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Although democracy isacontested concept, much of this contest begins with substantia agreement.
Theorizing is anchored by afocus on the nature of theindividud citizen. There follows anormétive
condderation of persond rights, namely autonomy and itssocid corollary, equdity. The problem of
democrdic governance is conceived accordingly. It isone of crafting inditutions thet facilitate collective
decison-making in amanner condstent with these fundamenta va ues and thus with the common good.
Beyond this quite generd orientation, Sgnificant divergence emerges over how individuds are
conceptudized and consequently over how autonomy and equdity should be defined. Divison over how
best to inditutionaize democratic governance follows.

Here| will focus on the recent contribution to thistheoreticd debate made by the advocates of
deliberative democracy. To begin | will briefly sketch the ddiberative position.* | will then criticaly
condder the adequacy of its conception of theindividua and offer an dternative view of cognition, emotion
and communication. | conclude by presenting the implications of this dternative for the understanding of
the democratic vaues of autonomy and equdlity and for the conception of democratic procedure.

Deliber ative Democracy: the Anglo-American View

Ddiberaive democrdic theory emerges in the 1990s partly as a response to the “aggregative’ view of
democracy advanced by rationd choicetheorigs. In thislater view, theindividud is concaived asraiond in
avey limited sense. The individud is podulated to have a st of preferences that are ordered according to
ther dedrability. She is then assumed to orient her thinking and action to pursue the satisfaction of these
preferencesin light of the constraints and opportunities present in the situation before her.? The individud as
citizen is conceived accordingly, that is as a sdf-directing actor who orients her initiaives in the politica
arena 0 as to redize her interests. Building on this conception of the citizen, autonomy is defined as the
ability to freely affect collective decisonsin amanner condstent with the pursuit one's own preferences. In
complementary fashion, equdity is defined as socid rdationship in which individuds have equivdent
opportunity to fredy pursue ther interests in this collective, palitica domain. In this light the inditutions of
governance are designed s0 asto dlow thisfree and equd pursuit of interest. The key mechanism deve oped
is the politicad dection complemented by a notion of government by law. In the attempt to better redize
these political gods, the specific contours of governance are developed differently in theories of direct or
representative democracy, but the foundationa assumptionsremain largdy the same.

Endemic to this aggregeative view of democracy isthe potentia conflict between persond
preferences and the collective good. With it emerge questions of legitimacy and compliance. Why would
individuas oriented by their own interests accept outcomes that are incondstent with those interests? Why
would the losersin an eection accept the outcome and abide by its consequences when this contravenesthe
rationd pursuit of ther interests? Rationd choice theorists answer by suggesting that the conditions render
gpparently undesirable outcomes acceptable. Losers abide by dectord outcomes precisdy becauseitisin
their interest to do 0. They may havelost in the recent dection but they may win in the next. Accepting the
present outcome supportsthelegd arrangement that insuresthat today’ swinnerswill accept their future
loss. Moreover government has the means to enforce the results of eections and the ensuing public policy



thereby increasing the cogt of defection. Some have dso argued that these expresdy politica forces mugt be
supplemented by areservoir of socid trust or “socid capitd” that binds people to one ancther and to the
political arrangementsthey cregte (e.g., Putnam 1993). In sum, the conditions of action bring the pursuit of
persond interest into line with the requidtes of the political system thereby reducing problems of legitimecy
and compliance. Critics suggest that while this solution may obtain when conditionsareided, itisless
workable in fragmented, complex societies where minority groups may have little hope of ever winning an
eection, where the use of executive power to force compliance from thase who do not accept the law can be
cosly and is often ineffective, and where socid trust is systematicaly undermined both by a
multiculturdism that reinforces socid deavages and by an ethos of individudism that erodes dl socid ties
and commitments.

The advocates of ddliberative democracy offer avery different view of individudsand a
commenaurady different undersdanding of basic palitical vaues and how to best redize themin the design
of palitica inditutions. In its conception of theindividud, this ddiberative view builds on John Rawls
theories of paliticd justice (1993). Heretheindividud citizen is defined to have Sgnificantly greater
cognitive cagpacities and mord potentid then dtizens are atributed in rationd choice theories. According to
Rawls, dl individuds are (or more exactly, must be) logicd, rationd and reasonadle. Intheir logic,
individuas are explicitly assumed to have the basic cognitive capacity to argue with reasons, to recognize
criteriaof judification, to understand rules of evidence, to belogica (to follow rules of inference and
deduction) and to reflect on thelr own presuppositions. Implicitly it is assumed that individuds have the
cognitive capacity to congtruct sysems of interrdated propositions and abdract principles of rdaionships
and to effectively use these condructions for the purpose of interpretation, explanation and evduation. In
ther rationdity, individuds are assumed to be able to consder and order their pecific preferences and
vauesrdativeto ther overdl life plan and their sense of ahigher-order good. In their reasonableness, they
are assumed to be adleto take the pergpective of the other and thus can fairly consider the dams of ancther
person in that other person’ sterms. They are dso able to consder not only the persona vaue of specific
actions or outcomes, but dso the common vaue of generd principles of interaction (conditutiond
essentids). Individuds therefore have the capacity to make judgments that are guided by a sense of judtice
asfarness

Rawlsvadillatesin hisfath that individuds, even theoreticaly defined ones, can berdied uponto
redize these capacities. Responding to the daim that individuas motivations are naturaly egocentric, he
suggeststhe use of the“origind position” asacognitive device. The am isto negate the influence of
particular, sdfish desires and to encourage the condderation of more generd, socid concerns. Rawls
concludes that armed with this orienting cognitive device and their own naturd capacities, individuas can
criticaly reflect ontheir own views, farly consder other’ sneeds aswell astharr own and participatein
defining the common good. Consequently, the interests that these individuals define for themsdves are
more broadly concaived. Asaresult any conflict between persondly and collectively defined interessare
reduced and the problem of ddegitimation is diminished commensurately.

Although they largdy adopt Rawls' theory of the citizen, more deliberatively oriented theorists
uggest that the persond reflection even when guided by the use of acognitive deviceis not sufficient to
insure thet citizens gpproach political questions with the requiSite reasonableness, rationdity and logic.
Instead these theorigts argue that the desired criticd self-reflection and fair orientation to the other can only
be redized in an actua encounter with the beliefs, vaues and arguments of other citizens. The indtitutiona
demand to come to agreement on acourse of action that othersfind workable and worthwhile emphasizes
the need for perspective-taking, justification and the eaboration of acommon good while rendering
ineffective any daimsthat ether are not judtified or arejudtified on solely sdlfish grounds. Thus participation
in deliberation leads individudsto reflect and interact in away that ismorelogicd (Gutmann and



Thompson 1996), rationd (Benhabib 2002), just, condderate of others (Gutmann and Thompson 1996;
Cohen 1997), sdf-criticd (Dryzek 2000) and oriented to the common good (Cohen 1997; Benhabib 2002).
Theimplicit assumption hereisthat, even if individuas have not fully devel oped the aforementioned
cgpacities, they gill have the requisite ability to participate in ddliberation and can reedily deveop their skills
asrequired in this context.

