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Abstract

This thesis is an examination of the interplay lestw democratic norms and
principles defining philosophical multiculturalisrits most general aim is to find an
answer to the following question concerning the spwbty of democratic
multiculturalism; do democracies adopt multicultypalicies at the expense of their
democratic credentials or are the two compatibléh veiach other? The argument
emerges from the interaction of two strong threthds run through the thesis. First,
the thesis engages with three prevalent views endemocracies should react to the
facts of disagreement — count heads, turn diffe¥einto a positive resource, and
design procedures to maximize traditional valuesglyin the triangle of freedom,
equality, and fraternity. In response, | offer artb view of democracy that combines
minimalism with normativity. Normative minimalistedhocracy (NMD) holds that
these three views are unable to appreciate theectgp normative weights of
dissensus and consensus, both of which have amminable place in the modern
democratic practices and their normative underpigsi The second thread responds
to another trichotomy — the three supposedly deatimcchallenges that philosophers
of multiculturalism have brought up over the lasbtdecades (as well as to the
corresponding liberal-egalitarian counter-responseshich respectively draw
attention to the importance of recognition, seléruand inclusion. With respect to
these challenges and counter-challenges, the t@iearargues that both supporters
and opponents of multiculturalism have democratpirations; and democratic
response to multiculturalism should not be overshsd by either unfounded
optimism about the prospects of a substantive cmuse fair to all previously
marginalized minorities, nor by pessimism about tredapse into the pre-
Enlightenment world due to the so-called returparochialism. In between these two
positions lies a more democratic response to nuliticalism — one that neither
celebrates the role of culture as a unique velitleuman fulfilment, nor dismisses it
as a remnant of the past. The argument for seekimgddle ground arises in part out
of frustration with the two extremes. Supplementitgs critical aspect of the
argument is a more constructive strand that explevhat the individualist core of
democracy implies with respect to political diversin the form of disagreeing
groups. Although NMD leaves room for a theory odups substantially thinner than
the one its multiculturalist critiques require basa it is more clearly constrained by
democracy’s individualist commitments, it is stilicker than the one standard liberal
egalitarianism allows.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Only on rare occasions do newly coined terms einterthe everyday language of
politics as forcefully as multiculturalism has doimethe last three decades in many
established democracies of the West. From parlitangndebates to electoral
campaigns, from newspaper and TV commentariestizeni protests, struggles of
cultural, racial, religious and other identity gpsuhave received a great deal of —
supportive or critical — attention. Academic pahti theory, too, has not remained
oblivious to the “intensification and multiplicatid of political struggles “mobilized
on the basis of gender, race, language, ethninitygeneity, religion, and sexuality.”
The discussion of multiculturalism has grown frorfea books published in the late

1980s and early 90s into a voluminous literaturg¢hleyearly 2000s.

Despite its proliferation in recent decades, likg new literature, the political
theory of multiculturalism has had a limited scopgnphasis has been placed on
discovering the correct principles of justice thabuld apply in adjudicating
multicultural questions. A range of influential trees have been proposed to
advocate or challenge the validity of liberal piples of justice in dealing with
multiculturalist concerns such as recognition ame€asonable accommodation” of
cultural diversity, and rights and freedoms of taxdl groups. In recent years — in a
move that political theorist Will Kymlicka charactges as the beginning of a new
stage in “the multiculturalism wars” — the scopetloé literature has broadened as
political theorists have begun to focus more onrélationship of multiculturalism to

citizenship and the institutional conundrums créal®y specific multiculturalist

! Eisenberg and Kymlickddentity Politics in the Public Realrt,



INTRODUCTION

principles? But it remains the case that political theoristsgaged in the

multiculturalism debates have largely been unwgllio supplement the justice lens
with other relevant perspectives through whichahallenges of multiculturalism can
be viewed. Particularly disconcerting is the abseoicthe perspective of democratic
theory. Theorists who have debated at length thectigality and theoretical

soundness of liberal multiculturalism have not added sufficiently deeply and
systematically the relationship of multiculturalismith democracy, the most

characteristic feature of the western politicablscape.

Let us look more closely at some examples of hawddémocratic perspective
on multiculturalism is chronically understudied. Tee sure, the works of the
proponents and opponents of multiculturalism — \Wjtmlicka, Charles Taylor, Brian
Barry and others — are not bereft of referencesl@mocracy. For example, Will
Kymlicka’'s Multicultural Citizenship makes numerous allusions to “liberal-
democracy” and “democratic principles.” But demagrais not treated as a
component of the normative investigation. To théeeikthat democracy figures in
Kymlicka’s theory, it does so in a rudimentary fiast* Only at the end of his book

does Kymlicka observe that

It is not enough, therefore, to show that minorights are consistent
in principle with freedom and justice. We also ndeddetermine
whether they are consistent with the long-term irequents of a stable

liberal democracy, including the requirement oharsd civic identity

2 Joppke and Luke$ulticultural Questions113-15.
® The references to democracy scattered througHeiitcultural Citizenshipgive one the impression
that democracy is something that obtains when Wewidhe liberal-egalitarian principles of justice.

10



INTRODUCTION

that can sustain the level of mutual concern, accodation, and

sacrifice that democracies requffre.

Even there, what Kymlicka does can at best be asa@efending his multiculturalism
against some underdeveloped propositions about cr@eyw such as trust and
fraternity. There is no structured analysis of deratic principles that would allow

one to call Kymlicka’s liberal multiculturalism @ls democratic multiculturalism.

Coincidentally, in Brian Barry’'€ulture and Equalityoo, an attempt to relate
multiculturalism to democracy comes at the endefliook. Although, throughout his
anti-multiculturalist treatise, Barry claims to beriting from a democratic
perspective, his engagement with democracy is dmnito brief remarks on the
specialness of majoritarianism and some unsysten@insiderations about the
centrality of equality to democratic practitd&o be sure, as we will see in coming
chapters, Barry does mention some likely tensioesvéen multiculturalism and
democratic principles but he does not look into deratic ways of resolving these
tensions other than noting that “we have a cleamarfacia case for resolving

n6

disputes by adopting the policy favoured by thearsj.”” On a closer investigation

of democracy, we will see that this is too hastpaclusion to make.

Helpful as a beginning point, but insufficient asaccount of the relationship
between democracy and multiculturalism, are thekestinat have for decades shaped
our thinking on democratic pluralism. Although wer$ like Joseph Schumpeter,
Robert Dahl, and more recently lan Shapiro takessly the empirical background

of ethical pluralism within which democratic deoisimaking has to be carried out,

* Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship 173 -174.
® See Barry, “Is Democracy Special?”
® Barry, Culture and Equality300.
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INTRODUCTION

their respective approaches to democracy emphesit&in aspects of the democratic
ideal at the expense of understating some othezcespFor instance, Schumpeter
justifies forcing almost all aspects of represematiemocracy other than periodical

elections out of his account for the ease of makergse of ethical plurality.

The upshot is that it is difficult to tell what deoratic principles imply with
regard to the questions of multiculturalism withamalysing the complex interaction
between democratic norms on the one hand and thenative concerns of
multiculturalism on the other. This shortcomingrisre disturbing if we are to accept
that many of the questions faced by contemporaserdl democracies are questions
about how to resolve the tensions that arise betvdeenocratically made decisions
and the demands for recognition or accommodatiodentay particular religious,
cultural, or ethnic minorities. This brings to oattention the importance of the
democratic character of societies in which the mowiliuralism and justice debates

takes place.

This dissertation is an examination of the intgrflatween democratic norms
on the one hand, and principles of philosophicalticuituralism on the other. The
general question it addresses is the questioneottimpatibility of democracy and
multiculturalism. More specifically, the dissertatiaims to determine if democracy is
undermined by the adoption of multicultural polgidt proposes that we break with
the tradition of viewing multiculturalism throughe lens of liberal justice theories.
The proposal is motivated by the expectation thatystematic inquiry into the
interplay of multiculturalism with democracy wikveal an important insight that will

hold true independently of the liberal justice debavhile also deepening our

" See Schumpete€apitalism, Socialism, and Democradyahl, Democracy and Its CriticsShapiro,
Democratic JusticeShapiro,The State of Democratic Theory.

12



INTRODUCTION

understanding of it. The dissertation presents anodeatic theory of how
contemporary Western societies should respond d¢optesence of a plurality of

worldviews and ethno-cultural traditions in theiidst.

There are a number of views about how democratyrisspond to difference.
The dissertation engages with three groups of émskhat respond differently to the
guestion of what a democracy has to do with resfgepervasive disagreement. The
first group of theorists, the classical minimalisteh as Joseph Schumpeter, advocate
doing little more than counting heads and making sbat the respective majorities
of the day get what they want. For them democracjust a method of counting
during elections and coming up with technocratiojguts that ensure efficient
government operation between elections. So thid &frdemocracy is responsive in a

very limited sense, and responsive only to the nitage of the day.

The second group of theorists who have a more sbgdied idea of how
democracy should handle difference consists ofevgitvho believe difference and
diversity have to be turned into a positive reseuthat reinforces democracy.
Proponents of this overtly optimistic view of dermaxy believe that interests can be
transformed through enlightened debate, and tlatgrétion of differences will help
people realize their common purposes through setiegustice of other involved
parties’ claims and making respective adjustmemtthéir own. These writers (e.g.,
Iris Young and Melissa Williams) offer a strangextare of an original disagreement
and a final agreement, which despite all their aadwommitment to diversity, in the
course of this investigation, turns out to be eitinefounded optimism or some kind

of socially engineered consensus.

13



INTRODUCTION

The third group, which includes Brian Barry and esthcontemporary
defenders of the “Enlightenment project”, view demaey as a tool for realizing the
traditional democratic values lying in the trianglefreedom, equality, and fraternity.
Private disagreement, for these writers of libegdlitarian stripe, is fine; but public
disagreement, particularly on matters concernirggdbmmon good, can undermine
the overall goals of egalitarian justice. Impaityaland uniformity of laws in the
context of multiculturalism, to these authors, slate into a univocal rejection of the

multiculturalist concern for recognition, inclusicand varying degrees of self-rule.

This thesis defends a fourth view of democracy. pim it in a nutshell,
normative minimalist democracy (NMD) is a non-résisst theory. Its minimalism
lies in the prominent role that it assigns to emgstelectoral and contestational
institutions such as regular elections, politicattges, legally recognized oppositions,
and various ways of devolving law-making and exeeupowers. Its normativity
rests on the fact that it does not take thesetinisins as given, in their existing
perimeters, while also accepting the possibilityedbrm and expansion in accordance
with their implicit normative underpinnings rathéman some other outstanding

independent ideals.

NMD takes a different stance from all three of ews presented above on
the question of difference and democracy. It hoihdd the three views are unable to
appreciate the respective normative weights ofetisgss and consensus, both of
which have an ineradicable place in the modern deamtic practices and figure
extensively among minimalist democracy’s normativelerpinnings. NMD claims
that the two strands cannot be permanently recathcéind the tension between them
cannot be resolved once and for all. But this isreason for serious concern or

revision of democratic practices because NMD offetsrnal resources to cope with

14



INTRODUCTION

these tensions and to manage them in a principldceiective way — better than any

alternative that these three groups of views céar.of

The second strong thread that runs through thisedistion responds to
another trichotomy — the three supposedly demaccitallenges that philosophers of
multiculturalism have brought up over the last t@ecades (as well as to the
corresponding liberal-egalitarian counter-responsafth respect to these challenges
and responses, the dissertation argues that bgbpogers and opponents of

multiculturalism have democratic pretensions.

Defenders of multiculturalism such as Iris Youndhéapresents thaclusion
challengg, James Tully (thself-rule challengg and Charles Taylor (thecognition
challeng@ hold that their various multicultural challenges existing liberal
democratic practices suggest a clear need for abylicevising contemporary
democratic norms and practices. Existing democpatictices are, in different ways,
fundamentally hostile to the recognition, inclusiand decolonization of the ethno-
cultural minorities with long histories of legitin@a grievances. Writers such as
Young, Tully, and Taylor advocate a radical reaingmt or renegotiation of existing
political and legal arrangements. They believe deawes of today do not have the

conceptual resources to motivate justice towareselgroups.

On the other hand, theorists such as Brian Bargnd outside of political
philosophy, intellectual historian David Hollinger argue that multiculturalism
represents a challenge to existing forms of denoycaamd, more importantly, to any
possible reform in more egalitarian directions. I&ih groups of theorists — the
multiculturalists and their critics — argue for dmeratic reform. They have extensive

outcome-related expectations that they would ligendcratic governance to realize.

15



INTRODUCTION

One group believes substantial improvements will dahieved by building the
multicultural ethos, while the other side holdstttiee prospects of democracy hinge
on the suppression of the multiculturalist excéssugh the reassertion of the liberal-
egalitarian agenda. Theorists such as Barry vieWientiuralism as an impediment to
the securing of a substantive common good. Thegkthnhulticulturalism is a
departure and distraction from the goals of pragivespolitics and a threat to the
universal impartiality of the law. Compromise oisthast point, according to Barry,
would throw us back into the dark ages. Becauseciutice pretext of freedom
multiculturalism creates a hierarchical and indgakn political milieu, the solution,
for Barry, lies in looking sceptically at multiculalist demands and resisting

concessions.

Having seen the theoretical context in which thguarent of the thesis
unfolds, we can now turn to the argument itselfisTthissertation argues that the
democratic response to multiculturalism should bet overshadowed either by
unfounded optimism about the prospects of a sutigarconsensus fair to all
previously marginalized cultural minorities, or pgssimism about the relapse into
the pre-Enlightenment world due to the so-callddrreof parochialism. In between
these two positions lies a much more suitable, a@eatic, response to the facts of
multiculturalism — one that neither celebratesrtile of culture as a unique vehicle of
human fulfilment, nor dismisses it as a remnanthef past. The argument for this—
for seeking a middle ground—arises in part out eé@ognition of the inadequacy of
two extremes. The view defended in this study tejedaims of both radical
egalitarian multiculturalists and their liberal &gaian critics since it finds their
views of democracy unable to explain or apprediaevalue of the major democratic

institutions that we see in the western democsieties. | argue that NMD offers

16



INTRODUCTION

us enough conceptual resources to take on boart ofube multiculturalist critique
without a need for significant revisionism of thendk that radical egalitarian

supporters and opponents of multiculturalism demand

Supplementing this critical aspect of the argumiena more constructive
strand that explores what the individualist coralemocracy implies with respect to
political diversity in the form of disagreeing gpmsi It maintains that normative
minimalist democracy neither rules out, nor prorsoteulticulturalism. Although
NMD leaves room for a theory of groups substantidhinner than the one its
multiculturalist critiques require because it is rmoclearly constrained by
democracy’s individualist commitments, it is stilicker than the one that standard
liberal egalitarianism allows. As a result, it carove compatible with the various
degrees of recognition, self-rule, and inclusivendemanded by theorists such as
Taylor, Tully, and Young. Many of these concernsoasated with multiculturalism
are accepted, albeit for reasons different fronsehihat the multiculturalists put forth.
For instance, in the case of Taylor, we may aceepbore provisional notion of
recognition, but reject Taylor's cultural stability survival thesis (because of the
permanence and necessity that they prescribe)leBiyniwe could accept some of
Young’'s criticisms of existing democratic practic@lsecause these represent a
travesty of the underpinning normative ideals) withaccepting her radical social
ontology that requires making significant changes contemporary democratic
practice — including, but not limited to, ways ifiah democratic decisions are made.
With regard to Tully’s radical self-rule challengme could maintain a commitment
to democratic individualism and at the same timgues that Aboriginal communities
run their daily affairs with as much dignity, and ktle intervention, as possible,

without the need to change our way of thinking dbdemocracy. In other words,

17



INTRODUCTION

there are ways of improving democracy’'s capacity agequately deal with
multiculturalism by focusing on the internal poiahthat an improved understanding
of core democratic norms and the more technicalrargments concerning the

subsidiary standards of transparency, competitiod,accountability could offer.

An outline of the argument is presented below.

The second chapter takes up the Schumpeteriarengelland uses it to define
the notion of normatively sound minimalist demograkd explores the minimal role
that various concepts associated with modern deangcereed to play in a competitive
pluralistic political system for the latter to reimarue to its normative underpinnings.
The important prescription that comes out of thimapter is that different norms
making up the multidimensional notion of democraey at times pull the theory in
different directions. But there is nothing bad mzangruent about this indeterminacy,
which very neatly fits the openness and indeternyinaf democracy as a political

system.

The third chapter explores the respective roleagpéement and disagreement
in the theory of NMD by focusing on two of its mas#ntral normative elements—
those of equality and non-domination. The chapéferds an account of democratic
equality against the more and less substantiveaorey®f the theory. The second part

of the chapter takes up the notion of democratieeamination.

Chapter four starts with an examination of thedhraulticulturalist challenges
to the existing democratic theory and practice. ofis¢s who make the three
challenges of recognition, self-rule, and inclusloelieve that these pose a serious
democratic challenge to the existing political dadal practices of western liberal

democracies. In this chapter | explain why, to mpartant extent, these challenges

18



INTRODUCTION

misinterpret democratic principles. The fifth crepgvaluates the anti-multiculturalist
counter-response to the three multiculturalist lelngles. The main focus here is on
the normative theories presented by Barry, Okin atiter like-minded critics of

multiculturalism.

The third part of the dissertation brings togettier lessons of the first two
parts and offers an alternative view of the retatlip between the two sets of norms
— one that is neither overly optimistic nor undylgssimistic about the interplay
between democracy and multiculturalism. Chapteregamines the theory of groups
for which the norms of minimalist democracy andrigividualist commitments leave
room. It explores democratic reasons in supportarfstructing such a theory, and
defines its contours by contrasting it with the enpositive and substantive views of
group engagement in democracies. The defining asntis between ascriptive
conceptions of groups and more voluntaristic cotioep revolving around some
perceived interest. The argument is that an egalitareinterpretation of interest

groups pluralism fits NMD more than the more suhist@ alternatives.

Chapter seven is an exploration of similaritiesl alifferences between the
emerging theoretical construct and the well-knownlticulturalist and anti-
multiculturalist positions that were criticized part two of the thesis. The chapter
uses the body of theoretical evidence from the iptesv chapters to offer a final
response to what NMD implies with respect to vasiamulticultural and anti-
multicultural concerns and to consider whether ot the emerging theoretical
construct deserves the title of democratic multimalism. The argument of the
chapter, and the response to the guiding quesfidheothesis, is that NMD offers a

theory of democracy with significant multicultugdtential.

19



Chapter 2: The Normative Underpinning of

Minimalist Democracy

This chapter is not an attempt to answer the famaestion, what is democracy? Given
the vast geography through which this form of goweent has spread, and its rich
historical sources of development, it may be hargihpoint the perfect democratic
theory. Yet, | argue that we should be able towhgt democracy is not, or to put it
more positively, to identify the boundaries of dematic theory within which several

kinds of contemporary democracies can justly ety highly respected title.

Because even the latter question concerning thendzoies of a legitimate
democracy is too big to be answered in one chaptey, to limit the scope of this
chapter to considering one specific hypothesis; algnhat democracy is not merely
about elections, and the existence of competitigetiens cannot be taken as the sole
indicator of democracy. | begin with an examinatminthe Schumpeterian theory of
minimalist democracyhat views this form of government as characterzemarily by
electoral competition. | defend the opposing thdbet democracy has a normative
extra-electoral dimension. | go on to draw out pla@ameters that this extra-electoral
dimension would require at a minimum. In doingdlithis, my aim is twofold: | want
to remind enthusiasts of the ancient ideal thatuBgeter has taught generations of
theorists concerning inapplicability of the ancieseal to the modern world. On the
other hand, | want to draw attention of the modeday Schumpeterians to the
inconsistencies from which their minimalist demagrawould suffer unless its

normative foundations are clarified and embraced.

20



CHAPTER 2 — The Normative Underpinning of Minimalist Democracy

2.1 Schumpeterian Conception of Demaocracy

One of the most influential accounts of what cowmgsa democracy was developed by
Joseph Schumpeter in hi@apitalism, Socialism, and Democradyst published in
1942. Although much of that long volume is not dile relevant to the question at
hand, in chapters XX through XXIII Schumpeter bsildn original view that has
generated a lot of debate among scholars of demycrdake Schumpeter’s theory to
be a lucid and influential example of the posittbat | want to criticize. But there are
other accounts of minimalism that make similar akes. So my criticism of
Schumpeterian minimalism is directed at all theotigat hold a vision of democracy
limited to voting procedures. | argue that Schurapan minimalism cannot form the
basis of democratic legitimacy. Let me begin witkyaopsis of the key Schumpeterian
points before getting into critical examinationho$ minimalism, and arguing that such
minimalism cannot form the basis of democratictlegicy’

In Schumpeter’s view, what he calls the classicaitine of democracy suffers
from the eighteenth century’s misjudgements aboatiat and political life.
Philosophers of the eighteenth century failed ®tbe plurality of interests existing in
society. They thought a utilitarian interest in sormaggregate happiness such as
economic prosperity exhausted the realm of persamal public interests. To the

utilitarian fathers of democracy, Schumpeter obsendisagreements over common

! Jan Shapiro builds his theory of democracy by $eimenting rather than rejecting Schumpeterian
account. | am quite sympathetic to Shapiro’s the@yhe general idea that | want to lay out in this
chapter bears some resemblance to Shapiro’s fotionilef the democratic ideal. Despite this affinity
between what | argue and the view Shapiro expoimtlke State of Democratic Theotliere is an
important difference in the way Schumpeterian ideage in this dissertation and in Shapiro's wark.
think Shapiro tends to overlook how his effort opplementing the Schumpeterian conception of
democracy to make it more legitimate can be to&anempeterian. Shapiro emphasises the similarities
between his account and Schumpeterian democrahgputitliscussing how the changes he proposes
(e.g., the role he assigns to courts (73-77)) waaldsform democracy in a direction that Schumjester
might find objectionableln contrast, | do not deny that Schumpeterians weayt to reject the
reformulation and extension of Schumpeter's denticditzeory in this dissertation. | am aware that
although the minimalist approach to democracy petliin this dissertation includes certain
Schumpeterian elements, it diverges from the deaticominimalism ofCapitalism, Socialism, and
DemocracyhereafterCSD) in important ways.
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good simply indicated a rationally removable oblstsdo human progress. But, to
Schumpeter, the politics of his time showed rattearly that irreconcilable differences
about human values, not an eliminable ignoranceutabeal interests, lie behind the
persistent failure to agree on common good. Thé&$erehces could not be rationally
bridged because “our conceptions of what life ahdtsociety should be ... are beyond
the range of mere logi¢. That common good is an impracticable ideal, fdnuBepeter,
rules out the most vital ingredient of classicainderacy —volonté généraleFor the
absence of an understanding of the common goodiesntite general will of any
meaningful content. This, as a consequence, rejaire to dismiss classical democracy
as a false theory.

In Schumpeter’s view, one can still rescue thedaly sound dimension of
democracy — government in some sense responsiee &pproved by, the people — by
ditching the eighteenth century philosophers’ uat#®@ commitment to a nonexistent
common good and the respective general will. Os fhirged account of democracy,
the function ofdemosconsists of “produc[ing] a government” rather tHaeciding
political issues,” something thaemosunder theclassical doctrine of democraayas
responsible fof. Schumpeter thinks this construal of democracywallone to escape
from the incoherencies of the classical doctrinembcracy, on his account, no longer
rests on a dubious idea of general will, but isucedl to characterizing the competitive
struggle over the right to rule. As long as elibtesnpete for political power through
elections, what happens between elections remaitséde of the subject of democracy.
This, for Schumpeter, is the supreme account ofcdeacy because government is
marred neither by disingenuous philosophical inkerst such asolonté généralenor

by the incorrigible ignorance of the masses abbmost all important issues in politics.

2CSD,251.
3 CsD 269.
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Since the publication ofCapitalism, Socialism and Democracthe above
outlined view has become the most commonly acceptetion of democratic
minimalism. As long as, electoral pluralism is eiésl, a country is widely considered
democratic. Anything beyond that, although insgjrieither has nothing to do with
democracy or is imbued with the mistaken idealisinthe classical doctrine. The
guestion that | try to answer in the remainderhi$ thapter is whether the foregoing
conception suffices to explain democratic legitisndgproceed with this task by taking
Schumpeter’s conception as a beginning point andggon to demonstrate why it is
insufficient.

2.2 Democracy: Method or Ideal?

We need to begin with a crucial conceptual questioncerning democratic theory.
Schumpeter contends that “[d]emocracy is a politicathod ... incapable of being an
end in itself.* If we are to conceive democracy as more than a megthod, the
Schumpeterian critique very quickly loses its ali@ppeal because the very distinction
between the classical and modern doctrines bectairgsblurry. For part of the reason
Schumpeter can move so quickly from (a) condemuingy classical doctrine for its
unrealism to (b) espousing the modern doctrine ifer realism is the largely
unquestioned idea that democracy is only a methbdrganizing governments.
Recognizing that democracy is not merely a metlmddcencourage one to experiment
with different variations of democratic norms, &iaal and modern. Once we see that
democracy is more closely related to ideals thatherish than Schumpeter is willing

to acknowledge, we restore its necessary normaliveension. But first we have to

4 CSD 242. He goes on to equate democracy with stegimernd disinfectant, p. 266.
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show that democracy can coherently be thought ofmase than a method in the
Schumpeterian sense.

To substantiate his view that democracy is a metBotlumpeter uses a thought
experiment about an intolerant community that pmmes Jews or Christiafs.
Schumpeter notes that by setting up constitutibmads — e.g. not allowing non-Jewish
majorities to expropriate and jail Jews — we réstthe scope of democratic action.
Schumpeter does not deny that democracies ofteagenim this kind of action (i.e.
setting constitutional limits), but he holds thhé taction is essentially undemocratic.
However, as we will see in this chapter, there essentially democratic justifications
for such constraints, which could be supported efrem within Schumpeterian
minimalism. We can find evidence for the compaitipibf constraints of this kind with
minimalist democracy in the sections @6D that deal with the issues of competition
and individual freedom. Therefore, we have to makeletour to explore what
Schumpeterian competition does and does not entail.

Schumpeter is deliberately, but disturbingly, vagleut what the notion of
competition at the heart of his account of elitenderacy consists of. He writes that
“[bletween this ideal case [of free competition]iahh does not exist and the cases in
which all competition with the established leadsrprevented by force, there is a
continuous range of variation within which the dematic method of government
shades off into the autocratic one by imperceptifieps.® Despite this striking
acceptance of his proposed theory’s vagueness lengroblems that it may cause,
Schumpeter does give us some explicit and imptoiditions that the notion of
competition would have to meet for his theory toidwhe shortcomings of the classical

doctrine. The electoral competition, he writes, free competition for a free vote”,

5CSD,242
8csp 271.
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which “excludes many ways of securing leadershijcvishould be excluded, such as
competition by military insurrection” He does somewhat reluctantly rule out practices
such as election by acclamation — meaning thatbepas the use of ballot — and, more
definitively, accepts the importance of “a consad#e amount of freedom of discussion
for all ... and freedom of the pres$These, coupled together with the acceptance of a
list of implicit conditions that the rest of thigdion examines lead to an interesting
answer to what is perhaps the most basic conceptiedtion about democracy that |
tried to capture in the title of this section. Mnturn to consider the list of more implicit
— but it turns out, very important — presupposiiah democracy.

Schumpeter tries to provide an alternative thedrgl@mocracy — one that is

“much truer to life”®

, which must involve more coherence, feasibilitygd aonceptual
distinctness. By doing away with the conceptvolonté généraleand the equally
unfounded notion of definite “individual volitiorthat motivates it, Schumpeter intends
to improve the plausibility of the theory of demacy. Toning down expectations by
“reversing” the respective roles of governments eledtors — assigning the function of
policy making to the former, and the function obgucing or forming the government
to the latter —is meant to make Schumpeter’'s theooye feasible than its classical
alternative’® Moreover, fixing the competitive method as “theersce of democracl”,
Schumpeter thinks, produces “a reasonably efficteitérion by which to distinguish
democratic governments from othet$.All of these indicate how Schumpeter thinks

his reinterpretation of democracy ibetter than the classical understanding.

Furthermore, under these visibly evaluative critedome even more strikingly

CcsD,271
8csD 272.
°CSD,2609.

10 csD,269.

11 csp 280.
12csp 269-70.
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normative notions that not only sustain Schumpstdémocratic theory, but embed it
deeply in a sociocultural context.

In Schumpeter’s account of realist democratic theitre aforementioned central
notions of freedom and electoral competition argptemented by a list whose status
may at first appear somewhat confusing. AlthoughuBtpeter alludes to most of these
ideas at different points i@SD, he groups them all together under what he cilis “
conditions which | hold must be fulfilled for themhocratic method to be a succeSs”.
These range from the setting of evaluative critéoia minimalist democracy to the
appropriate mode of behaviour for politicians atec®rates. Schumpeter is not only
concerned with the “high quality” of elites or thpgedominance of relatively non-
ideological issues in the public agenda. He alspulsites the proper attitude that
everyone — “all the groups that count in a natierifas to adopt in order for democracy
to be successful. Namely, voters “must be on aalledtual and moral level high
enough to be proof against the offerings of th@krand the crank*! Towards the end
of the part of the book in which he presents heotig of democracy, Schumpeterian
minimalism seems to make even a bigger move aveay the realm of machines to the
ideational realm: “[E]ffective competition for leaship requires a large measure of
tolerance for difference of opinion.” Leaders aratevs must learn how to “stand by
patiently while somebody is attacking their mogalinterests or offending their most
cherished ideals”. What is required is not justaggive and grudging disregard, but

"5 that teaches electors and

“genuine respect for the opinions of one’s felloitizens
politicians the virtue of moderation.
Together, these conditions tell omehy and how the competitive model of

democracy comprises a feasible, coherent and ctrapdistinct alternative to its

13 csp 290.
4 csp 294.
15csp 295.
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classical counterpart. In the words of William Coliyy “Schumpeter invokes a specific
code of rationality to vindicate a realist demoicranethod.*® The conditions of
democratic success or the institutions of free pr@sd competitive elections do not
simply describe how a mechanical process unfolaispbint out how human beings can
bring about a political arrangement by relatingéach other in certain predefined ways.
All of this shows that, in contrast to Schumpetatginal insistence on the analogy
with soulless machines, he too cannot deny thatodeamy has a non-mechanical,
ideational dimension.

It is in light of this reading of Schumpeter anck telucidation of the link
between democracy and its ideational surroundirat thwant to return to the
Schumpeterian thought experiment concerning Jewsharetics that motivated him to
espouse the language of science and machines. nendgat a democracy was to
expropriate and jail all those who voted for sorhéhe options listed on a ballot. As the
foregoing paragraphs suggest, at some point, tbiddvhave to become unacceptable
even by Schumpeter's own standards of electoral petitiveness. Otherwise the
resulting theory becomes quite an arbitrary, iorei enterprise, unworthy of being
tolerated as a system of government. Less draniigticansider simply discounting
votes for certain candidates. Why are these twosorea regarded as violations of
Schumpeterian democracy, whereas the persecutiexabusion of Jews, heretics, or
slaves is not?

One answer that Schumpeter gives is thehosshould be left free to define
itself. Schumpeter holds that democracy requirésoaleave a particular community
free to decide the kind of communal life it wants live. Just as Americans deem

convicted felons unfit to vote, a demos with religg fanatics could deem homosexuals,

18 Connolly, “Democracy and Territoriality," 467.
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apostates, and heretics unqualified for politicaitipipation:’ But this really begs the
question: Shouldn’t, then, demos also be free tm gshose who vote for unfavourable
options? Some Catholic bishops in America had anapirations when they called for
excommunication of anyone who voted for John Kenrgyhe presidential election of
20048 Insofar as Schumpeter is making a distinction ketwthe two kinds of
discrimination, according to the definition putvi@rd by himself, he gives us a theory
of something other than democracy. For it is peifecompatible with the literal
meanings oflemosandkratein— if one is to espouse the kind of selective ammhipive
reading done by Schumpeter — that a majority cpalidsecute not only the originally
eccentric or unorthodox but also those who havengba their opinions after the
historical moment in which the demos happened fmeéatself. This way of drawing
the line, i.e., approving of the demos’ right tdide itself atT; but disapproving of it by
positing desiderata for electoral competitivends,a becomes even more arbitrary if
one thinks that, according to very plausible theorof power, disenfranchisement is
often a direct consequence of uncompetitive prastitt is through the uncontested or
unchecked exercise of power that certain defingtiohdemos become prevalent.

