Reconciliation Through the Public Use of Reason,’” Journal of Philosophy, 92:3 (1995), p.
127.
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cultural imperialism, denying the role of history and memory in politics, privileging
elitist rational forms of communication, and excessive legalism.

The first problem is cultural imperialism. Cultural imperialism is experienced
when the dominant and hegemonic group universalises its perspectives,
interpretations of events and history, experiences, and cultural beliefs and practices
and constructs them as the norm and views those who have different experiences,
values, beliefs and perspectives as outsiders, inferiors and deviants. Several scholars
have argued that the impartial liberal principles of justice advocated by Rawls reflect
the values, beliefs, perspectives and experiences of the hegemonic group. Rawls’
liberal egalitarianism universalises the liberal perspectives, experiences, forms of
speech, and other social and cultural practices and presents them as impartial
universal norms that others are expected to follow and conform to. It is here that the
risk of cultural imperialism emerges. Iris Marion Young has supported this charge by
arguing that the impartial universal citizen that is postulated in liberal theories such as
Rawls’s theory is a bearer of a very particular identity- that is, white, male, middle-
class, heterosexual and able-bodied."

The second problem is the role of history and memory in addressing questions
of social justice. Rawls’ demand to strip individuals from their identities, goals,
history, gender, nationalities, sex, religions etc., behind the ‘veil of ignorance’ to
achieve rational consensus on principles of social justice poses a problem for
historically excluded social groups. It is precisely this demand of liberal
egalitarianism that views history and context as irrelevant to deliberation on matters
of justice that makes historically excluded social groups very suspicious of the
formalism and legalism of the liberal egalitarianism. These groups view their history
and memory as intimately linked to political deliberation about the historical
injustices that they have been suffering from. History and memory play an important
role in challenging the national narrative and revealing and bringing to public
attention the causes and roots of historical injustices and their link to current distorted
social and political structures and arrangements.

The third problem is concerned with favouring exclusively rational and elitist
forms of communication. As it has been indicated in the introduction of the thesis,

historically excluded social groups use several modes of communication and speech

13 Young, “The Ideal of Impartiality and the Civic Public’, pp. 96-121.
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including story-telling, testimonies and oral history to construct their narratives and
challenge the national hegemonic narrative. The difficulty here emerges because
Rawls’ notion of public reason explicitly favours rational and argumentative modes of
speech. According to Iris Marion Young, Rawls’ normative public reason privileges
certain kinds of speech; ‘assertive and confrontational’, ‘formal and general’,
‘dispassionate and disembodied,’'* and excludes others such as rhetoric, testimony,
and greeting. Similarly, Seyla Benhabib argues that Rawls’ public reason misses
‘contestatory, rhetorical, affective, impassioned elements of public discourse’."® Since
public reason systemically excludes forms of communications such as rhetoric,
initiation, greeting, and storytelling, Lynn Sanders argues that public reason
represents the interests and the speech culture of the powerful.'® In other words, it

encourages the reproduction of existing hierarchies.'” Therefore, public reason ignores

' Iris Marion Young, ‘Communication and the Other: Beyond Deliberative Democracy’, in Seyla
Benhabib (ed.), Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1996), pp. 120-35.

' Benhabib, ‘Deliberative Rationality and Models of Democratic Legitimacy’, p. 37.
'¢ Lynn Sanders, ‘Against Deliberation’, Political Theory, 25:3 (1997), pp. 347-376.

'" David Miller defends deliberative democracy and rejects the charges that have been posed against it
by Young and Sanders. He denies their charge that deliberation favours elitist forms of communication
and rejects their suggested alternatives (such as rhetoric, testimony and greeting) to rational and formal
argumentation. Miller argues that Rawls’ (and Joshua Cohen’s) ‘criterion of reciprocity’; deliberators
must put forwards reasons that they believe all other will accept in public reason, renders deliberation
to be a very restrictive process. He proposes a new formulation where it is not necessarily that
everybody has to accept the other person’s reason but rather a majority of co-deliberators. This alleged
requirement, Miller argues, ‘will itself serve as a filter that eliminates certain arguments in the course
of debate without disqualifying them a priori.” Miller argues that the claim that deliberative democracy
privileges dispassionate forms of communication at the expense of emotional ones is based on the false
dichotomy between reason and desire. He asserts that both reason and emotions are involved in a
deliberative process. Yet, one may argue that it is inaccurate to claim that Young maintains this
dichotomy because she precisely argues against this kind of dichotomy. She contends that ‘The norms
of deliberation, finally, privilege speech that is dispassionate and disembodied. They tend to
presuppose an opposition between mind and body, reason and emotion. They tend falsely to identify
objectivity with calm and absence of emotional expression.’ Miller misrepresents Young’s view. For
Miller says that ‘According to Young and Sanders, what disadvantaged groups need is not deliberation
at all, but other forms of political interaction in which their distinct perspectives and distinct concerns
can emerge more clearly.” However, Young not only does not flatly reject argument as a form of
communication, but she also considers it as an essential form of deliberation. She states that ‘While
argument is a necessary element in such efforts to discuss with and persuade one another about
political issues, argument is not the only mode of political communication, and argument can be
expressed in a plurality of ways, interspersed with or alongside other communicative forms.” For more
see: David Miller, Citizenship and National Identity (Oxford: Polity Press, 2000); Rawls, ‘The Idea of
Public Reason Revisited’; Joshua Cohen, ‘Deliberation and Democratic Legitimacy.” in Alan Hamlin
and Phillip Pettit (eds.) The Good Polity (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1989); Iris Marion Young,
‘Communication and the Other: Beyond Deliberative Democracy’, in Seyla Benhabib (ed.), Democracy
and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1996); Avner De- Shalit, ‘Deliberative Democracy: Guarantee for Justice or Preventing Injustice?’, in
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the voices and interests of historically excluded social groups and minorities and is
detached from their concrete experiences of suffering, misrecognition and
oppression.'®

Another problem that shows the difficulties Rawls’ liberal egalitarianism faces
concerning the accommodation of demands of historical exclusion is excessive
legalism. Rawls’ concept of public reason confines deliberation to be only on issues
that deal with constitutional affairs and questions of basic justice. Rawls’ notion of
politics is primarily legalistic and anti political. Rawls believes that the representative
institutions and the legal systems are the primary sites for political deliberation. As a
result, the Supreme Court, and not the anonymous public, is very often the principal

exemplar of the exercise of public reason. John Gray claims that:

The basic liberties and the distribution of social goods are matters of
justice, and in political liberalism what justice demands is a matter not
for political decision but for legal adjudication. The central institution
of Rawls’s ‘political liberalism’ is not a deliberative assembly such as
a parliament. It is a court of law. All fundamental issues are removed
from political deliberation in order to be adjudicated by a Supreme
Court. The self-description of Rawlsian doctrine as political liberalism
is supremely ironic. In fact, Rawls’s doctrine is a species of anti-

political legalism."”

This excessively legalistic form of politics is problematic from the perspective of
historically excluded social groups because of their distrust in constitutional and legal
mechanisms as ultimate means to remedy historical inequalities and exclusion. This
lack of trust stems from the claim that the existing legal system is based primarily on
the norms and values of the dominant group and therefore actively contributes to

sustaining and reproducing inequalities.

Daniel Bell & Avner De-Shalit (eds.), Forms of Justice (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman and Littlefield,
2003).

'® The dominant group usually tends to combine some motivations, images, and motifs of the
dominated group in its discourse/ forms of communication to enhance its control. For more about this
idea see: Slavoj Zizek, The Ticklish Subject (London: Verso, 1999).

'° John Gray, Two Faces of Liberalism (Cambridge: Polity Press: 2000), p. 16. (emphasis added).
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Rawls argues that the public sphere is the realm of rational consensus and the
private sphere is the realm of diversity. Achieving rational consensus, Rawls insists,
is important to ground the liberal institutions on a stable foundation and to guarantee
their future. To avoid insecurity and instability in public life, consensus upon the
content of public reason has to be reached once and for all. This content includes
substantive principles of justice and procedures for making public reason possible.
According to Rawls, behind the ‘veil of ignorance’ all individuals appeal to
reasonable standards and generalizable rational arguments and reach the same
conclusion about the principles of justice adequate for a fair well-ordered society.
Achieving pure rational consensus is based on viewing power and value pluralism as
external forces that can be bracketed from deliberation on moral and political matters.
Historically excluded social groups view these claims as problematic and naive. The
consensus on allegedly neutral principles of justice is problematic because it
necessarily involves power. It involves power because these principles tend to reflect
the values, experiences and perspectives of the powerful 2 Advocates of the demands
of historically excluded social groups insist on the importance of engaging in political
democratic struggles and oppositional activities, such as street marches, sit-ins,
leaflets, and boycotts, to challenge the institutions and policies that are grounded on
alleged neutrality and consensus.?'