In the ddiberative view, an individud isnot only arationd actor who makes choicesand actsto
satisfy persond interests, sheisaso an ethica and mord agent who reflects and collaborates. Guided by
reflections on her own overarching sense of the good life, acongderation of theinterests of othersand an
understanding of the common good, sheisableto reorder exiding interess and creste new ones. This
processisfadilitated by congtructive conversation with other peoplein which ther views are expressed and
one sown are given feedback. The democratic vaues of autonomy and equdlity are reconceived
accordingly. The concept of political autonomy is redefined in recognition of the individud’ sincreased
cgpacities and broader bases of evaduation. The focus extends beyond the pursuit of one' sown particular
interests through freedom of expression, choice and action. Emphasisis dso placed on the formulation of
one' sown interests and the common interest through reflection and open, cooperdive discusson. Thelatter
requires an expangon of the concept of autonomy to include the freedom to participate with othersin ajoint
atempt to daborate each other’ s specific and generd interests and to condruct ashared sense of just rules of
interaction and the common good. In thislight, equdity isno longer just amatter of an equa opportunity to
effect collective decisons. Asimportantly, equaity must be redized in the equa opportunity to participate
actively in acooperative process of addressing public policy problemsand of creating the overarching
vauesthat orient this policymeaking effort.

In this deliberative conception, equality and autonomy require each other. One the one hand,
equdity isanecessary precondition of autonomy. It isonly in acooperative exchange between equasthat
both the sdlf-expresson and criticd sdf-reflection required for the self-reflective congruction of one's
understandings and interestsis possible (e.g., Warren 1992). Where the sdlf dominates, sdf-criticiam
truncates and narrows. Where the other dominates, salf-expresson is suppressed. In aether case, the SHIf that
iscongructed isadigortion and any true autonomy is compromised. On the other hand, equdity requires
autonomy. Deliberative equdity isequdlity of effective participation (e.g., Bohman 1996, 1997; Knight and
Johnson 1997). Thelaiter can only be achieved by citizenswho have full deliberative autonomy and thus
have the capacity to expressthalr own interestsin away that others can comprehend, and to reflect on those
interestsin light of ideas and amsvoiced by other people. Where autonomy is compromised meaningful
equdity cannot be achieved.

The problem of democratic governanceis reconsdered in thislight. Given the broader conception
of autonomy and equdity, the emphasis on the design of inditutions such as eections or referenda that
dlow individudsto fredy pursuetheir persond interests by equaly contributing to collective decison-
making are regarded as inadequate. Ingtead the focusis on condructing ingtitutiona arrangementsthet create
the opportunity for full and equd participation by citizensin ajoint, cooperdtive process of darifying,
eaborating and revisng common conceptions and vauesin the course of defining and judging specific
problems and their solutions. The solution is governance by citizen ddliberation. Most of the theoreticd
efforts of deliberative democrats have focused on daborating the conditions, procedures and s utary effects
of the palitica inditution of deliberation.

Deliberative democrats suggest anumber of conditionsthat must be met if aninteractionistobea
fully ddliberative democratic exercise. Severd prior conditions must be met before the ddliberation actudly
begins Ar4, there must be a suspenson of action to creste the politica space for the ddliberation to take
place. There must be some assurance that decisons will not be taken and practica action will not be initiated
until after the deliberation has been completed. Second, once this palitical Spaceis created, it must be



indusve. Thisrequirement isvarioudy eaborated astheincluson of dl those parties potentialy affected or
of dl therdevant points of view. A third requirement that follows closdy on the second isthet the
deliberation be public so that al those affected but not directly involved can be gpprised of and potentidly
respond to the substance of the ddliberations (e.g., Guttman and Thompson 1996). Findly thereisa
requirement that the results of the ddliberation be binding on dl those involved (Cohen 1997). Thislast
requirement insures that the deliberation is not regarded as an inconsequentid exercise.

The ddiberation itsdf must meet ceartain sandards of conduct. Firg, it must be governed by a
concern for autonomy. On the one hand, this requires that participation in the ddiberation befree. The
participants must be able to formulate and expresstheir own views of the variousissuesthat arerased. On
the other hand, it necessitates thet the integrity and vaue of each participant be acknowledged. This
demands that each not only isfree to speak, but that each aso is heard with repect and consderation.
Second, the ddliberation must be guided by the concerns of equdity. Each participant must have an equd
opportunity to speek and to persuade his audience (e.g., Bohman 1997; Knight & Johnson 1997). Third the
outcomes of deliberation must be consstent with the associated va ues of judtice asfairness and democracy
as governance oriented to the common good and guided by the principles of autonomy and equdity. For
some theorigts such as Gutmann and Thompson (1996), such an orientation to justice and democracy can
only beinsured by the stipulation of congtitutiona congraints. For others such as Benhabib (1996), Cohen
(1996, 1997) and Knight (1999), the conditions of deliberative practice themsdves not only embody these
godsbut dso orient participants toward achieving them. Fourth, ddliberation must consst primarily of the
exchange of reasonsfor two purposes: that of communicating one sown viewsin away that can be
understood and accepted by the other, and that of coming to understand the meaning and vaue of the
other’ sviewsin her terms. In thisvein, ddliberation should be basad upon or should establish ashared
gpprecidion of the truth and right of the reasonsfor the collective choices being made.

The claim here is that when these prior conditions are met and the standards of conduct are
followed, the ensuing discussion will be fully deliberative. As such it will consist of a respectful
and reciprocal expression, correction, revision and restatement of views. In the process, thinking
will become more logical and self-reflection will become deeper and more critical. As aresult,
personal beliefs, values and preferences will change. At the same time, this will encourage the
discovery of acommon ground for agreement, one that will yield more just and legitimate
recommendations for public policy.® Thisin turn will provide a basis for both arenewal of
interest and faith in democratic governance (thus addressing current problems of declining
interest and participation in politics) and a means for social reintegration (thus addressing the
problems of a socially destructive individualism and a socially disintegrative multiculturalism).

Regar ding Human Nature and Communication

| am sympethetic to the concernsthet drive deliberative democrats. Like the ddliberative democrats, | find
the conception of theindividud of rationd choice theorists and aggregative democratstoo Smple, their
conception of autonomy and equdity too narrow and their conception of democratic governance
conssquently inadequate. | dso bdieve theturn to ddiberation with itsimplicit recognition of the
importance of a cooperdive socid engagement to be aproductive move. That sad | believe that the
revisonig efforts of the ddiberative democrats have not gone deep or far enough. Inthisven, | will argue
that the foundationd assumptions regarding individuds overestimate their cognitive abilities, incorrectly
equatethe abilities of dl individuds, and fall to attend to the emaotionad dimension of interpersond
connection. In the process, the socid dimengon of cognition is underestimated and the rel ationship between



cognition, communication and community is misunderstood. Sketching an dternative perspective, | draw
out theimplications of this view for defining orienting political vaues and designing politica ingtitutions.

Assumptions Regar ding the Natur e of Cognition

Asdready noted, ddliberative democratic theory isanchored by aset of assumptions regarding individuds,
assumptionsthat explicitly focusonindividuds cognitive capadities. In thislight, ddiberative democratic
theory can be understood as an attempt to eaborate the palitical implications of aparticular cognitive
psychology. In the latter regard, it is assumed that individuas have the cgpecities for retiond (in the full
sense defined above) sdf-direction, for reasonable engagement with others and for logicd inference.
Moreover it isassumed that individuds, once they have grown to be normd adults, are broadly equd in
ther ability to exercise these cgpacities 0 as (@) to sdf-direct in amanner congstent with their own
overarching sense of the good, (b) to engage othersin amanner which recognizes the perspective and
integrity of those others, and () to participate in argument in alogicd, reasoned manner. Because of this all
individuas are accorded equd rights to autonomous politica participation in democratic for adesigned to
offer participants the greatest freedom for self-expresson and condructive engagement.