The upshot of this brief discussion is that the petitive electoralism proposed
by Schumpeter is not a self-evident statement default political position, but has
ethical content. Just as its flawed Schumpeterension rests on some faulty claims
about human potential, its much more robust anel tiouthe world version, in order to
avoid the above developed charge of arbitrarinessst rest on certain ethical claims
about government, society, and human conditiondnegal. Pursuing this objection

even further would help us fill the gaps left byh8mpeter's theory of electoral

7 In Schumpeter’s words, “religious fervor for insta is certainly compatible with democracy however
we define the latter. There is a type of religiatt#ude to which a heretic seems worse than a mmadm
Does it not follow that the heretic should be bdrirm participation in political decisions as et

lunatic. Must we not leave it to evepppulusto define himself?CSD, 245.

18 Cited in Dworkin,Is Democracy Possible Here=3.
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competitiveness. But for now we shall focus onithplication of the ethical dimension
for the view of democracy being merely a method.

There is, to conclude this section, one objectigairsst the critique of
instrumentality that Schumpeterians may raise: Tin@y want to resist my attempt to
uncover the normative underpinnings of the Schuerfet thesis by taking up the
following point. Schumpeter does not deny democreay have instrumental value or
that it can be a useful tool to attain some ott@matively valuable ends. What still
remains as the case, even in the face of the forggliscussion, a Schumpeterian could
argue, is that democracy cannot be an end in;itsetfce it has to be a method. Let me
show why this response cannot work against my aeguinPart of the initial appeal of
Schumpeter’'s metaphorical allusion to steam enganesdisinfectants had to do with a
conflation of two important questions — one abooivhio approach to democracy and
the other concerning the value of democracy. Thadmf enquiry for the first question
is the relevance of normative thinking to the notiof democracy. If democracy is
merely a method bereft of any ideational elementsyght to be primarily studied as,
for instance, the tools or concepts of thermodyeanshould be studied. The second
guestion about the value of democracy however iscemed with the issue of
instrumental and inherent worth.

The Schumpeterian critic is right that my exegétoaursion into th&€€SDdoes
not establish democracy is intrinsically valuab®o Schumpeter could still be
technically right about the second questidHowever, one does not have to posit
intrinsic worth for democracy in order to diminishe Schumpeterian argument that
democracy is merely a method. As long as the arguimsesuccessful in showing that

democracy needs to be conceptualized as a normdaeaé rather than a mere method,

Y There is, however, a good chance that he is wrbhg.argument developed by Elizabeth Anderson in
her paper titled “Democracy: Instrumental vs. Nasttumental Value”, | suspect, could, to some exten
extend to the Normatively Sound Minimalist Demogr@dMD) that | being to develop in this chapter.
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the fact that, as a mode of government, it is estekly utilized to produce good

outcomes does not really undermine the point of $leiction. What matters is the non-
contingent bond between democracy and certain stadetings of freedom, equality,

competition, leadership, etc. as concepts with e undertones. Whether this ideal
is an end in itself or is valuable exclusively fty relation to other more fundamental
values does not alter the conclusion that it isideal. The question of intrinsic or

instrumental worth may be an essential questionnwMoeking at ideal theoretical

situations in which it is possible to envisage aitpe autocrat who more consistently
provides the fundamental value (whether it is etyategative freedom or some other
value) than democratic procedures. But given thade not dwell in such kingdom of

godly autocrats, we have enough reasons to posthanguestior° %

Once we recognize that democracy, contra Schumaeseris not merely a
method, judging one political act as democraticmmdemocratic becomes a much more
complicated task. In making such judgements —ipalitheorists cannot avoid making
them — we need not be exclusively concerned wighebsence or core of a timeless
concept that democracy is misleadingly thoughtaihy. A much more useful way of
thinking about these issues is to come to termi thi¢ essentially contested nature of
political concepts. Like normative components ofy golitical concept, the ones
comprising democracy are not going to nicely conm@et one another at all times.
Political concepts are often made of constitutileais that pull in opposing directicfs.
Such complexity, if theoretically manageable, need worry us as it reflects the
complexity of real-life social phenomena. Insteat should be concerned about

solutions that are motivated by relatively monatitiews of democracy.

20 schumpeter thinks that such values can be prowidstiby non-democratic modes of government.

L For the debate between those who think democsaieyrinsically valuable and those who think it is
instrumentally valuable see Griffin, “Democracyaallon—Instrumentally Just Procedure” and Arneson,
“Defending the Purely Instrumental Account of Dematic Legitimacy.”

22 gee Gallie, “Essentially Contested Concepts”; &eee “Ideology and political theory.”
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Finally, given that democracy is not merely a pesitmethod but has a
legitimate normative dimension, the logical coniecttbetween dismissal of the
classical doctrine and acceptance of Schumpetdaatrine is weakened. We no longer
can take for granted desirability from the demacrpérspective of existing conditions.
More accurately, the recognition that democracyasjust a method, reintroduces the
guestion of desirability into our thinking aboutaecracy.

2.3 Filling in the Gaps

What | want to do in this section is to probe wieetthe minimalist enterprise can be
rescued from its inconsistencies. | suggest fourmative components that can
reinvigorate and systematize Schumpeterian mingmalby ridding it of theoretical
inconsistencies and false assumptions about Eligality.

2.3.1 Equality

That democracy involves equality in relations ofizeins with respect to political
matters not only is at the core of most classical mmodern definitions of democracy,
but also forms an indispensable part of healthy ateatic practicé® Schumpeterian
democracy, in this regard, stands as a remarkatlaterexample. My aim in this
section is to demonstrate some of the inconsisterfcom which democracy without a
commitment to the notion of equality suffers. Theight of the principle of equality,
however, cannot be determined in one subsection.

Ideals of equality have played an important roleancepts of democracy since
the latter’'s Greek inception. Although the Athen@emos by denying citizenship to
almost nine-tenths of its residents (most of whoareaborn in Athens), infringed on
what many of us today regard as uncontroversialcypies of equality, it rested on

some clearly egalitarian principles. In the wordsDemosthenes, one of Athens’

2 schumpeter admits that the classical (i.e., ndniBpeterian) democratic theory and popular beliefs
about democracy have a “strongly equalitarian attard (CSD, 254)
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greatest statesmen, Athenians recognized that fuad#emocracy each man has his
share of just and equal righl%“.’We can see the prevalence of the association of
equality with democracy also from the fact that mwd the criticism directed to
demokratiahad to do with its egalitarian undertonP#ato for instanceriticized it for
undermining virtue and excellence, for ostracisnd amany other crimes against the
truly noble® In contemporary democratic theories too some maudd egalitarianism
plays a pivotal role. Schumpeter, however, is quitemissive of attaching even a
minimal role to equality.

Let us briefly look at the minimalist democracy'sasons for not accepting
equality as an essential democratic principle. 8geter's explicit discussion of
principles of democratic equality is limited to omeef paragraph and two footnotes, in
which he quickly dismisses equality as the religiatounterpart of the utilitarian
conception. Schumpeter thinks postulates RkepleandCommon Goodre replicas of
the Christian God. And the principle of Equality derived from Christ's
indiscriminating commitment to the redemption dfsaluls. This, Schumpeter thinks, in
the absence of a factual basis for the egalitaaispect of democracy, is “the only
possible sanction ... of ‘everyone to count for one,one to count for more than
one’.”?® Because there is no empirical basis on which &gilh arguments could be
grounded, and the only available justification afuality is the religious one,

Schumpeter thinks, existing democracies are wrangractising the Benthamite one-

24 DemostheneDemostheneL1.67.

25 Dunn,Democracy: A History45.

%6 CcsD, 265. Schumpeter is not alone in thinking that demacy has been influenced by religious ideals.
Many 19" century democrats like Giuseppe Mazzini, one efpiblitical and philosophical leaders of the
Italian unification, saw Christianity as the inspg force behind democracy: “The law of God has not
two weights and two measures: Christ came foHdIspoke to all: He died for all. ... We protest,nthe
against all inequality, against all oppression wekeever it is practiced: for we acknowledge no
foreigners: we recognize only the just and the sinjine friends and the enemies of the law of Gk
forms the essence of what men have agreed tchealdémocratic Movement; and if anything ever
profoundly surprised me, it is that so many perdgwg hitherto been blind to the eminently religiou
character of that movement, which is sooner or ldéstined to be recognized" (Cited in Brown, "The
True Democratic Ideal, 146).
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person-one-vote. Similarly erroneous, accordingsthumpeter’'s observations, is the
notion of equality before the law. Because humamdse are not naturally equal,

Schumpeter thinks, outside of the religious arguntleere is no justification for legal

equality, or what the ancients knewissnomia®’

To be sure, Schumpeter does not have many followmetisis strikingly harsh
dismissal of democratic equality. Many modern migists are willing to concede the
centrality of the one-person-one-vote princifiéinlike the debate among egalitarians
on the object of equality, one-person-one-vote, iandomiain general, seem to enjoy
close to universal support among democratic theori§ one-person-one-vote has
survived as the minimal requirement of democratjoadity, there must be some strong
reasons that have consolidated this principle. @fa@e many angles from which the
principle can be justified and there is no roontaosider all arguments in its favour. |
simply want to draw attention to how in its absendemocracy becomes
indistinguishable from undemocratic forms of goveemt?°

First and foremost, there seems to be no imper#ti@ehuman beings need to
be proven empirically equal in all respects in ortdebe treated as equals in politics.
Inequalities in the private and economic realm hawexisted with equality in political
realm both in theory and practice for hundredsezrg. Schumpeter cites “All men are

created equal,” the famous line frofhe Declaration of Independencas evidence of

27 CSD, 265n-266n.

8 przeworski decides not to include equality amaisgrinimalist criteria because he thinks the term
anonymity characterizes democracy better thanetime political equality. Democratic states, in
Przeworski's view, generate indifference on the pagovernment to distinctions characteristic m-p
democratic era, but they do not generate politicgiality which, he thinks, could exist only in
conjunction with social and economic equality. Buén recognition of the link between democracy and
anonymity makes Przeworski's minimalism substahtidifferent from Schumpeter’s. His notion of
anonymity is almost indistinguishable from equatifystatus before the law. (Przeworski, "Democracy,
Equality, and Redistribution™).

29To be sure, the link between democracy and efesimfar from self-evident. Greeks did not accept
voting as the primary device of democracy. Instélaely widely practiced selection by lot. (See Saicl
Democracy and Participation in Athens, 17) There are critics of electoral democracgantemporary
demaocratic theory too. John Burnheim, for examapigues that "electoral systems are inimical to byle
the people for the people" because they "inherdmthed oligarchies" (Burnheirts Democracy
Possible?, 9; 82).
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the religiously inspired and empirically unsounduna of equality. But this historic
phrase is given a more sensible reading in Abraharmoln’s famous speech on the
Dred Scottdecision. There Lincoln notes:
The authors of that notable instrument intendethé¢tude all men, but
they did not intend to declare all men equal inredipects. They did not
mean to say all were equal in color, size, int¢lleworal developments,
or social capacity. They defined with tolerabletidigness, in what
respects they did consider all men created equedual in "certain
inalienable rights, among which are life, libergmnd the pursuit of
happiness. This they said, and this they me&nt.”
A powerful argument for the distinctness of poétieequality specified by Lincoln
comes from Hayek. Hayek notes that equality befloeelaw, which he calls “the great
aim of the struggle for liberty,” does not rest thie presumption of factual equality:
“This argument not only recognizes that individuate very different but in a great
measure rests on that assumption. It insists hiesetindividual differences provide no
justification for government to treat them diffetigri 3* Hayek goes on to point out that
basing equality before the law on empirically tbiaclaims about factual equality
would be a dangerous argument for the proponertisecformer, as any demonstration
of a slight difference between two men would jystithe state’s treating them
differently.
Having seen that Schumpeter is wide of the marknwdgreunding equality in a
comprehensive worldview such as utilitarianism dwi€tianity, and a presumption of
factual equality in all matters does not have tahgebasis of democratic equality, we

can now turn to consider the necessity of politieguality even in a minimalist

30 See Lincoln, “Speech on the Supreme Court's D&t decision.”
31 Hayek, The Constitution of Liberfych. 6.
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conception like Schumpeter’'s own. The question thveant to address next is whether
Schumpeterian competitive democracy is served bftedismissal or acceptance of
political equality.

Even Schumpeter accepts that all those who areidses fit by a particular
polity should be included in the denBs.et us leave aside for a moment the question
of discriminatory exclusions on religious and ethgrounds. In a community of non-
discriminating adults, what would be consequendeassigning varying degrees of
importance to people’s electoral preferentesPor instance, let us think of a
community where school drop-outs form an incredgimppulous group. Obviously
dropping out of school does not make one a thoeghtbr immoral person, but one can
reasonably argue that it reduces one’s capacitgdigest political information in a
developed capitalist democracy. Now let us alsaktlthat one of the several major
parties with a good chance of winning a pluralitynmajority of votes in an upcoming
election decides to make a special appeal for waftéise school drop-outs. If we are to
think that the right to having a say in politicsasright to which all citizens are not
equally entitled but is a matter of gradation asda be distributed along a scale of
competence, we will be led to two adverse consempgen Firstly — perhaps this is the
weaker argument in the eyes of a minimalist — wi léive a group of people whose
interests are not taken into account, and who angjimalized by politicians unwilling
to compete for votes that count less. Secondly, tisl is the point of ultimate
importance to someone who accepts competitivenassgha proper standard of
democracy, we will be led to an overtly uncompegtitelectoral outcome. This violation
of electoral competition will not only affect thegple whose interests are denied equal

representation, but will also affect the party, ibee part of the political elite, that wants

32

CSD 244.
% This is what James Madison thought was a possiigion to the threat that extending suffrage doul
pose to property.
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to see the problem of school drop-outs resolvee. tfgshot of this discussion is simple.
Any marginalization of a demographic group can lgdsecome a departure from, and
degradation of, the idea of competition. If comperti is the regulative principle, we
should be interested in having more and healtloerpetition than settling for less than
realistically available competition.

These observations about the sheer damage thatl dmul done to the
competitiveness of a political system by estaliighor choosing to passively disregard
an existing, hierarchy of opinions (i.e. recogniggome opinions as unworthy or less
worthy) are confirmed by the studies in organizadioand economic sociology. Joel
Podolny in his seminal work on the role of statascpptions by third-parties in market
competition, observes that status concerns canrspad strengthen market hierarchies,
which in turn undermines the traditional view oédrmarket competition. By pooling
and analysing data from numerous industries likeejkery, investment banking, etc.,
Podolny notes that “[a] higher-status actor cargwier an exchange relation with a
lower-status actor without running the risk of ditg status.®* One of the vital aspects
of Podolny’s findings for the question at handhattin some sectors those involved in
market exchanges show less concern with statusithathers. In economic sectors
where there is a higher degree of uncertainty, Pgduwotes, parties are more willing to
engage in exchanges with those of lower stat(ge possible implications of these
studies for democratic politics conceived in teohslectoral competitiveness are rather
clear. Podolny demonstrates that status mattensaiket relations which are in many

respects much more competitive and uncertain thasetof modern day politié8.lt is

34 podolny,Status Signals76.

% Podolny,Status Signals100-101.

% To take an example from the North American contiwere are antitrust laws to curb uncompetitive
behaviour in markets, but there are no laws tinait how much of personal income a rich candidate ca
spend during his/her own election campaign.
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not hard to see how attaching official labels tms@olitical positions as unworthy will
further diminish free competition for votes.

A Schumpeterian will try to rebut this objection hgting that competition is
only about producing a government and not overiqdar decisions like assisting
drop-outs or producing any other policy outcomeisTih because Schumpeter hopes
that, between elections, elites will lead their mibies without any degree of
responsiveness. And in the next subsection | vadué on the obvious falsity of
Schumpeter’'s argument with respect to the degreactfal influence that unelected
citizens can, and often do, exercise throughoutpttigical process. This influence is
important for two reasons. First, it is importardarh the viewpoint of citizens, namely,
if politicians can be influenced, citizens would b#erested in having as much
influence as possible. Second, it is important ftbe perspective of the political elites
themselves. That is, if the way governments arméar and remain in power does not
depend solely on their being political parties.(ipart of the political elite), but also on
what they stand for and how they live up to theanpises in the course of their tenure,
some politicians and their parties, that is some phthe political elite, would be
unfairly treated by the flaws in the competitivenes the system. In other words, it
seems that Schumpeter assumes an ideological vadénumhich elites operate.
Competition in such an ideological vacuum would stodw the strong need for political
equality that | have defended in this subsectiomer& would need to be very little
correlation between ideology and vote for the ndively very meagre notion of
competition to remain relevant. But such an ideiclaigvacuum does not and arguably
cannot exist.

The significance of equality for competitive deramy is also directly related to

majoritarianism.  Only equality effectively guaraes that majoritarianism will be
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respected. Departures from the ideal of equal demation can quickly undermine
majoritarianism, which is an implicit but crucialteoff point for the minimalist position
centred on the idea of competitiveness. As Dall'sdus response suggests, the refusal
to espouse some version of the egalitarian priacgVventually results in severe
inconsistencies:
Suppose that in the [American] South, as in Rha@desiSouth Africa,
Blacks had been a preponderant majority of the jadpn. Would
Schumpeter still have said that the Southern stats “democratic™?
.... If the rulers numbered 100 in a population o illion, would we
call the rulers a demos and the system a democfacy?
The only way out of such paradoxical situationsrseé& be accepting the Benthamite
dictum as the point of departure: namely, “everybtmcount for one, nobody for more
than one”.

There are, of course, much more foundationalistere#s available for
democratic equality than showing that free comipetitvould require the law to treat all
preferences equally. Because we are dealing wiestion in normative theory, we
cannot ignore the ideational dimension of politieguality. The idea behind democratic
equality, as it has been identified by theoristbath left and right, is the idea of equal
standing and conceffi.Democracy is a form of government that emergeplaces
where individuals are sceptical of a single persam’group’s right and capacity to rule
better than others. As Dahl points out this camldebal society without entrenched
status and power hierarchies, or a modern conetiit polity where citizens think of

each other as roughly capable of, and entitle@jd@erning their own live¥’ Despite

37 Dahl, “Procedural Democracy,” 111-12. Also quaie@oodin, “Enfranchising All Affected Interests
and Its Alternatives,” 47.

% The next chapter develops this normative notioacpfal standing in a democracy.

%9 Dahl,Democracy and Its Critic81.
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Schumpeter’s disdain for the idea of equality aih safely be taken as forming the core
of democratic theory and practice. Moreover, assaw in the foregoing passages,
placing it at the core of Schumpeterian competigiitgralism turns that construct into a
much more plausible candidate for the proper deatimcminimum. But the idea of
equality remains incomplete and dysfunctional umlege buttress it with other
indispensable elements of democracy.
2.3.2 Responsive Gover nment
The second element, responsive government — or degree of participation if we are
to focus on the inverse relationship — also eritécsthe formula of democracy through
exposition of the Schumpeterian argument rathar ttsarejection. In this subsection |
defend responsive government, one of the extraerldadimensions of the democratic
minimum. | argue that Schumpeter’'s commitment &ctral competitiveness, if the
latter is to be taken as a normative ideal, pressgpa responsive governméht.
Schumpeter writes that one of the pillars of hisf@mred theory of democracy is
acceptance of one party or leader out of the lothose who have made themselves
available for electoral competition. The corollafythis, without which the function of
the electorate could not be complete, Schumpetacextes, is withdrawal of that
acceptance by the electorate. But he elaboratdhtgpout that this acceptance or its
withdrawal should not be called control of electegbresentatives, or the political
process, by the electorate. For the term contr@nsdhat one can give direction to the
course of politics. But under the Schumpeteriana=acy, a citizen’s role is restricted

to passively accepting decisions made by the elega/ernment. Any attempt to

“°To be sure, Schumpeter’s conception of democsaogsponsive in a conspicuous way. Namely,
parties that rule are the ones that win elections.
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exercise influence over the elected governmentderoto compel “a certain course of
action,” Schumpeter thinks, is “contrary to therismif the democratic method**

My contention is that Schumpeter is, at best, pattiht about the modern
electorate’s lack of control over the elected reprgatives, because his claim that
electorates only install and eject governments ehmesand arguably cannot, hold true
even in the minimally participatory systems thatrently characterize the Western
political landscape. First and foremost, withowg tlorresponding notion of responsive
government, the project of competitive democraayobees difficult to sustain. Second,
to view democratic politics as a dichotomy betwésn Athenian direct democracy and
the Schumpeterian ‘competitive democrasgns responsive government between
elections’ leaves out the vast majority of estdi@tsdemocracies of our own day.

Let us first look at how competitive democracyikely to suffer in the absence
of the norm of responsiveness and conditions thstag this norm. The endpoint of
Schumpeterian democracy, as Shapiro correctly grees it, is to control power by
subjecting it to electoral competitidh.Then, democracy is ill-served by positing an
unbridgeable gulf between elected officeholders #mel mass public. To be sure,
Schumpeter did not think that a competitive pditienvironment could be sustained
over time unless certain conditions obtaifiédn other words, he recognized that
political competition is not the default positiott. has already been noted in the
literature on elections theory that political emviment can be competitive only to the
extent that officeholders are vulnerable to beiefedted in future electoral cycl&s.

Without such actual vulnerability, politics of pe#&sl competition favoured by

*LcsD 272.

“2 Shapiro,The State of Democratic TheoB,

*3CSD, 289-296.

4 For an excellent treatment of vulnerability andestrequirements of responsiveness see Bartolini,
“Electoral and Party Competition: Analytical Dimémss and Empirical Problems.”
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Schumpeter would remain out of redéiulnerability of officeholders in a competitive
democracy, in turn, is made possible by the elat#® capacity to make a somewhat
meaningful choice between available opti6hdf voters are unable to identify
candidate(s) who have served the public interetav@re going to serve it better than
incumbents and other available candidates, we ¢apsak of a systemic competition.
Conceived in irrational terms — that is withoutenefince to rational calculations on the
part of voters — competition for electoral offic@wd not be easy to maintain; as one
author has already noted, voters would lose thegrntive to take competitors seriously
if there were no meaningful way of differentiatibgtween rival electoral platforns.
Even if it could be proven that voters can gaiminfation necessary to make a
choice between available candidates during campaegiods alone, the responsiveness
criterion would still conduce political parties moake themselves available to electoral
control between elections. As long as there isreegd commitment to the normative
principle of responsive government, | think, thewiof officeholders as willing to do
everything to avoid electoral control is ill-fourdleln a system that relies for its
operation on periodic evaluation of contendersdigcted office by their electorates,
contenders can be assumed to have as much intereaking themselves responsive to
preferences of their electors as electors haveeisttén keeping rascals out of offite.
In order to see that the above described situdationot just an instance of wishful

thinking, we need only to briefly look at the wastablished democracies function.

*5 This point is axiomatic because for a new persomin an already existing public office someone has
to leave office and if no one is vulnerable tohagstheir seat, we cannot speak of elites displaeaah
other through competitive elections.

46 Bartolini, 89.

“" Ferejohn, “Incumbent Performance and Electoralt@fi 6.

“8 This statement has to be qualified, as it willdhioie only if politicians are aware that the owlgy for
them to gain political power is by winning free aa@ competition. | think this assumption is not
controversial because Schumpeter himself identifias the precondition for democracy.
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In contrast to Schumpeter, one can identify attléasr different types of
influence that electorates in established demoesaeixercise over elected officials
between elections. These are (a) direct influene elected representatives through
their constituency offices or interest groups; {jirect influence through opinion
polls; (c) the parliamentary influence through aitil oppositions; (d) the constitutional
oversight through independent judiciary. Althougine of these modes of influence are
predetermining features of, or amount to full-fledgcontrol over, democratic politics,
together they comprise one of its most indispermspatts.

Although examining these modes of control couldab&orthwhile exercise in
its own right, in order to back my claim that etael control is not a figment of a
normative theorist’s imagination, | only need ttudé to their presence. Any careful
observer of politics will confirm that the Schumgean notion of (lack of)
representation that rules out a continuous direcitact between representatives and
members of their constituencies, which Schumpeatemlwved from Edmund Burke, has
lost in practice to notions of representation theg more in line with the normative
condition of responsiveness defended in this chaptee facts are too numerous to list,
but here are a few obvious ones: All members ofislative bodies maintain
constituency offices which operate between elestidioreover, all parliamentary, or
congressional, debates include references to arggtialogues with members of one’s
electorate, public opinion polls, letters and j@tis addressed to parliamentarians. |
think these references are not merely rhetoricehbge it would be hard to envisage the
parliamentary process in its current role if panémntarians were to substitute such
references with scientific data. To be sure, tewdlities constitute a large part of the
committee meetings, but overlooking the role oéiasted citizens and interest groups

would be a gross misrepresentation of contempgailitics.
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In addition to trying to remain connected to thelectorates, the norm of
responsiveness induces elected officials in proeenocracies to “anticipate the future

judgment of the electorate on the policies theyper*®

To this end, political parties in
power and opposition parties employ public opiniesearchers and political analysts to
measure popularity of potential and actual policyoppsals. Although most
governments in democratic countries are not obdesgh mirroring public preferences
in political outcomes, it is very uncommon for pigkal parties in power to deliberately
make decisions unpopular enough to alienate maijads jof the electorate.
Parliamentary control is the other important soun€econtrol over parties in
power. Schumpeter talks of the political proces# &lse winning party and its leader
are always given a sweeping majority. Reality, hesve is different; in most
parliaments oppositions and governments are seghabgt narrow margins. To be sure,
in some occasional remarks, Schumpeter registess dontempt for minority
governments, but the influence of parliamentaryosgmns is not restricted to minority
governments alone. Even in democracies where ortg palds a majority of seats in
the legislature, oppositions continue to carry auimportant democratic function. The
fact that debates in parliament do not often resuttonpartisan legislative outcomes is
not sufficient to dismiss the role of parliamentagppositions. What makes
parliamentary control more relevant to the popuantrol of governments is that
members of the legislature from major oppositiortipa often pursue a much stronger
public presence and interaction with their eledesan the hope of winning public
support. In no democratic society do they wait lutite official commencement of
election campaigns. As the American cliché aboett&ins suggests, as soon as one

campaign ends, the next one begins. This is equallg in countries where

4% Manin, The Principles of Representative Governmamg-179.
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governments depend on the confidence of the paslignand where there is less party
discipline.

Hitherto, | have attempted to show why the practitalternation of parties in
power, the most minimal requirement of democraeguires responsive government.
And responsive government, as the current pratgit®us, seems to favour continuous
contact between electors and electorate. The degreetual influence the citizenry
enjoys between elections, however, is a matterefapirical researchers to identify.
What matters for this work is that such an influsiceasily observable and responding
to it is not a voluntary act on the part of electefficials. Elected politicians’
receptiveness towards these modes of influencargely shaped by the structure of
political institutions and the intensity of citizéndesire to influence politics, not by
individual volitions of political leaders. This me& democracy a distinctively
responsive form of government. Hence Schumpeteotisight to argue thadei gratia
autocracy can be similarly responsive to the pesfees of its subject8.A benign
monarch can act with a sense of justice and tryjtaoppress his populace but there is
no guarantee that he will always act in this way.

Finally, modern-day Schumpeterians could incorpotaese facts about direct
and indirect influence into their theories of eteat democracy by accepting that, in
today’'s democracies, elections are never-ending cesses. However this
acknowledgement would require one to accept theaeitectoral nature of democracy
consolidated by the modern practice. Namely, oneldvbave to accept the fact that the
Schumpeterian model of elitist democracy is flawedleficient even by the non-ideal
standards of contemporary democracies — governnregtmsolidated democracies are

not immune to being controlled or influenced. Tble pf normative theory is to explore

50csp 246.
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these established practices and go to the rootrintiples and objectives that have
given rise to them.

2.3.3 Non-Domination

Remnants of what | discuss next have been descinbie literature under such names
as the principle of non-tyranny, non-domination,nst@utional democracy, etc.
Although non-domination shares a lot conceptuallyithw non-tyranny and
constitutionalism, there are important differentetween these terms. Non-tyranny
implies a more minimal condition, while constitutadism could imply a more or less
expansive notion depending on the thickness oftipali morality embedded in the
original constitution and the demandingness of #mending procedures. Non-
domination seems to be a much more open-endednpamd for this reason, more
suited to capture the relevant element in demacthtught. In this subsection | draw
attention to the important role of this elementdemocratic thought. But as with the
previous elements, | will try to do this, as much possible, by extending the
Schumpeterian argument.

Although the defence of democratic non-dominatiests largely on the notion
of democratic equality, the principle of non-domiaa cannot be derived in full from
the minimalist reading of equality that grounds tpenciple of majoritarian
government. Democracy uncontroversially acceptethal status of all citizens before
the law. But this kind of equality would prove epieral if what we meant by it was an
unbridled exercise of whatever power one has asgban electoral grouping over the
rival groupings. At the time of America’s foundinigis worry manifested itself in the

concern for the sanctity of property, which in tled to the creation of the Senate and
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establishment of certain constitutional constraihtélthough having one’s say in

politics was taken as a precondition of protectomg’s interests, American founders
thought that the equal worth of votes did not gote@ equal protection for all citizens.
Today the worry manifests itself in a differentrfgrnamely, democracy is criticized for
its failures in protecting rights of cultural mirmes.

Capitalism, Socialism, and Democraelquently identifies one major source of
domination in democratic states. The democraticmomgood, Schumpeter observes,
must involve an imposition of beliefs and valueattht least some individuals find
unacceptable due to the "fundamental fact thatifferdnt individuals and groups the
common good is bound to mean different thimjsTo a Schumpeterian, Rousseau’s
volonté généraleepresents a textbook example of democratic ddinmawvhereby the
irrational volitions of some are mistaken for thdightened popular will, and conferred
with "exclusive ethical dignity®?

Even though Schumpeter is right about the difficwdf arriving at atruly
commongood in the face of the pluralism underlying medéemocracies, this need not
mean a wholesale dismissal of all collective prigett is true that some classical and
modern democratic theorists have placed strong asipton social unity and like-
mindedness, which undermine the natural pluralftynterests. However, there is no
reason to think that a plurality of interests maadacomplete disunity or that no

common orientation can be compatible with it. Theught that the social unity

*1 Founders were not oblivious to the fact of domorabf those falling outside of the propertied slay
the property-holders. In an appendix to one ofpiseches in the Constitutional Convention of 1787
Madison expands on his views regarding the issyeagerty rights and universal suffrage: "Underrgve
view of the subject, it seems indispensable thatMass of Citizens should not be without a voiceand
if the only alternative be between an equal & urgaéright of suffrage for each branch of the Gavid
a confinement of the entire right to a part of @igzens, it is better that those having the greiaterest
at stake namely that of property & persons bothukhbe deprived of half their share in the Gawtan,
that those having the lesser interest, that ofgmerisrights only, should be deprived of the whole."
(Madison,Selected Writings of James Madis864; also discussed in Dal,Preface to Democratic
Theory,152-71)

°2CSD, 250.

%3 CSD,250-56.
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characteristic of small communities is among thecpnditions of a well-functioning
democracy is increasingly being challenged. Onel me¢ look far to see that too much
unity is at least as undesirable and dangerous fi@mocracy as too little of it.

A look at existing democracies and historical exE®grom around the world
confirms the point that producing an agreement rat eost is not a function of
democracies, but leaving room for contestationEigperience confirms that political
thinkers have good reasons to treat with sceptitimralleged connection between the
largeness of an electoral margin and the strenfythroandate or its other democratic
gualities. It is not a mere coincidence that lead®rauthoritarian regimes often gain
“electoral support” from more than 80% of theirizehs, while many western
democracies are governed by simple majority orafityr of votes>* Inflated numbers
not only imply the possibility of voter and/or voteanipulation but also the lack of
effective political oppositions. In this regar@apitalism, Socialism, and Democracy,
despite its misleading silence on the normativeterdnof democracy, has taught
generations of political thinkers an important @ssnamely it has helped the discipline
realize that democratic quality of electoral maedatould not be determined by
aggregating votes alone. Schumpeter’s postulatiah dompetitiveness of elections be
made the paramount test of democratic quality hapiied a host of theorists from
Robert Dahl to lan Shapiro to develop importantuargnts concerning the role of
democratic oppositions.