Moreover, many feminists have rejected Rawls’ rigid distinction between the

public and private realms and his insistence on impartiality and consensus.”” Though

%0 Chantal Mouffe views power as a lasting, ineradicable and constitutive dimension of social relations,
politics and identities. This persistent conflictual and antagonistic dimension of social relations and
politics is what makes pure consensus (overlapping or other forms) impossibility. The ineradicability of
the antagonistic dimension of social relations and politics stems from the pluralism of values in human
life. Chantal Mouffe, The Democratic Paradox (London: Verso, 2000).

2! Iris Marion Young, ‘Activist Challenges to Deliberative Democracy’, Political Theory, 29:5 (2001),
pp. 670-690.

22 Some feminists argue that the Western tradition has been dominated by ‘phallocentric’ theories. For
example Lacan’s psychoanalysis theory is accused of being such a theory. For it recognises only the
desires and preferences of men and neglects (or presents as an enigma) the desire of women. The
“Third Term’, or the ‘Other’, in Lacan’s theory is the phallus. According to Lacan, the signifier is
inevitable for the constitution of meaning and the categories of masculine and feminine. Yet this
signifier, some feminists, argue cannot be neutral because it is derived from the man’s world of
imagination. Additionally, it is problematic because it recognizes only two categories and therefore
ignores the legitimacy of homosexuality. For more on Lacan’s account of identity formation, see: Luce
Irigaray, To Be Two, (New York: Routledge, 2000) and Juliet Mitchell & Jacqueline Rose, Female
Sexuality: Jacques Lacan and the Ecole Freudienne, (New York and London: Panthon Books and
W.W. Norton & Co.c, 1982).
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Rawls is one of a few political theorists of justice who accords a great significance to
the family as a primary important source for moral development, his theory of justice,
according to several feminists, belongs to a deceiving and problematic tradition of
gender neutral theories.” The family according to Rawls is a fundamental institution
that enables the acquirement and development of sense of justice. This acquired
sense of justice plays a critical role in his theory of justice. According to Susan
Moller Okin, the claim of Rawls’ theory about the moral significance of developing a
sense of justice is problematic because it relies on the unexplained assumption that
the institution of the family is just.> For the problem with the assumed justice in
Rawls’ theory is that it ignores the existing gendered-family institutions and practices
that certainly do not operate or distribute resources, benefits, access and social roles
according to the principles of justice he arrives at. Conversely, these structures and
practices are clearly unjust in the sense that men and women do not enjoy the same
social roles, benefits, powers, and access to recourses and opportunities. Worse than
that, Okin claims that Rawls’ view, in latter writings where he suggests that ‘families
are “private institutions” to which it is not appropriate to apply standards of justice,’
renders his theory problematic. For if the family is a primary source for the
development of the moral capacity of justice, then it must be just itself.>> Okin claims
that the family needs not be treated as an institution of the private domestic sphere but
as a political institution that the principles of justice must apply to.

Rawls admits that a ‘well-ordered society’, based on justice as fairness,
affirmed by all members is impossible in a society in which ‘the fact of reasonable
pluralism’ is a chief characteristic.”® In his latter writings, especially in Political
Liberalism, Rawls concedes several criticisms. In Political Liberalism he

acknowledges a plurality of reasonable comprehensive doctrines.”’ Moreover, he

3 Susan Moller Okin accuses, theorists such as Ronald Dowrkin, Bruce Ackerman and Robert Nozick
to be worse than Rawls because they pay less attention to justice in the family in their theories. Their
theories are mistakenly presented as gender neutral that ignore the differences in histories, social roles,
power, and access to recourses and opportunities between the sexes.

 Susan Moller Okin, Justice, Gender, and the Family (New York: Basic Books, 1989), p. 22.

3 Okin, Justice, Gender, and the Family, p- 22.

% Rawls, “The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’, p. 807.

7 <Citizens are reasonable when, viewing one another as free and equal in a system of social

cooperation over generations, they are prepared to offer one another fair terms of cooperation of
political justice; and when they agree to act on those terms, even at the cost of their own interests in
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argues that in political liberalism ‘the content of public reason is given by a family of
political conceptions of justice, and not by a single one.’?® In other words, political
liberalism acknowledges that the content of public reason is not definitive and defined
once and for all. Rather it is dynamic, reflexive, and contains different political
conceptions of justice. For citizens, he maintains, act from ‘irreconcilable yet
reasonable comprehensive doctrines’® and therefore public reason should not always
lead to consensus.

However, citizens who hold these comprehensive doctrines endorse, through
an ‘overlapping consensus’, common reasonable political principles. Every
comprehensive doctrine, from its own point of view, endorses these alleged political
principles. These principles ultimately stipulate ‘the basic rights, liberties, and
opportunities of citizens in society’s basic structure.”** Rawls maintains that they are
both ‘liberal and self-standing’ (their content is based on liberal morality).”' He alerts
us not to confuse his overlapping consensus with a simple modus vivendi based on
mere procedures.’? ‘Overlapping consensus,” he insists, is much deeper than mere
modus vivendi in the sense that it is, despite all the different reasonable
comprehensive doctrines, based on a core liberal morality. This kind of politics,
offered by Rawls, discriminates against groups with strong communal character that
do not adopt necessarily liberal moral values or outlook. Consequently, this kind of
politics, which is exclusively based on liberal values, is less tolerant than it often
claims to be. For it clearly favours a very particular set of principles, i.c., liberal
principles. This is particularly true in cases of historically excluded social groups

where their similarities and their constant vulnerability to certain forms of oppression

particular situations, provided that other citizens also accept those terms’, this he calls the criterion of
reciprocity. Rawls, ‘The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’, p. 770.

28 Rawls, “The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’ , p. 773.
2 Rawls, “The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’ , p. 807.
30 Rawls, ‘The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’ , p. 807.
3! Rawls, ‘The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’ , p. 807.
32 Moreover, Rawls asserts that overlapping consensus differs from constitutional consensus too. While
constitutional consensus guarantees basic liberties and rights and establishes democratic procedures, it
is not grounded in a certain political conception of justice. Consequently, the content of these rights and
liberty are always contested and this leads to instability in the public life. The content of these liberties

and rights, in Rawls’ theory, is fixed irreversibly by the overlapping consensus that is based on a liberal
moral outlook.
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and exclusion generate strong affinities among their members and a sense of common
collective identity.’® While these groups could value liberal principles of individual
liberties, in several cases they tend not to accord to them the priority Rawls assigns to
them. They value other communal values and principles.

To sum up, I have argued, hitherto, that Rawls’ notions of public reason and
politics give rise to several problems that make the task of accommodating historical
injustices considerably difficult. However, more problems can be identified in Rawls’
theory which hinders its attentiveness to demands of historical injustice. Some of
these problems are linked to the thin liberal notion of social ontology that underlies

his theory and will be thoroughly discussed in the next chapter.

Part 11
Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson: ‘economy of moral disagreement’ and

democracy

The previous part has demonstrated the inadequacies of Rawls’ egalitarian
deliberative democracy to sufficiently tackle demands of historically excluded social
groups. This part examines Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson’s theory of
deliberative democracy. Gutmann and Thompson argue that their theory of
deliberative democracy provides the best framework to justify and assess the work of
truth commissions that try to address historical injustice. Moreover, they are presented
here as a bridge between the Rawls’ and Habermas® approaches because they attempt
to combine Rawlsian and Habermasian principles in their theories. Despite Gutmann
and Thompson’s claim about the appropriateness of their theory to address issues of
historical injustice, it will be argued that their theory does not offer an adequate
treatment to effectively accommodate the demands of historically excluded social
groups in divided and pluralistic societies.

Gutmann and Thompson argue in Democracy and Disagreement that liberal
principles can be derived from deliberative democracy. Unlike Rawls, they bring
moral disagreements, such as abortion, preferential hiring and health care, from the

background culture and private sphere to the heart of public life. They claim that

* For more on affinities and a sense of shred identity see: Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference,
pp. 44-45.
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Rawls ‘avoids confronting the apparent indeterminacy of many moral conflicts that
arise in contemporary politics’ by confining them to the private sphere. Therefore,
they insist that he ‘stops short of arguing that a well-ordered democracy requires
extensive deliberation to resolve moral disagreements.’** Consequently, they urge for
the abandonment of the dichotomy between ‘the political’ and ‘the moral’. They argue
that political conflicts often reflect deep moral disagreements. Any satisfactory theory
of democracy, they insist, must provide a way of dealing with these moral
disagreements.

However, they draw upon Rawls’ concept of public reason and therefore they
also believe that a set of ideals and conditions are required for political decisions to
constitute a legitimate expression of the collective will of the people. They point out
three foundational conditions of deliberative democracy to deal with moral
disagreements. These three conditions are: reciprocity, or ‘the capacity to seek fair
terms of social cooperation for their own sake’; publicity; and accountability, to
constituents and other citizens, to citizens of other political systems, and to future
generations. > Besides these three conditions they point out three additional
substantive principles that rule the content of public reason. These three principles are
‘basic liberties’, ‘basic opportunity’, and ‘fair opportunity.’*® These conditions and
principles are related to each other and therefore always interact among themselves.