My concern hereisthat this characterization of cognition issignificantly incorrect. To begin, thereis
agood ded of socid cognition research that suggests that individuals are not particularly logicd intheir
reflections about themsdves or in thelr andyss of the circumstances they must confront. For example, the
research on causd atribution indicates that when people are explaining or predicting socid phenomena,
they atend more to factorsthat are more readily seen or are more distinctive and they do not integrate the
information assmilated in aparticularly integrative or logicd fashion. (eg., Kdley 1973; Taylor and Fiske
1978). These condlusons are reinforced by other research on cognitive heurigtics that demondrate thet
when people reason they utilize various cognitive shortcuts rether than logicd reflection or rationa
cdculaion (eg., Tversky & Kahneman 1973). Smilarly socid cognition reseerch has demondirated the
difficulty people have with abgtract thought and the rationd calculation of probabilities (Smelsund 1963,
Quattrone & Tverksy 1984). Thisfalureto think logicaly is complemented by other research that shows
that on questions that matter, people sjudgments of themselves and athers are powerfully influenced by pre-
exiging prg udices. On the one hand, there is research on cognitive congstency (Heider 1958) and cognitive
dissonance (Festinger 1957; Abelson et d. 1968) that addresses how emotional commitments and pre-
exiging preferences digtort the analyss of cauises, effects and categoricd associations of new observaionsin
adirection that supports prior judgments. On the other hand the research on cognitive schemas demondrates
that even beiefsthat are not vaue laden or emotiondly charged can powerfully distort how people interpret
the Sgnificance and deduce the implication of incoming informetion (Fiske and Taylor 1991).

Asone might expect, these deficienciesin socid cognition are reflected in how people engage one
another in groups. A good dedl of the research on smdl group behavior and communication provides
evidence of people s evident inahility to understand and fairly consder other peopl€e’ s perspectives, to think
criticaly about their own pogtion or the socid conventions to which they adhere, or to think about problems
cregtively and generate novel dternatives. Researchers sudy (and practionersinitiate) attemptsto structure
socid interaction with these failluresin mind. These include asking participants to engage in games
involving such unconventiona socid behavior such as brainstorming, role-playing and free-associating
(eg., Jarboe 1999; Propp 1999).

Insum, thereisagreet ded of socid psychologica research that suggeststhat individuas generdly
do not think inthelogicd, rationd or reasonable way and do not evidence the communicative competence
assumed by deliberative democratic theory. Research in developmentd psychology raisesfurther questions
regarding the adequacy of ddiberdivetheorists characterization of cognition. In the ddliberative democracy



literature (and in mogt socid psychologicd research), cognition istypicaly conceived asaset of digtinct
skillsor cgpacities. Following the tradition of Piaget (1970; Inhdder and Piaget 1958) and Vygotsky (1962,
1978) research on cognitive development offers amore dynamic, integrative view of cognition. To begin,
cognition isunderstood in pragmeatic terms, that is as apurposive activity whereby anindividud atemptsto
operate on and within the world around her. This operation isnot Smply ametter of caculation nor doesit
involve Smply arranging representations reldive to one another. Caculation and arrangement do not
conditute thinking, but rether are two of its manifet products. In thissensethinking isviewed asa
condructive activity. In the cognitive operation of coordinating one' s own effort to act on objectsinthe
physica environment or to interact with othersin the socid environment, the various actions and objects
deployed are placed in asubjectively condructed relaionship to one ancther. In this manner, these objects
and actions are subjectively reconstructed as dements of theindividud’ s purposive reasoned activity and
eechisdefined by the particular roleit plays In thismanner thinking produces the representations and
connections that conditute an individud’ s understandings and judgments. This pragmetic conception of
thinking is supplemented by adructurdis dam that thereisadistinctive qudity to how cognition operates
and therefore to the quality of the representations and conceptud rdaionsthat are condtructed. This
disinctive qudity of thinking should be evident across the various specific representations, understandings,
evauative judgments and action Srategies that the individua congructs.

Viewed from this pergpective, logic, rationdity and reasonableness are not Smply aset of ditinct
(evenif interdependent) capacities. Rather they reflect acommon underlying structura capecity, one that
has been subgtantively differentiated by the different types of problems addressed in the course of everyday
experience (inferentia relationships between clamsin the case of logic, subjective relationships among
preferences, beiefs and actionsin the case of rationdity, and rdatiionswith other people in the case of
ressonableness). Inmy ownwork, | have suggested that these specific cognitive capacities are various
manifestations of one underlying mode or form of reasoning that | have termed systemétic (Rosenberg
2002). This systematic reasoning entails the subjective juxtgposing of propositions and interactions and
leadsto the credtion of sysemsand principles of interrelationship. These sysemsand principlesare
precisdy the type of cognitive structures that can support the capacitiesthat deliberation requires. The ability
to congruct integrated webs of interrdaed bdiefs, preferences and actionsis critica both to rationd sdlf-
reflection and to reasonable pergpective taking. These enable the thinking subject to place specific damsor
actionsin the broader context of the person as system, both as alocus of meaning and as apersondity, and
to interpret their meaning and judge their vaue accordingly. In the case of rationd reflection, the sysemin
question isthe sdif. In the case of reasonable pergpective taking, the sysem of concern is ancther person.
Smilarly the rdlated capacity to congtruct principles of relationship is critica to the abstract consderations
of logic and judtice. Inthefirst case, principles of rdationship provide abasisfor generating generd rules of
inferencefor rdaing different types of dams. In the second case, they provide abassfor generating
genera rules of fairessfor relating individuals (as systems) to one another.*

Apart from emphasizing the forma qudities of thinking, the cognitive developmenta approach dso
focuses on how the underlying structure of cognition can be transformed. The basic argument hereisthat
theindividua asachild hasaninitid way of reasoning which isinadequate to the requirements of operating
effectively in the world around him. Through a process of subjective reflection and an interndization of
externd direction, theindividua’ s reasoning deve ops through a series of stages during childhood and
adolescence until the structure of her thinking approximates the structure of her environment. At each of
these sages, theindividud thinksin aquditatively different way producing differently structured cognitive
drategies and undersandings. At thelast sage, development stops and the structure of the individud’ s adult
cognition isformed. Whereas dl people may share the same genetically conferred potentia for full
cognitive development, thelr socid environments may differ in waysthat affect how far deve opment



progresses. Insofar asthey are sructured differently, socid environments place different kinds of cognitive
demands on the individua s who inhabit them, thereby by encouraging further cognitive devel opment or
making it unnecessary. Asaresult, adults who have grown up and lived in sructurdly different socid
contexts may develop quditatively different ways of reasoning.