The job of a democratic theorist, then, is to redenthe functional need for
agreement with the ineliminable fact of principldidagreement. Once we accept the
place of disagreement in democratic corpus, therreabf democratic public good

changes as well. That is, acceptance of disagrdepwmpels us to attenuate our

¥ Recently one Post-Soviet autocrat in Central Asian” his re-election campaign with 97 % of the
popular support. Seé&urkmenistan President Re-elected.”
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expectations with regard to the achievement ofdb@mon good. It becomes more
appropriate to prioritize building a framework thaekes disagreement possible and
allows each to pursue their own good rather thamtifly “specific objects, activities,
and relations® In this regard, it seems quite natural that oneranching good
common to all citizens is the distaste of beingutyiized or dominatetf.Recently lan
Shapiro drew the attention of political theoriststhis “stripped down conception” of
the common good’ Shapiro traces his formulation of tHemocratic common good as
non-dominationto the thought of Nicholas Machiavelli. In the m@@nder of this
subsection, | shall explain why | find Shapiro’spegisal of the idea of the common
good as non-domination quite plausible, and offeme independent reasons for
adopting this line of thinking®

This view of the common good seems to fit well witle non-engaging picture
of the average citizen that Schumpeter draws. Fioenfact of widespread lack of
motivation to participate in democratic politicsitics of participatory democracy seem
right in assuming that political participation iarffrom being the premier good. But
individuals whose main preoccupation is not pditcan be more realistically thought
of as having an interest in being free from domdarabr tyranny rather than having no
interest in politics or aspiring to a transformatpolitical project. On this account, the
construal of democracy as the embodiment of thieaolist impulse for communal

progress becomes inappropriate. But equally ingpfate is presenting it as a form of

*Dahl, Democracy and Its Critic807. For example, Schumpeter is right that by pedsy, health,
equality, etc., citizens of modern pluralistic stes often understand different, and sometimeshiig,
things. But all can be thought of referring to Hzeme phenomenon when talking about poverty, disease
and discrimination.
: Shapiro (2003)The State of Democratic TheoB§.

Ibid.
°8 One major difference between the view that | begidevelop here and Shapiro’s view is that | db no
escalate the notion of non-domination above otiraedsions of normatively sound minimalist
democracy. But this is the subject of the next tdrap
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government where the majority of citizens abst&ios) exercising continuous political
judgement.

Another advantage of this account is that if mizimg domination is thought of
as one of the primary goods associated with dermgcraaking sense of democratic
disagreements becomes easier than under the Sctaniapgroposal. Let us remember
that Schumpeter neither offers us a guideline fetlisg those disagreements, nor
proposes a democraticodus-vivendiDisagreements being plentiful in daily politits,
Schumpeter, implies the impossibility of determgnithe common good. Nonetheless,
under his electoral pluralism, governing elites agmfree to embark on collectivist
projects on which quite naturally and inevitably cmmmon agreement exists. In this
sense | cannot see how Schumpeter's formulatiomoi® respectful of parties whose
preferences do not make it into the final decisiime notion of democracy that accepts
non-domination and political equality as basic piptes, however, offers us viable
guidelines for resolving disagreement through eabdn or agreeing to disagree.

Of course, one still has to address an importarticism concerning the
desirability of non-domination as the basis for demcy or the democratic common
good. There are several criticisms of this ideae Wost important one is that once we
start to think about democracy along these linesave thinking about something else,
perhaps a just society. Critics may concede thatdmwnination is a meaningful part of
justice but may go on to argue that justice andadeeacy are two different things. It is
possible to draw out such criticisms from the textCapitalism, Socialism, and
Democracy.

Undeniably, what is realistically available undee tomplex conditions that we
find in populous and pluralistic modern states ifalacry from the ancient ideal of

ruling and being ruled in turn. If democracy as {glmmination is to be defended we
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need an argument other than the one that restherGteek ideal of unity of the
governor and the governed. The fact of irreducitleical pluralism very forcefully
pointed out by Schumpeter does not allow us to apioethevolonté généralén order
to counter claims that in a democracy even those are on the losing side are not
being dominated. This, however, does not prove tlghocratic non-domination is
impossible, because the vice of domination canbjected to from within democracy
itself.

| think asking the following question can help wee she centrality of non-
domination to democracy more clearly. How apprdphacan we think of a society
where individual citizens stand to each other latiens of the dominant and dominated
as democratic? It is true that decision-makingemdcracy almost always takes place
along some form of the majoritarian principle. Bt | have already indicated in this
chapter, to view democracy as a system of goverhimemhich majorities are constant
winners and the dominant, and minorities are constsers and the dominated makes a
travesty of democratic majoritarianism. As | dises in section I, constant
disenfranchisement on basis of political prefersrtoens democracy into an incoherent
theory by disrupting even the minimalist notions aompetitiveness and
majoritarianism. There are sufficiently good reastmthink that making some citizens
unable to challenge the outcomes of majority voteithout officially disenfranchising
them — by confining them to the permanent categasfedisadvantage does exactly the
same: it weakens democracy’s plausibility and appsa theory of good government.
But, fortunately, the extreme version of majoraarsm is not the reason why millions
of people in established democracies value demgpcied many more aspire to it

around the world.
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2.3.4 Regenerative Dimension

This brings us to another, related and crucial etision of democratic legitimacy. What
| describe next is rendered consequential by tmeideal nature of democratic politics.
In the realm of ideal philosophical discussion,relagerized by the assumptions of full
compliance and relative abundance, the legitimdayemnocracy would not depend on
the presence of the regenerative dimension. Butodeamy like any other form of
government requires certain material and non-nategsources, which | will refer to as
democratic capital As the passage of time, as well as social-politidations, take
their toll on this democratic capital, | argue thatts that block democracy’s
regenerative capacity would inhibit democratic fieghacy. As with the previous
dimensions, my intention here is not to specify toatent, but to demonstrate the
presence, of this aspect of democratic legitimacy.

Let us first look at the kind of issues that we daw deal with when theorizing
the regenerative dimension and democratic cagtiast and foremost, there are the
economic costs associated with democracy. The bast democratic acts like voting
and census-taking come with significant costs. &ample, the U.S. Census Bureau
estimated that the 2010 census would cost Ameriagpayers around $14.5 billion
dollars® To this we can add the cost of administering maticand local elections,
occasional referenda, etc. For instance, expetiteaed the cost of the 2010 mid-term
elections for the U.S. Congress at a minimum of $8llion dollars®® This, of course,
is only the tip of the iceberg. Once we start ttewate costs of maintaining law and

order, defending borders, etc., the cost of evédibeatarian state turns out to require

59 See US Census Bureau, “Facts for Features.”
0 See OpenSecrets.Org, “Midterm Elections Will Gasteast $3.7 Billion, Center for Responsive
Politics Estimates - OpenSecrets Blog.”
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significant contribution from individual citizensChis issue is given an instructive
treatment in Cass Sunstein and Stephen HolnémCost of Right.

Furthermore, there is a consensus among demotha&tizists that democracy
does not only require elections and defence. Athldished democracies offer their
citizens, albeit with varying intensity, social @ees ranging from public education to
healthcare and low-income benefitsThe underlying rationale is that unless citizens
have access to a certain minimum, democratic pslitvill suffer a setback. To
generalize, a certain level of material welfareoften taken as a precondition for
democracy. Modern democracy with its representaitigéitutions, vast bureaucracy,
and the social safety net, is a much costlier uairg than its ancient counterpart.

The flip side of the coin tells us that democradyoarequires nonmaterial
resources, the principal one being willingness ibkens to cooperate and undertake
their fair share in regenerating democratic capiféle more citizens are unwilling to
vote, pay taxes, do jury service, or care for teewvironment, the harder it becomes for
the democratic form of government to survive. M@ even the kind of negative,
moderately self-regarding, engagement with poliéicghasized in this chapter requires
certain character traits. Maintaining competitivehef elections would be hard if a
majority of citizens were to view sub-standard exuit performance as a divine curse
or were to espouse an all-out pessimism about ifn@iotent status as political agefits.
That citizens have a sceptical attitude towardshaity and avoid becoming

complacent, many liberal democratic theorists haytly noted, is among the virtues

®1 See Holmes and Sunsteihe Cost of Rights

62 Disagreements on the propriety of public or pevatanagement of services such as healthcare,
unemployment insurance, and education is irreletatiie fact that these services are needed for a
democracy to properly function. Whether the servigigould be provided by market or government is a
question that democracies can debate. What méttre fact that modern democracy would suffehia t
face of, let us say, massive illiteracy.

%3 In many authoritarian countries, arguably, theseamong the main impediments to democratic
reform.
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that “distinguish ‘citizens’ within a democracy frothe subjects of an ‘authoritarian’
state.®* The upshot is that democracy, more so than arsr étnm of government, has
to rely on the virtue of its citizens.

But the advantage of democracy is that democratioevis not a particularly
difficult kind of virtue to inculcate if by demoarg we mean such things as recognition
of people’s desire to avoid domination and reliaanecompetitive elections to achieve
this result. Just as a free and competitive masktite best teacher of skills required to
succeed economically, free and competitive elecgystems across different levels of
government are the irreplaceable teachers of uixige. This is the line of thinking that
is present in the ancient thought and the thougfhisS. Mill and Tocqueuville.

Now, the theory of democracy sketched in this obraydlorises such democratic
precepts as equality, responsive government anedaonnation, thus propounding a
normative framework that encourages a more enharatedor citizenry than the one
Schumpeter’'s account concedes. | think | have, asp hieen able to show that a
reasonably secure foothold exists for these mainbcedural values in Schumpeter’s
own positive theory. This final subsection is pg@haheoretically the least demanding
part of my argument because only someone absoluetgched from real-world
concerns about political stability and good govesnirwould turn her back on the idea
of democratic regeneration. Despite its avowedlysitp@ tone, Schumpeter’s
Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracshiows a sensible degree of concern about
maintaining the minimalist order. Therefore, Schetepans could object to the project
of making minimalist democracy more normativelyb&aon the grounds that the

conditions required by NMD are too demanding tabmocratically regenerated.

54 Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosoph@89.
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The motivation behind discouraging the averageamitis engagement in politics
is that “the typical citizen drops down to a lovievel of mental performance as soon as
he enters the political fielf®> On Schumpeter’s account, to expect the averagemit
to overcome this shortcoming is unrealistic, beedasing grasp of reality as we move
farther away from our most direct interests is mdrvhat he calls “Human Nature in
Politics.”® This, then, is the rationale for leaving decisinaking to political elites. But
being unable to provide a satisfactory answer tovery basic questions — namely, who
are these elites and how knowledgeable are they® a troubling weakness of
Schumpeter’s account. Some crucial evidence Schiempgovides to prove ignorance
of the apolitical class conflicts with his uncommising faith in the competence of
political class. Here we do not have room to addadsconditions, so | will focus on
the problem of knowledge that apparently motivat8shumpeter to favour
disproportionately strong elite participation.

Schumpeter concedes that

the reduced sense of responsibility and the abseheéfective
volition [reason’s for ordinary citizen’s ignoran@nd lack of
judgement in matters of domestic and foreign pélicy are if
anything more shocking in the case of educated Ipeapd of
people who are successfully active in non-politiwalks of life
than it is with uneducated people in humble statfon

He goes on to cite lawyers as a class of peopleambdgarticularly unqualified to deal

with national and foreign policy. Then the propedlifical knowledge required for

regeneration of the Schumpeterian democracy is gwnge that only full-time

politicians can possess. But modern political smequestions the possibility of such

85 csp, 262.
56 CcsD, 263.
57csh 261.
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expert knowledge. Unfortunately, lawyers, econospisir historians do not cease
having imperfect political knowledge once they breedull-time bureaucrats.

A quick look at the findings of the post-Schumpeteholarship on the subjects
of political knowledge and public opinion suggetitat Schumpeter failed to take his
astute observations about the nature of knowledgelitics to their logical conclusion.
In this regard, Phillip Converse’s work is quitestiuctive. In his famed study,he
Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publi€enverse reveals that elites are not decisively
better than non-elites in comprehending politfcéccording to Converse’s findings,
the more political knowledge one acquires, the ndwetrinaire one’s views become.
While non-elites suffer from not having a well-deomged belief system that would
enable them to gain more political knowledge, sliguffer from the ideological
constraints of their individual belief systems.

To be sure, Converse’s findings do not settle tiemana of knowledge that
imperils Schumpeter’s thesis. Schumpeter acceptsiithe long-run people are better
judges of the bigger picture of politics. But hemediately goes on to note that history
is a continuum of short-run segmefit&lonetheless, one need not surrender too quickly
in the face of the grim picture drawn by Conversiirglings and shortcomings of
Schumpeter’s theory. Converse’s study shows tlitelsedre not decisively better judges
of political matters, which disturbs Schumpeteimception of competent elites. But it
does not show that citizens of established dem@ga@nnot strike a diligent balance
in combining benefits of elite knowledge and popwésdom. Slight improvement in
political knowledge of masses over the second bfathe twentieth century noted by
Converse, and the record of democratic stabilityhi; face of minority governments,

social movements, and amateur politicians, give anere reasons to reject

58 See Converse, “The Nature of Belief Systems indvRsblics"; Converse, “Democratic Theory and
Electoral Reality.”
59 csp, 264.
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Schumpeter’s contempt for those dabbling in pdlitic
2.4 CONCLUSION
What is different in the views propounded in thigpter from those iCapitalism,
Socialism, and Democracgnd other minimalist theories of democracy? Thenma
difference is that the normative dimensions of dtyaresponsiveness, non-
domination, and regeneration enable democracy tpepgate itself in the face of
different kinds of problems. Electoral theoriesdd#mocracy suffer from inescapable
problems of corrosion through manipulation, disanéhisement, and the like. Silence
on normative content, as | tried to demonstratiimchapter, not only does not offer us
any protection against democracy’s decline, bud pleovides us with no coherent way
of assessing when the decline begins. Evaluatingodeatic quality necessarily
involves an appeal to normative standards. This seasething that the Schumpeterian
focus on democracy qua method could not provideelher, another implicit criticism
of Schumpeter that motivated this approach is riladility of the Schumpeterian model
to explain and make sense of our political languajedemocracy and present
institutional embodiments of democratic ideals. Bopeter's model of democracy falls
short not only of the ideal of democracy shareditnpian egalitarians of the #zand
18" centuries Europe, but also it overlooks many @iuaspects of the institutional
evolution of democracy. Normative Minimalist Demacy, which | begin to develop in
this chapter, seems to be a reasonable non-reigsiand still normatively sound
alternative to Schumpeterian theories on the omel,hand the general will theories on
the other.

| believe another strong thread combines ideas dtat@ad in this critical, but
broadly sympathetic, engagement with Schumpetee fbrms of non-domination,

equality, responsiveness and regeneration point tieeit normative significance of
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agreement and disagreement, assent and dissent.idkas democracy distinctive in
the view that | defend in this chapter is the ppted relationship between these two
stances. Overemphasizing consent gives us a vessigiopian liberalism, socialism, or
deliberative democracy. Overemphasizing dissentdyres a more libertarian utopia.
Restoring both ideals to their respective placéhendemocratic thought seems to lead
to a particularly robust theory that comes clogesexplaining modern institutional
embodiments of democratic ideals in our own waalkslwell as providing the necessary
conceptual resources for reform. This | call thernmatively sound minimalist

democracy.
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CHAPTER 3: Why Equality and Difference Matter? Limits and

Value of Consensus and Dissensus

What is the relationship between consensus anderdiss and how does this
relationship define normative minimalist democraciffe argument advanced here
holds that if there is any one question that masavily bears on the shape of
normatively sound minimalist democracy, it is theestion about the limits of
agreement and disagreement. To answer this queshisnchapter picks up the two
most central components identified in the previcliapter's search for a more coherent
normative theory of minimalist democracy and goesto specify what role each
element fulfils in NMD. A close scrutiny of non-damation and equality, and the
political arrangements that follow from them, relgghat consensus and dissensus have

their limits, which a more coherent theory of denagy has to recognize.
3.1 Why Equality Matters

In the previous chapter | discussed why Schumpeteminimalism could become a
more consistent theory by coming to terms with tmportance of equality to its

normative core. There, the focus was on how exotyeéquality from the picture leads
to inconsistencies and suboptimal outcomes evetthbystandards of Schumpeter’s
theory. In this section, | elaborate on the rolat tthe equality plays in a theory of
normatively sound minimalist democracy and whatpshthe concept has to take in
order to perform that role. First, | begin withaecount of how equality is at the core of
what makes democracy distinctive. Second, | disbess some conceptions of equality

suit this account better than others. | end théiwedy discussing some criticisms of
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this minimalist conception of equality from the poments of more substantive

democracy.
3.1.1 How equality figuresin the distinctiveness of democr acy?

Perhaps, the point that some notion of equality &éethe core of democracy requires
very little defence. While this is supposed to jpdevthe concept of democracy with an
important degree of theoretical stability, it alsaderlies many of the confusions
surrounding the concept. Very often, the egalitanature of democracy goes poorly
clarified because many writers seem to assumesthe¢ equality is such a ubiquitous,
easily satisfiable or abstract aspect of democray meaningful and productive
discussion about the concept has to focus on @hbpects. This, however, ends up
obscuring important features of democracy to thterégxhat the shape of equality bears
on the other more practical questions. For thisaral begin with a brief excursion into

what makes democracy distinctive and the roleghatlity plays in this picture.

Many political ideals or goods are invoked as ptiéd explanations for what is
most distinctive about democracy. One commonly egv is that “the central virtue
of democratic forms is that, in the presence ofudable social background, they
provide the most reliable means of reaching sulisdp just political outcomes®.lris
Young, for instance, shares this view when sheewribat at least part of democracy’s
value has to do with its being “the best politicaéans for confronting injustice and
promoting justice.z’ Other views see the distinctiveness of democragisiconnection
to political stability and economic prosperity. Tleese authors, democracy is a more
acceptable form of government than its alternatibesause it is better at securing

goods that people most value. To be sure, democtaey often lead to outcomes such

! Beitz, Political Equality,113
2 Young,Inclusion and Democra¢y8
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as political stability and economic prosperity thete comparatively superior to
outcomes such as political discord and povertgnH is to take a similarly comparative
view in the realm of values and ideals, it is @it to miss that democracy favours such
values as freedom, autonomy, and peaceful coegistewer tyranny, submissiveness,
and political violence. We may have independentaga to value these advantages that
ensue from democratic forms of government. But hegitautonomy and peaceful
coexistence, nor political stability and economiogperity tell us what definitional
distinctiveness of democracy as opposed to non-dexog is. It is at least thinkable, if
not practicable, that these values can be achigwedigh undemocratic measures, or
through measures that undermine certain aspectsmbcracy. As Estlund notes, some
basic moral principles such as the principle of mmak utility or categorical imperative
can be available as a “moral ground of democraoyt’this would not make that idea
democratié In short, the distinctive core of democracy canbetthat it offers us
ideally the most equitable, harmonious or stabjeetgf society that one can think of
because we could think that we have all or somhede without having a democracy,
and similarly because we could have a democracyiryetit difficult to achieve those

goods.

Another commonly entertained option is that whatlerlies democracy is the
concept of popular sovereignty. Democracy is a fofgovernment in whicpeople,as
opposed to an absolute monarch or natural aristpcraake decisions. Proponents of
this view initially seem to have etymological evide on their side. However, because
in contemporary political theory, with the exceptiof some nationalist theoriethe

peopleis rarely assigned an independent normative agewitgt most theories have in

3 A similar point about why affinity between demdiczanorms and certain moral, political, and economi
goods need not figure in definitions or justificets of democracy was made by David Estlund. See
Estlund, “Debate on Christianolhe Constitution of Equalifyy252.
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mind is a numeric majority. The principle of majgrrule is certainly one of the most
important elements in the modern concept of deneyciiaut on its own it fails to offer
us a satisfactory account of democracy’s distieca@ppeal as a political theory. The
immediate worry is that because majoritarianism lsarpracticed in an array of ways
commonly perceived as undemocratic, it cannot awcéar what is distinctive about

democracy.

Once we recognize that majority rule derives égitimacy not from numbers,
but from being a decision-making mechanism thapeets the political equality of
persons, we can appreciate the qualitative diffardsetween a majoritarian decision by
a gang to execute one of its members and majanitism as practiced in healthy
democracies. Although majoritarianism is quintetiadiy an egalitarian principle,
unless bolstered by certain constraints, it cary \arickly degenerate into a form
contradictory to itsraison d'étre namely, maintaining political equality among the
members ofdemos Researchers of democratic theory have convingisgbwn the
connection between equality and majority rule. Kkmliother decision-making
mechanisms such as unanimity or supermajorityatsat lay claim to being democratic,
the rule of simple majority does most to respe@ $tatus of citizens as political

equals’

This brief account helps us come up with a ruditamgnworking definition that
distinguishes democracy from non-democracies. Bstractly, the most distinctive
characteristic of democracy is that it entitlessth@overned to figuring as equals in
determining how they are governed. Hence, the tiejeof asymmetric power relations

between citizens is central to democracy. Wittdésial of asymmetric political power

* This point is also confirmed by May's Theorem. Sksy, "A Set of Independent Necessary and
Sufficient Conditions for Simple Majority Decisidn.
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and status, democracy stands in contrast to otiersfof government, notwithstanding
how the latter perform along other dimensions obdygovernance. For instance,
Schumpeter points out how a benign dictator or king secure peace and stability
among his subjects and even ensure an equitahitébdi®n of resourced.lt is also
thinkable, but not probable, that autocratic ruleh@ benign nature often invoked by
critics of democracy can follow public sentimentssely and take people’s empirical
will quite seriously when deciding. This kind ofcsety may even have subjective
legitimacy in the eyes of its citizens, but it wowtill fail to achieve conditions of
democratic legitimacy because it does not satisbnditions that distinguish

democracies from non-democracies.

One can note that the foregoing characterizatiodeonocracy is not based on
self-evident truths. After all, a critic could objethat democracy would be a more
universally acceptable ideal, had it not appeatedoncepts that have historically been
associated with certain metaphysical views of %ifin chapter two, we saw how
Schumpeter attempts to denounce the idea of egufdit being an empirically
groundless religious ideal. Schumpeter’'s rejectainequality does not hold true
because there are numerous non-metaphysical ¢gasiifins of the notion of equality
that can ground the equalitarian requirements ofabeacy. Here | want to focus only
on one of them as | think it suits the purpose ofnmatively sound minimalist

democracy.

To obtain an insight into democratic theory’s idistive egalitariainism, and
also to dispel concerns over its metaphysical undes, it is important to remind

ourselves which socio-political environments arestrniavourable to democracy. As

® SchumpeterCSD, 246.
® For an illuminating discussion of democracy asdiiiversal appeal see Amartya Sen, “Democracy as a
Universal Value.”
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Robert Dahl points out, democratic forms of govenehave taken hold in a diverse
range of environments from tribal societies to modedustrialized nation-statéshis
diversity already implies that democratic equahtyst have little to do with ethno-
cultural variations. The emergence or consolidatibdemocracy in different historical
settings, however, is not just a matter of coinctd® There are certain characteristics
shared by human beings in the tribal societies imeed by Dahl, ancient Athens, and
modern democracies that can explain why equalisyld®en so important to democracy.
More generally, these characteristics have to db thie rejection of entrenched status
and power hierarchies among citizens. To be suegkmess of status and power
hierarchies can be the default position, as in dase of British colonies in North
America’ But when symmetrical power relations do not precetie political
constitution, as in most historical and presenesagertain minimalist assumptions
about human nature can provide justification f@nth For instance, Rawls grounds his
conception of persons as free and equal in thaimbathe two moral powers — “a
capacity for a sense of justice and for a concapfche good? It is possible to take a
more minimalist reading of these capacities anerpret the first as a rudimentary sense
of right and wrong, and the second more as a neghnitation intrinsic to all humans
than a positive capacity. On this more minimaligading, because of such
characteristics of our species as self-interesiitdid altruism and fallibility, we cannot
forfeit our judgement and entrust others with tightr of determining what is right for
us! For instance, the capacity to have an elaborateemiion of the good is not
necessary for the minimalist understanding of humetare to take into account a toned

down version of the second moral power. The paderfior finding oneself in

" Dahl, Democracy and Its Critics31.

8 Even Schumpeter accepts this stateme@iSB

° Alexis de TocquevilleDemocracy in America.

10 Rawls,Political Liberalism.

11 See Beetham, “Democracy: Universality and Diversit
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disagreement with somebody else’s conception ofgihed is a sufficient reason to
include the second element. Although these two rgéseatements about human nature
are not specific enough for one to derive a padictheory of human equality from
them, together they provide a strong rationaletlieregalitarian outlook of democracy.
Namely, they give one reasons to reject asymmetpigktical authority and seem to

offer a firm foothold for “one person, one votethe bedrock of modern democracy.

Let me expand on how these two observations alowtan nature, the
possession of the sense of right and the imprgpdéalienating it to others, militate
against hierarchical forms of political organizaticand take one in a distinctively
democratic direction. As Bernard Williams suggeSthat keeps stable hierarchies
together is the idea of necessity, that it is samefore-ordained or inevitable that there
should be these orders’ These hierarchies could be sustained if we wesipport a
different conception of good governance such a®tieethat values political stability or
romanticizes a benign monarch who respectfullyofedi his subjects’ desires and tries
to stay in good faith with them. But in this pauntigr, democratic, understanding of what
good government amounts to, these hierarchies “euesttually be undermined” by the
recognition of what Bernard Williams calls man’s tgmtial for “reflective
consciousnes$® Later on, when we study democratic individualisiis aspect of
democratic agency will be more closely scrutinizddre it suffices to point out that the
idea of reflective consciousness, the ability eamdtapart from structures of power and
take a position on them from the personal pointviw, is captured by the
aforementioned two observations about human beings.

Then, equality in the context of distinguishing deEmacies from non-

democracies amounts to a rejection of power hidrascand the assertion of a

2 williams, In the Beginning Was the Dee288.
13 H
Ibid.
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horizontal relationship between citizens with redp® their collective government.
This aspect of the ideal is, to an important exteaptured by such modern democratic
principles and practices as ‘one person, one \atd'equal concern for citizen interests.
Although the equality of “one person, one-vote’en$f us a firm beginning ground, it
leaves room for a significant degree of variatidfor example, a small town
administering itself through direct engagementtsfditizens in day-to-day decision-
making will present a different model of equalibah a large representative democracy.
In the former case, citizens will have more time axpertise to deliberate over issues
of town politics. In the latter case, however, oaliiandful of people — legislators — will
deliberate. Perhaps a small fraction —special estegroups — will participate, and
democracy for the remaining millions will consi$taasting a ballot on the election day,
usually every two, four or even five years. Thigdapicture is often invoked by critics
of modern representative democracy when denourthanghallowness of its egalitarian
character. | will have to address this point in floelowing sections. | think this
objection can be met if we show that the combingdlitarian power of the four
conditions of democracy is greater than that ietpln mere formal political equality.
Not all of the variation in how ‘deeply equal’ seties accepting equal standing
of citizens can turn out, however, to be due tded#nces between large and small,
participatory and representative, or modern andeancocieties. It is true that all of
these play a role in determining what the ideal d&fmocracy can and cannot
incorporate. In a political group of hundred indiwals determined to maintain a
democratic regime, a proponent of “strong democracgy feel more at home, but |
have doubts that he/she can have all of his/healgguan ideals realized. For people
even in fairly small-sized forums will show differtelevels of political enthusiasm.

Political fervour will show variances not only froperson to person, but even in the
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case of the same person from situation to situat8mme will find certain political
questions more relevant than others, and one debktappear to one person timelier
than another. Even under ideal circumstances ofalégu people may perform
differently. This shows that it would be a mistakdadentify actual equality of political

influence as the benchmark of democratic equalignen a small group.

Moreover, there are some political inequalitiest tare endemic to democracy
understood in its current meaning — as a represemtéorm of government where
electorates evaluate candidates for, and thosadsiran, office along several criteria
such as performance and congeniality of their psaf® If democracy is in some way to
remain associated with good government, not adlredts can fare equally well. Even
under a significantly improved democratic ordergwéhthe effects of money are offset,
talent and dexterity (or at least the appearancol ability) on the part of politicians
will often translate into more votes, resultingsignificant inequalities in how the final
outcome treats the politically aspired. The curmidgivates on luck egalitarianism offer
some useful examples of what could go wrong iftmall equality is interpreted in a
more expansive way. Were luck and other similatdiacto be politicized, the new
concept of political equality would aspire to alterman motivations such as that of
being persuaded by more congenial reasons, or dawgachievers as opposed to those
who fail. Even quite thick concepts of democracy uldo have difficulty in
accommodating such expanded notions of equdlifthis is another indication that
political equality, if interpreted as an outcoméated ideal, is bound to conflict with the
uncertain nature of democracy as a decision-makieghanism. The upshot is that
equating democratic equality with political equalivill not in itself dissolve

indeterminacy surrounding the former.

14 See Anderson, “What is the Point of Equality?”

66



Ch. 3 — Why Equality and Difference Matter? Linasitel Value of Consensus and Dissensus

The above discussion offers us a glimpse at théooos of equality suitable to

NMD by giving us some idea on what equality carmetan, but no definitive political
concept is yet available. The next step in the rmegu is based on critical engagement
with Charles Beitz'®olitical Equality.In that work, Beitz presents several competing
procedural and substantive definitions of equality rejects them in favour of his own
reconstruction of procedural and substantive elésnérto what he calls "complex
proceduralism". Beitz's argument merits close &tianbecause one of the working
definitions of equality that he eventually rejeafspears to fit most aspects of what |

have tried to establish as ineliminable norms ofINM

3.1.2 Charles Beitz

Beitz criticizes a majority of political theoristgiting on democracy for subscribing to
“the simple view” of political equality. Proponents$ the simple view, according to
Beitz, “treat political equality as concerned esdhely with the distribution of a single
unambiguous value” such as power. What follows éissumption of singularity is that
fairness is often reduced to the assessment of WwelW political institutions can
distribute that single good. Beitz identifies three leading manifestations b t
defective simple view of equality: “best result,pptar will, and procedural views?®
Best result theories hold that terms of particgratiand equality for that matter, should
be constrained by the consideration of optimal aloand political outcomes. The
primary example of this view discussed by Beitdabn Stuart Mill's proposal of plural
voting!” Beitz rejects this approach largely because itroiimits advocates to the view
that optimal political outcomes “can be establishmetependently.” Beitz is not content

with the second alternative — theories that ageersovereignty of the will of people —

15 Beitz, Political Equality,5.
16 Beitz, 20.
17 Beitz, 32.
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for reasons similar to Schumpeter’s rejectionvolonté generaleexplored in the
previous chapter of this thesis. Briefly, his camces that ‘will of people’ theories
assume a transparent and homogenous set of pregsrendorsed by all citizens. This,
in Beitz’s view, is inconsistent with the fact tHaitizens’ preferences are frequently in

conflict.”*®

Having ruled out the first two groups of theorissisufficient in accounting for
the egalitarian requirements of democracy, Beitnguo the discussion of the third
simple view — proceduralism. He notes that procaiiktrdemocracy may initially look
less problematic than the preceding two alternathecause it neither assumes a set of
outcomes whose desirability can be proved indepgmafeany democratic mechanism,
nor presupposes knowledge of a transparent and demeous popular will. Perhaps,
proceduralism’s initial appeal is not merely dueatwiding mistakes of the former two
theories, but also due to the amicable relationshifis provisions (e.g. “equality of
opportunities to influence political outcom&$”with elements of modern democratic
practice. However, Beitz thinks that none of th&tificatory lines taken by proponents

of proceduralism can produce an adequate undemtaofiequality.

Beitz divides procedural theories of fairness itticee groups based on their
sources of justification. The first two types obpedural theories appeal to hypothetical
bargains. The first type — “fairness as compromiserequires that democratic
procedures are modelled on the hypothetical comis®rof those who know their
actual political interests and conditions. For skeeond type of proceduralist, the aim is
to avoid the unfairness of the first type, namehe impact of parties’ bargaining

positions on the final settlement. Thus fairnesshe second type proceduralist consists

18 Beitz, 49.
19 Beitz, 75.
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in following those procedures that are shown tedanteequalitarianEx antefairness,
proponents of fairness as impartiality think, canadehieved by imposing a knowledge
restriction (or veil of ignorance, to use the Raaisterminology) on the parties to
hypothetical bargaif “The third approach abandons altogether the attémngonceive
fair procedures as the outcome of a hypotheticegdda and concentrates instead on
what might be called their expressive or symbaliection in giving public recognition

to the equal status of citizens. This is “fairnassqual respect®*

Of all the theories that Beitz examines, the warsof proceduralism that
emphasizes the expressive functions of citizensbgpnates most with considerations
often appealed to by those trying to justify “gecalty democratic institutions” —
Beitz's synonym for minimalist democra&yIn addition to not committing mistakes of
an undemocratic nature — such as allowing uneqgai@aing outcomes under duress
in the case of fairness as compromise, or imposimgarties procedures that they have
no pragmatic or moral reasons to accept, as irc#ise of fairness as impartiality —
expressive proceduralism is conducive to the foimnadf such important elements of
healthy democracy as active citizenry, contestatddngovernment decisions, and
electoral competitioR® Nonetheless, Beitz finds expressive proceduratisficient as

regards the fairness criterion. He notes:

No doubt these considerations [i.e., the ones aktatrexpressive version
of proceduralism] furnish strong reasons for pméfigr democratic to
other kinds of institutions. However, they do netatmine the question

of institutional fairness; indeed, they leave omgnificant room for

20 Beitz, 77.
21 Bgitz, 77.
22 Bgitz, 93.
2% Beitz, 92-93.

69



Ch. 3 — Why Equality and Difference Matter? Linasitel Value of Consensus and Dissensus

variation. In particular, they do not establishttfar institutions should

have egalitarian procedur&s.