Gutmann and Thompson insist that the principle of reciprocity is a more
adequate basis for democratic politics than the principles of impartiality or

prudence.’” According to the principle of prudence the best way of dealing with moral

3 Amy Gutmman, and Dennis Thompson, Democracy and Disagreement (Cambridge MA: Harvard
University Press, 1996), pp. 35, 37.

3 Gutmman and Thompson, Democracy and Disagreement, p. 8.
% Gutmman and Thompson, Democracy and Disagreement, p. 229.

%7 They endeavour to demarcate deliberative democracy from other conventional theories of democracy
such as procedural democracy and constitutional democracy. Deliberative democracy, they insist, is
different from other theories of democracy in that it is a ‘second-order theory’. It is a second order
theory because it leaves room for continuing moral conflict that first-order theories seek to eliminate.
Additionally, it avoids the difficulties of procedural theories by explicitly acknowledging the
substantive conflicts underlying procedures. The principles of deliberative democracy are, they insist,
distinctive in two significant respects: they are morally and politically provisional. They are morally
provisional in the sense that they are subject to change through further moral argument. They are
politically provisional in the sense that they are subject to change through further political argument.
This self-correcting capacity enhances moral progress in deliberative democracy. For more on this see:
Amy Gutmman and Dennis Thompson, ‘Why Deliberative Democracy is Different’, Social Philosophy
and Policy, 17:1 (2000), pp. 161-180, Democracy and Disagreement, pp. 26-51.
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disagreements is through various forms of bargaining among self-interested citizens.
Therefore, in the bargaining process, citizens are strategically motivated by their
particular interests. The reasons prudential citizens invoke to justify the result
(decision, policy, or law) of the bargaining process is that in the given circumstances
the result is mutually advantageous. Reciprocity requires more than the narrow
interest-based reasons. It requires the appeal to general moral reasons so that similarly
situated citizens can recognize them as acceptable. According to the impartiality
principle when citizens decide on public policies and laws they should appeal to
universal general moral reasons that transcend their particular partial perspectives and
notions of the good. Reciprocity is not as demanding as impartiality because it does
not require the altruism impartiality demands. In other words, it does not require
citizens to suppress their partial perspectives. Instead reciprocity demands the
articulation of particular perspectives and claims in general principles so that other
similarly situated citizens can reasonably accept them.*®

Unlike Rawls and Habermas who seek rational consensus, Gutmann and
Thompson do not think that deliberation around moral issues should produce
consensus or a unified public will, but an accommodation of rival moral convictions.
This kind of accommodation, called in their terms ‘economy of moral disagreement’”,
is driven by the principle of reciprocity. Reciprocity requires that citizens should be
prepared to ‘appeal to reasons that are shared or could come to be shared’ by their
fellow citizens to justify their interests and views.** The ultimate aim of the ‘economy
of moral disagreement’ is to achieve moral agreements when it is possible and mutual

respect and a modus vivendi when citizens morally disagree.*’ They argue that it is

3% Gutmman and Thompson, Democracy and Disagreement, p. 7 and pp. 52-63.
* Gutmman and Thompson, Democracy and Disagreement, p. 3.
“* Gutmman and Thompson, Democracy and Disagreement, p. 14.

! Dryzek, Deliberative Democracy and Beyond, (2000), pp. 16-17. Modus vivendi, in its simple
definition, means peaceful coexistence between different and rival views or values. John Gray
promotes a political system that is based on modus vivendi as well. Yet, his approach seems to be quite
different from Gutmann and Thompson’s because they still seem to favour one certain conception of
justice. Gray claims that modus vivendi is a political not moral project that asserts that the test of
legitimacy of any regime is not its consistency in pursuing one particular, or even a set, value such as
justice, but its ability to mediate and reach compromises among conflicting, incompatible and
incommensurable values. Gray reformulates Hobbes® conception of the politics in pluralistic terms and
concludes that ‘The end of politics is not the mere absence of war, but a modus vivendi among goods
and evils. Like a Hobbesian peace, this can never be achieved once and for all’. John Gray, Two Faces
of Liberalism (Cambridge: Polity Press: 2000), p. 133.
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precisely this economy of moral disagreement, with the principle of reciprocity at its
core, what makes their notion of deliberative democracy an adequate framework to
address historical injustice. More precisely, they claim that their notion of deliberative
democracy is the ‘most promising perspective’ to justify and assess the work of truth
commissions.*? For deliberative democracy is primarily designed to deal with ongoing
moral conflicts.*

Gutmann and Thompson identify three common justifications of truth
commissions: realist, compassionate and historicist. They claim that these three
justifications are incomplete. Alternatively, they propose the principle of democratic
reciprocity which lies at the core of their notion of deliberative democracy as a more
appropriate basis to justify and assess the work of truth commissions. For the
principle of democratic reciprocity requires citizens, who are committed to fair terms
of social cooperation and hold reasonable views, to seek an economy of moral
disagreement. This economy of moral disagreement aims to accommodate moral
conflicts while recognizing that certain moral conflicts are irresolvable and therefore
reasonable disagreements should be allowed. The realist approach provides a
prudential justification according to which the truth commission is viewed as a result
of strategic negotiations between conflicting parties who seek to achieve political
stability by putting an end to a violent conflict. The difficulty with this justification,
according to Gutmann and Thompson, is that it is inappropriate from a democratic
perspective because it views moral considerations as irrelevant and it does not provide
convincing reasons why citizens should be prepared to scarify seeking justice for
achieving political stability especially that stable regimes can be excessively
oppressive.* The compassionate justification secks ‘restorative justice’ that is based
on the idea of forgiveness. To achieve restorative justice, the victimizers should
recognize the harm they have caused and express remorse and the victims should
grant them forgiveness. The difficulty with this justification is that it relies on a

specific interpretation of a theological, Christian, value that is not shared by all

4 Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson, ‘The Moral Foundations of Truth Commissions’, in Robert I.
Rotberg and Dennis Thompson (eds.) Truth V. Justice: The Morality of Truth Commissions (Princeton,
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2000), pp. 22-23.

“ Gutmann and Thompson, ‘The Moral Foundations of Truth Commissions’ , p. 35.

* Gutmann and Thompson, ‘The Moral Foundations of Truth Commissions’ , p. 23, pp. 26-29.
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Christians. This claim becomes even more challenging if the society is pluralistic and
has several comprehensive doctrines.*” The historicist justification views the task of
truth commissions as discovering the historical truth about past facts and wrongs.
Finding historical truth is indispensable for creating a common ground for future
social and political cooperation. The problem of this justification is that it views
historical truth as constant and fixed entity that can be revealed without being
influenced by the social and cultural contexts in which it has been revealed. In other
words, the difficulty is in the claim that historical truth has a single and final

interpretation.*

Restating the dilemma but not escaping it

In this section I want to point out three main problems in Gutmann and
Thompson’s theory of democracy that undermine its appropriateness to deal
sufficiently with demands of historically excluded social groups. Firstly, Gutmann
and Thompson postulate the egalitarian principle of reciprocity (and accountability
and publicity) as a precondition for deliberation. They argue that democratic
reciprocity is a precondition for embarking on deliberation (including deliberation on
historical injustice, truth commissions). The problem with this claim is that it
theoretically presupposes what the process of reconciliation seeks to achieve.*’ Put
differently, they assume that political adversaries in divided societies mutually accept
and respect each other prior to the process of reconciliation. This mutual acceptance is
precisely what political adversaries lack and what a process of reconciliation aspires
to realise. John Dryzek argues that ‘mutual acceptance of reasonableness is precisely
what is lacking in divided societies’.*®

Secondly, mutual respect and acceptance of the principle of democratic

reciprocity is based on the idea of ‘reasonableness’. Citizens are required to appeal to

“ Gutmann and Thompson, ‘The Moral Foundations of Truth Commissions’ , pp. 29-33.
“ Gutmann and Thompson, ‘The Moral Foundations of Truth Commissions’ , pp. 33-35.
47 Margaret Kohn argues that these principles must not be assumed theoretically but fought for. For
more see her -article: ‘Language, Power, and Persuasion: Toward a Critique of Deliberative

Democracy’ Constellations, 7:3 (2000), pp. 408-429.