The suggestion that different adults may reason in sructuraly different ways hasimportant
implicationsfor our congderation of deliberative democracy. Firg, it suggeststhe possibility that some
people have a deeply sructured inahility to belogicd, rationd or reasonable in the manner assumed by the
ddiberative democratic theory. Indeed, severd different srands of cognitive development research indicate
that not only some, but perhaps most people lack the requisite capacity to reason. Neo-Piagetian research on
adult cognition suggests (contrary to traditional Piagetian theory) that most people may not develop forma
operationd thought and therefore will have difficulty incorporating overarching, aostract or hypotheticd
condderationsinto their reasoning. It suggeststhat individuals may actively congiruct concrete categories
and causal connections, but thet they will be unableto reflect on the manner (logica or judtified) inwhich
they craft those congructions (Kuhn et d. 1977; Sdman 1980; Kegan 1994). Smilarly Kohlbergian
research on mord judgment suggests that most people may not deve op pogt-conventiona mora reasoning
and therefore will be unableto criticaly reflect on the conventiond socid mores and categoriesthey useto
guide their judgments of what isright and wrong (Kohlberg 1981/84). Findly my research on socid and
political reasoning suggests that most people are unableto think sysematicaly and therefore are unable to
think of themselves or others as sysemswith thelr own integrity and functiond requirements. Smilarly they
are unable to condruct generd rules of relationship to guide congderations of logic or justice asfarness
(Rosenberg 2002). Thinking inalinear or sequentia rather than asystematic manner, most people are
therefore unable to deliberate adequately. Failing to adequately congder the perspective of the ligener, most
people do not present their own viewsin asufficiently elaborated manner so that others can fully understand
them. In addition, most people tend to view the different viewsthat others express not as congtructive input,
but rather as an obgtruction or smply incorrect. Overdl the opportunity for discusson and argument is not
viewed as cooperative exercise leading to greater ingght and mutua benefit, but rather it isundersood asa
zero sum game that ends in some participants winning and otherslosing (Rosenberg 2003).

A second implication spesks to the assumption of the universdity or that al norma adult atizens
share acommon st of cognitive cgpacities. Whereasthe socid psychologica research suggeststhat
individud’ s capacities are less than assumed by ddliberative democracy, it retains the assumption of
universdity. All people sthinking is demondirated to be inadequeate in roughly the same way. Cognitive
developmenta theory contravenesthisview. It suggests that whereas most adults of the kind typicaly
studied in socia psychological research (American, middle dass, mostly 1% and 2™ yeer university
undergraduates) may reason in the same way, some adults reason in agructuradly more devel oped way than
thisand othersreason in aless sructuraly less developed way. This suggests the problem for deliberdtive
democrdic theory isnat only the adequacy of citizens reasoning, but aso their equdity. Some ddiberative
democrats have worried about differing socid backgrounds and consequently unequd abilitiesto mobilize
cultura resourcesin ddiberation (eg., Bohman 1997). The problem hereis even more difficult, suggesting
that inequditiesin effective participation may not just be amatter of cultural exposure and familiarity, but
rather ametter of fundamentd ineguditiesin the ability to belogicd, to be sHf-reflective, to take the
perspective of the other and to comprehend issues of fairness®

In sum, the socid psychologicd and the devel opmentd psychologica research suggest that
individuals may befar lesslogicd, rationd and reasonable than dedliberative democratic theory assumes. The
implication to be drawn in both casesisthat ddliberative indtitutions should not be conceived Smply as
settings for free exchange in which citizen capadities for reflection and engagement can beredized. The
socid psychologica research on cognition and communication points to various cognitive deficiencies and



impliesthat deliberative settings must be carefully structured to compensate accordingly. Interaction must
be designed to provide incentives and information that foster specific thinking patterns or techniques of
engagement that will overcome the particular inadequaciesidentified. In this sense, the research suggests
that ddiberations be regarded as remedid inditutions.

The cognitive devel opmenta research suggests that thisremedia orientation to deliberation may
not be sufficient. The daim hereis the inadequacies exhibited by individua participants are not just specific
errorsin reasoning or judgment, but rather are reflections of agenerd, Sructurd inability to comprehend and
properly respond to the complexities of fair, congtructive palitica deliberation (particularly in asettings
where there are degp socio-culturd differences among the participants). Consequently, ddiberations must be
more than remedid; they must be Stesfor palitical education and development. Thus they must be designed
not with an eye to introducing specific procedures or socid gamesto correct specific ddiberaive
deficiencies, but rather as pedagogicd devicesfor fogtering the structura cognitive devel opment required
for competent participation in deliberation.

In addition, the cognitive developmentd research highlightswhat is clearly evident to those who
have facilitated or observed citizen deliberations (or class room discussions) — ditizens evidently differ in
thelr cgpacity to congtruct arguments, provide judtifications, take another’ s point of view and to reflect
criticaly on their own views or the socid conventions to which they adhere. Apart from the problem of
citizen development, thisraises the problem of equdlity. Insofar as some participants have greater
deliberative capacitiesthan others, their contribution islikely to be more effective and the ensuing
agreements are likely to be more favorable to them. This normative problem is exacerbated by apractica
problem. People who reason in ructurdly different ways are likdly to understand and to respond to the
same drcumgances quite differently. Thusany indtitutiond arrangements must be crafted in recognition of
how these arrangements may be subjectively recongructed in quite different wayswith quite different
practicd results.

Assumptions Regarding the Nature of Affect and Emotion

Inits characterization of theindividud, ddliberative democratic theory has followed the trgectory of most
democratic theory and focused on the individud’ s cognitive attributes. In so doing, the theory remains
largely dlent on the affective or emotiona qudities of human nature. At mogt it provides afurther rationde
for ignoring these concerns by ether relegating them to the domain of variable persond preferences or by
subordinating them to areason that is capable of denying, ordering and recongtructing them. However with
its emphas's on condructive communication, deliberative democracy may reguire not only acertain leve of
cognitive capacity, but dso a certain degree of positive emationd engagement. On theface of it, it seems
that the very possibility of the kind of deliberation the theory postul ates depends on such an emotiond
engagement to foster the kind of condderation that democratic deliberation demands. It ssemsunredigic to
assume that acommitment to fairly consder another’ s concerns can be based Smply on the recognition thet
another person, asathinking, sentient persondity, isformdly equivaent to onesdf and therefore equdly
desarving of attention and congderation. Smilarly it ssems unredidtic to assume that acommitment to a
common good will emerge soldy on the basis of reflections on what is ethicd and reasonable. Not only
doesthisrasetheissue of the practicdity of ingtitutions congtructed with such assumptionsin mind, but it
aso rasesissues about the adequacy of atheoretica condruction which only explicates human socidity on
cognitive grounds.

It s|ems to me that any adeguate conception of the communicative orientation of individudsina
ddiberation mugt incorporate an gopreciation of the important role played by affective bonds and emotiona
connection. It is not enough to recognize the integrity of the other. One must o be emotiondly connected



to that person. By this| mean that one cares about that person, that one can empathize with their position
and can makethat other person’s pains and pleasures one sown. It isthis caring thet transformsthe
recognition of theintegrity of the other into amoativating concern that can then fud the effort to understand
and support thet other’ snature. Smilaly it isafeding of being part of acommunity thet providesthe
emoationa impetusfor participating in the joint definition of acommon good and enhances the subjective
sense of the vaue of the good so defined.