Despite the fact that the expressive version otgdaralism can honour all the vital
democratic goods, it is considered a failure, beedhe ideal of equality underlying this
type of proceduralism is not complex enough to antdor the need to justify its
fairness to every person: “What these criticismggsst is that no such justification is
likely to be persuasive if it excludes considenasi@bout results entirely. The political
outcomes to be expected from the operation of aokgirocedures are simply too

important to be left out of accourft”

Beitz’'s third form of simple proceduralism, as fas democratic equality is
concerned, seems to provide us with a sound theakrétamework. But interestingly,
he rejects it. We need to take a closer look at wieamodified — hybrid — version adds
and takes away from the suitability of the formeéndkof proceduralism to ground

democratic equality.

Let us start by noting that the addition of whaitB calls ‘regulative interests of
citizenship’ is the only significant addition toethproceduralism that rests on the
expressive functions of citizenship. With the aidditof three regulative interests —
recognition equitable treatmentanddeliberative responsibility- Beitz thinks that the
new theory can ensure fairness of procedures t@nallditizens; once citizens see that
democratic procedures satisfy their regulativerests, they would have no reasonable
grounds for not accepting these proced@tdhe addition of these interests, according

to Beitz, fills an important gap in the contractsiliterature — the lack of actual reasons

24 Beitz, 93.
25 Beitz, 95.
26 Bejtz, 99.
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as to why a particular arrangement is acceptablesupplementing formalism of social
contract with substance that relates to the intergfsactual citizen&’ As a result, under

the hybrid theory, the terms of participation are fair if no one whadthese

(“regulative”) interests and who was motivated bydasire to reach agreement with
others on this basis could reasonably refuse teeptthem.®® Beitz thinks the above
formula, particularly the addition of substantiveerests that straightforwardly follow
from democratic citizenship, allows us to achieveuanber of important things, among
them preserving the truth in proceduralism andizies the contractualist promise of

justifying political authority to all citizens.

As a matter of principle, | find nothing objectadsle from the perspective of
NMD in what Beitz calls “regulative interests”. Tdee are, to a large extent,
straightforward democratic presuppositions, andtipe®uld be derived from the two
minimal observations about common human experigncevhich NMD committed
itself in the earlier section. The problem is thiair acceptance may not lead to an
agreement on the terms of participation, let al@@ssurance that the process satisfies
all expectations of fairness. To give an obviouareple, citizens could accept the
significance of equal treatment, but continue teadree on what it implies as far as
access to social and political resources is coeckraven with respect to identifying
correct basic procedures. Similarly, the impulseegach an agreement coupled with a
commitment to deliberative responsibility could ftort of producing an agreement on
how best to improve political participation. In shothe worry is that there is no
guarantee that these regulative interests can uakom a very abstract agreement

around a very abstract issue to an agreement aduaodcrete issue.

*’ Beitz, 100.
28 |bid.; emphasis in the original.
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Let me explain why this is a difficult issue foei to overcome. Beitz quite
rightly leaves these interests imprecisely defin€therwise, his proceduralist
credentials — even his claim to being only a hylpridceduralist — could be subject to
dismissal. In anticipation of this challenge, Bégéaves the boundaries of these interests
and their substance open to the influence of seoiatext. In his own words: “Because
the structure of the theory incorporates less ntwaaontent than more formal views,
it is less determinate in its consequené@&:tirthermore, Beitz is also careful enough to
note that “the regulative interests themselvesdstameed of justification”, in order to
pre-empt the challenge that the democratic framiewisr arbitrarily curtailed®
Although these are important points that allow Beda continue to lay claim to an
important degree of proceduralist credibility, thene also indicative of an important
issue with his larger contractualist framework. Tnecial question is how this search
for standards of reasonable acceptability is afferdint from the search for consensus
around outcomes or procedures? The worry that rmegvone to ask this question is

that if not different, Beitz's account seems toetals back to where he started.

The answer to the foregoing question is as compkeBeitz's proceduralism:
“The interests | have identified function withinethheory as the criteria by which
political institutions and procedures are to beeassd when they are regarded from
each person’s point of view” To me, this neatly worded synopsis of Beitz's agrsw
suggests that Beitz unsuccessfully tries to intas@etwo different responses. The first
bit is that Beitz asserts regulative ideals asdbtent of the reasonable acceptability

criteria. As he points out earlier in the book, theee regulative interests are intended

2% Begitz, 105.
30 Bgitz, 107.
31 Beitz, 116.
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“to give content to the idea of reasonable accdfitb®® He arrives at them
“inductively” by considering “cases [of] paradignatunfairness”, and constructing
reasons around which people would converge wheacbhg to these practices on
grounds of fairnes¥ Leaving aside the reference to reasonable acdbfptalthe

answer that Beitz gives shows how his account figerént from those put forth by
proponents of hypothetical or actual consensus.ebh@r, this is a way of exploring
democracy’s normative principles that most accouatsprocedural democracy,
including NMD as | will explain later on, engage ifio give an influential example,
here what Beitz claims sounds analogous to whatl Daties about criteria for

procedural democracy.

The second bit of Beitz's answer, although nottiaaticting the first, takes
away its effectiveness in responding to the questibis references to acceptability
from “each person’s point of view” that seem toeegrate the “problems” of the first
two kinds of proceduralism. The stipulation for sokind of meta-consensus — the
additional requirement that fairness of the basimdcratic principles hinge on their
acceptability — introduces a further difficulty fire model of democratic equality that
focuses on the expressive function (the third pitacalist type). To be sure, such meta-
consensus could be easier to attain at the hypcdhétvel. Namely, one could choose
to ignore actual disagreements and focus on hypo#theagreements between
reasonable persons. This would be similar to fasraes impartiality or compromise that
Beitz rejected earlier in the book: that is, it Wbrtaise the question of why should any
real person view hypothetical agreements as mobafiging. Any attempt at building

an actual consensus, on the other hand, wouldragdt in serious difficulties. The

32 Beitz, 23.
33 Beitz, 108-109.
34 See Dahl, “Procedural Democracy”.
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ensuing arrangement, leaving aside the huge (irmumtable?) challenge of
practicality, could be very conservative and inggahn — placing disproportionate
powers in the hands of the groups benefitting rfrost the status quo, as Beitz himself

recognized”

Beitz is aware of this problem. He recognizes thanhg to move away from the
goals of hypothetical or actual consensus paveswhg for the objection that
“[regulative] interests furnish the main basis fesolving disputes about procedural
design; the contractualist framework seems nobturibute anything of its owr® The
main part of the answer offered by Beitz — “[t]legulative interests themselves have a
contractualist justification” — is not helpful at all. For introducing circulgrito save
the justificatory element from the charge of emgdm also re-introduces the problems
that required Beitz to assert the regulative irgisras normative ideals in the first place.
The overall issue with Beitz’'s view is that he uredgimates the problem of arriving at
a definition of reasonableness as a standard apéalgility that is more satisfactory

than other hypothetical devices available in th@ad@ontract literature.

I will finish this subsection by adding a caveahe intention of these critical
remarks on Beitz is not to undermine Beitz’s conaosith fairness for all, nor to try to
argue against the influential tradition of Rawlsjaublic justification. To the contrary,
as later chapters will make clear, | do think thatne internal notion of fairness has a
role to play in NMD. My concern, simply, is thatetlsocial contract interjection — the
idea of reasonable acceptability from the vantagetpf all citizens— is in tension with
Beitz’'s otherwise remarkable sensitivity towardse timormative significance of

differences between real individuals, and individusubject to the “veil of ignorance”.

% Also see Shapirdlhe State of Democratic Theofy§-21.
% Beitz, 106.
%' Beitz, 107.
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For reasons that the second part of the chaptéelathorate, | find this latter aspect of
Beitz’'s proceduralism much more appropriate to adés theorization of modern
democracy than its alternatives. | think this, tbge with what Beitz writes about
expressive function of equality and the importan€eextending our notion of equal
concern, is what we need to borrow from Beitz wheaving forward with the account

of equality in a normatively sound minimalist demaozy.

3.1.3 From Beitz to Limits of Agreement

To wrap up, in Beitz’'s account of democratic eqyalwe get more than the same
limitations of the consensualist liberal theory. ¥so get a subtle picture of the tension
between the normative weight assigned to persormgasdemocratic agents and the
conception of reasonable persons that reverts badke views criticized by Beitz,
which shows that Beitz is aware of the problem. Badution does not have the
conceptual resources to take further necessarys steyi would give his theory of
democracy a greater degree of consistency. To\&liis, we need to study the limits
of agreement, and the constructive contributiomegbgnizing the normative worth of
disagreement. As this dissertation argues, demypdsacot just a method for reaching

agreement but also one deemed most suitable foagirandisagreement.

No matter how instructive a focus on equality, ldter has a tendency to give
us only a partial account of the democratic citizetends to capture the relatively non-
confrontational, easily reconcilable, more prone cansensus aspects of political
engagement. The notion of equality suggests thargsalready in balance. After all,
why would citizens, especially the reasonable onesaccept the place allotted to them
by the principle of equality? This seems to bertte@n reason why thinkers who place

equality at the core also happen to neglect therabpect of democratic politics. The
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two aspects are not merely in tension but in somé &f symbiotic relationship as we
will more fully realize in the later chapters, peutarly in chapter six. It would not be a
gross generalization to suggest that the otherdes® important, aspect of politics is
often captured in the liberal political theory aswasance. This is because theories lack

conceptual resources required to appreciate theatore weight of disagreement.

Before | turn to the subject of non-domination &mel normative significance of
democratic disagreement, | will consider two gehetgections to the minimalist
notion of democratic equality that come from twdfatent strands of democratic

theory.
3.1.4 Returning to Minimalist Equality: Two general objections

Let me begin with the one that comes from thoserths who are generally supportive
of the normative variant of minimalist enterpride.recent years, some theorists have
attempted to push the term equality out of demaxtheory. Przeworski, for instance,
prefers the term anonymity to equality as he thirtke former is a better
characterization of the (in)egalitarian ethos ofnderacy. He holds that “for a
collectivity to govern itself, all of its membersust be able to exercise equal influence
over its decisions.” He goes on to note that bezaaditical equality requires “effective
opportunity” to equal influence, and representatiamocracies do not provide this,
equality “does not characterize democraty3imilarly, lan Shapiro holds that the
notion of non-domination obviates equality in demadic thought, for non-domination,

rather than abstract equality, is the ideal thapfeecan really know and aspire*fo.

Anonymity cannot provide the normative justificati that the equalitarian

dimension of normatively sound democratic minimwquires, although it can be an

s8 PrzeworskiDemocracy and the Limits of Self-Governmé6t67.
39 See Shapiro, "On Non-Domination," 295-96.
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appropriate term to characterize the democraticamé in which what law offers to
one is indistinguishable from what it offers to@th A state that treats its citizens along
the principle of anonymity could replace each eitiz name with codes and randomly
discriminate against them. For example, in a staltere anonymity is the proper
characterization of the state-citizen relationshipnly those whose national
identification numbers start with 2 could be askederve in the military, while those
whose numbers start with 5 could be required tdkvimr an entire year without earning
any wages. These bizarre forms of discriminatiam wall take place under conditions
of anonymity. Equality, on the other hand, is anmmative ideal that requires equal
treatment or consideration. To be sure, democrstiites do pass legislation that
requires citizens of certain age groups to servéhénmilitary and they do tax their
citizens according to different rates. But thesedbos are distributed in accordance
with laws that are made with the equality of citigen mind. For instance, the military
service law justifies the age discrimination on gineunds of fithess for military service
— judging children and the elderly as unfit by saeVeriteria. Tax laws also offer several
forms of justification to citizens being required pay more than their peers. The
validity of these justifications is not importanhen trying to determine the force of the
principle. What matters is that such justificatiars frequently voiced and debated in

democratic environments.

The second objection comes from the historianaditipal thought John Dunn,
and alludes to the portrait of democratic transtion presented in the first paragraph
of this chapter. In his recent bodkemocracy: A HistoryDunn compares and contrasts
two pictures of democracy. One is the radical ¢madin ideal of ‘pure democracy’ or
‘real democracy’ epitomized by the thought of Fiemevolutionary socialists Babeuf

and Buonarroti; the other is the model that charaa#s Tony Blair's vision of
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society’® Dunn relates the attenuation of democracy’s eyaitism — dramatized as
the shift from the democracy of Babeuf to the deraog of Tony Blair — to the fact that
democracy “has passed definitively from the hantishe Equals to those of the
political leaders of the order of egoism. Thesa@éga apply it (with the active consent
of most of us) to the form of government which stdethem and enables them to

rule.”

Dunn’s account of democracy’s origins portraystejugffectively the chasm
between historical and contemporary ideals of deawyc Nonetheless, | have
reservations about calling the egalitarian ideabamted with contemporary democracy
a totally modern invention. Despite all the diffieces of scope and character between
the modern and classical embodiments of the egalitalimension of democracy, the
justificatory role of equality has remained largskable. The composition of a ballot
and the process of casting it, among many otheures of democracy, may have
changed — we no longer decide whether a citizenldhme put to death or stripped of
citizenship through public hearings in town centraed privacy is a predominant
concern in modern elections. Despite periodic sstyges for differentiating between
the rich and poor, educated and uneducated citizath citizen continues to have one

vote*?

The multidimensional account of the democratic imiim developed in this
dissertation may offer an alternative, and lessioan explanation for democracy’s
incredible success in gaining near-universal suppofA less cynical, nonetheless

plausible, explanation for democracy’s glorioudistas that it has been able to develop

“0 See DunnPemocracy a History, 150-88.

*!Ibid., 160-61.

“2 Mill, Madison, and numerous others had spokentgafly of this idea. One recent article suggesis th
it may be “possible to maintain political equahtiile violating equality of votes, so long as thequal
votes are compensated for by other resources relévaolitical equality. Citizens could, in otheords,
have different, but equal, bundles of resourcesé ®/all, “Democracy and Equality.”
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into a coherent normative theory and institutiomamework which accommodate the
natural tensions between major human aspiratioasvéwill see in the next section, a
large part of democracy’'s outperforming its rivass due to its recognizing the
normative importance of disagreement. An importatted factor is that democracy
does not try to carve in stone the boundaries edaldifferent motivations but ties them

to an egalitarian, responsive, and tentative jgsliti

We can now return to the point with which | endéd previous subsection
(3.1.3), and begin to discuss how recognizing desment’'s normative significance
will allow one to escape Beitz's problem. Not sisimgly, developing this point will

also respond to the two objections we considerghisnsubsection.

3.2 Why Non-Domination M atters

My goal in this part of the chapter is to elaboratewhat shape the concept of non-
domination has to take in order to fill the gap lef the concept of equality. That is, |
will mainly focus on how the concept addressesdhaspects of political reality that
any normatively sound theory of minimalist demograbould address, which are left
unaddressed due to what can be loosely called dheeptual limitations of equality.
Therefore, most of the section will focus on dististrategies of operationalizing non-
domination into an effective political ideal. | tki we can highlight three such
strategies — contestation, decentralization, anmdhijization. Substantively, the focus
will be on showing how these strategies help a&higvo goals — make democracy
more disagreement-friendly and improve how demaesaeffectively respect equal
standing of citizens. These could also resemblé&zBeaiegulative interests, but in a way

that conveys how disagreement is acceptable frendémocratic vantage pointfirst
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begin by commenting on the normative importancelisagreement and talking about

the theoretical gap left by consensus theories.
3.2.1 The Fact of Disagreement and Democr atic Non-Domination

Although disagreement is an ineliminable, even uibdgis, aspect of political life in
any established democracy, very little politicabdhy has addressed its normative
significance. Since contemporary democracies aréabynore respectful of political
differences than undemocratic states, democraaygigly revered for its amicable
relationship with disagreement. Despite this faable association between
disagreement and democracy, much of democraticrjtheeems to attach almost
exclusive normative significance to agreement. Mdeynocratic theorists — perhaps
among them deliberative democrats most enthusadgtic hold that ideal democratic
decisions should represent a reasoned agreém@rthers, including many liberal
democrats and constitutionalists, hold that impartdemocratic decisions should
require greater numbers, that is, a stronger agFeerthan a simple majorify.Because
the issue of disagreement gains more significanbenwwe theorize the proper
democratic response to the issues of multicultsmalihere we need to shed some light

on its actual place in the normative enterprise.

Disagreement is certainly not a contemporary idicsysy; people are not in
more disagreement today than they were, say, ivelted years ago. However, given
that historically disagreement has never been &s @a option as it is in today’s
advanced liberal democracies, the continuing sdemrcthe normative worth of political

disagreement is a striking feature of contempolé@dgral and democratic political

“3For Joshua Cohen, for instance, deliberative deaoyds about reaching “a rationally motivated
consensus” (“Deliberation and Democratic Legitima@g).
44 5ee James Buchanan and Gordon TullBbie Calculus of Consent
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theories. Much of contemporary political theoryee if not hostile to disagreement,
views at least some types of it as objects of ilegite abstraction — features of socio-
political life that we need to bracket off, or eve@rmanently disregard, if our theories
are to reach a level of generality characteridtigomd theorie$® Perhaps, John Rawls’s
formulation of a hypothetical constructGriginal Position— that will result in citizens

reaching a consensus on the principles of juftisethe most famous example of such
abstraction. Rawls maintains this line of argumin®olitical Liberalism when he

writes that the first thing that the notion of “@Mordered society” implies is “a society
in which everyone accepts, and knows that everyeise accepts, the very same

principles of justice™’

As Jeremy Waldron points out, this is a particylalirprising presumption if
one recalls that Rawls and Rawlsians have quitéy aptognized the ineradicable
diversity of comprehensive views of the good. le Whords of Waldron, “liberals have
done a less good job of acknowledging the inesdhbtyabf disagreement about the
matters on which they think we do need to sharerancon view, even though such
disagreement is the most prominent feature ofipslidf modern democracie®'Given
that political actors in advanced democracies wvgsly disagree over many justice-
related issues that liberal theorists try to adjat# through hypothetical constructs,
Waldron seems to have identified an important mwbthat democratic theory ought to
avoid. Waldron agrees with Rawls on the importasfgestice to a well-ordered society

and the need to have commonly accepted princiglggstce. However, he adds that

45 Not all political theories, however, are this iligtic about disagreement. Chandran Kukathas, for
instance, forcefully argues that “assum[ing] awanmof the features which make real societies
complex, and political principles contentious [g@riability, disagreement, disunity, and the tengetac
perpetual self-transformationTe Liberal Archipelaga?1), cannot be “the appropriate starting point for
a theory of the good society (or, for that matter.any general political theoryllid., 85).

“6 Rawls,A Theory of Justice

4T Rawls,Political Liberalism 35.

“8 Waldron,Law and Disagreement05.
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“the need for a common view does not make thedadisagreement evaporate.” What
this “fact of disagreement” tells us is “that ownemon basis for action in matters of
justice has to be forged in the heat of our disagents, not predicated on the

assumption of a cool consensus that exists onpnasleal.*’

This formulation neatly
corresponds to what | identified in the earlier mea as the important job of pluralist
democratic theory — finding principled ways of sdo@ the need for functional

agreement with the fact of political disagreement.

Attempts have been made to make Rawlsian liberalisare inclusive by
broadening the definition of reasonable or wateridgwn its quasi-substantive
requirements that seem to lead litweral exclusior’® The underlying point of this
section, and one of the overarching themes of diEsertation, is that it is wrong to
think of these strategies as exhausting the reélpossible responses to disagreement.
There is an alternative, although not mutually esidle, approach to disagreement that
is clearly defensible on democratic grounds. THisraative approach does not wish
away disagreement, nor try to protect against dwestvely through substantive legal
guarantees. It recognizes that no matter how in@ushow other-regarding public
policy becomes, there will be profuse disagreeméfiat it tries to achieve, rather than
minimizing disagreement, is prevent disagreemesnfturning into domination. | do
not mean to present this as an alternative todlbegalitarianism, because the two do
converge in many of their philosophical presuppoisg and practical implications.
However, this, more disagreement friendly, approamhy add new conceptual

resources to the arsenal of democratic theorists.

% Waldron 105-106.
0 E.g., Gausjustificatory Liberalism.
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The preceding point about the often-overlooked raive importance of
political disagreement foreshadows the argumentttier place of non-domination in
NMD. Had consensus been an accurate charactenzaitidemocratic politics or even a
realizable aspiration for it, one could questioa tieed for the norm of non-domination
and instead would expect the norms of equalityesponsiveness to do the entire job.
Moreover, as | argued in more detail in chapter, tihie failure of the classical accounts
of democracy to account for normative worth of dre@ment and ethical diversity is
just one side of the coin, and only part of thebfgm that democratic non-domination
will have to resolve. Recognition of disagreemémtjtself, does not give us an answer
to what has to be donéThe notion of non-domination, then is dually imamt; both
as a way of respecting the place of disagreemendlba helping to rescue democracy
from a potential stalemate. Once we recognize dhatocratic politics is largely about
reconciling the functional need for agreement viite ineliminable fact of principled
disagreement, the nature of democratic common gduahges as well. That is,
acceptance of disagreement not only may compeb wdténuate our expectations of
common good, but it becomes more appropriate twripge building a framework that
makes disagreement possible and allows each taguhneir own good rather than to
identify “specific objects, activities, and relai®™? In this context, there emerges a
compelling case for viewing the distaste of beiognthated as one of the overarching

democratic goods commonly sought by all citiz&hs.

Before we go on to explore what non-domination gsléical good amounts to

and how it helps us make sense of the relatiorsttijween agreement and disagreement

*1|n chapter 2, | showed that this is one of theampjoblems of Schumpeter’s minimalism.

2Dahl, Democracy and Its Critic807. For example, Schumpeter is right that by pedsy, health,
equality, etc., citizens of modern pluralistic ®tids often understand different, and sometimeshaia,
things. But all can be thought of referring to Hzeme phenomenon when talking about poverty, disease
and discrimination.

%3 Shapiro;The State of Democratic TheoB8g.
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in democratic theory, there is a need to formudapeeliminary definition of the concept
to prevent us from digressing too much. In termsniriimalist democratic theory, |
want to define domination as finding oneself ernpep on the losing side of politics
without a meaningful chance of getting the kindattention to one’s most defining
interests that the democratic ideal of equal canomiplies. Domination occurs when
one individual or group has more, often uncontesgalver to force on another
individual or group an outcome that departs fromataqoncern and gives the latter a
sense of impinged status and agency. In establidéedcracies there are groups whose
political experiences resemble what is summed upigdefinition. They are known as
permanent minorities. Whether defined along cultunacial, or some other
socioeconomic fault line, these groups represeparéicularly systemic challenge to
contemporary liberal democracies. For this reaaad,also because this chapter is part
of a larger project on the possibility of demoaratulticulturalism, in the rest of the
chapter | will discuss elements of non-dominatias,much as possible, with reference

to multicultural permanent minorities.

3.2.2 Different Elements of Non-Domination

There are different theoretical elements that ffedint ways could support the goal of
democratic non-domination. These are contestatiemolution, and democratic privacy.
All three elements are very closely related to tlmtion of meaningful democratic
equality and the fact of ineliminable disagreememtd operate in interrelated ways.
Also, in the process of spelling out the politicaiplications of the ideal of non-
domination we will be able to make the ideal of dematic equality more concrete. A
democratic citizen with improved access to theseige of non-domination will to that

extent enjoy a greater degree of political equality
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(a) Democratic Contestation

Contestation is an important power that normativeimmalist democracy has to reserve
to its citizens to enable their resistance to damim>* Through effective
contestability, citizens can ensure that policrask “their relevant interests or relevant
ideas” rather than being arbitrary interferencesiparticular majority®> Conditions of
the non-domination dimension of democracy cannosdiesfied through provisions of
individual or collective vetoes because any denisimong those who agree about the
desirability of a broadly defined goal will alwal=ave some more satisfied than others:
“Matters of common, recognizable interest can oftbenadvanced in different ways,
where one way is more costly for this group, a sdomore costly for that, and where
the different groups therefore will prefer diffetepproaches. ... There will always be a
minority who are negatively affected by any impnment in the tax system, a minority
who depend for their livelihood on industries héit by antipollution legislation>®
Moreover, the power of effective contestation isrencompatible with democracy’s

open-endedness than consensualism could be.

In contemporary democratic regimes, decisions ardested on a daily basis.
Perhaps, the most famous cases of contestationdecauered in courts. It is this judicial
element and the association of contestation withstitutions and courts that have led
many to think of contestation as a process whosa fuaction is to check democracy’s
excesses and shortcomings. For instance, a legeslassault on the rights of gay
citizens or a certain policy that presumably hapdiportionately adverse consequences
on a specific ethnic or racial group could be a@vaied in the courts. An alternative,

and more adequate, conceptualization of contesta&ipossible. Under this alternative

% Philip Pettit,Republicanism184.
%5 |bid., 185.
S%pettit, “Democracy, Electoral and Contestatory,311
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account, contestation is placed at the core of demey rather than on its margins or

opposition.

It is helpful to think of contestation as tied tendocracy both at its ideational
and also institutional levels. Democratic theotyotigh its commitment to norms of
non-domination and equality, makes contestatiorviiable. Moreover, democratic
method, with its reliance on representative goveceaand electoral competition,
encourages contestation and to a large extensrelieits abundance. Contestation is
one of very few democratic goods that directly cbote to minimalist democracy’s
guality. Its absence — for instance, a blockagehaihnels of contestation — can result in
a significant threat to democracy in the form ofvpo accumulation and emerging

uncompetitive electoral setting.

Democratic oppositions provide one venue for cdates). Oppositions in
legislatures have an important mandate to contegérgment decisions and also an
important interest in contesting as effectivelypassible. In a competitive democracy,
electoral success largely depends on perceivedtiei@ess of such contestation.
Because contestation is largely viewed as a dertiogaod closely linked to other
democratic goods such as transparency and accdiiptajmvernments have an interest
in not being viewed as unresponsive, or opposedotdestation. Opposition parties
institutionalize major democratic disagreements miatte their democratic management
possible>’ On the other hand, their strong presence curbsetiteusiasm of the

governing forces to bring about sweeping partideanges.

Contestation, however, is not, and should not bstricted to oppositions in

legislatures. In theorizing contestation as a vefuethe rectification of minorities’

57 Shapiro;The State of Democratic Theofy7.
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democratically relevant grievances, there is nearé&o limit ourselves to considering
legislatures or courts. To be sure, these two ctaldregarded as the main loci of
deliberative functions that Pettit views as centralcontestation. For this reason his
republicanism is not very amicable to interest grpluralism>® Minimalist democracy,
however, is less optimistic about the possibilifyaoreasoned agreement emerging on
matters of deep contentiShFor reasons that | will explore in Part Three,noany, if
not most, occasions, parties cannot be expecteett® issues through a deliberative
exercise. Thus NMD regards contestation as impbrtanonly for its power to compel

a reasoned discussion, but also for improving thrapetitive position of those that do
not otherwise enjoy an effective chance of winniegctoral support for their
preferences. It does so by giving publicity to theoices and exposing acts of
domination from which they suffer. In some instagtfee result is a reasoned agreement
on a common denominator, but in many others caatiest will reveal the urgency of
some other, more structural response to problemg)+ decentralization of decision-
making to such levels that make a democratic résolunore realistic. Because an
overambitious focus on deliberation is not appmteri other less deliberative socio-
political institutions such as mass media, thinkka and interest-groups could also
play a significant role in the process of contéstathat we see in the day to day politics

of contemporary democracies.
(b) Decentralization/Devolution

As pointed out in chapter two, Schumpeter eloqyeiténtifies a major source of
domination in democratic states. The classicalribe@mf democracy with their notions

of general will and common good Schumpeter observes, in reality involve not the

*8 pettit, Republicanism202-205. Pettit calls interest-group pluralismathema” to the idea of
republican democracy. (205)
%9 Pettit thinks matters of deep contention couldiegoliticized. Se®epublicanism.
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discovery of a will that is genuinely general bug imposition of the values and beliefs
of one part of the citizenry on anott?fThe normatively sound minimalist democracy
accepts the kernel of truth in Schumpeter’s créiaqui classical democratic ideal. The
lesson that we learn from Schumpeter — note thap@h 2 shows this is a lesson that
Schumpeter himself is unwilling to learn — is th#tenever we see elements of the
democratic method (e.g., the principle of majorgyhployed we canngtrima facie
assume that all the conditions associated with deatic minima have been satisfied. In
other words, normative minimalist democracy doespnesuppose that the mere fact of
a majoritarian decision obtaining idemos Awith pre-set boundaries makes that
decision a democratic one. Among other things, tke@ves the door open for

decentralization.

Most existing advanced democracies are decentdatzean extent, since they
have multiple levels of government. However, de@@ization is sometimes viewed as
an unpleasant but unavoidable solution to an inaportpredicament of modern
democracies — the size probléhBut this view of decentralization as a necessifyi®
misconceived as there seem to be important denceaisons for devolving powers to

lower levels of government independent of the przdlem.

Let us begin with a discussion of how devolutiord atecentralization can
improve the problem of the fictitiougeneral will pointed out by Schumpeter. An
immediate Schumpeterian criticism of decentral@atiwvould be that it simply
multiplies the problem rather than addressing @ny ethically significant way. That is,
disagreements over the common good characteristinyopolity will not be eliminated

by the division of that polity into multiple subasiand the subsequent devolution of

%9 CSD,250-56.
61 Very few countries pride themselves with theirefetcalized institutions, while public opinions in
many often complain about the stalemate producetidintergovernmental competition, etc.
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some decision-making authority to those subunitsother words, critics suggest that
decentralization can, at best, localize disagreésraut will not lead to their democratic
resolution. This objection is instructive insofariapoints out that devolution does not
make the ideas ajeneral willor common goodn their “classical democratic” senses
more credible. It is true that provinces or citee® not immune to the patterns of

domination that populations of nation-states suffem.

However, devolution can make a difference in ssvezspects overlooked by
the foregoing objection. For this, we first haveckarify what democratic common good
can realistically amount to. Normatively sound mialist democracy (NMD) rejects
Schumpeter’s claim that there can be no collegjwed for democracy to pursue. As
we saw in chapter two, NMD agrees with Schumpetservations that common good
is not a homogenous entity discoverable throughecbraggregative or deliberative
functions®® But NMD disagrees with Schumpeter's contentiont tiatempts to
democratically resolve a collective action probléave to result in a “deadlock or
interminable struggle®® On the question of common good NMD accepts Dahl's
following observation as its point of departureuf@ommon good, then — the good and
interests we share with others — rarely consistsp#cific objects, activities, and
relations; ordinarily it consists of the practicagangements, institutions, and processes
that ... promote the well-being of ourselves aniders...** In this framework, non-
domination stands out as one of the most importarhocratic goals that define

individual wellbeing. NMD holds that this framewonkill remain acceptable and

62 Of course the aggregative-deliberative distincéamerged much after SchumpeteZSDand
Schumpeter does not use these terms, but he cléattyat this in pages 252-253.

83 Schumpeter asserts this when discussing the posthRion Napoleonic France. He thinks that
divisions of the time could not be democraticakyall with and the only way was an authoritative
imposition of a mutually acceptable solution froboae, namely, by Napoleo@SD,p. 255-56.

54 Dahl,Democracy and Its Criticg07.
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workable as long as the necessary adjustmentscianitbe made under some form of

citizen control.

Having clarified boundaries of democratic commormdjowe can now try to
determine how decentralization and devolution conéke it more attainable. One way
in which decentralization often facilitates demdicraommon good is by making room
for the diversity of interests and preferences ttlaracterize modern democracies.
Under a decentralized system of government what ldvaatherwise look like
unbridgeable disagreements are turned into democaltgt manageable policy issues.
As one scholar of decentralization points out, aedé&alizing arrangement such as
federalism “combines unity and diversity and baseth unity and diversity on popular
consent, thereby allowing people to have their cake eat it too, namely, large-scale
democratic governance for the things large-scalegm@nce is necessary and small-
scale democratic self-governance for the thingsrtiake life most worth living® It is
not difficult to see the actual impact that decalization has on the management of
widespread diversity. For instance, in the Unitehtes, around 500,000 elected
officials in 87,900 localities share governmentatharity with 537 elected officials
presiding over the federal st&feThis multiplicity of jurisdictions allows diverse
communities to carry out their day-to-day livesandemocratic way. Turning those
500,000 local officials into bureaucrats accourgaiily to their managers in the central
state and 537 elected officials overseeing themldyoat the very least, disrupt the
socio-political life in these communities, reducarebcratic responsiveness, and create

many more instances of domination.