“ John Dryzek, ‘Deliberative Democracy in Divided Societies: Alternatives to Agonism and
Analgesia’ (Canberra: SPT, RSSS, ANU., 2003), p. 2.
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general principles of public reason to justify the reasonableness of their preferences
and views to their fellow citizens. In other words, citizens should articulate their
claims in reasonable terms so that their fellow citizens might reasonably accept them.
The trouble with the idea of reasonableness is that it might exclude certain claims that
seemingly appear unreasonable or hard to express in reasonable terms. Since the
process of reasoning takes place within a concrete cultural and social context, the
criteria that determine what is reasonable are likely to reflect the values and norms of
the hegemonic groups and not the excluded and marginalized ones. Therefore, Stanley
Fish concludes that unlike Gutmann and Thompson who view the test of
reasonableness as purely moral, exclusion from deliberation is political action that
involves power. The idea of ‘reasonableness’, Fish argues, operates as a ‘device of
exclusion’.* Moreover, scholars such as Iris Marion Young and Lynn Sander have
argued that the political modes of speech that are associated with the requirement of
reasonableness are often the speech modes of the hegemonic groups. Political modes
of speech such as testimony, rhetoric and narrative that are used by excluded and
oppressed social groups are often viewed as unreasonable.”

Finally, Gutmann and Thompson, like other deliberative democrats such as
Rawls and Habermas, tend to view political conflicts as primarily stemming from
disagreements between particular preferences and interests. They downplay the role of
identities in generating political conflicts. As we have indicated in the introduction of
the thesis the main feature which distinguishes a social group from an association or
an aggregation is identity. This sense of identity tends to be stronger among
historically excluded social groups. Several historically excluded social groups
demand the recognition and respect of their unique identities and not only the interests
and preferences of their individual members. The problem with focusing exclusively

on the interests of sporadic individuals is that it de-politicises social struggles and

 Stanley Fish, ‘Mutual Respect as a Device of Exclusion’, in Stephen Macedo (ed.), Deliberative
Politics: Essays on Democracy and Disagreement (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 88-
102.

% Iris Marion Young, ‘Communication and the Other: Beyond Deliberative Democracy’, in Seyla
Benhabib (ed.), Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, N.J..
Princeton University Press, 1996), pp. 120-35; Lynn Sanders, ‘Against Deliberation’, Political Theory,
25:3 (1997), pp. 347-376.
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likely to prevent collective action.”' Moreover, ‘privatising’ exclusion and oppression
leads to the risk of viewing inequalities as merely individual cases rather than
structural ones that are legitimised by social, political and cultural norms and practices.

Briefly, ignoring the role of identities in generating political conflicts,
postulating the mutual acceptance prior to the process of reconciliation, and the
operation of the idea of reasonableness as mechanism of exclusion, all pose serious
problems to the ability of Gutmann and Thompson’s theory of deliberative democracy
to effectively accommodate claims of historical exclusion.

To sum up, thus far it has been argued that Rawls’s and Gutmann and
Thompson’s theories propose theories of deliberation that are inappropriate to
accommodate sufficiently demands of historically excluded social groups. Rawls’ and
Gutmann and Thompson’s theories of deliberative democracy are not the only major
theories of deliberation. Several other scholars have proposed different theories of
deliberative democracy that are supposedly more attentive to claims of historical
exclusion. Most importantly among these theories is Habermas’® ‘discursive theory’.
The next part of this chapter will be devoted to explore and analyze the adequacy of
Habermas’ theory of deliberative democracy to accommodate demands of historical

exclusion.

Part I

The Habermasian model

This part is divided into three sections. The first and the second sections trace
Habermas’ early position and the recent changes in it. The third section critically
assesses Habermas’ theory of deliberative democracy and demonstrates its
inadequacies to accommodate effectively demands of historically excluded social
groups. These inadequacies, it will be argued, stem chiefly from excessive
proceduralism and legalism, favouring rational and disembodied modes of speech,

bracketing power relations from moral reasoning and determining ‘reasonableness’,

5! Axel Honneth raises similar charge against Habermas’ notion of deliberative democracy as running
the risk of privatizing the ‘class-specific consciousness of injustice’. This will be discussed in the
chapter 3. Honneth, ‘Moral Consciousness and Class Domination: Some Problems in the Analysis of
Hidden Morality’, in Honneth, Axel, The Fragmented World of the Social, (Albany NY: State
University of New York Press, 1995), pp. 212-215.
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and finally giving primacy to the state as the ultimate frame for political authority and
therefore failing to capture the claims of historically excluded social groups which

undermine the notion of statehood by their demand to separate or secede.

Habermas saving the Enlightenment

Habermas follows Max Weber and expresses his fears about the modern age
as essentially an age of rationalization. The principal problem that characterises
modernity, he argues, is the universalization of instrumental rationality that has
converted political and social questions into technical ones. Intensive processes of
scientization, bureaucratisation, and commercialisation have significantly influenced
democratic politics and reduced it to be primarily about the aggregation of pre-
determined interests. The process of stripping democratic politics from any sense of
morality has stimulated Habermas to offer a different version of democracy, a version
of democracy that is based on a different understanding of rationality. This different
understanding of rationality is to be found in unconstrained communicative action.
Habermas distinguishes between two forms of rationality, instrumental and
communicative. Instrumental rationality is ‘the capacity to devise, select and effect
good means to’ the achievement of clear and consistent ends.>? By contrast,
communicative action is oriented towards mutual understanding between individuals
rather than success in attaining predefined individual interests. Unlike Rawls and
other liberals, Habermas argues that communicative action can transform individuals
and their interests and therefore make them more tolerable and attentive to the
interests of others. Communicative rationality, according to Habermas, ‘is found to
the degree that communicative action is free from coercion, deception and, self-
deception, strategizing, and manipulation.’*

This communicative and intersubjective understanding of rationality,
Habermas insists, paves the way for a secure combination between liberal principles
of individual rights and republican democratic principles of popular sovereignty and
participation. This marriage of principles leads to the creation of a distinct theory of

deliberative democracy, namely ‘discourse theory’, which is based on a notion of an

52 Dryzek, Deliberative Democracy and Beyond, p. 22.

% Dryzek, Deliberative Democracy and Beyond, p. 22.
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ideal procedure for deliberation and decision-making. Habermas distinguishes his
theory of democracy from communitarian, republican and liberal theories of
democracy. It differs, he insists, from the communitarian theories by rejecting the
need for any pre-existing ethically integrated community and associated tradition that
enforces the content of deliberation. Also, it is distinct from republican theories ‘in its
denial of any undifferentiated popular sovereignty’.* Unlike many liberal theories
that conceive politics in terms of reconciliation and aggregation of individual private
interests, discourse theory emphasizes the need for a common good politics that leads
to solidarity. Moreover, discourse theory does not assign primacy to rights for the sole
sake of their bearers- but rather for guaranteeing a space for deliberation.® Whereas
the primary venue for deliberation, for liberal deliberative democrats, is the state and
its legal system, for Habermas the public sphere is the main site for political
interaction. Political associations and social movements, that often confront the state
and its institutions, inhabit the public sphere.

Habermas views legitimacy as the key issue of a functioning democracy. A
functioning democracy requires rational consensus. The aim of this rational consensus
is to ground the liberal institutions on a stable ground and to secure their future. To
achieve this consensus, Habermas distinguishes between morality and ethics and
prioritizes the former over the latter. While moral norms are universal and detached
from context, ethical values are particular and context specific. As he puts it ‘the
universalization principle acts like a knife that makes razor-sharp cuts between
evaluative statements and strictly normative ones, between the good and the just.”*®
He argues that moral deliberation is a tool for discovering universal normative
validity claims. However, normative validity is the result of an intersubjective
dialogue and not an individual’s monological reason. Conversely, ethical deliberation
deals with substantive questions of the good life in a particular context. Briefly, ethics
is viewed as the realm of diversity and conflict and morality as the realm of rational

consensus and unity.

* Dryzek, Deliberative Democracy and Beyond, p. 26; Habermas, ‘Three Normative Models of
Democracy’, Constellations, 1:1 (1994), pp. 1-10.

%3 Dryzek, Deliberative Democracy and Beyond, p. 26.

56 Jurgen Habermas, ‘Discourse Ethics’, in Moral Consciousness and Communicative Actions Christian
Lenhardt, and Shierry Weber Nicholson (trans.),(C ambridge, MA.: MIT Press:1990), p. 104.
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Habermas argues that in the ideal speech situation, all speakers implicitly raise
and accept the following validity claims: ‘the truth of the propositional content,
comprehensibility of utterances, the truthfulness or authenticity of the speaking

57 Under these conditions,

subject, and appropriateness given the existing context
actual interactions will lead to consensus formation. Consensus is inherent in the
premises of ‘normal’ communication. Habermas claims that ‘consensus is possible
because of the “already operative potential for rationality contained in the everyday
practice of communication”.” This claim, he insists, ‘is based on the assumption that
under ideal conditions, language is fully transparent.’*® Habermas values rational
argument more than other forms of communication. He considers manipulating, lying,
misleading, and deceiving as distorted forms of communication.