The success of deliberation depends not only on the exercise of appropriate cognitive capacities,
it also requires a kind of emotional connection to foster the commitments to engage others and
consider the common good in the manner required. Consequently deliberations must be
structured with thisin mind. As attention must be paid to foster appropriate cognition, so
attention must be paid to creating emotional bonds. Thus whereas it may be true that argument
by reasons focused on the policy question at hand may be necessary to arriving at just solutions
(Habermas 1984, 1996; Benhabib 1996; Cohen 1997), it is also the case that exchanging
narratives about personally significant life episodes (Y oung 1996) and sharing meals together
(Forester 1999) and participating in activities designed to create a sense of group identity may be
necessary to creating the emotional connection needed to motivate the kind of argument desired.
The key here is to recognize that deliberation does not just require establishing the conditions for
the full realization of cognitive capacities, it also requires conditions that foster emotional
engagement, mutual nurturing and an affective tie to one’'s community.

Assumptions Regar ding the Nature of Communication

Finally I would like to examine more closely the conception of communication that orients most
discusson of deliberative democracy. Although it plays a centrd role, communication isitself subject to
little direct theoreticd congderation. Within most ddliberative democratic theory such aconsderationis
rendered unnecessary because communication is assumed to be alargely successful activity and aneutra
medium of socid exchange. In thefirg regard, the ddiberative democratic understanding of
communication builds on the assumptions regarding cognition discussed earlier. Because individuas
have the capacity to belogicd, rationd and reasonable, they are o assumed to be competent
interlocutors. In thislight, communication is regarded as an essentidly non-problematic phenomenon.
Vaidioninindividuds experience and socid position may produce subgtantia differencesin beliefs and
preference that make communication more difficult. However the capacitiesimplied in the
communicative competence of the interlocutors provides means for understanding and respecting these
differences. It dso provides abasis for transcending these differences by moving to higher order concerns
and an overarching common good.? In the second regard, communication is understood to be aneutral
vehicle for transporting subjectively congtructed views back and forth between the subject-
communicators. Languages may differ in manifest syntax and may vary in their vocabularies for different
kinds of objective or subjective phenomena, but they are dl regarded as bascaly comparable vehiclesfor
the expresson of anindividud’ s bdiefs and preferences and for the statement of the reasonswhy they are
held. Consequently, communication as amedium for the expression of meaning is assumed to havellittle
independent impact on theindividud’ s capacity to ddiberate and is subject to only passng commentary
inthisrespect.

Although the impact of communication on an individua’ s cognitive cgpacity and communicative
competenceisregarded to be minimal, the socid conditions of ddliberation are congdered quite rdevant to
an individud’ sinterests and mativations. These conditions are understood to define areward structure thet
afectsthe vadue of the different kinds of initiatives that Soeskers and lisenersin acommunication may



pursue. Inthisven, anadysts worry about the division of power among participants and how unequa power
digtributions can define the interests of the powerlessin such away asto distort or Slencetheir contribution
to the policy being discussed. Thebadc rules of ddliberation are consdered inasmilar way. Thusa
decison ruleisandyzed in terms of the kinds of communicative behaviorsit islikdly to reward pogtively
and thus encourage and the kinds of behaviorsit islikely to reward negetively and thus discourage. In this
ven, some theorigs argue for the decision by consensus because it rewards more desirable communicetive
acts (such asamore daborated satement of one' sown pogtion cast in termsthat the listener can understand
and vaue) and discourages |l ess desirable acts (such as an assertion of narrow sef-interest or an atempt to
bargain strategicaly).”

Some of thedifficulties of thisview of communication are suggested by the earlier criticiams of its
underlying cognitive psychology. Thereit was argued that individuds, a least mogt individuass, do not
exhibit or reedily acquire the cognitive abilities or the communicative competence assumed in ddiberaive
democrdic theory. Insofar asthisistrue, communication cannot be regarded as non-problematic. When
there are differencesin experience and culturd background and therefore differences of bdief and vaue, it
isunlikely that mogt individuaswill be able to ddliberate with one another productively. Insteed they will
amply tend to talk past one ancther or to engagein areciprocd denid of the vdidity of eech other’ sdams.
At begt, civilitiesmay produce polite, but superficid accord. Even when individuds begin with broad
agreement on the subgtantive issues and vaues a play thereisdso the problem of potentid variaioninthe
bad ¢ communicative competence of theindividud participants. Communication under the condition of pre-
exiging commondities may be more productive, but the inequdity of capecity islikely to result not in ajust
outcome, but in one that advantages the more cgpable participants.

The devdlopmentd view of cognition aso suggests that communication is more than just aneutra
medium or vehicle. Communication has a sructure, one that reflects the communicative capacities of the
individuasinvolved. We do not have to turn to cognitive developmenta psychology to recognize thet
children of different agesvary intheir level of cognitive development, thet thisisevident in how they
communicate with one ancther and that the qudities of the conversationsin which they participate will vary
accordingly (eg., Dimitracopoulou 1990). We are ds0 aware that adults differ in their ahility to talk
abdractly, to reflect on their own presuppositions, to make sense of another person’s pergpective or to
expressther own point of view in away that other people can undergand. Thisisreflected in thewaysthear
conversations differ, for example, in the degree to which ther conversations merely accompany wheat is
currently hgppening or are largely independent of any ongoing activity, the degree to which ther discusson
conggts of an exchange of loosdly related assartions or involves the giving of reasons and the subsequent
interrogation of the reasons given, or the degree to which their arguments cong s of the sdifish attempt to
impose apersond view or the cooperdtive atempt to build better understanding (Rosenberg 2003). The
suggedtion hereisthat these differences of conversationa style reflect underlying differencesin the Sructure
of the communication taking place.

In addition to suggesting amore structurd and differentiated view of communication,
developmentd psychologica theory dso suggests that communication cannot Smply be understood to be
derivative or epiphenomend. Cognitive and socid devel opment are understood to be the product of the
dynamic interplay between the cognitive sructure of theindividud’ s reasoning and purposve action onthe
one hand and the socid sructure of the interaction between individuas on the other. In some sociologicd
conceptions, these two levels of structuration are regarded as necessarily isomorphic.? Here however the
clamisthat dthough these two level s operate on the common ground of what people do or say to each
other, the collective structuring and the persond structuring of action may differ from one another
quditatively. It is precisdly this combination of difference and interdependence or interpenetration that
produces they dynamic tension which motors both cognitive and socia development.”
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The independence and digtinctive qudity of a cognitive sructure are evident in the manner inwhich
theindividua subjectively reconstructs the definition of the communicative Stuation in amanner congstent
with hisown way of reasoning. An example of thisishow addiberation may be socidly defined asa
cooperdive effort by equaly vaued individuds to construct acommonly accepted path of action and yet it
may nonetheless be subjectively recondructed by some individuds merely as another meansfor redizing
one s persond goa's and confirming one' s own identity. More important in the present context isthe
independence and distinctive qudity of the socid sructuring of communicative exchanges. Thisisevident
in how thase exchanges may be governed by rules and may sustain meaningful cooperation around subject
matter that theindividud participants do not fully undersand. An example of effective socid regulation
without subjective understanding is how, by following specific rules of expresson (eg. therulesof a
brainstorming session), people may beled to novel congderaions and to more openly regard other pecpl€'s
contributions even though they may have little sense of the logic behind the pecific rulesthey are
following. They are doing what is required without gopreciaing why it isimportant to do so. An example of
meaningful conversation without subjective underganding is offered by what transpires in undergraduate
seminars on politica theory. It is often the case thet in the context of a discusson about atheory, the sudents
can meaningfully respond to one another in amanner guided by the rhetoric of the theory. However any
interruption of this discourse that asks one of the participantsto explain or to judtify what they have argued
in gregter depth or in common parlanceislikely to reved (often to the Sudent aswel astheinterrogator)
that she has very little subjective understanding of the meaning what she had just said. Nonethdess,
moments earlier she had meaningfully participated in an intersubjectively regulated exchange. Research that
involves the in-depth probing of individud’ s explanations and eva uations of commonplace socid and
political eventsindicatesthat likein the case of the aforementioned seminar, ashared culturd rhetoric often
operatesto lead individuds to contribute to a conversation in away that exceeds what they can subjectively
accomplish without the support that soecific rhetoric affords.