8 Kincaid, Diversity and unity in federal countrie322.
% John Kincaid, “Federalism and Democracy,” 321.
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Then decentralization does not just localize disagrents but also helps manage
some very important ones. It enables each subunifotus on issues of more
significance to itself rather than taking part iebdtes that are of more importance to
other subunits. And more importantly, it allows leaubunit to develop policies that
match preferences of its own constituents. To Ibe, slecentralization does not result in
a political order in which preferences of all aitis are equally satisfied. However it
improves responsiveness and minimizes dominationatbynding to the reality of
“preference clustering® By leaving those issues characterized by greaterdgeneity
at the national level and more preference clugeairthe local level to the lower levels
of government, decentralization avoids a politegdtem in which regions with clearly

observable preference clustering fight each othengict their own points of vief#.

But a critic could still claim that devolution uroessarily complicates decision-
making. Imagine that there is @emosof ten people that run themselves through
democratic procedures. Can they decide, on an-lsgigsue basis, which five or six of
them constitute the relevant demos? The crux af dbjection is that decentralization
could needlessly complicate the process of demoadatision-making. If we were to
take the underlying principle to its logical corgilin, the objection would go on to
warn, we would end up creating a huge number dindisdemoi Not only would this

mean a huge number of demoi but also a huge nunfbegparate votes to establish

7 See Alesina and Spolaofhe Size of Nations.

®8 political economists point out that this is animai way of organizing government. The Size of
Nations Alesina and Spolaore write that “according to [anplysis, lower levels of governments should
provide those functions and goods for which ecoresmoi scale are less important and heterogeneity of
preferences is higher. Higher levels of governmehtaild provide public goods and policies for which
economies of scale are large and heterogeneitsetéqgnces low. For instance, defense and foreign
policy clearly “belong” to the national governmewtiile education and school policy seem to have a
more local nature.” (140)
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which demos is the appropriate one for each decfSidhis objection, | think, is

informative but not insurmountable.

The preceding objection is informative in the setis# it shows what can go
wrong with the attempts of drawing democratic bames along the principle of
affected interest® Namely, shifting democracy’s focus from settlisgties to settling
boundaries does not seem like a very effectivegttondo on a day-to-day basis. But the
objection is misleading for a number of reasongstFiit fails to recognize how
democracies can choose to devolve powers to loweergments in a principled and
non-reductionist sense. Such devolution will ngtgen on daily basis as this objection
suggests, but will be considered as a solution &ll-studied cases of preference

clustering that are known to have produced strengibns and resentment.

On the other hand, the point that decentralizasomnnecessarily complicating
politics does not become more plausible even ifaceepts the claim that central states
could also remedy problems related to preferenasteling. Daniel Treisman, in his
sceptical study of decentralization, examines nomerarguments for and against
decentralization. As far as preference heteroggnést concerned, Treisman
acknowledges that preferences can show clustebimiggoes on to suggest that such
preferences could effectively be satisfied throeghtralized government$.Most of
his examples are from authoritarian states sudhestalinist period in Soviet Union
and Ottoman Turke¥ In his consideration of the more democratic sgijfTreisman

suggests that constitutionalism could do the tffckithough the specific points that he

% This objection could be more powerful if — as Dafireisman claims in his sceptical account of
decentralization — central states could equallgaiféely account for preference clustering.

® For a discussion of the "affected interests" pplecsee Goodin, "Enfranchising All Affected Intsts,
and Its Alternatives".

"TreismanThe Architecture of Governmes9-61.

"pid, 60.

"Ibid, 61.
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raises are quite effective in demonstrating howedealization is not always a ‘must
have’ of political architecture, his general reasgrdoes not reduce the significance of
the point that decentralization can be a democra#ig of tackling certain problems;
and more often, when other centralized avenues sscleonstitutionalism are not

attractive or available, for one reason and angthean be the only way out.

Underlying much of modern unease over the idea emfedtralization is the
worry that it will undermine democracy’s decisiomking capacity, with the worst
impact being on redistributive capacities. A comnpmint of reference among those
who subscribe to this view is the classical argummeade inThe Federalist Papers
multiplicity of the levels of governance will makeustering passionate majorities more
difficult and hence make “it less probable that ajority of the whole will have a
common motive to invade the rights of other citzé¥ That this argument has
important democratic shortcomings as far as adwgnobn-domination is concerned
has been widely pointed out. As Shapiro notes, ‘$tanging government can preserve
domination embedded in the status quo” or dominati@t could “occur in civil and
private institutions.” Shapiro thinks the modern calls from the polititeit and right
alike for “political decentralization, “strong” div society, and the transfer of
government functions to civic groups ... pose tbebde danger of further reducing the
institutional capacities of the state by dismaugtlihem, and of creating additional veto
points further to constrain governmental actiontlie future.”® Furthermore, some
critics of devolution have drawn attention to otltksturbing forms of reactionary

conservatism that devolution could lead to. In Ameerican context, being a supporter

"“The Federalist Paper No. 10

>Shapiro,The State of Democratic TheoB#.

"®Shapiro,The State of Democratic Theofy10. Shapiro’s concern is widely shared by mamgrioutors
to the decentralization debates. To give an exafnpie an earlier period, Harold Laski in the la@30s
criticized federalism for related reasons. See L.d3ke Obsolescence of Federalism”.
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of state rights has sometimes been equated witspan or covert support for slavery,
and in the more contemporary context with inegadita opposition to gay rights and

other civil rights issue§’

To respond to the last point, these risks conogrnacism and other forms of
reactionary conservatism remind us that in suchilbosnvironments decentralization
and devolution will have to be more carefully maedgbut they do not give one
reasons to move away from all kinds of decentrabina The empirical and theoretical
arguments against devolution that draw on thesks rere marred by numerous
exaggerations and flawed causal connections, amdatabest serve a cautionary
purpose. Theoretically, such arguments often faitistinguish between its different
types. The concepts of political devolution, fisccentralization, and constitutional
federalism are often mistakenly thought to applythe same phenomenéhCritics
often bring forth arguments against one of theskmatend that they hold trwés-a-vis
the other types as well. For instance, Shapirdc@és federalism for leading to
“institutional sclerosis” but also dismisses devians of other types, which imply all
proposals that carry the potential of bringing goveent closer to peopl&.1t is true
that different types of devolution may have a Int dommon, but they do differ
significantly as far as their democratic implicasoare concerned. The forms that
matter to NMD as ways of protecting disagreemerithae create racism/slavery nor
tolerate any such injustice. As | have been argutogcern for individual agency and

equality have to remain key motivations when chog$o adopt these strategies.

""For an influential defence of the state rights vfewn someone who also was a defender of slavery se
Murray Forsyth, “John Calhoun: Federalism, constihalism, and democracyFeeley and Rubin,
Federalism: Political Identity and Tragic Compromj408-110.

8 “While federalism generally results in a fairlyghilevel of decentralization, decentralization doet
necessarily lead to federalism. This point is wenttpphasizing because many of the arguments abeut th
virtues of federalism advanced by both courts androentators refer to decentralization, not to
federalism.” Feeley and RubiRederalism: Political Identity and Tragic Compromj21-22

® Shapiro;The State of Democratic Theory.

94



Ch. 3 — Why Equality and Difference Matter? Linasitel Value of Consensus and Dissensus

Empirically, several studies have shown that thsréess causal connection
between decentralization and redistributive paigwen in the context of federalism. As
one scholar of federalism puts, “federalism mayobe factor affecting welfare state

spending, but it is by no means the most imporeae.

There are other important
contextual and historical variables such as “theegament’s budgetary situation,” the
composition of party politics, institutional desigsf the branches of government,
institutional relationships between different s@ecionomic interests that explain why
some federations have more egalitarian distribubowealth than non-federations, and
also among federations some more decentralizedareasore redistributive than those
less decentralizetl. Another important fact about federalism often tveked by its
critics is that in many instances federalism hésasd some smaller provinces to act
“as a laboratory for social experimentatidA'For example, Saskatchewan’s Universal
Hospital Insurance enacted in 1947 was the maintsdireference in the process that

led to the adoption of Medical Care Act in 1966, iabh established universal

government health insurance in Can&tla.

| want to complete this discussion of decentraliratby briefly drawing
attention to how it could make the polity more disgement friendly in the context of
multiculturalism, for some of the most critical rticlilturalism issues, as we will see in

the following chapters, require a decentralizedeagh.

Bracketing off the possibility that decentralizatioould create a more intolerant

province than the liberal st&fewe can see how it can benefit even minorities doa

8 Richard Simeon, “Federalism and Social Justicénkihg Through the Tangle,” 26.
81See Herbert, Leibfried, and CastiEgderalism and the Welfare Statet; and Chapter 1 in general.
82 i

Ibid., 340-43.
8 See Miller Chenier, “Health Policy in Canada.”
8 Barry makes this kind of argument. It is importemnhote that decentralization will work only in
environments where a strong democratic culturecobantability and critical citizenship has takerdio
Without these prerequisites in place, decentradimatan create more problems. Moreover, there is a
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not go on to constitute a majority in the newlyatesl territorial unit. For instance, if a
group of minority voters that make up 5% of theioval population constitute 20% of
the newly formed province, they can enjoy a sigaffilly improved competitive
advantage in the new democratic setting. Anothgromant assumption — but one that
should relatively easily obtain — behind the argotrtbat decentralization will be a net
benefit for minority groups is that the newly ceghterritory mirrors the competitive
electoral setting of the central government. Alsp,a decentralized state, minority
groups could use the channels of contestation naffectively than in a large
centralized state at least for the reason thatctiennels of contestation would be

multiplied.

The last point brings us to a different kind of eeiralization that can be
particularly helpful when, for one reason or anotiederalism is not an attractive
option or is not enough. Decentralization needjustt mean devolving decision-making
powers. Governments could decentralize, that ilypautsource, the deliberative and
evaluative function to certain citizen-expert coresions, auditing bodies, etc. This
could be done in a way that maintains democrat@maatability and even decision-
making. Findings of commissions and task forceddcba used in more democratic and
transparent ways than evaluations made in buredmi@antexts. Such commissions
would have strong input from citizens involved Bsues at hand and through their
strong advisory mandates could play the role otmatratic bridge between citizens
and their representatives. The ensuing recommemdatcould be reported to the
parliaments or adopted by politicians during etatttampaigns. It is important to note

that such mechanisms have been employed by dentogmternments for decades.

worry in the literature that decentralization caad to formation of regional parties, which camultes
secessionism. This question will have to be dedtlt im more detail in Chapter 7. But it is importdo
point out that theoretically and empirically theesess of ethnic parties has more to do with other
variables than the level of devolution.
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Perhaps the most ambitious and famous of such cssions was the Canadi&oyal
Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalishe commission’s recommendations
were debated in the Parliament and ushered thaadffiolicies of multiculturalism and
bilingualism. The democratic character of the psscis open to debate. What matters
most is that such commissions be democraticallyjgded and their recommendations

implemented in democratic ways.
(c) Democratic Privacy

Despite the merits of the previous two strategieterms of making a democracy more
difference friendly, one has to recognise that egrde of contestation or devolution
will represent a satisfactory resolution to theiessf democratic disagreement. Even in
the most devolved system of government backed bijows genuine channels of
contestation, there will remain some people whal fthemselves in a permanent
minority status. Part of the difficulty has to datlwthe challenges of identifying the
proper level of contestation and devolution for acidion to have democratic
legitimacy. This probably depends on other consitiens such as the urgency of
making certain decisions, and also consideratibashave to do with the nature of the
issues being discussed, namely, the kinds of istetbat are at stakeThe likelihood
that, in any particular case, venues of contestatiod devolution may eventually run
out brings us to the discussion of the third elenzérdemocratic non-domination that
NMD has to accept if it is to prove serious abdstdommitment to the normative
significance of disagreement. This third element pAvacy — may appear
quintessentially different from the previous twahese, in contrast to them, it seems to

more seriously constrain the scope of democratiomcln reality, however, it allows

85 See Waldronl.aw and Disagreement37-38; Shapirol' he State of Democratic Thep#y;
Shapiro, “Enough of Deliberation,” 33-34.
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us to more fully cash out the account of democragiency that underlies preceding

elements as well.

The notion of privacy has come under fire from eli#nt ideological camps. Its
place in the corpus of democratic ideas has beestipmed by radical democrats (most
commonly feminists) and conservatives alike. Festénhave long claimed that “the
personal is political.” For them, separation o lihto two spheres — the private and the
political — preserves the male domination and oggio® of women that take place in
the private sphere. From the other end of the ipalitspectrum, conservatives and
communitarian critics of liberalism have criticizpdvacy as another liberal invention
that unjustifiably limits collective self-governmenn this respect, it has featured
prominently in the larger context of the debateroaemajority’s right to steer the
legislative wheel of the state on questions coringripublic morality. For instance,
Justice Antonin Scalia of the United States Supr@mert writes in his dissent from the
Court’s majority opinion in Lawrence v. Texas: “Culess judicial decisions and
legislative enactments have relied on the anciesygsition that a governing majority's
belief that certain sexual behavior is ‘immoral amhcceptable’ constitutes a rational
basis for regulation® Scalia goes on to cite another Supreme Court ihajdecision,
Bowers v. Hardwick: “The law is constantly basedrmtions of morality, and if all
laws representing essentially moral choices ateetovalidated under the Due Process
Clause, the courts will be very busy indeed.” Tin@®ic convergence between these
ideologically most opposed camps actually pointshtav important clarifying the

relationship between democracy and privacy is.

We could start looking for a democratic justificatifor privacy by considering

an influential argument that has been popularireecent decades due to its frequent

8Lawrence v. Texas, 539 U.S. 558 (2003)
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invocation by American judges and legal scholaréamdmark Supreme Court cases.
This line of argument claims a close relationshgpateen privacy and autonomy. In a
nutshell, the argument maintains that decisionsreamy inmatters of private interest
underlies the exercise of fundamental politicatéfftems (e.g., those enumerated in the
First Amendment to the United States Constituti@jsely associated with the
successful functioning of a democracy. There i® @s extensive agreement among
proponents of linking privacy with autonomy thaatters of private interestan only
include “certain unusually important decisions thalt affect [one’s] own, or [one’s]
family’s destiny.®” Another legal theorist tries to provide a moreaete definition of
these interests: “Put compendiously,” Joel Feinlveriges, “the most basic autonomy
right is the right to decide how one is to live @nkfe, in particular how to make the
critical life decisions — what courses of studyake, what skills and virtues to cultivate,
what career to enter, whom or whether to marryctvishurch if any to join, whether to
have children, and so off"However, there appears to be a kernel of truthércritics’
suggestion that most attempts at defining priva&yain ambivalent and do not provide
rigid standards for discriminating between whatsfalnder the scope of privacy and

what remains outsid®.

As a first step in making the notion of privacydesmbiguous, | want to return
to the idea that collective self-determination lésg@n individual self-determination. It
is difficult to think that a theory of governmerdutd place political authority in matters
of collective action in democratically formed igtions on any grounds other than
some form of reliance on individual capacity foffgBrection, whether conceived in

negative or positive terms. This position is evearendifficult to reject following

87 Justice Stevens, dissenting opinion in Bowersardick.
8 Jjoel Feinberg, “Autonomy, Sovereignty, and Privadgral Ideals in the Constitution?,” 454.
8 We will see later on whether this is as problemasi it looks.
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Schumpeter’s potent criticism of such constructthasRousseauian general whllls it
possible for one to reject individual agency anghagn a proponent of collective self-
determination organized along the lines of competiélections, responsive governance
and political equality? Only if one subscribes talubious ontology that meaningful
democratic agency is impossible outside of the egmie level. That is, individuals
themselves are bad judges of how to live theirslivieut when they exercise their
individual judgment through secret ballots in geheelections and referenda, the
outcome is a far superior judgement of how indigildives should be lived. But most
democratic theorists reject the claim that natiatates, or another group, can be self-
governing in any meaningful sense of the word. Etherse who disagree on whether
democracy is a substantive or procedural idea agnae notion that self-government
“is a human good in its own right; certainly noetbnly human good, maybe hard to
defend as the chief human good, but still a hunmddhat is not paltry, and one that it
does not seem that a group or community can hagedudse “we cannot see [the latter]

as having a consciousness and a will of its oWn.”

This recognition of individual political agency eals that even for a staunch
collectivist who wants to remain a democrat thenesirbe limits to what collective
action can require from individuals. If we accemttthe rationale for collective self-
government is derived from individual agency, we ca longer view political society
as a body that can move in any direction that tregority wants it to move. For
example, political society could not meaningfullyowe in the direction of
disenfranchisement or any comparable political ouwe that permanently
disadvantages one group of individual voters iatreh to another. This is tantamount

to the self-contradictory project of using democramechanisms to abolish a

%0 CcsD Chapter 21.
1 Michelman,Brennan and Democracyt3-14.
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democracy. Only normatively the most efficaciousatty could be comfortable with

such a direction. If we take it as a noncontroansiatter that a minimalist democracy
should incorporate norms of protection againstatiohs of democratic equality, then it
is not clear why norms of protection of a similanck with regards to protecting the

minimal agency should raise concern.

Moreover, there is something counterintuitive, dg the least, about our staunch
collectivist who wants to continue to lay claimdemocratic legitimacy. Namely he/she
seems committed to two principles that do not gasihere in the absence of some
third, often quite far-fetched, principle positeml dlue them together: (a) citizens are
capable of exercising adequate judgment in guidioective action by directing
legislation (b) citizens require guidance from tt@lectivity or the collectivity has
paternalistic reasons to provide guidance to ¢i8zen matters concerning agency in
private matters. In other words, it seems unredserta claim that a citizen can choose
when his/her compatriots should go to battle or twhartion of their income they
should pay in taxes, but is not capable enougletidé whether to use contraceptive or
whom to marry’”?> One such third principle that could render (a) &ms conjunction
more reasonable is that (c) unlike an individuéizen who is not qualified to do either
of the two tasks, a majority with its pooled knoude is a better judge of public and

private matters. But (c) makes an empirical cldiat is very difficult to verify and also

92\We see a somewhat similar line of thought in Cdgsttshneider'®emocratic RightsThere,
Brettschneider uses the hypothetical Larry Legislad point out the intuitive strength of the ideat
individual self-determination central to the ideédemocracy cannot be replaced by collective foeezl
that democracy offers. Brettschneider’s Larry lavamaker of a country that has for centuries cadin
its democratically elected lawmakers to a cell fnohich they continue to engage in the debates, cast
their votes, and exercise all other political rgjteserved to lawmakers in contemporary democracies
Brettschneider goes on to ask whether “the conditibat coerce Larry in every other area of hisqueal
life [are] consistent with his status as a citiZeidid answer is that “our intuition tells us thdgspite his
freedom to participate in making laws, Larry is haing the democratic ideal. If citizens are deeime
capable of making decisions for others on the bafsiigghts of political rule, it should follow thahey are
capable of making decisions for themselves in tbstimportant matters of their own personal lives.”
(31)
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paves the way for a series of grave problems thanteally force one to renounce
democratic proceduralism and find alternative, ntechinical and less democratic ways
of grounding legitimate governance. To avoid thasewvelcome consequences,
epistemic democrats such as Estlund posit normsmdvidual acceptability, which
reasserts what | said above about the relationskigween (a) and (8)”.I continue to
explore the incoherence of extra-individualist ificsitions for democracy in chapter 6.
For now, it suffices to see how difficult it must bo deny the essential place of some

minimum democratic agency.

Objections to the agency-based justification ofgey are not just limited to the
communitarian critique of the “disembodied self3ome make the claim that this
argument suffers from an analytical mistake; na#lgse who reject state intervention
in private matters base their arguments on priasifthat they cannot consistently apply
to all cases? For instance, proponents of autonomy-based privimyrine hold that
miscegenation statues or laws forbidding contraceptconstitute intolerable
interventions into private life, while prohibitiomf polygamy or certain sexual
deviances such as incest do not. To the oppondnésitonomy-based privacy, this
brings us back to Justice Scalia’s point that mulbhiorality constitutes a legitimate
source of prohibitive legislation. But one couldal/this conclusion if one identifies a
principled way of differentiating, say, disagreemener a tax code from that over

sodomy or miscegenation laws.

The discussion up to now suggests two closelyedlatiteria to avoid the claim
of indeterminacy on which the foregoing objectioawis. One of these has to do with

the centrality of democratic equal concern, theeotith the incongruence between

93 Estlund, “Debate: On Christiandie Constitution of Equality
94 Rubenfeld Freedom and Time224-25.
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democratic agency and a totalizing state. Demacdsbates, whether in legislatures or
among wider citizen community, about resolving\&egi contentious issue should focus
on whether its political resolution will reflectetkind of equal concern that democratic
citizenship requires. For example, in a multicidtudemocracy that recognizes the
importance of having a day off for citizens to futheir personal obligations such as
religious, communal or familial ones, an insistetiw Sunday can be the only publicly
sanctioned day off — even when it is electorally thost popular preference — would

probably fall short of the equal concern criterion.

The second criterion is more directly related te itheal of non-domination; it
warns against totalizing tendencies in legislatigvhether this aspiration manifests
itself in a push for rational consensus, or thean@adily objectionable mere use of
force, it has to be treated with strong scepticiSome authors claim that there is a
relatively straightforward solution to the problea totalizing state, and one need not
focus too much on the contentious topic of an ilaate minimal agency. They claim
that legislation may be said to have a totalitammapact on citizens’ lives if it attempts
to prescribe a certain type of conduct as oppass@écifying the range of unacceptable
actions. This model, as one author puts it, “cétis a shift in focus ... from the
individual who finds that the particular life he wd choose for himself is forbidden to
him, to the individual who finds that a life is hgiforced upon him* This distinction
between proscriptive and prescriptive legislati®mseful only if we keep in mind how
easily proscriptive legislation can over time timto prescriptive legislation. The fact
that multiplication of restrictions can produce tkied of prescriptive effect that the
anti-totalitarian nature of democracy so strongyedts adds strength to the significance

of the democratic norm of privacy. Democracy’s datalitarian nature — the main basis

95 Example adopted from Joshua Cohen, “Privacy, R&umaand Democracy,” 313.
96 Rubenfeld Freedom and Time240.
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of the norm of non-domination — rules out such gwa of individual lives by the state.
And quite unsurprisingly, it also implies that assative programs, insofar as they
prescribe majority’s way of life and make divergendifficult, have the same

totalitarian impact.

3.3Limitsand Value of Consensus and Dissensus

We can now more clearly see that both consensuslisednsus are common features
of, and have an ineliminable place in, the polltiitke of a properly functioning
democracy structured along the lines of NMD. Thstidction between these two, at
times conflicting but not contradictory, tendenciesggely maps onto the two concepts
that lie at the heart of NMD. Democratic equalitysofar as it specifies the terms on
which citizens will relate to each other and toirtlstate, sets the terms on which they
will work to reach political agreements. Non-domioa marks the boundaries of
democratic agreement and reminds us that disagreeaormal and indispensable
and that one should not try to push too much talremgreater, more comprehensive,
deeper agreement. Disagreement is not objectiomatdtderior. A priori, as far as one’s
democratic responsibilities are concerned, it ihing to be ashamed of. Given the role
that it plays, one has no good reasons to assuateittlis less important than the

consensualist disposition.

To be sure, a precise demarcation is not posdibieould obviously be wrong
to say that equality means consensus and non-doorinaneans disagreement in
categorical terms. The distinction is meant to senostly an explanatory purpose, and
is mainly concerned with showing that both consenand dissensus are important
elements of democracy rather than trying to iso&ggality and non-domination. The

classification also intends to point out the bliggot in many contemporary liberal
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political theories rather than defects or shortewsiof the concept of political equality.
Once we get to view the two concepts in conjunctisa see that non-domination is
hard to explain without a reference to equality,ileviequality is hard to pin down
without a reference to those aspects of democcétizenship that allow us to clearly
see and appreciate the normative significance ofestation and disagreement. The
conceptualisation of the two elements as distisctrucial, for the valorisation of
consensus in much of contemporary liberal theogests that disagreement can be
easily lost sight of or devalued. The endpointib¢ able to recognize that these two
dispositions in the functioning of a healthy denaagr operate to the benefit of each
other and towards a better functioning of the systather than in a kind of stark
tension that would require subsuming one underother. Submerging the two under

one would be impracticable, as well as undesirdine) the perspective of NMD.

Also, the two are inextricably linked in anothelated way. Namely, we get an
important degree of non-domination in the idea¢gtiality, and an important degree of
equality in the ideal of non-domination. By itseach concept would limit our
understanding of democracy, but together they filvencore of a normatively consistent
modern practice. Let me give an example of thetditiuin of focusing on one element to
the relative exclusion of the other. As we knownirthe previous chapter, the idea of
non-domination developed in this work shares cerglements with lan Shapiro’s
formulation of the same concept. | adopt Shapisaggestion that domination has to do
with the exercise of illegitimate power. But themre also differences between the view
defended here and Shapiro’s notion of non-dominatiRrobably, the most important
difference is that Shapiro holds that non-domimat®sufficient as a foundational ideal
for democracy. This he thinks makes a more suitalikrnative to the foundational

ideals espoused by liberals such as political eyudVhen asked why political equality
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should not be included as a principle of equal ragive worth within the concept of
democracy, his response is that equality is todradtsand what people can often
explain and complain about is inequality, whicltagptured and measured better by the

concept of non-domination than by the notion ofadiy itself.

Shapiro is right about the limitations of the ideélequality taken on its own.
However, the concept of non-domination — no maliew broadly it is construed —
seems unable to perform all the crucial work tlmat morm of political equality does
within NMD. First and foremost, as Shapiro recogsisthe degree of domination is
open to debate and hard to pin down. The only wayan find out about domination is
by looking at power hierarchi€.0On most instances, grievances voiced by one of the
sides involved in a relationship of power will deetbest guide on the existence of
domination. Perhaps the ideal solution would beagbmo decide on the basis of these
subjective accounts of domination. But often thesi# be competing claims as to
whether a certain move represents an act of dommair not. Shapiro seems to
recognise this when he suggests that there iprimoa facie case for eliminating all
hierarchies — some hierarchies that serve a demmagparpose do not represent
domination in the democratic sense of the term p8irsaying that those hierarchies or
impositions that are not dominating satisfy thedittans of non-domination would be
quite absurd. The truth is, even impositions thppear crucial for the proper-
functioning of democracy can be perceived as gyadeiminating by some people.
Here, egalitarian benchmarks come to the rescud, save the concept of non-
domination from circularity. This is not to say tlemuality defines non-domination; the
relationship between the two components is moreptexrand symbiotic than this. Just

as domination rescues equality from becoming paiglin the face of a series of

97 Shapiro;The State of Democratic Theody,
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technically correct applications that do not add tapa democratically acceptable

picture, equality rescues the principle of non-dwation from a potential stalemate.

This helps clarify how NMD has to mediate betweagreement and
disagreement. Democratic society is a kind of spaMhere the contours of acceptable
political arrangements must by definition remairnelpto reshaping and cannot be
subject to constraints other than those mandatethdoynner logic of the democratic
ideal® Recognition of such fluidity or indeterminacy, omeay think, is more
compatible with the norm of non-domination than titem of equality, because the
former is a norm that is based on the importanadiszZfgreement. This would be a hasty
conclusion, because the inner logic mandates ligatieaning of equality be subject to
the same reshaping that all the laws are subjeciMioat are kept outside of this
reshaping, again as far as the equalitarian diraarisiconcerned, are those principles
that make such re-evaluation and reform posStier this reason, | tried to focus on

those elements in whose absence it makes less tespeak of these concepts in an

intelligible way, let alone expect them to perfatme role with which they are charged.

The aforementioned point, however, does not meanttte right approach to
theorizing democratic equality is always to narriwvdown. The case of economic
inequalities and their relation to political eqtplis a telling example of how broader
notions of political equality that include its econic prerequisites could be important
to democratic equality. It is almost axiomatic teéective exercise of political equality

depends on certain social and material conditiomghe presence of vast social and

% This account of democracy is procedural and doesppeal to instrumentalist defences of democracy.
But it views procedures as implying values and oriine values and norms, which are as internal to
democratic theory as the procedures that theyrigeeto, provide direction for its reform and eatlon.

% Robert Post's and Bruce Ackerman’s works on deatacequality contain certain elements of this
view. Post notes that “Insofar as democracy ig fof government committed to self-determination,
democracy must also encompass self-determinationtabe meaning of moral equality of citizens.”

Post, “Democracy and Equality”; Bruce Ackermve the People: Foundations
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economic inequalities, it would be difficult to spreof meaningful political equality.
Empirical research, too, suggests that there i¢ear correlation between levels of
economic development and democratic stability, twedink between political equality
and its social and economic prerequisites is hardismiss:’® Although democratic
institutions are designed in ways that take economequalities for granted, their
spillage into the democratically inacceptable iraigies or forms of domination could
result in serious legitimacy problems. Such spdlagpuld (and does) take place
relatively disguised from public (e.g., large dooas$ to political campaigns by special
interests) or could take more public forms (e.gffeent levels of access to mass
media)'®* Then, it would be wrong to read the argument @ thapter as trying to
downgrade the importance of political equality’'sddo that extent democracy’s, social

and economic prerequisites.

Finally, what role does the justificatory charactenphasized by Beitz play in
this picture? Coming to terms with the fact thamnderacy has two normal outcomes
(agreement and disagreement) rather than one hehpisdicate the expressive function
of equality without having to take Beitz’'s routeedause it recognizes the validity of
two outcomes, NMD does not make promises aboujdstification that it cannot fulfil.
The crucial point is that it need not make any spcbmises since the kind of
justification that Beitz talks about is ruled oul lrecognition of the role of
disagreement. With political equality and tools mdn-domination in their hands,

citizens can try to change whatever aspect ofipalitife that they do not like. Because

1% wWhen assessing research in disciplines of pdlisicence and political economics, Muller states th
“Quantitative cross-national research on the ecanaeterminants of democracy consistently finds tha
a country's level of economic development is asdedipositively and strongly with the extent to efhi
the political system manifests properties of demogr’ This is confirmed by more recent studies by
Acemoglu and Robinson. See Acemoglu and RobirSoonomic Origins of Dictatorship and
Democracy Muller, “Economic Determinants of Democracy”

191 For a detailed discussion of how money influertmocratic politics see RowbottoBemocracy
Distorted: Wealth, Influence and Democratic Poktic
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no such aspect, other than the very essential aiildee game — the values and norms,
which are as internal to democratic theory as ttexqulures that they give rise to,
provide direction for its reform and evaluationskept outside this process of change,

there is not much that a debate about justificatmadd to thit®

3.4NMD as a Distinctive Theory of Democr acy

The main objective of Part One has been to givewthne of the democratic theory
that will be used to evaluate the normative in&yplof democracy and
multiculturalism. Normatively sound minimalist deanacy (NMD) will continue to
emerge more fully in Part Two and Part Three, agolon to explicate what the
theory implies with regard to the philosophical cems of multiculturalism. By
now, it should be clear how NMD differs from thensensualist democratic theories
on the one hand, and the minimalist democracy pnoged in Joseph Schumpeter's
Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (including m®re contemporary variants
defended by Samuel Huntington, Giuseppe Di Palmd, athers) on the othé? The
features of NMD that have been clarified so fanvéeer, may lead one to associate
it with two other strands of democratic theory -} ¢antestatory democracy, which
espouses many of the institutional devices of matish democracy, and (b) agonistic
democracy, which grows out of a radical critique libleral consensualism. | will
conclude Part One by considering how NMD differsniragonistic and contestatory
democratic theories, which are normatively richeant Schumpeterianism, and more

cognizant of the role of disagreement than the easisalist variants of democracy.

92| 'borrow the term “rules of the game” from NortweBobbio’sThe Future of Democracy.