Despite his efforts to emphasize the dialogical aspect of politics and
subjectivity formation, his theory has been under continuous criticism primarily due
to its excessive procedural character, its rigid distinction between morality and ethics,
the endorsement of universal abstract moral principles, and its unserious engagement
with cultural pluralism.”® Recently, Habermas has made some changes in his theory to
relax the distinction between morality and ethics and to ground universal principles in
an historical, hermeneutic project of self-understanding through constitutions.
Through these changes he hoped to offer a more sensitive approach to the issue of
cultural pluralism and real politics. The following section will trace and explore these

changes.

The new face of Habermas: calming the distinction between morality and ethics

In his recent writings (such as Between Facts and Norms and The Inclusion of

the Other) Habermas claims that his theory is sensitive to the real-world politics and

5 Margaret Kohn, ‘Language, Power, and Persuasion: Toward a Critique of Deliberative Democracy’
Constellations, 7:3 (2000), p. 409.

58 K ohn, ‘Language, Power, and Persuasion: Toward a Critique of Deliberative Democracy’, p. 410.

% Some of these criticisms are discussed in the work of Chantal Mouffe and Iris Marion Young. For
more see: Chantal Mouffe, The Democratic Paradox (London: Verso, 2000); Iris Marion Young,
Inclusion and Democracy (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), ‘Communication and the Other:
Beyond Deliberative Democracy’, in Seyla Benhabib (ed.), Democracy and Difference: Contesting the
Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1996), pp. 120-35.
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plurality of modern societies. He argues that scholars, such as Charles Taylor, who
claim that an individualistic theory of rights cannot do justice to struggles of
recognition, are mistaken because of their interpretation of the modern individualistic
system of rights.®® More precisely, they are mistaken because of their narrow
understanding of the conception of autonomy. Autonomy for them is conceived only
as a private autonomy; the freedom of each individual to pursue her own conception
of the good life. Private autonomy is primarily concerned with securing subjective
individual rights. Autonomy for Habermas, however, is more than private autonomy.
Autonomy is ‘a multidimensional conception.’®' It is, he maintains, composed of
private and civic/public autonomy. Public autonomy, according to him, refers to the
citizens’ capacity to participate in processes of democratic will and opinion formation.
In other words, public autonomy refers to the democratic rights of popular sovereignty
and participation. These two components of autonomy, i.e. private and public, are
internally related and ‘mutually presuppose each other’.®* Citizens, Habermas adds,

cannot attain:

equal liberties unless they themselves, by jointly exercising their
autonomy as citizens, arrive at a clear understanding of the legitimate
interests and standards involved and reach agreement on those aspects
and criteria according to which equal things should be treated equally

and unequal things unequally.®®

Habermas’ main reason to indicate the interdependency between private and
public autonomy is to show how the ‘rule of law’ and the ‘general will’ of people are

interrelated and equally important. Consequently, unlike republicans who present the

 Habermas refers primarily to the charges that Charles Taylor raises against liberalism. For Taylor’s
views see: Charles Taylor, ‘The Politics of Recognition’, in Amy Gutmann (ed.), Multiculturalism:
Examining the Politics of Recognition (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994), pp. 25-73,
Sources of the Self (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), The Ethics of Authenticity
(London: Harvard University Press, 1992).

¢ Maeve Cooke, ‘Authenticity and Autonomy: Taylor, Habermas, and the Politics of Recognition’,
Political Theory, 25:2 (1997), p. 272.

¢ Habermas, ‘Reconciliation Through the Public Use of Reason,” The Journal of Philosophy, 92:3
(1995), p.130.

% Habermas, ‘Struggles for Recognition in Constitutional States’, European Journal of Philosophy, 1:2
(1993), p. 131.
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‘rule of law’ and ‘popular sovereignty’ as incompatible/ competing sources of
legitimacy and therefore necessarily lead to two different forms of regimes or liberals
who accord priority to subjective individual rights over political rights of democratic
participation, Habermas concludes that constitutionalism and democracy are not only
interrelated but also compatible.  Put in his terms, ‘The interdependence of
constitutionalism and democracy comes to light in this complementary relationship
between private and civic autonomy: each side is fed by resources it has from the
other.”®® Taking this intrinsic relation between the rule of law and constitutionalism
seriously, Habermas insists, leads to the conclusion that the alleged individualistic
system of rights is not blind to differences. For it protects cultural differences by
insisting that the integrity of citizens cannot be guaranteed, from a normative point of
view, without simultaneously safeguarding its intersubjective culturally specific
context of life ‘in which he or she was socialised and in which they formed their

s 66

identity.””” The realization of this system of rights, he emphasizes, is hard and

necessitates ‘political struggle’ and ‘social movements.’®’

Against the charge that the discursive democratic process is trapped in a
circular self-creation, Habermas argues that the alleged tension between the rule of
law and democracy is resolved once democratic-constitution is conceived as an
historical, dynamic, continuous and fallible project of hermeneutic self exploration
that has a clear founding point in time. Additionally, Habermas presumes that this

process is a hermeneutic and “self-correcting learning process.’®® As he puts it:

the interpretation of constitutional history as a learning process is
predicted on the nontrivial assumption that later generations will start

with the same standards as did the founders. Whoever bases her

® For more how Habermas’ views regarding the relationship between democracy and constitutionalism
are distinct from liberal, particularly Rawls’s approach, and republican approaches see: Habermas,
‘Reconciliation Through the Public Use of Reason,” The Journal of Philosophy, 92:3 (1995),
particularly pp. 126-131, ‘Three Normative Models of Democracy’, Constellations, 1:1 (1994), pp. 1-
10.

% Habermas, ‘Constitutional Democracy: A Paradoxical Union of Contradictory Principles?’, Political
Theory, 29:6 (2001), p. 780.

% Habermas, ‘Struggles for Recognition in Constitutional States’, p. 141.
¢’ Habermas, ‘Struggles for Recognition in Constitutional States’, p. 132.

¢ Habermas, ‘Constitutional Democracy: A Paradoxical Union of Contradictory Principles?’, p. 774.
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judgement today on the normative expectation of complete inclusion
and mutual recognition, as well as on the expectation of equal
opportunities for utilizing equal rights, must assume that she can find
these standards by reasonably appropriating the constitution and its

history of interpretation.®

The recognition of differences, implied in Habermas’ reading of the
individualistic system of rights, raises the issue of the impartiality of legal norms,
namely, the neutrality of law. Unlike his earlier position where he presents a clear cut
between ethics and morality, he introduces a more complicated account of interaction
between morality and ethics. Whilst moral norms regulate the interaction between
subjects in general regardless of the concrete specific context, ‘legal norms refer to
the network of interactions in a given specific society.”’® Legal norms, applied in a
given defined society, need to take into account society’s political goals when it
regulates normative rules for modes of behaviour. Therefore, he claims that ‘every
legal system is also the expression of a particular lifeform and not merely a reflection

7! However, Habermas insists that the

of the universalist features of basic rights.
diverse interpretations, grounded in a specific historical context, of constitutional
principles and rights ‘always revolve around the best interpretation of the same basic
rights and principles.’”> He implies that there is one set of principles and rights that is
universal and transcendental. These principles are decided once and for all.
Additionally, unlike his earlier position (where the only forms of
communication that were accepted are those that deal with universal validity claims)
he claims that ethical discourses, alongside moral discourses, pragmatic discourses
and negotiation processes, are involved in public discussions around legislative

matters. He argues that ‘the simple fact is that in addition to moral considerations,

¢ Habermas, ‘Constitutional Democracy: A Paradoxical Union of Contradictory Principles?’, p. 775.
" Habermas, ‘Struggles for Recognition in Constitutional States’, p. 138.
"' Habermas, *Struggles for Recognition in Constitutional States’, p. 138. (original emphasis).

72 Habermas, ‘Struggles for Recognition in Constitutional States’, p. 144. (original emphasis).
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pragmatic deliberations and the results of fair negotiations, ethical reasons also play a
role in the deliberation and justifications in support of legislative decisions.’”

Recently, Habermas is more concerned with how informal public opinion
formation in the public sphere can influence the state’s policies. Viewing the state as
the ultimate frame for political activities and public opinion formation, he talks about
transforming the ‘communicative power’ produced in the public sphere into
‘administrative power’ of the state’s system. Unlike his earlier position where he
empbhasizes the centrality of deliberation, Habermas accords a central role to elections,
legislation, and lawful administrative implementation of policy as well. He contends
that ‘Informal public opinion formation generates “influence”; influence is
transformed into “communicative power” through the channels of political elections;
and communicative power is again transformed into “administrative power” through
legislation.”” _

Thus far, I have tried to identify some important changes that Habermas has
made to his theory hoping to offer a more sensitive approach to the issue of cultural
pluralism and exclusion. Habermas has keenly tried to reformulate his earlier
universal ideal of discursive democracy so that it becomes more sensitive to diversity
and pluralism. In order to do so, he primarily feels pressure to relieve the tension in
his sharp distinction between morality and ethics through introducing his ideal of the
constitutional state and ethical deliberation. In the following section I will examine
the appropriateness of Habermas’ modified version of deliberative democracy to

democratically accommodate demands of historical exclusion and injustice.