The psychologica sgnificance of the structurd difference of communication isitstransformetive
impact. Participation in communicative exchanges that the individua finds difficult to understand and hard
to negotiate condtitute a powerful impetusto deve opment. Recurring exposure to experiences of thiskind
initiate aprocess of what Piaget refersto as“reflexive abstraction” (Inhelder and Piaget, 1956.) To begin the
individua doubtsthe adequacy of his undersandings and performances. Rather than Smply operaing to
achieve specific ends, this doubt fosters areflection on the mode of operating itsdlf. In other words, the
individud’ s thought becomes more reflexive. Thisact of reflecting on one' s cognitive practice becomesa
bootstrapping activity. In attempting to think about one' s current way of thinking, anew and more
developed, integrative or abstract form must be generated to meet thet task. Theresult isagradua
trandformation in the qudity of one' sreasoning or cognitive development. Thisreflexive abdtractionis
complemented by aprocess of interndization. In the course of participating in communicative exchanges,
theindividud is exposed to ways of interacting, ways of making conceptud connections and to ways of
defining matters of concern that are different than what she would typicdly be ableto generate. Inthe
atemptsto interact effectively, theindividud atemptsto follow the examplesthat other people€ sbehavior
provide. The subjective recondruction of these examples may be inadequate, but the moves made and the
fod adopted are nonethdess novel and are incorporated into the individud’ sthinking. This provides
guidelines and direction for the congruction of new forms of understanding and thereby facilitatesthe
transformation of reasoning.™®

Oneimportant implication of this understanding of communicative structures and their rolein
cognitive development isthat individuals cognitive capadities are not Smply redlized in socid interaction,
they are ds0 condructed there. While the qudity of communicative Sructures dearly are affected by the
cognitive operations (the thinking) of the individuasinvolved, those cognitive operations are themselves, a
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leagt in part, aproduct of the communicative exchangesin which anindividud isregularly involved. Those
exchanges dructure the co-operation between individuads and thus the operations of each of them. Inthis
manner, communicative exchanges determine the qudity of cognition, thereby rendering it asocid product
and thus socio-historically relative rather than universal. ™

Thisview of communication as having differently structured forms and a potentidly transformetive
impact onindividuas cognition leedsto avery different understanding of democratic ddiberation. Inthis
light, ddliberations must not be regarded Smply as empty stagesthat provide avenue for the redization of
citizenship. Nor must the design of these ddliberative stages focus Imply on the removad of obstructionsthat
may inhibit freedom or give unequa scope for maneuver. Instead, deliberation must be understood asaste
for the condruction and transformetion of citizenship. In ddiberation, citizens are made aswdl asredized.
The operdive metgphor hereisthat of aschool, but of particular kind. The educationd god isnot the
tranamisson of pecific beiefs and vaues, dthough these are by no meansirrdevant. Rather the centrd am
must beto fogter the requisite cognitive development for afuller autonomy, agreaster communicetive
competence and a better ability to engage in acollaborative effort to make good and just public palicy.

Findly when congdering the quaities of communication it isimportant to so consder questions
of emotion, commitment and identity. As mentioned earlier, akey requirement of ddliberation isthat
individuals take an empathic, caring atitude toward one another. Only thenisit likely that an individud will
be mativated to try to understand the other peopl€ s pergpectives, to respect the beliefs and vauesthey
express and to meet both their needs aswdl as her own. Communication provides avehicle for fostering
this orientation of productive, respectful engagement. Through communicating their persond soriesto one
another, individuds may reved thar past experiences, fedings and vaues and thus both become familiar
and vulnerable to one another. Thiskind of engagement helps produce the trust (aresult of the successfully
risking vulnerahility) and the caring (aresponse to the other’ s vulnerahility) nesded to mativate the kind of
perspective taking that deliberation requires. At the same time, communication creates adendty of
interaction that, if properly structured, may help craft asense of common identity that can overcome
conventiond socid differentiations and divisons. This common identity then becomes another basisfor
empathy, aconduit for responding to another asto one s saf. Without congdering these issuesin any depth,
we may conclude that communication may conditute ameans that opens or bonds people to one ancther
and to their community (beit of the group of ddliberatorsthemseves or the larger community of which they
are apart). Thuswhile communication depends on caring/empathy for the orientation to othersit requires,
communication also can foger those emaotions. Smilarly while communication depends on common
identification and community for the orientation to the common good it needs, it dso can generate them.
This recognition of the impact of communication on emotion also has implications for an
understanding of democratic deliberation, one that complements the preceding consideration of
its cognitive impact. Here again the suggestion is that deliberation cannot be conceived ssimply as
an open arenafor the free and equal exchange of views. Depending on the circumstances both of
the deliberation and the larger cultural setting in which it takes place, the communicative
exchange that takes place may or may not foster the caring and empathy required. Indeed that
exchange may ssimply reinforce existing social cleavages and degpen the suspicion and hostility
that may exist among the participants. To succeed, most deliberation will require facilitation. In
this case, that facilitation must attempt to fosters the type of communication that encourages the
development of the caring and empathy. Thus deliberation continues to be viewed as pedagogical
device for the construction and transformation of citizenship. Here however the aim broadens to
include the emotional as well as the cognitive development required for democratic participation.



12

Concluding Remarks: Rethinking Deliber ative Democr atic Politics

As noted at the outset, deliberative democratic theory emerges as a corrective to aview of
democracy that assumes individuals to be narrowly rational agents pursuing their own personal
interests and thus concelves of political autonomy as a matter of free choice and political
equality as a matter of collective choice based on an equal counting of the individual preferences.
In this vein, considerations of democratic governance focus on elections and law that protects
political freedoms and equality. Operating with a different notion of the individual, deliberative
theorists offer a more expanded notion of democracy. Here individuals are assumed to logical,
rational and reasonable. They are thus assumed to be essentially self-reflective agents who not
only identify interests and pursue them, but actively define and critically reconsider those
interestsin light of regulative values that are abstract, overarching and encompass other people’s
interests as well as one’s own. In this light, autonomy is conceived not only as a matter of free
choice, but also as a matter of having the opportunity to develop the values and understandings
that underlie choice. Thisis realized through critical self-reflection, a process that may be self-
motivated but is more often stimulated in the context of constructive communication with other
people. Political equality is conceived in these terms. While recognizing the importance of
having individuals choices count equally, political equality is also understood to depend on an
equality of opportunity to express one’s position and have it constructively engaged by others.
The conception of equality thus expands to include a concern for reciprocity. The normative
requisites of democratic governance are understood accordingly. The institutional solution is
democratic deliberation that is organized to be inclusive, public and fair. In this setting,
participants are given free and equal opportunity not only to contribute to collective choices, but
also to cooperate in the construction of a shared sense of justice and the common good to guide
their specific policy decision-making.