103 The critique of Schumpeterianism developed inwusk also applies to the neo-Schumpeterian
theories propounded by Huntington, Di Palma anémsthWhether made in the context of a general
political theory or in the contexts of democratarisitions and consolidation, attempts to isolaée t
electoral dimension of democracy from the normatioeditions that give meaning to the minimalist
practices such as majoritarianism are similarlwéld. These theorists treat democracy as a mereotheth
and ignore its normative underpinnings and rickidmal background.
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3.4.11n Relation to Agonistic Democr acy

Agonistic democrats argue that "conflict and dmsiare inherent to politics and
that there is no place where reconciliation cowdddefinitively achieved*®* Because
"social objectivity is constituted through actspmfwer" and "any political order is the
expression of a hegemony”, agonistic democrats tioéd the political cannot be
explained in the language of an inclusive and raficconsensu®® Therefore, the
consensualist character of liberal conceptions ematracy — e.g., their focus on
public reason and rational justification — endg disregarding the constitutive
role of disagreement in the democratic orded displacing politics”® Chantal
Mouffe, for instance, argues that the theories eidcracy that emphasise some
combination of individual rights and representativetitutions operating with a
mixture of deliberation and bargaining are not orlyoneous for being based on
inapplicable ideals or relying on a faulty sociataogy, but also are not conceptually
democratic at afl®” On Mouffe's account, liberal theorists mistakeasume that
liberal democracy is a straightforward reconcibatiof the democratic emphasis on
the exercise of popular sovereignty and the liberaphasis on the idea of human
rights. For Mouffe, liberal democracy can at bestdonceived as a paradoxical co-
existence of the two, and for the amalgam to casrdemocratic, one has to recognise
that the very practice of democracy is based on thiscriminatory and

exclusionary exercise of powtf The agonistic democrat's answer is to bring power

104 Mouffe, The Democratic Paradot5-16.

195 hid., 99-100.

1% See MouffeThe Democratic Paradgxonig, Political Theory and the Displacement of Politics
107 Mouffe, The Democratic ParadoxX 13-118.

198 |bid., 42-45.
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and exclusion "to the fore, making them \isibso that they can enter the
terrain of contestation®

The fact that NMD criticises the consensualist refraof democratic theory
does not make it a variant of agonistic democraey.us consider some of the crucial
differences between NMD and the agonistic demackagiw summarized above. First,
NMD and agonistic democracy diverge on their cotioep of disagreement and
political conflict. In contrast to agonistic dematc theory's tendency to emphasize
ineliminable exclusion, hegemony, and conflict, NMiperates with a different
understanding of democratic politics, where wintades-all is usually not the case.
Those who win often win only partial victories, atfibse on the losing side suffer
partial losses. For this reason, disagreement polday structured along the lines
suggested by NMD will also often be more partiahrthagonistic democrats can
appreciate. Disagreeing parties will frequentlyndfi themselves in agreement on
some other range of political issues. Morepeentinuous departures from this
model — e.g., some groups finding themselves iagieement with majorities on many
issues and over multiple electoral cycles— implg thrgency of reassessing the
situation to ensure that the normative conditiohean- domination, competitiveness,
etc. are met.

Second, NMD disagrees with agonistic democracytermgits to dissociate
democracy from the notion of limits by defining decratic equality primarily in terms
of the collective exercise of sovereignty and iredi opposition to the concern with
expressing individuals' equal standing and agencigonistic democrats try to
artificially divide modern democracy, and isolateweaken the aspects of it that they

consider to be liberal inventions. The idea of tedi sovereignty is presented as

109 Mouffe, 'Democracy, Power, and the "Political’552
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undemocratic — something that renders democracye maradoxical — in the same
way that we saw in Schumpeter's famous thought rempat concerning Jews and
heretics. But NMD views the idea of democracy dangs as contradictory for reasons
that have been explained in Part One. The nornegjoél concern and non-domination
impose a limit on what transient majorities can dath from their respective
minorities, and NMD accepts these limits as angrak part of how democratic
decisions ought to be made.

NMD and agonistic democracy also differ conspiclypirs their approaches to
politics. Agonistic democracy tends to valorize amélebrate politics as a
transformative activity. For instance, on Bonnienkfs argument that draws on
Nietzsche and Arendt, partaking in the politicahsforms individuals — partly making
up for their incompleteness through their engagénmerthe processes of political
creation,amendment, and augmentatidhTo be sure, Honig tries to qualify this
celebration ofolitical participation:

The perpetuity of contest is not easy to celebiteown affirmation of
it is animated, not by teleological belief thatipchlly active lives are
necessarily fuller or more meaningful than theitem@datives, but by
my conviction that the displacement of politics twitlaw or
administration engenders remainders that couldwjisever and perhaps
even undermindemocratic institutions and citizehs.
That the political is celebrated due to the irredigcrole it plays in making democracy
possible rather than for being more meaningful trsmty, poetry, however, does not
alter the fact that this view of politics sk derailing the egalitarian

individualism that underlies NMD. While agonistemocracy is primarily concerned

1% Honig, Political Theory and the Displacement of Politick5.
" bid., 14.
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with undermining "closures" and fighting "hegemaijet is reluctant to spell out even
minimal constraints on what contesting groups canta each other, lest these
constraints turn into permanecibsures and undermine the Nietzschean "politics of
self-overcoming™*® The practice ofprotecting individuals against instances of
inequality and domination through democratic rightshaps does not completely fade
away, but it certainly lacks the lustre of the Ergoncern with the proliferation and
augmentation of political activity, and the oveniug of existing closures. Not only
are there no protections in place for those whandowant to contest, but "the
human, all-too-human yearning for a freedonmonfr politics or contest” is
identified, according to Nietzsche, with de&dth.Any acknowledgement of the
democratic potential of some minimal closure, emthéng some of the rules of the
game, is followed by a caveat that renders the @esleadgement inconsequential:
"Sometimes they enable a democratic politics, lnetirt sedimentations also have
disempowering effects that are not easily overconehallenged**

To be sure, NMD views citizen apathy as an undekraondition; and, as
we saw in Chapter 2, it holds democratic regenamatd be an important objective.
Yet, NMD does not subscribe to the views that re@né politics as part of the human
good, or the fulfilment or aspiration to alleviatee incompleteness of the self.
The goal of regenerating democratic activity is ém@nt, but it cannot be espoused in
isolation from other normative considerations sasihon-domination and individual
equality. In contrast to agonistic democracy'sesssient of democratic rights and
constraints as an attempt to drive out disagreemett displace the political, NMD

views these as the rules of the game that have tm Iplace for democracy to make

1121hid., 209.
113 hid.
% 1pid., 210.
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sense as a system of government tied to the notdnsqual concern and non-
domination. Hence, the unacceptability of usinglgothat express inequality and
asymmetry in order to advance the goal of a morelylj heroic, or extraordinary
politics.

3.4.2 In Relation to Contestatory Democr acy

Contestatory democratic theories are often scdpti€ahe consensualist position,
and draw attention to the role of competitive atets, institutionalized oppositions, and
other non-consensualist devices in carrying outaatic governance. NMD accepts
the normative significance of democratic disagre#meand non-domination
emphasized by contestatory democratic theorists ascleremy Waldron, lan Shapiro,
and Philip Pettit. Despite these similarities, ¢hare important differences between
NMD and contestatory democratic theory that haveaomostly, with the minimalism
of the former.

The most general difference between NMD and coatiest democracy is that
the latter can combine various minimalist devicathwhicker notions of common
good, and even retain consensualism as a values walijecting to the adoption of
consensualist procedures for decision making. herotvords, a democratic theory that
espouses certain aspects of Schumpeter's minimaéisncontinue to put these devices
to the service of some other wider project not aiyerelated to what is minimally
required for political processes to count as deatacrFor instance, NMD's dimension
of non-domination draws on lan Shapiro's work oa #ame concept. But the two
views of democracy diverge to an important extbatause despite Shapiro's espousal
of various elements of the minimalist approach .(eedectoral competition and the

importance of democratic oppositions) his theorypasds significantly beyond
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minimalism**®> As we see inDemocratic Justiceand his other writings, Shapiro's

theory is “simultaneously concerned with many domabf civil society.*® His
“aspiration [is] to articulate ... a view of demacy that can be justice-
promoting.™*’

This doesn't merely have to do with Shapiro's theoffering a more
comprehensive view of democracy, but is linked he teaning of democracy on
his account. For Shapiro, democracy is a suborgigabd whose appeal ultimately
rests on the way it relates to other values andplp&o superordinate goodf$.
Therefore understanding democracy requires anayaow democracy relates to the
value of social justice, and similar values thatego human activities involving other
superordinate goods. NMD, however, is primarilyemested in understanding the
normative underpinnings of contemporary democuatactices. Although Shapiro tries
to build the "anti-vanguardist" features into hieadry, and tries to take into account
the normative importance of dissensus, ultimatédytheory could subsume a greater
amount of disagreement under a thicker notion ahrmmon good. Shapiro tries to
compensate for this by emphasizing the contextipemture of democratic norms,
and the norm that prioritizes insiders' wisdbfhDemocracy on this account is much
more pervasive, but Shapiro tries to make it lesasive by emphasizing the context-
sensitivity and reliance on insider's wisdom. NMigwever, accepts minimalism —
therefore picturing a less pervasive theory — wlalso accepting the egalitarian-

individualist core of that minimalism in a less aguous way.

115 gpecific differences between NMD and Shapiro'saisen-domination have already been discussed.
118 Shapiro Democratic Justice49.

" bid., 21.

% |bid., 21-24.

¥ |bid., 25-28; 80-81.
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A related difference is that contestatory democrd#ieory is still compatible
with opposition to, or wariness of, the involvemait ethno-religious groups and
interest groups in political processes, which Isatlee door wide open for the use
of political institutions to suppress or controldesirable differences. For instance,
Philip Pettit argues for depoliticizing differenceben they begin to challenge aspects
of the common good. Pettit writes that “there aoweh areas too where electoral
interests are likely to militate against the deldiive quality of democratic decision-
making, deprivingonsiderations of the common good of the ghieithey are
properly given.*?° Depoliticizing contentious issues could lead to @encoolheaded
search for the common good by keeping politicabjmass and special interests at bay.
One could prevent minorities that are dispropodlyndisadvantaged by a certain
proposal, and feel more intensely about it, frorgaoizing more effectively to avert
that proposat?’ Also, while suppressing undesirable differencesrig side of the
coin, promoting the more desirable ones is therothe

Finally, contestatory democracy and NMD differ also the issue on which
they appear more in agreement — their recognitibrdissensus and what should
follow from it. Contestatory democratic theoriesngeally recognise dissensus, but
tend to overlook the implications of dissensus tbe need to build functional
agreements. Recognising disagreement as a ubigufeaiure of politics, however,
does not on its own settle the respective limitscofisensus and dissensus. For
instance, on Jeremy Waldron's account, the majortg satisfies the normative
conditions associated with democracy, including séhoconcerning respect for

disagreement®

120 pettit, "Depoliticizing Democracy," 53.
21 pid., 57.
22\\aldron,The Dignity of Legislation157-160.
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To be sure, Waldron accepts some limited notion eguality as the
normative basis for majoritarianism, but his argaotmmdor the fairness of
majoritarianism stops there, and seems to dowrplayvery real) possibility that day-
to-day majoritarian decisions may depart not jusimf some substantive notion of
equal respect (e.g., Beitz's complex equality),disd the far more minimal notions of
expressing equal status and equal concern fomtkeests of all governed. Voting that
expresses equal respect in the two senses thatraMaldpholds and NMD
unwaveringly accepts — factoring in one's voiceqtal worth and recording people's
dissent®® — can still express contempt for somaority's way of life, cripple the
minimal sense of agency, form inescapable categode permanent electoral
marginalization, and commit other wronghatt violate democracy's egalitarian
individualist norms. Moreover, Waldron's critiqué ¢he arguments that raise
concerns over social engineering and rationalisjepts, coupled with his focus on
the merits of majoritarianism in enabling colleetigelf-determination suggests that
Waldron's contestatory democracy does not fullyregipte the internal democratic
limits on what majorities of the day can 6.

On the other hand, NMD accepts the importance ofomtarianism to
democratic theory, but is also seriously concermgith its normative limitations.
When the link between majoritarianism (or othawontestatory elements of
democracy) and equal concern is not clarified esjgoused, the idea of democracy
risks either becoming paralyzed or gradually maotatinto something contradictory.
Merely recognizing the fact of disagreement is sofficient for rendering majority
rule a legitimate and fair decision procedure. frare will continue to be electoral

scenarios that depart from the expressive funatibequality even when the fact of

123 |pid.
2% pid., 20-23.
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disagreement is registered in the most respecthdes For instance, some people will
find themselves constantly on the losing side, awvill turn into disenchanted,
alienated, and most troublingly, permanent minesitiOnce these scenarios have
materialized, it is not enough as an expressioregpect simply to take a count of
those in disagreement. Thus, NMD takes the normaglationship between dissensus
and consensus seriously as the present chaptardweed, and also, as the remainder of
the dissertation will show, tries to account fomita distinctive way by accepting a
negative theory of groups, and an egalitari@ninterpretation of interest-group

pluralism.
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Chapter 4: Democratic Pretensions of Multiculturalists

Multiculturalists and their critics alike summon democratic ideals to support their
respective views. They have democratic pretensiossfar as they claim that the
demands of democratic legitimacy definitively sugigbeir, as opposed to their rivals',
views on multiculturalism. The following two chapdewill attempt to sort out genuine
implications of democracy for multiculturalism frorpretensions to democratic
legitimacy that we see in the writings of both riaultturalists and their critics. In this
chapter | take up the multiculturalist position, ilwhthe next chapter looks into the

democratic pretensions of the critics of multictdlism.

The chapter begins by outlining a certain appraachulticulturalism. In the
first section | address the issue of multiple débns and side with the claim that
philosophical multiculturalism is better conceivaidas an umbrella term, or a contested
concept, with various related normative componerdather than as a full-fledged
theory. | pick three groups of, not always easipering, claims that stand out in this
normative amalgam, each representing a certainddextic' challenge to the political
status quo. These are recognition, self-rule aoldison. The overall point this chapter
makes is that some important components of theieniiliralist challenges are either

unrelated to core democratic principles or are ora®atic.
1. Multiculturalism as an Umbrella Concept

In a nutshell, multiculturalism taken in its phitghical — rather than political or
sociological — sense is an umbrella term for variaarmative claims about principles

that should underlie the relationship of governrakrnpower and ethno-cultural
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plurality.* | refer to multiculturalism as an umbrella term fovo related reasons. First,
proponents of multiculturalism in this philosopHicsense make various normative
claims about reforming existing political structsir@nd creating new types in order to
bring about a political-legal order that does jgsstio their concerns. As one recent
contribution to the debate points out, multicultisra is best seen as “an interrelated set
of political ideas” rather than an internally horeagus theoretical projettin other
words, any theoretical project associated withténen multiculturalism makes a diverse
set of claims, and rests on a number of normatiireciples rather than being reducible

to one claim or one underlying normative concern.

The second related reason for viewing multiculisralas an umbrella notion
has to do with the way the term has evolved anceldped over time. What comes
under the umbrella of multiculturalism is a list thiemes or concepts that different
theorists making important contributions to the ftculturalism literature have
developed and used interchangeably with the terrtticuliuralism — “the politics of
cultural recognition,” politics of difference, ptitis of cultural accommodation, etc.
Given the influence that such concepts have had mwethinking on multiculturalism,
any theoretical project that intends to contribiatéhe debate would require conceptual
resources to assess these various normative idedlsidjudicate different claims that
they give rise to. Hence, another important ach@atof referring to multiculturalism

as an umbrella term — in addition to recognizing trm’s internal diversity — is that

! The sociological term simply states the fact dfural diversity, while in its political sense therm
multiculturalism could refer to a number of diffatesets of legislation enacted by different jurisidins.
Canadian multiculturalism, in its sociological semsll bring up the fact that Canada is an immigran
nation made of different ethno-cultural componehitsill not tell us much about the relationship
between these components and between componentsuaods levels of government. Political sense of
the term will offer a more detailed view but wildk conceptual resources for evaluating the exjstin
legal enterprise concerning multiculturalism. Oaase in which the political term would allow us
evaluate multiculturalism would be pointing outfdiences and similarities between, say, Canadidn an
German or British multiculturalism. Normative maltituralism, on the other hand, offers a set of
principles that should guide policy-making and ref@f existing institutions.

2 Modood,Multiculturalism: A Civic Idea19.
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one retains conceptual resources to draw distimsti®tween different combinations of
these. So the best way to conceptualize multialism is to identify these concerns
and principles that motivate it, before making attempt to determine whether these
add up to a full-fledged theory or not, or also thlee these show internal consistency

or not.

The taxonomy offered in this chapter focuses oedtoroadly-defined themes. |
group normative principles of multiculturalism intine categories of 1) cultural
recognition, 2) inclusion, and 3) self-rule. Othmportant concerns such as cultural
integrity and representation can be treated underoo several of these three categories.
However, theorists of multiculturalism usually atigt to justify the latter types of
multiculturalist concerns by drawing on one of thethree overarching normative
categories. For example, representation comes ap &sue because existing forms of
representation fail to recognize difference, or r@oe sufficiently inclusive. Before we
move to evaluate each category's relation to demtioctheory, let us briefly consider
their relationship with one another — how theyatiffrom one another and how they are

related.

The first point to note about these categories hat tthey are not just
multicultural catchphrases as each represents taircarormative concern in theory.
Recognition appeals to equality of status — howesdferently this could be
understood. Self-rule appeals to various idealdreédom. And inclusion appeals
primarily to the fact of one overarching communityg matter how heterogeneous,

dispersed, and diverse that community is envisagbe.

Among these categories, recognition and self-rodecdten thought to refer to

similar claims. However, recognition does not yatolve a definitive self-rule claim
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and it does not have to directly appeal to variveedom-related norms. It is primarily
concerned with status. The main demand is thatliggwd different ways of social
interaction be recognized. A recognition claimp&sure, could also contain a demand
for a certain degree and type of self-rule, whitloves that the two principles are
closely related. One can argue that recognitionao€ertain identity will tend to
empower that identity and result in an increasthaextent of self-government for the
group that makes the recognition claim. This cosicll, however, depends on how
self-government is defined: If self-government arowly defined to include having
full, unshared, sovereignty over internal affairs tbe group, it could be at least
unsustainable, from a conceptual point of viewetpect recognition to involve equal
self-government. What Jacob Levy observes aboutgréton could be helpful in
understanding differences between the two concéfitsough he writes with a specific
meaning of recognition in mind — recognition of mmary laws — his observation seem
to hold true in the case of recognition construemtarbroadly to include other identity
matters and not just customary laws. In Levy's \gord “granting
recognition/enforcement claims does not necessgiilg members of the group any
special standing in the determination of their la@ften, it is up to courts of the general
society to decide when customary law has or hasheen followed.” Levy adds that
because such claims made by minority groups oftealve “gaining recognition from
the general legal system (for the group’s marriagesperty laws, and so on) outsiders
may be given more power over the group in a veay sense, hardly what one expects
from self-government® Then, recognition and self-government, despiteir the

interrelatedness, do not collapse into one category

s Levy, The Multiculturalism of Fearl47.
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Likewise, inclusion and self-government may lookitr, and they do have a
lot in common; but each has a distinct concernnidter how interrelated their claims
appear, it is important to differentiate them beseawas we will see in the remainder of
this chapter, they spring from different normata@nsiderations and vary in terms of
their political recommendations$Self-governmentn the context of multiculturalism
tends to push for diversity, whilénclusion invokes the idea of one public,

notwithstanding how heterogeneously that publioisceived.

Another point to note about this classificationmofilticulturalist principles is
that different strands of multiculturalism attacirying degrees of significance to each
of these three normative categories. All promingeorists of multiculturalism have
something important to say on each of these nommattegories, but everyone familiar
with the debate will quickly notice that each caiggevokes some theorists of
multiculturalism rather than others. This has towdith the fact that assigning more
importance to one of the three normative concewes the other two gives the theory a
different shape, resulting in different compatiies and incompatibilities with the
democratic ideals. In this chapter | evaluate tlek® of mainly three theorists who
make interrelated claims about the relationshipmufiticulturalism and democratic

ideals. Each theorist places a higher degree offgignce on one of the three ideals.

In light of this taxonomy of multicultural princigé and concerns, we can try to
provide a better definition. Multiculturalism is @it challenging one conception of
unity with a different one because the former fadsaccord respect to the central
principles of liberal democracy — equality and sale. This however does not prove
the compatibility of multiculturalism and liberaéohocracy because there are questions
such as equality of what and self-rule by and owdom that remain open to

interpretation.
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As a result, along the axes of recognition, sdisrand inclusion, substantially
different theories of multiculturalism have emergétiese theories seek different types
of recognition for different groups, but they atec@ammitted to the view that cultural
plurality is an ineliminable feature of social life which laws cannot remain oblivious.
Similarly, despite pervasive disagreement overdegrees of self-rule appropriate to
different groups, multiculturalism theories gengraimphasize the normative weight of
this idea. Inclusion is perhaps the least visilfléhe three threads, but it is the most
pervasive one. Without it pluralism and self-ruleul not resemble multiculturalism,
which, at least in its current shape implies theaidof one state. My aim in
differentiating these three categories is to bringlight how complex a concept
philosophical multiculturalism is; namely, philosegal multiculturalism, like
democracy, is an essentially contested conceptnWleetry to maximize one element,
let us say self-government, we make another elementusion, less attainable.
Similarly mutuality of recognition represents ailimn what one can argue in the name

of self-government.
2. The Recognition Challenge

One of the claims at the core of multiculturalisterhture is that liberal neutrality fails
to extend adequate recognition to socio-culturaleidiity. Recognition, of course,
means different things to different writers. Forample, some writers such as Iris
Young claim that nothing short of public affirmati@f positive value can satisfy the
requirement of recognition, while others are mocepsical about the necessity of
affirming equal worth and limit their arguments &knowledging the temporary
significance of difference in overcoming presermgualities: But a generally accepted

point among proponents of multiculturalism is thia¢ failure to recognise different

4 See WilliamsVoice, Trust, Memory43.
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cultures making up the political unit amounts towemleserved disadvantage for some
ways of life. As one famous contributor to the debpoints out “the idea that the
government could be neutral with respect to ettand national groups is patently
false.”® What these writers commonly agree on is the cthin recognition is needed to

stop majority biases from appearing neutral underuise of progressive universalism.

Charles Taylor's essay, ‘Multiculturalism and thelifcs of Recognition’
(hereafter, ‘MPR) is probably the best place tgihdo understand the centrality of the
notion of recognition to the multiculturalism deémbecause, in addition to being by far
the most influential piece of work on this questignis informed by Taylor's rich
scholarship on philosophical issues underpinningpgaition® In one of the most
guoted passages of ‘MPR’, Taylor writes that “misgnition shows not just a lack of
due respect. It can inflict a grievous wound, seddits victims with a crippling self-
hatred.” Taylor goes on to define recognition dgital human need” rather than a mere
“courtesy we owe people” Without spending any more time summarizing Tagor’
well-known argument, | want to focus on his specifiaim that the challenge of
recognition is a particularly democratic one. Led nephrase this so that we can more
fully appreciate the significance of the claim Taymakes. In Taylor’s view, social and
political democratization is what makes recognitaom important human good whose
denial to some can amount to “a grievous wound’ayldr asserts a necessary
connection between recognition and democracy, wtadior our purposes something
that must be closely examined. Although in whaloles | mainly focus on Taylor, the

aim of that engagement is to scrutinize the linkMeen recognition and democracy

® Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship 110-11

® Central themes of that article can be traced §doFas scholarship on Hegel, his critique of righiased
liberalism, individualism and secularism. E.g., 3eglor, Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern
Identity.

"MPR, 26.
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rather than grapple specifically with Taylor’s pigial theory of multiculturalism; and |
expect my conclusions to apply to other views thapeal to recognition as a

democratic challenge to the status quo.

Although he does not present recognition as anninwe of modernity, Taylor
deems two changes in human relations coinciding wiat period — the rejection of
social hierarchies and the acceptance of univdmsaian potential — responsible for
problematizing recognitioh. With the disintegration of social hierarchies that
distributed honour unequally, and in doing so edtthe recognition question, came the
age that made the promise of equal recognitisvhat makes recognition in this new
age more fragile is the second related change @by democratization. In Taylor’s
view, the human equality that democracies recogisizbe “equal human potential” to
decide one’s place in society and determine ones wlentity. Identity-formation in
this novel democratic sense, however, Taylor adds,not as self-centred or
“monological” as some authors presuppose. The sggebat in the democratic age
identities be authentic does not entail their befiogned in isolation from others.
Because persons “negotiate” their identities “tgtowdialogue, partly overt, partly
internal, with others”, and one’s “identity crudjaldepends on [one’s] dialogical
relations with others”, recognition gains an impottpolitical dimension that it lacked

in the previous aged.

The two norms underlying these changes that dertisedahuman relations do
not go hand in hand. In a multicultural democrabg, norm of universal equal dignity,

and the norm of recognizing the authentic partigtylgoress conflicting claims, giving

® MPR,26-27

° In hisBound by Recognitiofatchen Markell casts doubt on Taylor's suggestiahrecognition was
problematised in the post-Enlightenment period.

*MPR 34
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rise to the politics of recognition. In this newgime, misrecognition, Taylor claims,
stands out as a more perilous wrong. Tensions besgeen these two norms when the
norm of equal recognition prescribes uniform tresitmand the norm of authenticity
mandates being true to one’s particularity andeddhce: “Where the politics of
universal dignity fought for forms of nondiscrimtien that were quite “blind” to the
ways in which citizens differ, the politics of dffence often redefines
nondiscrimination as requiring that we make thestnttions the basis of differential
treatment.*! It is policies such as those that grant specifitits to Aboriginals, or
rights to exclude others for the sake of maintagnimltural integrity granted to other
minority cultures that anger and disappoint tho$m \wlace more emphasis on equal
dignity. On the other hand, proponents of the pslitof difference claim that the
principle of equal dignity is guilty of homogenigisocieties and suppressing difference
under the pretext of upholding universal valuesiclare in reality nothing more than

the particular viewpoint of the dominaft.

The weight NMD places on equality of status andepthspects of expressive
equality will rightly lead one to think that somariin of the recognition challenge has to
find itself room in the democratic perspectiveisltnot difficult to see how political
institutions and less formal structures of socigtdaéraction can cast people in a
negative light and play a role in their vilificationence resulting in a shortfall of
recognition. What Taylor says about the two chamgssilting from consolidation of
democracy and the role they play in problematiziegognition is not alien to NMD.
The poor that find themselves shut out of sociabititg and effectively confined to
crumbling inner city neighbourhoods will rightlyeklike the rules of the game do not

express equal concern for them. Similarly, it makesse to claim that a cultural

1 MPR, 39-40.
2MPR, 44.
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minority whose practices are cast by governmentaanstream cultures as repressive,
or unworthy of human attachment, and who find thelwes vilified in many aspects of
everyday life, will not think highly of what I tréeto explain as the core of democracy’s
egalitarian dimension, particularly the claim of pesssing equal status. If
misrecognition is to be interpreted as a denialegtial human potential and an
expression of disdain rather than equal status, N&#es us no choice but to accept

recognition as a vital democratic good.

However, the story is more complicated than this. & result, recognition
supported by multiculturalists may prove a thickamcept than NMD can fully
espouse. The thicker notion is not just an attagiret intolerance, social contempt,
and other wrongs that violate modern democracyalitagian principles. It is also,
partially, a condemnation of things that, to a ¢éaextent, make modern democracy
distinctive. The thicker notion of recognition sdadividual rights as, at least, partly
responsible for our modern predicam@nt‘.ro be sure, on this thicker model,
recognition is still, albeit partially, about restiag equal human potential, and
authenticity of the individual. But it is also umganed by an authenticity of a different
kind, in whose absence the term does a poor jobapfuring social facts about us.
Drawing on Herder, Taylor sums up this related espéauthenticity in the following
way: “Just like individuals, &olk should be true to itself, that is, its own cultuté
Then misrecognition will occur not only when oulldes humans’ individuality is
disrespected, but also when one fails to accept‘tharal accent” does not have to be

|.15

placed uniformly on the inner voice of an atomistidividual:™® There are goods that

13|n his Massey Lectures, Taylor depicts individsiias one of three major contributors to our modern
predicament together with the "primacy of instrutaéneason" and their political ramifications ireth
form of "soft despotism". TheMalaise of Modernity2-12)

“MPR 31.

* MPR 28-29.
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individuals can attain and enjoy only in communiyd collective provision of these
goods requires that communities’ and cultures’tégh survival be recognizéfWhen
approached from this vantage point, persons’ attisnis not thwarted only when
they are treated unequally as persons. A similangican occur when their collective
identity is thwarted by a state that is unwavegngbmmitted to individualism in its
legal and political discourse. To give an examplsuffer not only when as, say, a
French Canadian | am denied social and economiortppties, but also when my
group is precluded from taking the necessary meastor perpetuate its way of life,
which is a distinctive source of good, even in thee of significant opposition from

within.

This thicker concept of recognition not only casifure as a source of meaning
and good, but also ties it to what it means to fiencin a fully human way. In Isaiah
Berlin’s words, it is a teleological view that puases belonging to an organic culture to
be part of “the human essenc¢é’Denying humans a right to thrive in their cultural
environment, e.g., expecting them to integrate amtmajority’s way of life in order to
prosper or withholding resources necessary to sethe integrity of their culture, is
akin to forcing them into poverty. The culture of a group, on this view, has a
normative weight that is not reducible to, or exmble in terms of, the instrumental
worth that liberal theories often recognise. ltcigaracteristic of the flawed logic of
liberal proceduralism to try to reduce this weighthe instrumental benefit that group
life or a certain cultural practice has in termsimdividual wellbeing. Aggregating
individual benefits does not account for the haisphenomena of collectively

producing and enjoying these goods. In Taylor'sdgofjust adding these monological

16 Taylor, "Atomism," inPhilosophy and the Human Scienc2@y.
" Berlin in Tully (ed),Philosophy in an Age of Pluralisr.
18 Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship 86.
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states does not get us the dialogic condition whieirgs are for us™® Generalizing
from this, Taylor thinks that the conception of ipodl community as “merely
convergent I-Identities” lacks “viability®® What follows from this is that because we
need culture to function in a fully human way, weeoa degree of deference to culture

that requires us not to hold its survival hostageur petty interests.

In light of the above exposition, it should notdifficult to see how recognition
of a collective good such as culture is in tensidth individualist precepts of liberalism
and democracy. The first source of the tensiorhés Homogenizing dispositions of
individualism. Taylor regards Rousseau as an exammffender with respect to “the
charge of imposing a false homogenef§’Rousseau’s claim that the absence of a
cohesive general will and departures from uniforeatment will lead to dependency —
the opposite of liberty —gives way to homogenizpiicies?® Decoupling Rousseau’s
version of liberalism from its most apparently ha@epizing features such as the
general willor its proscription of “differentiated roles”, do@ot, according to Taylor,
in itself acquit liberalism of the foregoing chargkaylor considers the variants of
liberalism influenced by Kant's emphasis on autopemthe view that “understands
human dignity to consist largely in autonomy” —ctummit a similar error to the extent
that they “(a) [insist] on uniform application did rules defining these rights, without
exception, and (b) [are] suspicious of collectivaalg.”™ Taylor's claim seems to be
that (b) follows naturally from (a), namely, an enstanding of rights that turns a blind
eye to all contextual variations that arise frora tact of cultural diversity is bound to

be inhospitable towards distinct collective goafsddferent cultures making up a

9 Taylor, Philosophical Argumentd,89.

20 |bid, 192.

2L Taylor,"Atomism;" in Philosophy and the Human Scienck@3.
2MPR, 44.

MPR, 51.

#MPR, 60.
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diverse society. So if one wants to prevent sudRoasseauian homogenization it is
insufficient to decouple liberalism from a cohesyeneral will. One has to go even
further and ensure that equal rights and equakrtsgre not understood in a restrictive
fashion that rules out contextual adjustments. lktkess with other critics of the

inflexible focus on autonomy and rights such as hdel Sandel in holding these
procedural models of liberalism inappropriate teanocratic society. In Taylor’s view,

these models of — he uses Sandel’s phrase — the€gral republic” vest powers in the
hands of an unelected judiciary and obstruct deatmcmajorities’ attempts to pursue

legitimate collective aspiratiorfs.

Despite the wideness of the philosophical gap betwéhis view of the
normative significance of culture and views that fhe normative emphasis on the
individual, Taylor thinks the two views can be bgbut together. He writes that “[a]
society with strong collective goals can be liberdhe key is to be able to make the
following distinction: “One has to distinguish tlHendamental liberties, those that
should never be infringed and therefore ought taubassailably entrenched, on one
hand, from privileges and immunities that are int@ot, but that can be revoked or
restricted for reasons of public policy—althougheamould need a strong reason to do
this—on the other®® Taylor employs the example of the Canadian CharteRights
and Freedoms and the decades-long controversieaiading it to explain the point. In
Taylor’s view the fuss over the “distinct societfause — its absence from the Charter,
and attempts to introduce it in the form of a cdugonal amendment in the following

decade — represented the showdown between thesasians of rights. Namely, those

% 5eeMPR, 58. Although Taylor does not use the word legitipin the passage to which | refer in this
paragraph, throughout the essay he makes numesfarsmces to the issue of legitimacy. In one ircgan
he writes: “After all, if we're concerned with idgty, then what is more legitimate than one’s ajim
that it never be lost?” (40)

*MPR 59.
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who saw Quebec as a distinct society within Candelmanded a break from the
Charter’s unified applications in those matterd thay considered vital to the Quebec
society’s survival as distinéf.On the other hand, those who held to a visionnifbum
rights applied across the board without sensititatgiversity, are guilty of not offering

due recognition to members of the Quebec society.