What is problematic in Habermas’ account?

In this section I argue that despite the amendments Habermas has introduced
to his theory, it is still trapped in several problems that render it inadequate to
satisfactorily deal with the demands of historically excluded social groups in

contemporary divided societies. I will point out and discuss some important problems.

™ Habermas, ‘Struggles for Recognition in Constitutional States’, pp. 138-139. Maeve Cooke counts
three developments in Habermas’ recent writings that relax the distinction between morality and ethics.
First, ‘his introduction of a category of ethical discourses (ii), the insistence on such discourses as an
important strand of politics, (iii) the acknowledgment of the ethical shaping of the constitutional state’.
See: Maeve Cooke, ‘Authenticity and Autonomy: Taylor, Habermas, and the Politics of Recognition’,
Political Theory, 25:2 (1997), pp. 275-277.

™ Habermas, ‘Three Normative Models of Democracy’, p. 8.
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First, despite Habermas’s endorsement of ethical discourses as a legitimate strand of
politics, his theory favours particular and exclusive forms of political communication.
According to Iris Marion Young, Habermas® discursive model of democracy favours
rational, disembodied, formal and dispassionate modes of speech and excludes others
such as rhetoric, initiation, storytelling, testimony, and greeting.”” The trouble with
favouring ‘rational argument’ as the ultimate mode of political speech is that it is
often the elites who possess ‘the linguistic and analytic skills conventionally defined
as rational.’” Historically excluded social groups also use passionate and less formal
modes of political speech such as testimony, oral history, and narrative to express
their experiences of oppression and articulate their political claims. Consequently, it is
not implausible to argue that rational modes of political speech tend to represent the
interests and the speech culture of the powerful and ignore the voices and interests of
the excluded groups and minorities.”’

Second, Habermas’ deliberative democracy strongly strives to achieve rational
consensus on the procedures that should govern politics. Habermas’ achieves this
rational consensus through the distinction that he draws between morality and ethics.
While morality is the sphere of consensus and universalism, ethics is the sphere of
diversity and particularism. Despite Habermas’ attempts to relax the dichotomy
between ethics and morality, he still views the ideal speech situation as the basis for
an intersubjective and rational consensus. The ideal speech situation, Habermas
maintains, operates as a regulative ideal which sets the conditions of actual interaction
and determines what counts as reasonable procedure or principle. The problem with
Habermas’ theory is that it overemphasizes the emancipatory force of discourse and
attainability of moral consensus, while it neglects the structures and regimes of power
that underlie consensus formation and discourse. He presumes that in an ideal speech
situation power can be bracketed. This understanding of discourse is problematic

because it assumes that language is neutral and transparent and power is something

" Iris Marion Young, ‘Communication and the Other: Beyond Deliberative Democracy’, in Seyla
Benhabib (ed.), Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press, 1996), pp. 120-135.

7 Kohn, ‘Language, Power, and Persuasion: Toward a Critique of Deliberative Democracy’, pp. 411-
412,

"7 Sanders, ‘Against Deliberation’, Political Theory, 25:3 (1997), pp. 347-376.
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accidental and external that can be eliminated.”® Determining the moral conditions of
actual deliberation and reasonableness does not take place in a vacuum but by
individuals who are positioned in a concrete particular social and cultural context.
These individuals have ethical evaluative principles that have direct bearing on their
moral reasoning and deliberation.” In divided societies it is often the dominant group
that determines what counts as reasonable and it is precisely based on this notion of
reasonableness that other groups are excluded and defined as unreasonable and
inferior. Consequently, for historically excluded social groups accepting the theory’s
assumptions about the neutrality and transparency of communication and discourse
means concealing and denying the exclusions and hierarchies that legitimise their
oppression and depiction as inferior or unreasonable.

Third, while Habermas seemingly provides a defensible account addressing
the struggles of recognition through the appeal to a multidimensional and
intersubjective conception of individual autonomy in a constitutional state, his theory
seems to be insensitive to struggles for recognition that do not necessarily assign the
significance he does to the ideal of autonomy. As we have indicated earlier in the
introduction of the thesis what distinguishes social groups from mere aggregations or
associations is the existence of a sense of collective identity. Several historically
excluded social groups give considerable importance to their collective identity in

their demands for recognition. Maeve Cooke argues that Habermas’:

view of the modern constitutional state permits equal political
recognition only in the case of those groups who accept its underlying
commitment to the ideal of individual autonomy [....]The modern state,

as conceived by Habermas, is thus inevitably exclusionary of certain

7 Scholars such as Michel Foucault and Pierre Bourdieu view power relations as constitutive of
discourse and therefore refuse to view language as power-free, transparent and neutral. For more on
their views see: Foucault, Michel, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, Alan Sheridan
(trans.) (New York: Vitange Books, 1979), ‘Afterword by Michel Foucault: The Subject and Power’, in
Hubert L. Dreyfus & Paul Rabinow, Michel Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics
(Harvester and Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), pp. 208-226; Pierre Bourdieu, /n Other
Words: Essays Towards a Reflexive Sociology (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1990).

 Chantal Mouffe rejects Habermas® claim that procedures could be neutral and lack any substantial
principles. According to her, procedures cannot be separable from concrete forms of life that
necessarily assign ethical dimension to these procedures. Moreover, she argues that pure consensus is
impossible because power is a lasting, ineradicable, and constitutive dimension of social relations,
politics and identities. The ineradicability of the antagonistic dimension of social relations and politics
stems from the pluralism of values in human life. For more see: Chantal Mouffe, ‘For An Agonistic
Model of Democracy’, The Democratic Paradox (London, Verso: 2000).
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forms of ethical difference — its ability to accommodate demands for

recognition of specific identity is limited.*

Briefly, Habermas’ theory explicitly favours liberal individualistic values and clearly
prioritizes political recognition for groups that put the ideal of individual autonomy at
the centre of their struggle.

Fourth, despite Habermas’ attempt, in his early writings, to differentiate his
discourse theory from liberal theories of democracy, in his recent writings he ends up
adopting a traditional liberal belief: ‘that law-making constitutes the only rightful
mechanism for transforming public opinion into administrative decision.”®' He
dropped his commitment to the centrality of deliberation and the power of civil
society in generating political and social change, in favour of legislative liberal
procedures. This excessive proceduralism and legalism of Habermas’ theory tend to
tame political and social struggles by subjecting them to the legal domain and its chief
representative the Supreme Court (In the case of Germany the Constitutional Court).
Therefore, this process of legalisation of political and social struggles prevents
potential alternative means of political and social change. Habermas’ discursive
theory is too legalistic and strives to institutionalise and co-opt opposition instead of
facilitating ‘enclaves of resistance’ or oppositional bodies that are indispensable for
achieving substantial changes in the existing political and legal arrangements.
Historically excluded social groups are particularly suspicious of this strategy of co-
opting.®? Their suspicion stems from the claim that in certain cases where inequalities
are persistent and rooted in social and political norms and practices, accepting
deliberation under the existing circumstances means agreeing to the present political
institutional arrangements. These present political institutional arrangements have
implicit and explicit agendas, priorities and biases that serve the interest of the
powerful. Historically excluded social groups often demand transforming these
institutional arrangements rather than joining them in their current format.

Finally, in Between Facts and Norms Habermas appears as a statist in the

sense that his approach is primarily a state-focused approach. Habermas’

% Cooke, ‘Authenticity and Autonomy: Taylor, Habermas, and the Politics of Recognition’ , p. 279.
¥ Dryzek, Deliberative Democracy and Beyond: Liberals, Critics, Contestations, pp. 24-25.
%2 For more on the strategy of co-opting see: Iris Marion Young, ‘Activist Challenges to Deliberative

Democracy’, Political Theory, 29:5 (2001), pp. 670-690.
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constitutional state or ‘proceduralist concept of democracy’ advocated in Berween
Facts and Norms implicitly favours a particular type of state, namely Weberian type
of state, where the state is the primary frame for political, legal authority and
deliberation. Despite Habermas’ explicit support of a European constitution, in his
writings after Between Facts and Norms on the possibility of creating a cosmopolitan
democracy he remains suspicious of the attainability of a global civic solidarity.
Therefore, he keeps according a fundamental role to the constitutional modern state
and its institutions.®® Habermas claims, however, that due to several changes in the
world, such as globalization, economic forces, and the influx of immigration, the
nation-state has been transformed. While Habermas recognizes and endorses the
importance of this transformation to a changing world, he rejects the idea of
abolishing the nation-state because he is doubtful about the formation of solidarity
beyond national boundaries. 3 This Habermasian state-focused approach is
problematic when it comes to certain types of historical injustices. More specifically,
his approach fails to appropriately address the nature of some deep cultural and
political divisions in modern pluralist states, particularly where the notion of
‘statehood’ and ‘polity’ are themselves contested. In other words, while Habermas’s
theory, clearly in his book Between Facts and Norms, presupposes the state as the
ultimate framework for politics, his theory fails to deal with the demands of
historically excluded social groups particularly those who demand separation or
secession.