Drawing on alarge body of research in socid and developmentd psychology, | have argued that
foundationd assumptions ddliberative democrats make regarding individuds  cognitive capacitiesare
incorrect. The socid psychologicd research suggests that most people do not havethelogicd, sdf-reflective
and perspective-taking capacities that democratic deliberation requires. While providing detathet supports
this condusion, the developmentd psychologica research on adults further suggeststhet thereisan
underlying structure to reasoning that dictates the qudities of anindividud’ slogic, rationdity and
reasonableness and that this may differ from one person to the next. Thus not only does developmentd
research suggest that most people cannot participate in ddiberation in the manner that ddiberative
democrdic theory requires, but that the qudity and consequent effectiveness of their participation will be
unequd.

Rgecting foundationd assumptions regarding cognition, the foregoing conditutes adamaging
critique of ddliberative democratic theory. But the intent hereis not to dismiss ddliberative democretic
theory, but to recongruct it. Theam isto build on amore adequate concept of the individua and to sketch
the direction which future ddiberative democratic theory can take. In my view, the vaue of the focuson
ddiberaion isthat it leads democratic theory beyond a consderation of individuas as essantidly asocid
agentsthat act Imply to maximize ther persond interests under conditions of collective action. However |
do not believe that the ddliberative democrats have gone far enough in their condderation of the socid
character of theindividud, ether asasubject or an agent. In thisregard, they have atendency to continueto
Characterize cognition as an essentidly psychologicd attribute, one that reflects abasic and universa human
nature. They aso tend to reduce the emotiona bond between people to a secondary question of private
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needs or dedres. In complementary fashion they view communication as amere vehicle for conveying the
datements of persond preference, bdief or judtification between individuds,

Claming that individudity has anirreducibly socid agpect, | have argued thet acertain cgpacity to
reason isnot Smply an attribute of human nature, but is something thet is developed in the course of an
individua’ sstruggleto act in aworld where others actions and reactions are socidly structured. The socid
context thus creates the circumaances the individua must attempt to understand and thereby entersinto the
process of cognitive development. Insofar as socid environments are sructured differently, they creste
different forms of socid “ co-operation” and thereby lead individuadsto “operate’ and thusreason in
fundamentdly different ways These sructurd differences are then reflected in the qudlity of their
inferences, their sdf-reflection and thelr pergpective-taking. Inasmilar vein | have dso argued that vauing
othersisan afectiveindination that is socidly constructed through the experience of certain kinds of
interactions with others. Communicating can provide ameansfor individuasto shareintimaciesand
thereby introduce and find themsdlvesin each other. Participating in the life of acommunity can foster
greater communication and provide the experience of a shared fate and acommon identity. If they are
Structured gppropriately, communication and participation in acommunity can thus produce the emotiond
connectionsthat lead individuasto sympathize with and care for one another.

This condderation of the socid dimension of human nature suggests a very different conception of
communication than that adopted in most ddliberative democratic theory. It suggeststhat communicationis
not merely avehidefor conveying one person’s understandings and preferences to another. Whilethe
Sructure of communication is clearly affected by the cognitive capacities and emotiond orientation of the
individuas involved, the communicative interaction isitsalf asructuring force that producesitsown
characteridic form of intersubyjective engagement. Thisisreflected in the kind of purposesto which
communication is oriented, the manner in which interlocutors regard one ancther, the nature of thedams
that are made, how these dlams are linked to one ancther, how and on what basis judtifications are made,
and how disagreements are resolved. In thismanner, the Structure of acommunicative interaction cregtes
demands and sats limitsthat affect how theindividud participants can operate on and relate to one ancther.
The qudity of their reasoning and consequently their capacity to belogicd, rationd and reasonable may
thus be affected. Smilarly, communication can shape the nature of individuas emotiona connection to one
another. Depending on how it is Structured, communicative interaction can creste empathic connection and
moativate reciprocity and condructive sdf-reflection, or it can produce indifference, didike and aggression.
In sum, the dructure of the communi cative exchanges contributes to the condtitution of theindividuas
involved, both as cognizing subjects and as motivated agents™

Thisdternative view of human nature and communication hasimportant implications for the
interpretation of the basic vaues of autonomy and equdity underlying democratic theory. In the case of
autonomy, the individua whaose autonomy isto be paliticaly redized is complexly concalved. Likein most
democrdic theory, that individud isasdf-directing agent, but here that self-direction does not involve
amply the pursuit of interests. It dso and more importantly involvesthe cregtion of the intereststo be
pursued. At thisleve, theindividud is not only a sef-directing agent, thet is the author of hisown interest,
but aso an emationdly connected partner (thus vauing other sdves aswdl asitsdf) and an interlocutor thet
incorporates afar congderation of others viewsin criticaly reflecting on her. In thisview, the sdlf-
directing, emotionaly connected and reflectively communicative aspects of autonomy areregarded as
interdependent qudities. The redization of this complex autonomy isnot Smply ametter of persond
freedom in which socid circumgtances are regarded as a potentiad source of congtraint and subordination.
Rather autonomy is understood to be adevel opmenta achievement in which socid crcumdancesare
regarded as a potentid source of facilitation. Unlikein most democratic theory, the individud isnot
assumed to have the capacity for autonomous action. Rather that capacity must be achieved through socid
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interaction that is Sructured so asto hdp theindividud to develop the cognitive capecity, emationd
orientation and communicative competence for full autonomy.

The meaning of the value of equdity isaso recongtructed in thislight. Equdity of choice or
participation isardaiond vaue that makes easy sense when the individudsinvolved have both an equa
and full cgpacity for autonomous action. When they do not, the question of how they should be rdaed to
one another becomes amore difficult one. The difficulty of the question isfurther increased when the
autonomy of the selvesinvolved not only spesksto their independence from, but dso to their dependence
on one another and seesthe two to be criticaly intertwined. Equality hereimplies not only comparability,
but aso asimportantly it entails complementarity. It is not only an arrangement where each individud is
equaly free and ableto act, but aso one where individuas complement one another in waysthat foster each
other’ s devel opment as autonomous beings in the manner described above. Asin the case of autonomy, this
complex rdation of equdlity isregarded less as a present redlity than asa potentid achievement, one that
requires the development of palitica inditutions and community.

In thislight the concerns of democratic governance expand. It isnot smply about the protection of
individua rights and collective decison-making. It must aso address the need for the development of
individuas into autonomous citizens, for the creetion of socid exchangesthat are complementary aswell as
equd and for the trandformeation of the Stes of those exchanges into integrating communities Democratic
politics therefore cannot Smply be about liberation and equdity. It must dso be about transformation and
condructive engagement. As suggested by the deliberative democrats, akey indtitutionad meanswhereby
this can be fadilitated is the citizen ddliberation. However it is not enough to think of thisasavenuefor
incdusive, equd participation in what will naturdly be collaborative decison-making. Deliberdive
indtitutions must dso be designed as pedagogicd devicesfor fogering the capacity for persond autonomy
and condructive interpersond relations that the governance of thelives of red people requires.