The above discussion artificially divided Taylodscount of recognition into
two parts in order to test the strength of the eation between the two democratic
changes and the notion of recognition as a demoaraallenge. The upshot of the first
part of the discussion was that recognising equaidn potential and authenticity are
indeed connected to democratic norms. For the geifnin) version of recognition
draws on familiar democratic ideals such as redpe@qual human potential. Thus, the
critical question is whether or not the thickeenpretation of recognition that draws on
complicated ontological claims regarding collectigeals (e.g., how meanings are
articulated and attached to various instancesfef is as central to democracy as the
thin notion of recognition discussed above. If b kind of delineation outlined by
Taylor in the previous paragraph is necessary. Marmalividual rights, especially the
ones that are not ‘fundamental’ have to be cudditepave the way for a satisfactory
degree of recognition for those aspects of collectife that provide crucial social

goods and meanings.

However, distinguishing between the two kinds @ognition helps one see that
one is more straightforwardly democratic than ttiken As we saw earlier, the
connection between the first kind of recognitiord atemocratic principles is hard to
miss. But we cannot claim the same about the sekimadof recognition that, building

on the idea of dialogical identity formation, inikaces the Herderian dimension of

27 Quebec's Bill 101 was regarded as one such neyassasure.
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being true to one’solk Although the second kind of recognition is noeguivocally
undemocratic, it is not a requirement of democraitier. It is not hard to see that
historical contingencies will decide the degreevtuch the thick notion of recognition
will depart from the model of democracy presentedhie previous two chapters, and
even from any model of democracy that can meanilygfy claim to democraticness.
Taylor is probably right that it is possible to apt his teleological theory and remain a
liberal or democrat. But this does not make hiediglgy liberal or democratic. Unlike
in the case of the relationship between democpainciples (e.g., egalitarian aspects of
democracy) and the thinner notion of recognititve, degree to which the thicker notion
of recognition is compatible with democratic pripleis hinges on not the principled
connection between thick recognition and democrbay.on contingent qualities of the
object of recognition — the good espoused by aiquéatr (often, segment of a)
community. If the community happens to embrace emland practices that are
amicable to the individualist-egalitarian core oémubcracy (e.g., affirmation of
individualism and some scepticism of political aurity), the separateness of the two
entities will be hardly noticed. That is, there lvéppear to be a strong link between
democracy on the one hand and culture and its niomg on the other. However, if the
community happens to have more collectivist charitics (e.g., valuation of the
community life over and above the individual weltige or recognition of a rightful
authority in the form of a caste, king or an eldaan leader), then it will be harder to
defend the claim of connectedness between thictigreton and democratic principles.
Whether the link appears to be strong or weakivwloeremain conceptually distinct and
with very little principled connection. Then itasmistake to deploy the thick concept of
recognition in the name of a more genuine democrdylticulturalists mistakenly

think that there is a direct principled relationstbetween culture and democracy,
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whereas, in reality, the relation is one of congimgy rather than logical or normative

entailment.

Now the last statement has to be qualified in gsion of the multiculturalist
counterargument that takes issue with the fallacfetomism. Because culture is such
a broad notion, NMD has to acknowledge that sonpe@s of it are connected to
democratic principles in the genuine way that we se@ith the thinner notion of
recognition that takes establishing equal resp@qgbdrsons as its goal. To see this more
clearly, we need to consider another clarificatistinction between broad and narrow
senses of culture, which maps onto the distinctimiween the two senses of

recognition.

In the multiculturalism debates, we can see a tecyl#o distinguish culture in
its strictly ethno-linguistic sense (e.g., FrencAn&dian or Aboriginal Haida culture)
from a generic sense of the term that is used nmcfe broadly in order to group
together and describe an eclectic range of sod¢iehpmena (e.g., capitalist culture,
gueer culture, police culture). Will Kymlicka’'s uséthe termsocietal cultures in this
regard paradigmatic. Kymlicka’s societal culture rdyides its members with
meaningful ways of life across the full range ofntan activities, including social,
educational, religious, recreational, and econolifé¢ encompassing both public and
private spheres?® Kymlicka goes on to add that “these cultures tenbe territorially
concentrated, and based on a shared languagegrarfdimost invariably” connected
to some natiof? The distinction that helps single aucietal cultureas the focus of the
political theory of multiculturalism is importanoif the following reason. It forms an

important part of the link between the official mellturalism as practiced or

28 Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship;76.
2 pid., 80.

134



Chapter 4: Democratic Pretensions of Multicultigtsli

advocated today and the philosophical idea of @ieithancing aspects of culture that
we see in the writings of Kymlicka, Taylor, Raz amitiers. It directs public policy to
recogniseculture in the ethno-linguistic sense rather thkeading in the direction of
more individual-centred solutions. Because Kymlighaces autonomy in the form of
making individual choices at the heart of his tlyeand making meaningful choices
requires a cultural background that gives valuerte’'s available options, he argues that
equality requires protection of societal culturBlse distinction continues to play a role
even when one moves away from choice towards ledisidualistic criteria such as

sources of good or meaning.

But this distinction is not nuanced enough to jyste link presumed to exist
between culture as the medium of choice or pret¢immdof authenticity and ethno-
linguistic (sometimes with religious additions) ks because it overestimates the
rigidity and distinctness of cultures (or undemasiies their porousness). A distinction
between broad and narrow senses of culture has exptanatory power in this context.
The broad sense corresponds more closely to thieezkaabling aspect of culture that
Raz and Kymlicka emphasiZ®.It is closer to Waldron’s cultural kaleidoscopeurth
Kymlicka finds acceptabl&. This sense of culture is very porous and doeslerat
much support to the politics of recognition outtin@ the writings of multiculturalists
like Kymlicka and Taylor. On the other hand, cuitun the narrow sense — with its
strictly particularistic connotations — is not ditly tied to autonomy or identity other
than in contingent and ever-changing ways. Thissdogt mean the narrow sense of

culture is totally useless. My claim is much momited than this; its use in the

%0 See Joseph Razhe Morality of Freedom.
31 Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship 85
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political theory of multiculturalism is not as ewrsve as Kymlicka and Taylor

assumeé?

The above should not be interpreted as a dismafs#ie thick recognition’s
relevance to democracy. What is being challengethés presence of a necessary,
permanent link between the two concepts. Actualktimecognition itself may not be
directly connected to democracy, but the democratiuggle, even, for thick
recognition that revolves around the narrow serfissulbure is indirectly supported by
principles of democracy. Groups may not have atipesiight to cultural continuity and
integrity, but the following chapters will buildehcase that as aggregates of individuals
they do have many negative rights such as the tghesist assimilation — overall
amounting to a social order which is not less grisigndly than the one exalted by the

multiculturalists.

Although from the perspective of multiculturalisitse Charles Taylor and Will
Kymlicka, the foregoing point about contingency thie link between the thicker
recognition and democracy may be perceived asaldisitage to their theories, from
the perspective of NMD, the contingency does natepany problems. The fact that
certain groups gain the thicker recognition for soaspects of their identity while
certain others do not falls in line with democracyndeterminacy and fluidity as a
system of government. Just as who gets what cabmatdetermined in advance of
politics, the question of which aspects of the uralt phenomena get more recognition

than others cannot be resolved prior to a demacpaticess. Then what NMD objects

%2 The question that Kymlicka cannot offer a goodasersto is how appropriate is it to place excessive
normative weight on a contingent relationship? ®©uehclusions, Kymlicka accepts, will change
according to how narrow or broad definitions oftatg one employs. The more localized definitiont wi
reveal multiculturalism even in the world's mostrtagenous states, while definitions that concentrate
wider patterns will group together all Western deracies. ¥IC, 18) Furthermore, Kymlicka recognizes
the fact of contingency when he writes that sotimidures are largely creations of modernitvQ,
213n4)
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to is not the concept of recognition, not eventetstative thickness. It is the ultimate
stability and permanence accorded to it by someri$ts of multiculturalism, and their
underlying claim that these characteristics folldom democratic norms and

principles.

3. The Self-Gover nment Challenge

Having discussed the challenge of recognition, his section | turn to consider a
different, but closely related multiculturalist tleage that also claims to speak from the
perspective of democratic theory. This challenggimates in another promise often
attributed to democracy — that of self-rule. laisvidely held view that democracy has a
normatively significant collective dimension, whicis neatly supported by the
etymology of the term — a rule of the people otth# relevant demos. Scholars who
make the self-government challenge in the contéxmolticulturalism allude to the
democratic ideal of being self-ruling — governinget polity with the laws authored
jointly by the members of that polity rather thaws imposed from above or outside.
The critical claim made by the authors who make ¢hiallenge is that in turning a blind
eye to other sub-communities’ distinctive ways alfiting to each other, and imposing
on them uniform laws representing the will of thdtarally distinct majority, liberal
democracies violate the crucial promise of selér@harles Taylor, Will Kymlicka, and
other noted voices in the multiculturalist sidettod debate deploy some version of this
argument to advocate self-rule for some, if natralhority groups. But it is in the work
of James Tully that we get a sophisticated philbgzp account to back the alleged
connection between democracy and the self rulderigd. Therefore, | will try to cash

out democratic pretensions of this challenge mdstlgonsidering Tully’s arguments.
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Tully places the notion of self-rule at the centrfehis study of democratic
multiculturalism. In his words, “demands for culilirecognition are aspirations for
appropriate forms of self government.Problems of recognition are rampant in the
modern age because constitutions of our time doliwet up to their democratic
promise. Instead of laying out the terms of coexise to which all culturally diverse
parties can freely agree, modern constitutionaltenuse Tully’s phrase, represents “an

184

imperial yoke, galling the necks of the culturatliverse citizenry™" Thus, nothing

short of a constitutional makeover can satisfyd@mands for recognition.

The solution is to democratize constitutions — reen@amperialistic, and, in
Tully’s opinion, anti-democratic, elements — “by ans of an intercultural dialogue in
which [citizens’] culturally distinct ways of speal and acting are mutually
recognised Tully identifies three components to a democratinstitution suitable to
the conditions of cultural diversity. These threeidgng principles — “mutual
recognition, consent, and cultural continuity” -géther mark a sharp departure from
the dominant theories of constitutionalism thatreuatly, on his account, thwart freedom
and suppress differend@Before we turn to examine what is particularly denatic
about these criteria and whether Tully’s alterratisonstitutionalism is genuinely

democratic, let us expand on what he thinks is gneith modern constitutionalism.

Whether they view citizens as equal in the striétdgmalistic sense of being
bound by a uniform system of laws (as is the casie koeralism) or as part of a more

substantive community of values (e.g., communitasia), “authoritative” schools of

#james TullyStrange Multiplicity(SM), 4
34,
SM 5.
35 gM, 28-29.
3¢ 5\, 30.
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modern constitutionalisth “presuppose the uniformity of a nation state wih
centralized and unitary system of legal and palitinstitutions.®® This — in Tully’s
view, spurious — connection between uniform instius and democratic governance
predetermines answers that modern constitutionaiemoffer to the question of how to
deal with the diverse others whose institutions g@nactices do not resemble the
asserted standards. In identifying a well-functgnistate with a “centralised and
uniform system of legal and political authority, @ear subordination of authorities, to
which all citizens are subject in the same way, fiach which all authority derives”,
modern constitutionalism makes a normative casea$similation of already-existing
practices and institutions of diverse others inteiety’'s dominant institutions and
practices’ In this, Tully thinks, lies the error of most centporary theories of political
constitution as far as the question of diversitgascerned; namely, all major theories
of political constitution are similarly flawed inso as they ignore diverse institutions
and practices that precede them. In Tully’'s wofd$e independent institutions and
traditions of the Aboriginal nations, which pre#xRawls’ authoritative institutions
and traditions by hundreds of years, are eithewriggh or, at best, imperiously discussed
with the very uncosmopolitan institutions and carti@ns that have been forged to

assimilate them®

The most fundamental undemocratic consequence ef atorementioned
mistake of modern constitutionalism is that theitmall order it creates fails to satisfy
very important democratic norms — consent and rsédf2* It is not the case that it no

longer matters if members of a particular commufiitg a certain rule oppressive or

37 SM, 63-64.

%3S\, 9.

%SM 83.

*sm, 82.

“LIn his later work, drawing on Habermas, Tully wsitthat in his definition of democratic citizensttip
principle of self-rule is coequal with the prinapbf rule of law. Public Philosophy in a New Keyol. 1,
163-164)
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inimical to their way of life, but these questidmscome relevant only in the context of
institutions and practices of modern constituticsmal If these concerns can be voiced
in terms specified by the dominant assimilatiomstitutions, they can be debated and
settled. In other circumstances, where these cosacdo not fit the framework of
uniform constitutionalism, in Tully’s words, “[t]heesponsibility of listening to others is
also bypassed® In all of this, the acceptability of the assimiitatist framework to the

diverse others whose consent it bypasses is natalelg*®

Modern constitutionalism often justifies this sibémy of debate by alluding to
the ideal of democracy. Tully draws two famous epke® from the North American
context— Trudeau government’'s bypassing of Quebamrsent in the Charter debates
of 1982 and the abandoning of the Articles of Cdafation in the U.S. Constitution of
1787. In both cases, constitution-making disregareeisting arrangements and “the
ancient convention of consent was reduced to aerelgble means* It no longer
mattered if some of the thirteen colonies or thevipice of Quebec disagreed with their
respective majorities at moments of constitutiorkimg “Once the people are seen in
this unconstituted light, then it is undemocratit to proceed when the convention had
the consent of nine of the thirteen states withagonity of the population, or to consider
‘the absurdity of subjecting the fate of twelvetstato the perverseness or corruption of

a thirteenth’.*®

*2SM,131.

“3“The question of a federation capable of accomringahe diverse ways citizens are already
culturally constituted by means of a variety ofdegnd political institutions is either beyond thede of
Rawls’ ‘reasonable pluralism’, which must conveogea uniform legal and political order, or an
unfortunate deviation from the norm of uniformity.either case, the norm of uniformity remains
unexamined, whereas its presumed impartiality &ty what interculturalists are attempting to ¢aib
guestion.” 6M, 55-56)

" SM, 156.

5 SM, 157.
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In all of this, Tully wonders how the liberal pripte of consent — “the most
fundamental constitutional convention”, ubiquitansthe works of prominent liberal
thinkers such as Locke — has been dislocated. Absent from the modern
constitutionalism is the derivative thesis of cralucontinuity. While the convention of
consent proscribes making a new constitution orralng an existing one without
gaining consent of those who will be affected by tlonstitutional acts, the convention
of continuity states that constitutional practibedd as long as people do not explicitly
withdraw their conserf For Tully, this transformation appears staggevigen one
juxtaposes it with the ancient constitutionalisnmeTlatter for centuries had allowed
members of different cultures to politically intetan peaceful terms without affirming
a uniform and homogenous legal-political systemt thi@e writings of Hobbes,
Pufendorf and their modern followers exalt as pneldition of a functioning government
or “the essence of a stat§”Because the ancient constitutionalism recognises/‘the
people are already constituted by the assemblagendamental laws, institutions and
customs”, even dramatic transformations do nothientselves justify modifying or
overriding constitutions without gaining the conisefhthose who are affectetf. Much
of the self-rule challenge draws profusely on therkscontrast between the ancient
constitutionalism and the modern modes of constituthat expect everyone living
within the state's boundaries to accept the unopredile primacy of the homogenizing

state.

Is the self-government challenge right in claimifgr itself democratic
credentials? Are modern democracies susceptibteeacharge of colonialism if they

fail to grant quod omnes tangit- the ancient principle of 'what touches all sldobe

¢ “quod omnes tangit ab omnibus comprobeiuhat touches all should be agreed to by all'siitmed
in the codex of Roman law,0.t.is the most fundamental constitutional conventig8M, 122)

T SM, 84.

8 SM, 60.
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agreed by all — and its corollary right to cultucantinuity, to all constituent groups

that make such claims? There is certainly a goawumt of historical and

contemporary evidence to back Tully’s observatibat tmodern states, including the
most democratic ones, are guilty of assimilatiod ather offences against minority
groups — often committed in the name of democraxy@ogress. In the previous two
chapters we saw that democratic norms require tawexpress equal concern for all
citizens as well as to deem peoples’ coercion liwts that they do not want to live as
unacceptable totalizing acts. Although what NMD gegjs and what the self
government challenge claims bear resemblance agdaad to an even more important
degree of convergence in practice — somethingwieatvill more extensively discuss in

part three of the thesis — the multiculturalistltgraye, similar to the one we examined
in the previous section, operates with importanéspppositions that are either
undemocratic or unsupported by democratic prinsiplehis challenge, similar to the
recognition challenge, is too quick in drawing ceations between certain ideals and
democratic norms. To see this, we only need to a&®ser look at the notions of self-
government, consent, and culture that bear muchhefnormative weight of this

challenge.

The overarching point to note is that most of tissichilarities between NMD
and the self-rule challenge have to do with théectivist undertones of the latter. The
multiculturalists that we have considered so fat some that we will go on to study in
sections and chapters to come are reluctant taussphis contrast. Tully, for instance,
thinks that the distinction between individualistdacollectivist theories is not useful

when trying to classify his own theofy/Taylor, in a similarly vague way, holds that

9 Tully writes that "these further descriptions fire abstract language of modern constitutionalisen, [i
the talk of individual and collective rights] ocdeithe ways of reasoning that actually bring peadke
conflict. Projecting such a general scheme oveiiquaar cases is analogous to, Wittgenstein suggast
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individualism at the level of advocacy can be sefml from that at the level of
ontology?O However, one’s reluctance to accept the collestivithat lurks in this

particular multiculturalist challenge does not dparhe fact that it not only exists but
also alters the role concepts such as self ruleserd, and culture play in our

understandings of democracy.

We can see how the notion of consent and self-govent perform a different
role in this multiculturalist challenge than thegrmally do in democratic theory by
considering how Tully conceives of freedom in poét society. On Tully’s account,
freedom in political society consists of two interied aspects; free people and free
citizenship. Apeopleis considered free if it can impose on itself twe toequal values
of the rule of law and self-government.chizen on the other hand, is considered free if
he/she can participate in the governance of soaietymake his/her views coutitlt is
obvious that this twofold conception of politicatédom contains various democratic
elements. However, the presence of these elembotddsnot conceal the collective

ethos lurking in this twofold notion.

To be sure, Tully thinks both of these aspectsemsential for the complete
experience of freedom. Hence, a multiculturaligtidaaise the objection that there is
little reason to be concerned that the notion ek fpeoplehood will result in the
suppression of the individual. That is, to the ektthat the individualist aspect of
freedom is cast as a coequal component of the pootéreedom, the more collectivist
element of freedom, the abstract idea @fe@ peopleshould appear harmless from the

perspective of democracy. In other words, to théioulturalist, this combination could

pupil in geography bringing a mass of falsely siifigdd ideas about the course and connections of the
routes of rivers and mountain chains$SM, 173)

°0 See Taylor, "Cross Purposes, Philosophical Arguments

*1 Tully, Public Philosophy in a New Key: Democracy and CRriieedomyol. 1, 161.
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appear to strike the ideal balance between the rigpo values of individual and
community. It is only when we juxtapose the ideglfree peoplehood with concrete
situations that it is expected to mediate, and etswsider it in conjunction with Tully’s
cultural continuity thesis, that we develop a lresense of its ambiguities. Particularly,
open to an array of collectivist interpretationghe second of the two coequal values
whose realization rendees peoplefree — the notion of self-rule. My main concern is
that the notion of self-rule, when it is appliedtive context of already “constituted”
peoples, performs a role different from the oneauld play if it were to apply in a
democratic society implied by Tully’s second seafbeing free. Namely, a people that
comes to constitutional negotiations itself preatdnted by its own culture and forms
of governance, all of which cannot be discontinwgthout the “consent” of those
whom such discontinuation touches poses a parduatxTwlly’s theory is unable to

resolve.

The paradox is that the principles of consent aodticuity seem to bring
multiplicity to an abrupt stop at a ‘strange’ plagelly emphasizes multiplicity of ways
of life and conceptions of the good in open soegesuch as Canada. But giving the
metaphorical wolf and bear a place around the tab# indicator of homogeneity, as
well as it is a sign of diversity. To reject thigylly claims that his conception of culture
is different from the paradigmatic “billiard balkiotions, and hence it bypasses the
problems of essentialisti.But the substance of his theory, insofar as it&ectvist
undertones are concerned, tells otherwise. Aftetttedse in the black canoe represent
the dominant majorities of their own groups. Mdjes can use the principles of
continuity and consent (mainly the withholding fto negotiate with other groups, in

terms that are in their interest, and to the detnimof their internal dissenting

525M, 10-11.
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minorities. The fact that identities being debatethe black canoe amespectivalrather
than self-contained or essentialist, to be suranigmprovement, but in the absence of
effective guarantees against the internal minaritieing silenced or treated as less than

equal, it may offer little consolation to the disgped dissenters.

Tully himself is aware of this difficulty but choes to gloss over it by
emphasizing the graveness of the problem that heyirsy to solve — the problem of
colonialism and neo-colonialism. It is important pwint out, as Tully does, the
normative weight of the concept of self-governmantaddressing the multicultural
guestions. However, it is also important to diffdrate between democratic and non-
democratic meanings of the concept of self-goventmand then to explain if the
present use falls under the democratic or non-deatioccategory. For instance, it is
one thing to criticize the inflexibility of existgnmodes of constitutionalism with regard
to non-western types of rule, as Tully does, buteganother to explain whether these
non-western types and their justification in teroifsself-rule reveal a democratic
character. Doing the former, and even showing adgdeal of bias on the part of
modern constitutionalism, does not tell us muchualibe democratic merits of non-
western types of rule. This is clear from the resgothat Tully offers to the objection
that weakening modern constitutionalism can sttesgtiocal despots. He recognizes
that this logic of sovereignty can place so muctvgroin the hands of local elites that
members of such communities “may not be able tarobthem.® But the answer
Tully has to offer simply restates the positiontthave rise to this objection in the first
place. Even his passing suggestion that the thwemshof democratic constitutionalism
have to apply across the board is overshadoweddyarcefulness of the following

disclaimer: “The presumption that non-Aboriginalop&e may sit in judgement, from

53 5M,191-193.
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the unquestioned superiority of their constitutiamsl traditions of interpretation, and
guard the transition of the Aboriginal peoples frawmlonialism to self government

smacks of the imperial attitude that contemporamnstitutionalism aims to dislodgé®

The argument developed Btrange Multiplicitycannot offer a solution to this
problem insofar as the author is unwilling to gfyathe collectivist ontology on which
it rests. Critical voices from within and outsideyrhave to yield to existing customs,
traditions, and ways of life because groups comeottstitutional negotiations already
constituted by these practices. On this view, catumatter independently of their
benefits to individuals and cultural belonging isnsidered an intrinsic godd.Of
course, given the history of abuse that Aborigipabples of North America, Tully’s
primary case study, have lived through, the casmélees for self-rule is forceful. But
this does not obviate the task of elucidating c@wphormative considerations
surrounding democratic exercise of self-rule. Ineotwords, the democratic credentials
of Tully’s argument hinge on this latter questitwatt Tully almost completely ignores
more than it does on the former question abouthigtory of an abusive imperial
relationship. In order to reconceptualise the dtartgin in a way that engenders a
democratic multiloguen which different groups making up diverse sdeetsuch as
Canada can cooperate freely in a post-imperialdsmdocratic way, Tully will have to
gualify the collectivist notion of consent that seeto be doing lots of work in his
argument and accept some minimal universalizingnsasf democracy, particularly its

individualistic core, as legitimate.

54

SM, 191.
%5 In contrasting the viewpoint defendedStrange Multiplicityto liberalism, Tully writes:
“Consequently, although liberals place no valuewitures in their own right, they are now classifas a
primary good of a liberal society because they jg@the support for liberal values.” (189)
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To be sure, the acceptance of such universaliziagns of democracy —
notwithstanding the fact that they represent a mmatist conception — would constrain
the ‘fluidity’ of the multilogue and the shape thatergroup relations can take. The
changes could result in terms that may not pleaseao the other party at any given
time, but this seems to be the most straightforwaay Tully’s theory can lay a claim to
democraticness in the modern sense of the ternmenthe focus is more on individual-
centred considerations such as rights and welfaam tcollectivist goals such as
communal greatness or pritle The upshot is that Tully’slack canoecould symbolize
peaceful coexistence, but to represent a demoaragigistence the author will have to
clarify and espouse the universalizing core of denatic norms. This will probably
require accepting that it is democratic for groopsave varying levels of influence
depending on their electoral strength. Otherwisee avould be overlooking the
competitive nature of modern democracy, which ant®uor a great part of its

normative appeal and its stability.

There is still an important caveat to be made. $ék-government challenge
does identify an important problem. It is easyifatividualist political theories to fail to
recognise the collective dimension of democracyt &xample, when we say that
persons have the individual freedom to cast a hdHere are implications of this at the
collective level (e.g., drawing electoral boundsrietc.) that have to be clarified and
espoused, which can easily slip out of sight in ¢hse of individualist theories of
liberalism and democracy. This is an important retar, but recognising the
normatively important collective aspect of demogreoes not require a commitment to

collectivism.

%8 Alternative conceptions that depart too much fthim mode of conceptualizing democracy result in
revisionist theories that have little basis in ¢eenmon understandings of democratic norms or little
relation to existing democratic institutions.
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4. TheInclusion Challenge

Another important theme from the political theofynaulticulturalism is concerned with
the terms in which multicultural societies shouidlude their minorities. Most theorists
favourable to multiculturalism at some point draw the notion of inclusion. The
commonly voiced concern is that the liberal demaiesof our time show exclusionary
tendencies with respect to their cultural minositielhis often manifests itself in
underrepresentation of minorities in formal socadijral structures and/or their lack of
influence over key policy areas (e.g., cultural ader socioeconomic rights) even
when they approach numerical representation. Ifarius an important concept and any
principled stance on multiculturalism that does aistuss it remains incomplete for the
following reason. It is not sufficient to recognizltural difference or cultural
minorities’ entitlement to various degrees of galk. Although the preceding two
themes of self-government and recognition tell esevabout the positioning of cultural
minorities in a multicultural society, the themeio€lusion is more directly concerned
with the relational aspects of such positioningnét in exploring inclusion we gain
more insight into power relations between minositi® the one hand and majorities and
the democratic system on the other. To be surdgtings of inclusion, to a great extent,
are determined by the kind of recognition that multural groups obtain and the kind
of self-rule that they demand. But to stop her®imiss the point that multiculturalism
is also concerned with the adjustments that thieafethe society has to make and also
the features of the multicultural polity that emesas a result of such changes. In other
words, talking exclusively about what minoritiesosld have in terms of rights and

privileges ignores the bigger picture of what llegly politicshould look like.

Below, | examine a particular formulation of thisaflenge by Iris Young, who

was among the first proponents of multiculturalisnd developed ideas that have had a
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lasting impact on the literature. Young’s formubatiof the inclusion challenge makes
the unqualified claim that the politics of diffen not only is compatible with
democracy, but it is also an outright requiremehtdemocracy. The necessary
connection Young draws between the two ideas restsa familiar conception of
democracy, which, however, is rendered peculiar itsy attachment to certain

ontological and epistemological claims about hovspes relate to each other.

Democracy, for Young, despite its intrinsic meigsprimarily valuable for an
instrumental reason; that is, for its capacity todpce just resulty. Just decisions
materialize when democracyntludesall equally in the process that leads to decisions
[for] all those who will be affected by them®"For Young, “what counts as a just result
is what participants would arrive at under ideahditions”>® However, the obvious
logical circularity of this view of democratic jus¢ — justice is what ideal democratic
procedures produce, and ideal democratic procecaneghe ones that produce just
results — in Young's view, necessitates fixing savhéhe ideals of justice. Because the
primary forms of injustice that characterize moddemocracies are oppression and
domination, and the two corresponding ideals off-defermination and self-
development are in Young's view quite uncontrowarprinciples, she chooses these as
her starting point® Then, for Young, democratic justice will be abauinimizing
oppression and domination, and hence, advancin§dsrmination and self-
development. This, among other things, “involveseaonception of the meaning of
equality.”® In the inclusive democracy, equality is no lontiited to the procedural

sense of the term that requires mechanisms ofativke decision-making to stand in

5"Young, Inclusion and DemocracyL7-18; (HereafteiD).

*8|D, 11. Emphasis added.

*|p, 32.

%p, 32-34.

%1y oung,Justice and the Politics of Differenck57-58; (Hereafter]PD).
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equal distance to all citizen interests, but ist @ssa substantive principle that will
ensure “full participation and inclusion of evergoim a society’s major institutions”,
which in turn requires providing everyone with ctimhs “to develop and exercise

their capacities and realize their choic&s.”

At first, Young’s move to make inclusion the guigiprinciple of her redefined
conception of democracy may not look like she isoadting a radical break from
contemporary democratic theory, because the iddalinolusion has featured
prominently in the writings of many twentieth centaemocratic theorist§. The same
could be claimed about her calls for deeper denogceand redefinition of equality,
which have been recurrent themes in the normatheory of democrac?f. This
impression of familiarity, however, does not suevia close scrutiny of Young’s

conception of democracy and its central notiomofusion.

Young's redefinition of equality requires divorcirige latter from its modern
dimensions of neutrality and impartiality. Becausarrent terms of inclusion are
dictated by an exclusionary moral language, arugichary democracy has to find itself
new guiding principles. The Enlightenment languafjgnpartiality, which according to
Young remains as the foremost legitimizing idegatitical theory, stands as a huge
obstacle to this reformulatidi.It is an undemocratic force that allows the poeiaf
upper-class bourgeois biases as the general inté#s | mentioned in the introduction
to the section, a complex epistemological and ogiobl argument underlies this
formulation of the inclusion challenge. Let us takéook at the complicated picture

before elaborating on its claims to being democrati

%2 3pD, 173.

%3 Robert Dahl probably deserves most credit for mgkihe term popular in political science.
% Benjamin Barber and Jane Mansbridge are just kameles.

5 JPD, 112; "The idea of the impartial decisionmakerdfimns in our society to legitimate an
undemocratic, authoritarian structure of decisiokimg."

0 JPD, 110-11.
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First, on the ontological argument. Young rejectatshe calls atomism of the
distributive paradigm in favour of the view of salcgroups that underlines relations
between individuals as matters of social justicklost political theories, according to
Young, often disregard these relations and do awe ltonceptual resources to account
for them because they operate with an individuatisthodology. The most common
understandings of groups — tlaggregate modelnd theassociation modefail to
capture the social, cultural, and political sigrafice of groups for persons’ identities.
Social groups are important because they parthstitate our identities: “A person’s
particular sense of history, affinity, and separass, even the person’s mode of
reasoning, evaluating, and expressing feeling anstduted partly by her or his group
affinities.”®® Given this, Young thinks it is wrong to subscrtbean ontology that views
individuals as prior to groups. Individuals despita being prior to groups, remain as
agents capable of choosing from the avaiIablec:a‘ed)s;;)tionse.‘>9 Thus, Young views her
conception of social groups as an anti-essentiatist Namely, what justifies grouping
people together under some banner is not a seimimon attributes that can be found
among all members of that group, but the sociati@iships in which group members

stand to one anothé&t.

Despite, its avowed anti-essentialism, Young's leimgle does not shy away
from placing culture at the normative core of irsitin.* In Young’s definition, culture

encompasses “all aspects of social life from thétpof view of their linguistic,

7 JPD, 18.

%8 JPD, 45.

%9 JPD, chapter 2.

" Ibid.