In summary, it has been argued that Habermas’ model of deliberative
democracy suffers from several weaknesses that render it inadequate to sufficiently
deal with demands of historically excluded social groups. Most importantly among
these weaknesses are: excessive proceduralism and legalism, favouring rational and
disembodied modes of speech, bracketing power relations from moral reasoning and
determining ‘reasonableness’, and finally giving primacy to the state as the ultimate

frame for political authority and therefore failing to capture the claims of historically

B For more see: Jurgen Habermas, ‘Citizenship and National Identity’ in Between Facts and Norms,
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996), pp. 491-515.

% Jurgen Habermas, ‘The European Nation-State: On the Past and Future of Sovereignty and

Citizenship’, in The Inclusion of the Other (Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 2001), 3" Edition, p.
127.
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excluded social groups which undermine the notion of statehood by their demand to

separate or secede.

Conclusion

This chapter has examined the adequacy of Rawls’, Gutmann and Thompson’s
and Habermas’ theories of deliberative democracy to sufficiently accommodate
claims of historically excluded social groups in divided societies. The chapter has
found these deliberative theories wanting. In other words, it has argued that these
theories, rather than and despite their subtle and substantial differences, are
insufficiently attentive to claims of historical exclusion and injustice. Rawls’ notions
of politics and public reason, it has been argued, give rise to several problems that
make the task of accommodating historical injustices very difficult. Most importantly
among these problems are: cultural imperialism, denying the role of history and
memory in politics, privileging elitist rational forms of communication, and excessive
legalism. Gutmann and Thompson’s theory of deliberative democracy suffers from
several problems that undermine its ability to effectively accommodate claims of
historical exclusion. Most importantly among these problems are: ignoring the role of
identities in generating political conflicts, postulating the mutual acceptance prior to
the process of reconciliation, and the operation of the idea of reasonableness as
mechanism of exclusion. Habermas’ theory of deliberative democracy is inadequate
primarily because it: relies on excessive proceduralism and legalism, favours rational
and disembodied modes of speech, brackets power relations from moral reasoning and
determining ‘reasonableness’, and gives primacy to the state as the ultimate frame for
political authority and therefore fails to capture the claims of historically excluded
social groups which undermine the notion of statehood by their demand to separate or
secede.

Several political and social theorists have identified another set of problems
that demonstrates the insufficient attentiveness of these egalitarian theories of
deliberative democracy to accommodate the demands of oppressed social groups.
Most importantly among these problems is the failure to seriously engage with
cultural pluralism, situatedness, embeddedness, and concrete experiences of exclusion

and marginalization. Many of these theorists have argued that these problems stem
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primarily from the thin, ahistorical, and individualistic notion of social ontology that
underlies the egalitarian theories of deliberation. These problems have lead to a turn
away from simple deliberation towards a ‘politics of recognition’. The politics of
recognition, supposedly, is built upon a more adequate, thicker, notion of social
ontology. This social ontology takes seriously issues such as context, culture, identity
etc. Therefore, recognition is proposed to transform the approach found in the liberal
egalitarian theories of deliberative democracy by relying on a thicker notion of social
ontology.

In the next four chapters I will explore some of the basic features of the turn
towards a different notion of social ontology and its impact on debates surrounding
‘the politics of recognition’, as well as ‘integrative approaches’ to democratic
inclusion before developing my own response to their inadequacies and the need to
supplement them with a ‘politics of reconciliation’. The social ontological questions
that will be examined in chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6 revolve around four core components:
self, culture, representation, and intercultural dialogue. These four constitutive
ontological elements are core issues in the debates surrounding ‘the politics of
recognition’ and ‘integrative theories’.*> More specifically, the four chapters of social
ontology will primarily focus on the views of: a particular version of recognition; i.e.,
‘identity politics’, the post-modern critics of recognition, and cautious supporters of
recognition who present integrative theories that aim to avoid the risks of ‘identity
politics’ and weaknesses of deliberative democracy through combining deliberation
and/ or dialogue with recognition. Chapters 3 and 4 will be mostly devoted to
discussing the communitarian critique of the notions of selfhood underlying the
theories of Rawls and Habermas, the rise of a particular version of the politics of
recognition, i.e., ‘identity politics’ and the dangers of this ‘identity politics’. Chapters
5 and 6 form a separate section which will primarily examine the adequacy of

integrative approaches to accommodate historical injustice.

% 1 am not implying here that these four elements of social ontology represent an exhaustive list of the
core issues surrounding the politics of recognition and integrative approaches to democratic inclusion.
Yet, their selection is not random for they are discussed in the literature quite extensively. Moreover, it
should be emphasized that the politics of recognition is a blanket term that hosts a wide range of views
and the focus of the thesis will be primarily on Charles Taylor’s theory of recognition.
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SECTION II: THE POLITICS OF RECOGNITION AND
ITS CRITICS

3. SELFHOOD AND THE COMMUNITARIAN CRITIQUE OF
LIBERALISM

This chapter focuses on a central ontological issue in debates around
recognition and identity, namely the self. More precisely, the chapter explores two
models of selfhood: the atomistic model of Rawls and the intersubjective model of
Habermas, and examines which of these two models take seriously the role of context,
culture and history in politics. The chapter is divided into two parts. The first part
scrutinizes Rawls’ notion of the self as it was presented in his early and latter writings
and the second part explores the Habermasian intersubjective notion of the self. In
assessing Rawls’ and Habermas’ accounts I will rely mostly on the communitarian
critique of liberalism. The communitarian critique of liberalism is important here
because it has considerably contributed to the rise and development of the politics of
recognition.’

The problem with Rawls’ and Habermas’ notions of selthood, it will be argued,
is that they both underplay, among other things, the significance of culture, context
and history in the process of identity formation for the sake of determining the
governing principles and procedures of social justice and legitimacy. In other words,
they both tend to view culture and history as insignificant to politics, namely
insignificant to achieve freedom, equality and social justice. The chapter goes on to
argue that it is precisely this denial of the significance of history and culture to
identity and politics which makes these theories insufficiently attentive to claims of
historical injustice and exclusion raised by historically excluded social groups. This

denial of the importance of culture, history and identity has given rise to a politics of

! For more on the development of the communitarian critique of liberalism into a specific form of the
politics of recognition see: Will Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy: An Introduction
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), pp. 336-337.
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recognition which emphasizes embeddedness, situatedness and cultural

distinctiveness and difference.

Part1
Liberal theory and the self

This part of the chapter examines Rawls’ notion of the self. Despite Rawls’
claim to renounce the reliance on a Kantian account of selfhood and to avoid its
metaphysical premises, this part demonstrates that Rawls, in 4 Theory of Justice as
well as in Political Liberalism, still depends upon some metaphysical premises of
selfhood.? These metaphysical premises render his account of selfhood problematic
because they significantly underestimate the importance of culture, context, and
history in shaping and sustaining one’s identity. According to Rawls’ the chief aim of
‘reasonable deliberation’ among equal and free citizens is to achieve fair political
cooperation based on their strategic interests and without referring to their particular
identities, loyalties, and conditions. Put another way, stripping the subjects from their
ends and attachments in political deliberation and relegating them to the private
domain is the condition for achieving consensus (or overlapping consensus) on
principles of justice. According to this view, consensus on the basic structure of
society is achieved when these particularistic identities and convictions are
transcended and avoided. In other words, this improvised notion of selfhood views
culture, identity and history as irrelevant factors to politics, namely irrelevant to
achieve freedom, equality and social justice. It is precisely this denial of the
significance of history, culture and identity to politics in general and to social justice
in particular that makes Rawls’ liberal egalitarianism insufficiently attentive to
historical justices and the demands of historically excluded social groups. Rawls has

conceded some criticisms and his views have developed over the time. I will first

2 John Rawls argues that ‘If we look at the presentation of justice as fairness and note how it is set up,
and note the ideas and conceptions it uses, no particular metaphysical doctrine about the nature of
persons, distinctive and opposed to other metaphysical doctrines, appears among its premises, or seems
required by its argument. If metaphysical propositions are involved, perhaps they are so general that
they would not distinguish between the metaphysical views-Cartesian, Leibnizian, or Kantian; realist,
idealist, or materialist-with which philosophy has traditionally been concerned’. John Rawls, Political
Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993), footnote 31, p. 29 section 1.5 (emphasis
added).
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examine his notion of selfhood as presented in 4 Theory of Justice and then trace the
amendments he has introduced to it in his latter writings, primarily Political

Liberalism.