Practicd political issues of democratic procedure must be reconsdered in this light. The focus
remains on ddliberation, but now asameans of paliticad pedagogy aswell as collective decigon-making.
The question then is how to indtitutionalize deliberations such thet they fadilitate free and equd participation
and, a the sametime, foster psychologica and socid development. As means of democrtic palitica
pedagogy, the demands on inditutiond desgn are complex. On the one hand there isthe present need to
orchedtrate interactionsin away that both reflectsindividuas currently capabilities and encourages further
development. Here care must be teken to recognize individud differencesin cognitive and emotiond
development and to condder the different waysin which ddliberations may haveto beingtitutiondized to
meet thair individud needs. To fadllitate ddiberation in away thet fogers the desired complementarity of
intersubjective engagement and the desired level of sympathetic emotiona connection, freedoms may be
abridged and inequditiesintroduced. On the other hand, the god isnot Smply to socidize individuas or
teach them to follow routines. Rather the am is emancipatory —it isto encourage the devel opment of a
gregter capacity to salf-reflect, to self-direct and to do soin away that is more responsve to the needs of
others and the common circumstance thet the self and others share. In thislight, the pedagogica am must
be to reduce the need for pedagogy. Consequently, the use of rules of engagement and the intervention of
fadilitator-leeders must be desgned in light of the god of ultimatdy diminating these externdly imposed
dructures. Insum, ditizens' limits must be dearly identified and addressed, but a the sametime thair
integrity, worth and potential must ways be recognized. The orientation hereis not Smply one of
pedagogy, but one of democratic pedagogy. Assuch it isnot an act of digparagement or diminution, but one
of caring and respect.

Thisview of ddiberation asavenuefor dtizenship building aswell ascitizen participaionin
collective decison-making carrieswith it certain obvious dangers. Important questions arise regarding the
powers of those who facilitate ddliberations. The potentid for abuseisred and crafting an gppropriate
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conceptud and indtitutiond response will be difficult. The point hereisthat thistask isunavoidable.
Individuas have fundamentaly unequa capacitiesfor logic, rationdity and reasonableness. Moreover most
individuals do not currently have the capacities or orientation required by democratic deliberation. Placing
these individuasin free and open contexts designed for people who have full cognitive capacitiesand an
aopropriate emotiond orientation will lead to deliberation, but not of the kind imagined by ddliberative
democratic theorigts. Rather than argument with reasons oriented to the perspective of ligenersintermingled
with criticd sdf-reflection, deliberation islikely to congst mostly of smple assartions of subjective
viewpoints oriented to redizing private interests that may be tempered by polite acquiescence or subtle
subordination to the desires others express. Rather than a cooperdive congruction of new ingght and a
common good, the resulting decisons are more likely to reflect exigting socid conventions and the current
digribution of power and interests. Theory must address the problem of developing the cognitive capacities,
emotiond orientation and socid context for democratic deliberation. It must do so not as an afterthought,
but rather asan integrd part of the basc conceptudization aswdl asthe implementation of ddiberdtive
democreacy.
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Endnotes

! Here | focus on afamily theories generated by American authors that operate within the broad
framework of liberal democratic theory. In so doing, | do not focus on an important alternative
view of deliberation developed by Jurgen Habermas (1984/87, 1996). Although he is frequently
cited, Habermas' understanding of communication and reason has had relatively little impact on
the American literature apart from a few notable exceptions such as Seyla Benhabib (1996,
2002). When he is cited favorably, the epistemological bases of his theory of communicative
action are typically ignored and his view is assimilated to an epistemological stance more similar
to that of John Rawls. Thissaid, | believe Habermas' contribution to be very important and |
therefore intend to deal with it separately elsewhere.

2 Thereis very little attention to psychological processes. Thus the question how a preference
ordering is constructed is regarded as a secondary consideration and left unclear. Similarly the
nature of cognitive processes is not specified, but rather is loosely conceived in terms of some
vague notions of logic and common sense.

% This common ground is sometimes assumed to already exist either explicitly or implicitly in the
larger, shared political culture of the participants. Thisis suggested by the relativism of the later
Rawls (1993) with hisinvocation of the critical role of a pre-existing “overlapping consensus.”
For most deliberative theorists, this common ground is conceived in more universalist terms and
inheres in the essential quality of the human condition. For liberals thisis resides in the nature of
the individual. For theorists who follow Habermas (1984/87), this common ground is found in
the structure of the intersubjective engagement inherent in discourse itself.

* For more elaborate description of systematic thinking and its capacity to generate systemic or
principled cognitive structures, see Rosenberg (2002, Chapter 4). In the language of Piagetian
cognitive developmental psychology, one would argue that the cognitive capacities posited by
deliberative democratic thought are those that would be produced by fully formal operational
reasoning. The key point here is that both the traditional Piagetian view and the one | have
presented share common implications: that there is an underlying structure to thinking and that
this may vary from one person to the next.

® Thisis not to claim essential cognitive differences between individuals of different class, ethnic
or racial background. Rather thisisto suggest that differencesin the structure of the social and
communicative context to which individuals are exposed may produce basic differences in how
those individuals reason.

® This move is variously understood either as ajoint elaboration of a pre-existing but
unrecognized shared cultural presuppositions (asin Rawls 1993) or as a cooperative
reconstruction of the essential (and thus universal) logic of communication itself (asin Habermas
1984; 1996).

’ For example, see Benhabib (1996); Cohen (1997).
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8 See for example, Parsons' view of the relationship between personality and social structure,
Parsons (1964); Bales and Parson (1955); or Habermas' view of the relationship between the
structure of communication and cognitive structure (Habermas 1979).

® Cognitive developments focus almost exclusively on the psychological impact of the
developmental dynamic (e.g., Inhelder & Piaget 1956; Kohlberg 1981/84; Kegan 1994). In my
attempt to develop a more general structural pragmatic position, | have argued that is also
important to analyze the transformative impact this social psychological dynamic may have on
social structures.

19 Developmental psychologists following the Vygotskian tradition emphasize this process of
internalization of structured ways of reasoning close to, but beyond one’s own. See for example,
Vygotsky (1962, 1968); Wertsch (1991); Valsiner (1992); Hogan & Tudge (1999).

11 At the same time, this social effect occurs in tandem with and ultimately through the
individual’s subjective struggle to coordinate her own action and in so doing construct her own
understandings and purposes. Thus the intersubjective construction of cognition is realized
relative to the subjective effort of reflexive abstraction. In this sense, the structuring force of
communicative settings is subjectively realized in the facilitation, inhibition or reversal of the
development of cognition.

12 As a counterpoint to the individualism of deliberative democratic theory, the emphasis hereis
on the constructive quality of communicative exchange. However thisis not to suggest that
communication is awholly self-constituting force and that individuals are ssmple by products of
the communicative structures in which they are articulated. The social dynamic here is more
complex. At the same time that communicative structures are in part self-constituting, they are
also constituted by how it isindividuals are capable of engaging one another and following
socia instruction. Similarly individuals are partly self-constituting and partly constituted by the
communicative and interactive settings in which they regularly find themselves. It is this that
produces the social psychological dynamic that motors both social and psychological
development. For a more elaborated statement of this position, see Chapter 2 of Rosenberg
(2002),