Rawls’ moral psychology

Rawls argues that he does not rely on the Kantian metaphysical notion of
selfhood that dominated liberal theory. Kant’s notion of the self rests on two
presuppositions. The first is that the person is capable of knowing itself through
introspection. It reflects on its inner nature by taking itself as an object of experience
and discovers itself as the bearer of desires and preferences. In other words, the
subject is transparent to itself. However, this is not enough to gain a full self-
knowledge. For all one sees while reflecting is the chaos of perceptions that does not
have any sense or meaning. A further presupposition is, indeed, required to fully
achieve self-understanding. This presupposition is the ‘subject’. This subject precedes
any experience and gives sense to our diverse views in one single unified
consciousness. This subject is capable of acting freely, independently of the laws of
nature, according to laws it imposes on itself. The subject’s free will is the first cause.
It is not an effect of a mere cause or an instrument for achieving an end but rather is
autonomous and precedes any end. The subject, here, is not an empirical being but a
transcendental notion. This notion of the self is the condition for understanding the
subject as autonomous and free person.

Rawls criticizes this Kantian conception of the self. Kant’s moral outlook, he
contends, is not compelling enough to form a basis for a theory of justice. It is obscure
and relies excessively on idealistic metaphysical assumptions that postulate the
subject as a radically transcendental and disembodied being ignoring the actual
human situation. Rawls, however, does not reject the ideal entirely but claims that it

needs reformulation. Rawls writes that;

Kant’s view is marked by a number of deep dualisms, in particular, the
dualism between the necessary and the contingent, form and content,
reason and desire, and noumena and phenomena. To abandon these

dualisms as he understood them is, for many, to abandon what is
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distinctive in his theory. I believe otherwise. His moral conception has
a characteristic structure that is more clearly discernible when these
dualisms are not taken in the sense he gave them but recast and their

moral force reformulated within the scope of an empirical theory.?

Rawls redeployment of Kant’s moral conception is demonstrated in the idea of
the ‘original position’ and its ‘veil of ignorance’. In the original position, Rawls
maintains, individuals are ‘mutually disinterested’ - in the sense that ‘they are not
willing to have their interests sacrificed to the others.’* They choose the principles of
justice when they are ignorant of their social conditions (status, gender, wealth,
ethnicity, strength) and notions of the good.’ This guarantees ‘that no one is
advantaged or disadvantaged in the choice of principles by the outcome of natural
chance or the contingency of social circumstances.’®However, unlike Kant who
argues that individuals work out their principles of justice in a purely noumenal
kingdom, Rawls argues that individuals operate in a phenomenal space that takes into
account common non-contingent humanistic characteristics that all human beings
share as free and equal rational beings. This Rawls attains by presenting the individual
as a ‘subject of possession’. The subject of possession is capable of distancing itself
from its ends and attachments without being disembodied. This argument is based on
the distinction between ‘me’ and ‘mine’. When I possess a desire it means its mine
but it does not mean it is me. If I lose this desire I stay the same person. This account,
however, assumes a certain kind of transparency, self-knowledge and ability of
reflection.

In short, Rawls’ aim in the original position is to rule out contingencies that

might discriminate between persons but simultaneously prove that his theory of

3 John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), pp. 226-227.
4 Rawls, 4 Theory of Justice, p. 112.

5 Rawls concludes that individuals will specify, given the condition of the original position, two
principles of justice. The first principle is: “Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive
total system of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar system of liberty for all. The second
principle is: ‘Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both: (a) to the
greatest benefit of the least advantaged, consistent with the just savings principles, and (b) attached to
offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity.” Rawls, A Theory of
Justice, p. 266.

¢ Rawls, 4 Theory of Justice, p. 11.
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justice takes into account factual aspects about individuals and their human
circumstances. The original position, Rawls maintains, ‘is meant to incorporate
widely shared and yet weak conditions’’about the background intuitions of justice.
Human beings, Rawls stresses, share the desire to have certain primary goods. To
desire certain primary goods is very rational and fits the nature of human life. Put
differently, ‘The preference for primary goods is derived, then, from only the most
general assumptions about rationality and the conditions of human life.’® These
circumstances of justice (objective and subjective), Rawls emphasizes, are
indispensable for the emergence of the virtue of justice.

Michael Sandel demonstrates that Rawls’ attempt in A Theory of Justice to
avoid Kant’s transcendental, metaphysical premises by deriving principles of justice
from a hypothetical situation - the original position - has not been successful. For to
attain the distinguished, glorious status of justice as ‘the first virtue of social
institutions’ and its two principles’, persons must always keep a certain distance from
their aims, attachments and the human conditions. Consequently, in the final analysis
his ‘deontological arguments’'® about the primacy of justice inevitably lead to what
his theory allegedly tries to avoid, namely a transcendental and disembodied
conception of the self.

Other communitarians such as Charles Taylor have argued that Rawls’ notion
of the self is propertyless and empty.'' For the individual, according to liberals, is free
and self-determining only if it is capable of detaching itself from its social roles,
commitments and desires to employ reason to judge different goods, aims and plans.
Consequently, the subject is postulated without character, purpose and content. Sandel
insists that to postulate a person where aims and attachments are never related to its

identity, ‘is not to conceive an ideally free and rational agent, but to imagine a person

" Rawls, 4 Theory of Justice, p. 111.
8 Rawls, 4 Theory of Justice, p. 223.
® Footnote 5 points out the two principles of justice.

' Deontological liberalism is a theory that chiefly deals with justice and emphasizes its precedence and
superiority over other moral and political ideals. According to this view the subject precedes its ends
and the right is prior to the good. The justification of the priority of the right over the good is
independent. It is independent in the sense that it does not rely on any particular notion of the good. For
more about deontological liberalism see: Michael Sandel, Liberalism and the Limits of Justice
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 2-7.

I Charles Taylor has forcefully advocated this point in his book: Hegel and Modern Society,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), pp. 157-159.
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wholly without character, without moral de,pth."2 The self, communitarians claim,
does not exercise its self-determination through detaching itself from its social context
but only within that context. The self, they maintain, does not precede its ends but is
rather constituted by them. Furthermore, the self is situated and embedded in cultural
and social practices based on shared values and beliefs. The existing common values
serve as ‘authoritative horizons’ that provide society’s members with ends and goals.
The self, therefore, is partly formed by goals that it does not choose but becomes
aware of. Discovering these goals, communitarians underscore, means being engaged
in a process of self-understanding.

Taylor insists that the difference-blind liberalism of Rawls, and other liberal
thinkers such as Dowrkin, relies on the idea of atomism. According to Taylor,
atomism mistakenly postulates the individual as a self-creating moral entity which his
or her rights precede particular notions of the good life. He argues that rights and a
conception of justice cannot exit prior and independently of particular notions of the

good. He claims that:

The basic error of atomism in all of its forms is that it fails to take
account of the degree to which the free individual with his own goals
and aspirations, whose just rewards it is trying to protect, is himself
only possible within a certain kind of civilization; that it took a long
development of certain institutions and practices, of the rule of law, of
rules of equal respect, of habits of common deliberation, of common
association, of cultural development, and so on, to produce the modern

individual."

Some liberals have argued that communitarians have misinterpreted the liberal
claim to prioritize the self over its ends and liberty rights over the good. These liberals
insist that prioritising the self over its ends means that all of its ends and convictions
are subject to scrutiny and examination. Additionally, they argue that prioritising

liberty rights over the good is not for its own sake but as an indispensable condition

12 Sandel, Liberalism and the Limits of Justice, p. 179.

1 Charles Taylor, Philosophy and the Human Sciences, Philosophical Papers 2 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1985), p. 309.
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that allows their promotion. Freedom of choice, Will Kymlicka argues, ‘is not
pursued for its own sake, but as a precondition for pursuing those projects [projects
about the good life] that are valued for their own sake.’ '* However, some
communitarians such as Sandel acknowledge that the subject is not a receptive and
passive agent, but active. It is capable of re-examining its constitutive goals,
excluding some and adding new ones. The question, nonetheless, is why the proper
conditions for individuals to conduct these critical and reflective assessments of the
‘authoritative horizons’ of their social values should not be guaranteed. This is
precisely what liberty rights, in liberalism, secure.

Consequently, one may argue that the anthropological notion of the subject
that communitarians advocate does not necessarily contradict the normative status
liberals accord to legally protected rights derived from the principle of self
determination. In the final analysis these protected rights provide the appropriate
situation for individuals to pursue their notions of the good and examine them
critically. If communitarians pose a serious challenge, however, to liberalism it is
through focusing on the principle of self-realisation and not the principle of self-
determination. Self-realisation is about the individual’s ability to independently plan
and freely pursue its life, knowing her desires and preferences, without any
constraints. This principle is based on at least two unattainable premises, namely self-
transparency and the ability to solitarily constitute meaning. Nonetheless, before
moving to address this challenge we should examine the changes Rawls has
introduced to his theory, in his latter writings, following the communitarian critique.
These changes, some scholars have argued, represent an attempt to ‘contextualise’ his

theory of justice.
Political not metaphysical: Rawls’ reply to communitarians
In his writi