"I However, in a later paper Young writes that “[cjimfering how debates about the politics of diffeeen
played out, if | were to rewrite my version of thieuctural inequality approach, | would not give term
culture so prominent a place as it has in that baold would substitute several more specific tesush
as normalization, habit, and practice. | nevertbektand by the intent of the definition as idegmnti an
aspect of processes that produce and reproduatwstalinequality.” (Young, “Structural Injusticend
the Politics of Difference,” 374)
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symbolic, affective, and embodied norms and prasti? Because these unreflective
meanings that people attach to one another’s pgrsmtions, and their values and
norms comprise “the background and medium of agtitmey “often significantly

73 Given this fact about

affect the social standing of persons and theirodppities.
human interaction, Young holds that, bringing abeguality of persons and their
opportunities requires “politicizing culturé® Moreover, this has the urgency of being a
matter of social justice because in modern demigcsacieties oppression often takes
place through, and disguises itself behind, culttwems. Oppression takes different
shapes from open violence towards certain culfiorahs to visibly less hostile but still
unjust forms such as marginalization and assignnoéribferior meanings to other
groups’ norms and practices by the dominant grdabps “have exclusive or primary
access to what Nancy Fraser calls the means apietation and communication in a
society.” In this latter shape, discussed by Young under title of “cultural
imperialism”, dominant groups not only inflict daieharm on those they dub anomalous
and inferior in various ways, but also cause thpregsed groups to internalize these
negative images, resulting in the development afutide consciousnes$®.“Double
consciousness” or the more visible kinds of disatage associated with cultural
imperialism are not always results of exercisinjural hegemony through derogatory
and openly hostile language and gestures, butmange from norms and practices that
are widely presumed to be egalitarian. The normmgfartiality, being the cornerstone
of liberal-egalitarian justice theories, is onetsnorm that, Young thinks, contributes to
cultural imperialism by denying that subjects occujfferent social positions and

hence experience social life differently. In redhgci such diversity into unity,

2 JPD, 86.
2 IPD, 86, 23.
7 JPD, 86-87.
5 JPD, 59.
®3PD, 60.
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impartiality often unreflectively registers the dmant group’s particularity as the

universal.”’

The contours of Young's argument against impatyisdire by now becoming
clear. Impartiality justifies the idea of a homagas public, which in turn sweeps most
instances of domination and oppression under thgetdor being private differences
unworthy of public attention. The inclusive demaryrdnas to decouple itself from these
deceptive elements that create the false impressiorequality and embrace a
conception of communicative politics that allowsguns to participate in a truly equal

way characteristic of the ideal of inclusive equaﬁ’

Part of the strategy for achieving such deep etyuiadis to do with changing the
terms of participation for everyone by recogniziiegms of political communication
that are not restricted to the dominant forms ghiarentatior? Although the rationale
behind this move, to eradicate the disadvantaggradips currently struggling from
structural inequality, is targeted at specific greuthis expansion can still be interpreted
as falling in line with the universal core of notima democracy. The other part of the
response to structural inequality, however, seamdepart radically from the ideal of
equality that we saw in the previous chapter. Iruiv@gds own words, “equality as the
participation and inclusion of all groups sometintegjuires different treatment for
oppressed or disadvantaged groups. To promotel gasiice, | argue, social policy
should sometimes accord special treatment to grolipBefore we discuss the

democratic credentials of this claim of speciahtmeent, we have to briefly consider the

7 JPD, 102-03.
8|D, Chapter 2.
™ bid.

803pD, 157-58.
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related epistemological argument that underlies g1 particular conception of

democracy.

The ontological argument about groups and structumequality operates in
conjunction with an epistemological argument. Tipesstemological claim is that the
“heterogeneous public, in which persons stand fowfth their differences
acknowledged and respect@is better qualified to make just decisions becatise
boasts a better pool of social knowledg&nowledge at issue in this argument is not
just the subjective understanding of other peopisadvantage, but an “an objective
understanding of the society, a comprehensive axtcoiuits relations and structured
processesa.3 Social difference in this model becomes a resoustber than an
impediment to justice because it provides an actedbis objective knowledge. In
addition to assuming that affirming other peoplelgferences produces a better
knowledge pool, the argument, of course, operatéh e assumption that the
availability of such knowledge will dispose “pargiants in political debate to transform
their claims from mere expression of self-regardirigrest to appeals to justic¥'The
shame of appearing unjust will motivate the advgediaparticipants to become more

cooperative.

Of the three challenges that | have considerefsothe inclusion challenge
may appear the most unproblematically democraticesiit seems to avoid some
intractable difficulties that we see in the multtawalist claims for recognition and self-
rule. Unlike Tully’s anti-colonialism, Young's de#fence-friendly pluralism does not

rest on the cultural continuity thesis whose demtcr credentials are highly

81 3PD, 110.
8D, chapter 3.
8D, 118.
841D, 116.
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controversial. Unlike Taylor, Young is more hesitaabout conceptualizing deep
disagreement as a consequence of multiculturahjiyiand differences in basic world-
views. She thinks many of these disagreements septestructural inequalities rather
than more intractable cultural disagreements. Mgpecifically, most relevant social
differences, on Young’'s account, emerge from vaearin people’s social perspectives.
Also, Young notes that she disagrees with Taylod amhers who claim “that

misrecognition is usually a political problem inéeplent of other forms of inequality

and oppressiort®

Furthermore, many other elements of the inclusioallenge are supported by
principles underlying NMD. At the most general lewoung’s claim that inclusion is a
core democratic value is something that normatigelynd minimalist democracy has to
accept. For as we saw in chapter three, inclusaaniidea that follows directly from
NMD'’s egalitarian core. Also, Young’s specific gadlmaking political exchange more
receptive towards needs of minority groups, andtwha says about the social reality
of groups, are commitments that NMD has to takaasly for reasons that chapters six
and seven will discuss in detail. | want to leakese similarities aside for now, and

focus on important differences between NMD andnickision challenge.

Young's account rests on important misinterpreteti@and overstatements of
what democracy can, and ought to, do with respegildralism and difference. Not
surprisingly, it is when considering the inclusidmllenge that we can more clearly see
the dangers associated with over-ambitious, tramsfive projects advocated in the
name of democracy, and how these carry the riskndermining even minimal, core

democratic principles.

8D, 106.
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The ideal of deep democracy at work in the inclusiballenge operates with a
distorted picture of the normative standing ofitidividual. NMD agrees with Young's
suggestion that a fuller account of democracy baske relations between individuals
into account. However, it disagrees with Young'aim that inclusion of relationality
has to come at the expense of democratic theognsnatment to individualism. In
JPD, Young writes that her theory “promotes a motié group solidarity against the
individualism of liberal humanisn® To be sure, Young does not uphold the ideal of
community in quite the same way that Tully and ®aylo. Despite being inspired by
Sandel’s critique of Rawls, particularly the forrseviews on the embeddedness of
persons and criticisms of the view from nowféreroung criticizes the standard
communitarian account for remaining a homogenizohgal — one that continues to
“exhibit the logic of identity”®® Therefore, she advocates a different kind of comityu
— one that shares many characteristics with thenoamal life of a city— that is not
subject to similar homogenizing impulses. In they,ctulture, solidarity, and other
communal attachments can survive without being estibfo the totalizing, and
assimilating, urge of achieving familiarity or dtgr through identifying all as

symmetrical parts of the whole that Young attrilsute communitarians like Sandél.

One could grant that the above are factors thaigaté Young's critique of
individualism. Nonetheless, this does not changeféict that in Young’s theory there
remain important elements that elevate community @epreciate the individual. The
first thing to note is that many cities still congg a community. There are some
notable exceptions to this claim; some cities aegtomerations of historically and

culturally independent communities that have beeudht together in recent decades

8 JPD, 166.
87 See Young, "Reply to Tebble."
8 young, “The Ideal of Community and the PoliticsDifference,” 3-5.
89 B
Ibid, 7.
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for reasons such as bureaucratic efficiency. Bulhase cases, the city is literally made
of several sizeable cities, which in their own tighmprise more or less homogenizing
communities? Indeed, the reason why Young chooses the cityeasiésirable model
of politics is that it allows more local solidaes to flourish. In Young’s own words, the
city “bring[s] differently identified groups togeth without suppressing or subsuming
the differences™ Young may ultimately wish to eliminate the juxtafion of
individual and community in a dialectic symbiogiat recognizes the connectedness of
the two, but in this alternative (Young calls it'third way”), important elements of
individualism — e.g., assertion of rights, the dedo press one’s own interests — still
remain reprehensible. We can recall from the previtwvo chapters, how democratic
theory would be rendered less coherent when coleeantities are bestowed with
characteristics that are more properly attribugeshdividuals such as will and rights or
when individualist characteristics of democracybsas its competitive dimension or

equality of status are undermined.

Young is not completely unaware of the risks asged with the normative
devaluation of individual. There are sporadic comtaescattered through her writings
affirming a belief, albeit reluctantly, in the impance of the individual. My point here
is not to cast these comments as attempts byia afiliberal democracy to mitigate the
harshness of her critique in order for her theorgppear more palatable. After all, the
aim in Young's case is to eradicate oppression @omination which is ultimately

suffered by individual&? Her theory has emancipatory objectives; and ghenclaim

° The point here is not to deny Young's claim tits leave more room for cultural differences, taut
draw attention to how they still contain subunftattcarry many of the homogenising tendenciestofrot
communities.

L bid, 23

92 Several commentators have noted that Young dde®jeat “constitutional or ethical individualism”
but rejects the notions of assimilation and thegig as opposed to the public sphere as the ppiges
for social differences to flourish. This does cassme significant divergence between liberalism and
Young’s position, but not as much as many critiesne. (See Fullinwider, “Citizenship, Individualism
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that groups are not ontologically real, the objectsemancipation are ultimately
individual members of groups. Perhaps the spititifek her radical argument is given
the best articulation in the following passage franother distinguished voice in the
debate on the politics of difference. “Cautionfourse the watchword of the moment,
and the more likely danger for the immediate futlies less in the risk of non-
democratic alternatives to liberal democracy thmathe complacency of those who feel
they have reclaimed the political agenda.”Young, like many other voices in the
debate who side with differentiated citizenshipnag scared of social experimentation.
She seems to think that the repulsiveness of ingish modern liberal democratic
societies outpaces the risks of a carefully desigeial experimentation going wrong.
Given this background of injustice, to quote fromillips again, “it would be a sorry
outcome for democracy in general if the extraondirgolitical events of the 198Gsd
1990s ushered in a period of unquestioning celeoradf the limited democracy we
currently enjoy.94 The problem in all of this is that many of theugimins advocated in
the name of the deeper democracy are not very demmcThe ultimate goals of
Young's project, when taken in their abstract formay prove compatible with
democratic goals outlined in the previous two ceeptBut for us to find consolation in
this fact, we would have to overlook the spatiatityd temporality of actual politics —
something that Young wants political theory to takery seriously, and criticises

liberalism and communitarianism for failing to dm’s

The inclusion challenge also helps us cash out ¢besensualist and

transformative utopia. (Let us recall that | defineormatively sound minimalist

and Politics,” 500-502) Adam Tebble makes similaings about Young’s theory. See Tebble, What Is
the Politics of Difference?”; Tebble, “Does Indlus Require Democracy?”.
% Phillips, “Must Feminists Give up on Liberal Demacy?”, 81
94 (i
Ibid.
% Young, “The Ideal of Community and the PoliticsDifference,” 5.
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democracy partly in its opposition to the two.)thns case, the consensualist utopia
takes a rather strange form. The inclusion modegjgis all the diversity and pluralism
(something NMD upholds) that other consensualisbties disregard and abstract away
in order to make consensus more attainable, bt goeto assume an even stronger,
more comprehensive consensus. Young’'s consensualsmifests itself in her
principled opposition to majoritarianism and othe@ompetitive elements of
democracy® The consensus to which the inclusion challengeirespis more
comprehensive in the sense that no stone thalaiedeto oppression and domination is
left unturned®’ Let us rephrase the above in order to fully agptechow perplexing it
is. We are going to affirm all the differences amanarge number of groups, and at the
same time expect to end up in a politics where dbemon and quite substantive
purpose of a justice is served. The transformatit@pia helps explain this rather
optimistic view. Young thinks a social revoluticiaking place mainly at the level of
civil society, will transform citizens into delitetive individuals who will have a
motivation to do justice to their fellows. | do neant to question the practicality of this
motivation — people need to have to have a sengestife, and probably a motivation
to help publicly achieve what they perceive as.jlistlso think what the inclusion
challenge says about the need to affirm particeiqueriences is not as problematic as
many liberals would regard. This may indeed beritpet way of achieving justice in a
society where deep structural differences renderuhiversalist moral language not
nuanced enough, and less useful by itself. My rpaablem is with Young’s optimism
that such pooling of particular knowledge will sdrow result in deliberative outcomes
that satisfy all different points of view. Thereeseto be no good reasons to presuppose

that asserting the parochial knowledge will reguld more enlightened commitment to

% SeelPD, 72-74.
97 JPD, Chapter 3.
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some kind of, albeit heterogeneous, universahtrihis looks very similar to the

consensualist presuppositions of liberal sociatremn theory.

The above scenario points not just in an unliketgpian direction, but takes its
toll on democracy. There is the very real risk ttied transformative project will run
amok, not only deploying undemocratic means, bsb alndermining the real gains
made by the expansion of liberal democracy. Fortwshaupposed to keep such grand
scale transformation in check — constraints likdividual rights and competition
between partially self-interested factions — haveaaly been devalued by the inclusion
challenge. As we will see in the next two chapténg, worry of the transformative
picture is not just an instance of reactionary eovestism, or put mildly, a wariness of
social change. There are normative reasons buiti the idea of a sustainable
democracy that militate against large-scale blueprof the kind espoused by the

inclusion challenge.

On the culture side of the equation, NMD shows sighagreement with Young
on her point that politicizing cultures may notteafall, be as dreadful a possibility as
critics of multiculturalism suggest. However, as will see in the following chapters,
particularly when discussing the unacceptabilitypolfiticizing motives, NMD operates
with a definition of culture quite different fromoving’s. Finally, Young’s critique of
difference-blind impartiality is convincing when eshdeploys it against liberal
egalitarianism’s propensity to take individualsffelient social positions as fixed rather
than relational. However, her culturalism, by pmsesing fixed and unchanging value
of culture and group affinity for personal identiseems to do precisely what her logic

of relational justice argues against.
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As far as Young’'s ontological argument is concernBdD denies that
individualism commits democratic theory to atomismimpoverishes its capacity to
explain social reality. Many liberals have longiarated coherent criticisms of the
psychological atomism of Mill or similar claims Hobbes without having to affirm any
positive value for group® The individualism that underlies various theoriefs
liberalism and democracy has no difficulty in aactg for complex social relations.
Even the most individualist thinkers of the twetitieentury were critical of atomism
and had no problems accepting the claim that “thelevis more than the mesemof
its parts”®® For instance, Hayek holds that “The overall ordEactions in a group is
[...] more than the totality of regularities obsarie in the actions of the individuals and
cannot be wholly reduced to them” because “thesmehts are related to each other in
a particular manner®® Hayek goes on to add that “the existence of thefations
which are essential for the existence of the whkalenot be accounted for wholly by the
interaction of the parts but only by their interantwith an outside world both of the
individual parts and the wholé® Similarly, Popper's rejection of atomism can be
summed up in the following statement: “That it mwarranted is shown by the need for
a theory of the unintended social repercussiormiofactions, and by the need for what
| have described as a logic of social situatioff$¥Vhat Popper means by this, among
other things, is that an explanation of individbaman action, let alone more complex

actions involving a far greater number of indiviyacannot be reduced to the

% See PoppefThe Open Society and Its Enemiésl. 2, 87-92.

ionayek,Studies in Philosophy, Politics, and Economit1.
Ibid.

108 g,

192 popper, 92.
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explanation of psychological or behaviourist ternfey individuals act in an

“environment [that] is very largely of a social ne” 1

5. Conclusion: Multiculturalist Pretensions and the Way Forward

Some clear conclusions emerge from the above asabjsthe three multiculturalist
claims made in the name of democracy. Each chgalétentifies important issues with
the ways in which modern democratic societies nedptw questions of diversity.
Examination of these challenges, in turn, revealtatn misconceptions that affect the
multiculturalists' judgment — which often lead taggerated diagnoses concerning the
gap between existing and genuinely multiculturaidibons. Had their diagnoses been
accurate, NMD could be more sympathetic to whasehauthors claim about the
relation of democracy and multiculturalism. But thagnoses these authors put forward
are often far-fetched as they draw on some cormeptdf democracy that have little
foothold in contemporary political conditions or noeptions that are normatively
unattractive insofar as they recklessly run theék re€ undermining what makes
democracy a coherent system of government. Andrprisingly when diagnoses are
off the mark, the chances of arriving at satisfac&olutions are also slim. However,
this should not be a reason to overlook importamdblems that multiculturalists
identify for democratic theory. And the full forad what is genuinely democratic in
these challenges, can only be appreciated afterrébpective anti-multiculturalist

responses are evaluated in the next chapter.

For now, we can safely sum up that the three coneepts multiculturalists are
operating with are not completely foreign to thpeyf democratic theory proposed in

this work. In all three cases, especially if we taréhink of the three challenges together

1031hid., 86.
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rather than in isolation, what sets NMD and multio@lism apart has to do more with
nuanced interpretation of the three concepts tmaouwright incompatibility between
them and the core democratic principles. For examps we saw in section 2,
recognitionper sedoes not place multiculturalism in conflict withMID; it is certain
features of the concept as developed by Taylordghases tensions. The same applies to

the other two challenges as well.

There are some singular threads that run throllghrae charges, and form the
fault lines between multiculturalists and theittice that we began to see in this chapter.
One has to do with the place of individualism imaeratic theory and whether it shuts
out groups from claiming any normative significammcenot. Another related thread has
to do with the place of culture in politics. Thenkaone in this chapter gives us a good
idea of where NMD stands on these contentious $sshat a more accurate and
complete picture will emerge only after we have mixeed the mistakes of anti-
multiculturalists. For if rejection of multicultuiam produces equally bad or even
worse outcomes for democracy, our conclusions conwgthe degree to which the two

are compatible will have to reflect this fact.

A crucial point to keep in mind when moving forwaisl that these are not
mutually-exclusive or self-standing normative ideddut always remain related to each
other in a myriad of ways. Moreover, their inteat@ns are also normatively significant
in addition to being important for reasons of cqutaal clarity. At critical junctions
where normative theory is being tested with harsesathat involve the violation of
certain democratic commitments, and when answéeseaf by anti-multiculturalists are
not satisfactory either, examining internal tensienthin multiculturalism will provide
us with a better understanding of what democrdyicatceptable resolutions have to

look like.
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Is Multiculturalism Bad for Democracy?

The last chapter tried to elucidate the demociattensions of multiculturalists — the
way supporters of multiculturalism draw on demadcrateals, often unsuccessfully, in
order to make their theories more normatively appgaThe singular thread that ran
through all arguments examined in the previous @rapvas that not only is
multiculturalism good for democracy, it directlylliovs from some very important
democratic principles. There, | identified sevdlalvs in the multiculturalists’ attempts
at explaining democracy and multiculturalism asessarily connected. In this chapter,
| turn to examine the opposing view that multictalism is bad for democracy or that it
is ruled out by several core democratic principlBseorists who fall into this camp
usually claim that multiculturalism and democracye atwo incompatible and
contradictory projects. For instance, a democm@immitment to the defining elements
of democratic theory such as individualism and iggy&hnism contradict the collectivist
spirit of multiculturalism. Although from the lashapter we know that the link between
multiculturalism and democracy is not as strongrasticulturalists argue, largely for
reasons that we will see anti-multiculturalistsake in this chapter, we should not rush
to embrace the anti-multiculturalists’ side of tsry either. Subjecting the latter’s
arguments to a similar scrutiny reveals how thhserists deploy democratic principles
in support of their case in a similarly erroneousywand thus also have democratic
pretensions.

1. Anti-Multiculturalist Arguments

In chapter four, we saw the role the triad of rettign, inclusion, and self-rule

plays in the multiculturalists’ answers to the gngl question of the dissertation.
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Coincidentally, another — this time, a much morenif@ar — trichotomy bears the
normative weight of the anti-multiculturalist argems. Freedom equality and
solidarity are the three main concepts in the arsenal ofnamiticulturalists. Together,
the three ideas encapsulate the philosophical dppo$o multiculturalism that we see
among writers who consider themselves liberal &g#ins. At the nexus of this new
triad, we can identify three distinct clusters ofuaments that animate the political
thought of multiculturalism’s critics. These ar§ fae more familiar liberal egalitarian
equal rights argumentb) the solidarity argument, and (c) the arguraéimat combine a
more historical and holistic perspective aboutghape of liberal democracy with some
normative elements of (a) and (b). Here | will nhaifocus on (a) and (b), but will
include a brief discussion of (c) to ensure thaanh not leaving out something
conceptually relevant. Unlike in the last chaptéeve the three themes — despite being
interrelated — were easily distinguishable, ancpkegethem conceptually distinct could
have some normative significance, specifically fdfowing one to adjudicate a
multicultural concern, in this chapter keeping theee anti-multiculturalist arguments
separate does not serve the same kind of clegnopbse. Therefore, | will present
these three challenges in the first part and etalteem together in the second part of

the chapter.
A. The Equal Rights Argument

In several articles published in the late 1990d] Wmlicka assesses the trajectory of
“the multiculturalism wars" and notes that “the multiculturalists have won ta”

because “few thoughtful people continue to thinkt lustice can simply bdefinedin

! See Kymlicka, “Comments on Shachar and Spittadev: An Update from the Multiculturalism Wars”
in Multicultural QuestionsKymlicka, "Introduction: An Emerging ConsensusPhings look slightly
different in the aftermath of 9/11. Even support#rmulticulturalism such as Kymlicka recognizettha
there has been “a retreat from some multiculturajilicies for some types of ethnocultural groups i
some countries”.Multiculturalism and the Welfare State, 7)
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terms of differencélind rules or institutions® While in the late 90s many including
Kymlicka began to celebrate the success multicalists have had in “punctur[ing] the
complacency with which liberals used to dismissnetafor minority rights®, others
continued to question the philosophical foundatiofisnulticulturalism® Just as the
claims of equal rights and freedoms played a plvatig in what some now regard as
the premature or transi@nsuccess of the multiculturalist arguments, iniquiés the

claim that multiculturalism undermines equal rigistat the fore.

Brian Barry’s passionate and comprehensive anttiouliuralist treatise
Culture and Equalityand Susan Okin’s essay “Is Multiculturalism Bad for Wemn®”
are eminent examples of tiegual rightschallengeagainst multiculturalisri.Barry’s
arguments are particularly relevant because heeptesanti-multiculturalism as a
corollary of one’s commitment to liberal democradarry regards principles and
concerns associated with multiculturalism as aathte the fundamental tenets of liberal
democracy and its Enlightenment foundations. BexaBarry’'s work has already
generated some excellent reviews and responsestita limit my engagement with it,
just as | did with other thinkers in the previodsapter, to identifying his democratic

pretensions. But first let us identify what the dematic challenge is.

To Barry, principles underlying multiculturalismné the demands that they
make on society at large, undermine the egalitagissence of liberal democracy in
several important ways. One of the crucial argusé&hlture and Equalitymakes

against multiculturalism in order to weaken thedgs illusive egalitarian appeal takes

2 Kymlicka, “Comments on Shachar and SpirHatev”, 114.
3 .
Ibid.
* Barry, Culture and Equality6-7; (HereafterCE).
5 Phillips, Multiculturalism without Culture.
® As one commentator has not€ijlture and Equalitytands “as the most prominent criticism of the tur
to multiculturalism in political theory and philgsloy.” (Levy, “Liberal Jacobinism,” 319)
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issue with the introduction of group rights. In Beés view, claiming, as
multiculturalists do, that — in addition to indivdl rights — there are certain rights that
can be attributed to cultures, undermines libeeahdcracy’s commitment to individual
rights. Barry regards the arguments for cultuights made by political theorists such as
Kymlicka and Tully as “perversion[s] of common sehbecause “[c]ultures are simply
not the kind of entity to which rights can propelg ascribed”In Barry’s words,
elevating “cultural survival ... to the status of and in itself’ turns individuals into
“mere cyphers, to be mobilized as instruments tfaascendent goafHence Barry
dismisses Taylor's suggestion that the survivalQufebecoisculture can provide a
justification for overriding some of the non-fundamtal rights of the English Canadian

minority living in the province of Quebec.

Not only cultures are not the kinds of entitiesamoich rights can be attributed,
but they also cannot stand as a special sourcastififation for our action3.Barry
writes that “[t]he defining feature of a liberal issuggest, that it is someone who holds
that there are certain rights against oppressigplogation and injury to which every
single human being is entitled to lay claim, anat thppeals to ‘cultural diversity’ and
pluralism under no circumstances trump the valuebadic liberties and rights®
Whether “assault, battery and false imprisonmem& done for cultural reasons or
reasons that liberals regard as criminal or saddties not change the fact that these
actions involve violation of basic rights whose atefe, according to Barry, is the
primary responsibility of liberalisth: To claim otherwise is to commit oneself to

cultural relativism, which is a view that not orndyincompatible with liberal democracy

" CE, 67.

8 CE,67.

° CE, 253-258.
0 CE, 113.

11 CE, 257.
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but also faulty in logic. It is incompatible witibéral democracy in the sense that the
latter makes universalistic claims about the stafusertain normative principles such
as those concerning equal rights and liberties that former rules ouf Value
pluralism and its offshoot in the context of muliitiralism — equal recognition of
cultures — are according to Barry logically incamgmt in addition to being
inappropriate to democracy: “The inescapable problés that cultures have
propositional content. It is an inevitable aspdarmy culture that it will include ideas to
the effect that some beliefs are true and some,falsd that some things are right and
others wrong*® Our societies, according to Barry, are full of tuubs that make
mutually-exclusive claims: such as the evangelidahristians’ aversion to
homosexuality and homosexuals’ affirmation of hoexaglity. Barry regards it absurd
to think that these can be reconciled in the fofrequal mutual recognition of worth

and affirmation of value demanded by theorists Woeing*

Barry goes on to point out that this objection wttwral rights does not extend to
individual rights or entitlements that at any giwéne disproportionally benefit certain
groups including some cultural ones (e.g., affiigtction). Barry holds these are not
cultural rights, for they do not ascribe any rigttts "corporate entity”, and they benefit
individualsqua group members "only as the by-product of a prognanthat is aimed at
increasing the opportunities of individuals.To be sure, Barry shows strong scepticism
towards this latter group of policies for a differeeason. Namely, he thinks that the
group-based system of differentiated entitlemeritenofalls short of its liberal-

egalitarian objective of removing undeserved disatiyge due to being either under-

12 CE, 265.

13 CE, 270.

Y CE,271.

15 As regards affirmative action Barry writes thdtétgains to blacks in general accrue only as the by
product of a programme that is aimed at increagiagpportunities of individuals. There is still no
corporate entity that receives special treatmemt,leence still no question of 'group rights™ (Q&3).
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inclusive or over-inclusivé® He, nonetheless, allows for the possibility ofugreights

of this latter type under circumstances where inigossible to rectify the disadvantage
by some other more efficient means. In Barry’s wgoreégalitarian liberalism does not
rule out special treatment for members of certalisgdvantaged] groups$?. This,
however, comes with a strong proviso that multimallists such as Kymlicka, Taylor,
Young, and Tully would reject as another evidenteEmlightenment” liberalism’s
incapacity to appreciate the role of culttffeWhat multiculturalists regard as

unacceptable assimilationism, Barry regards asésimilationist virtuous circle*

In a closely related move, Barry argues againsithéiculturalists’ critique of
impartiality and legal uniformity. The multicultdists’ reliance on such arguments is,
for Barry, yet another indication of the inegaligar nature of their project. In equating
impartiality with oppression and injustice agaiesttural minorities, multiculturalists
undermine legal equality which had been the malieaement of the Enlightenment,
consequently paving the way for our return to tBark Age”.20 Here, the targets of
Barry’s criticism are thinkers such as Iris Younglalames Tully whose theories, as we
saw in the previous chapter, are critical of th@radationist tendencies they attribute to
the norms of impartiality and legal uniformity. Bgs response to these critics, and
their post-structuralist forerunners, is to point that the conceptions of impartiality
and uniformity at work in multiculturalism are czatures of liberalism and ignore the
underlying value of equal concern. First, Barrynks critics such as Young and Tully
misunderstand what equal treatment entails. InyBariew, impartial treatment and

legal uniformity are compatible with a system timtsensitive to differences among

18 CE, 115.

7 CE, 116-17.
18 |hid.

19CE, 116.
20CE, 32.
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citizens and takes the appropriate measures toeettsel demands of equal concern are
fulfilled in the face of these differences. In Basrwords: “The contrast is not with
uniformity in the sense that everybody pays theesamount of tax but with uniformity
in the sense that everybody faces the same taxersysf good deal of anti-
Enlightenment rhetoric depends on systematicallpfuing these two senses of
uniformity.”** Furthermore, Barry points out, in the absencenifoumity of treatment,

privileges will proliferate??

Related to these points is a more pervasive efrprdgment. Multiculturalism
offends the egalitarian moral outlook by operativith a distorted image of individuals
as moral agents. Barry takes issue with the miuitialist arguments that criticise
individualism and exalt the more social aspectBwhan interaction (e.g., the fallacies
of atomism arguments that we saw in the last chppfier such arguments end up
supporting a political environment in which a perstswerves toward a belief in

superiority.?3

On multiple occasions Barry draws parallels betweprinciples
underlying multiculturalism and those that gave tis reactionary movements such as
fascism and racism. Here, an obvious target isdfaywvhose sympathies towards the
Herderian belief “that eacWolk has aGeistthat is uniquely suited to it”, in Barry’s
view, gives way to a concern with cultural autonooty purity, and self-conscious
resistance to any kind of change in the culturaicstires’® This Barry thinks is a
particularly “fertile ground” for the growth of redionary politics, which is anathema to
the progressivism of liberal political thought. Mower, some multiculturalists'

disparagement of civil rights as "worthless in #ifesence of a ‘cultural revolution

weakens resistance to the anti-individualist andhlitarian effects of cultural

21 CE, 16
22CE, 10, 261
B CE, 261
24CE, 260

170



Chapter 5: Democratic Pretensions of Anti-Multiou#lists

conservatism. By moving away from a strict committn® individual rights towards
an agenda that calls for a complete overhaul dgticejl multiculturalists create a milieu
in which political culture of liberalism can be neoboldly attacked by reactionary
conservatives of the kind that write for the WeeRbandard?® For radical egalitarians,
this is an unfortunate by-product of their callsgoliticize culture and unleash the
democratic potential for transformation of soci@rms and meanings, which are

currently kept stagnant by liberalism.

Barry’s final criticism of multiculturalism is that has made inroads through
anti-democratic means and its claims are oftenderiocratic in principle for being
counter-majoritaria® He writes that “It is not simply that debate ore theneral
principles of multiculturalism is strenuously avedi[in Britain]. In addition to that, the
specific fixes that constitute practical multiculilism are negotiated behind closed

doors.”’

On the other hand, Barry conceives multiculturalisnd democracy as
representing contradictory socio-political ideaf3he ‘politics of difference’ thus rests
on a rejection of what we may call, in contraske tholitics of solidarity. ... This
[democratic] way of looking at politics is altogetidifferent from the one characteristic
of multiculturalists. For them, there is ‘no sudfinjs as society’ — not in the sense

intended by Margaret Thatcher ... but in the séhakea society is to be conceived of as

a fictitious body whose real constituents are comities.”?®
B. The Solidarity Argument

Many contemporary liberal egalitarian, communitasiand republican theories draw on

the notions of trust and solidarity, but a partely relevant formulation — because it

B CE, 276- 77.
26 CE, 299.
27 CE, 295.
28 CE, 300.
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takes issue, heads on, with multiculturalism —learfiound in David Miller's work. The
argument revolves around the claim that, in orddunction well — that is, to dispense
duties commonly attributed to modern liberal demticrstates — a state needs more
than a mere commitment to “constitutional patriomtisor other kinds of substantively
empty formalism that assert the framework but sesy \ittle about how it is to be
achieved® This has to do with how “[m]uch state activity olves the furthering of
goals which cannot be achieved without the volyntar-operation of citizens® The
success of these goals that range from supplyisg mublic goods such as clean air
and security to deciding and running a complex ewstof social justice is
preconditioned on citizens’ cooperating with eatieo and mutual awareness of such
cooperative attitudes. In the absence of trust soidlarity, “each sectional group
jealously guards its own interests” which makesmpossible for communities to
generate democratic support for income redistrdoutind other policies that comprise
our conceptions of welfare state. For citizens Idradr support to these policies mostly
thinking that others will do the same when they geap to be in need of the

community’s assistance.

Miller thinks it is “virtually self-evident” that vth “large aggregates of people,
only a common nationality can provide the sensesalidarity that makes this
[cooperative environment] possibl&Because there are so many distinct communities
defined along so many axes of difference, in theeabe of a shared identity it would
not be possible for modern states to garner ensogtarity to keep the government

apparatus moving. Miller presents a careful argumerobviate the charge that his

29 David Miller writes that " we have no examplessatcessful democracies with extensive welfare state
where nothing holds the citizens together beyoei tilegiance to the state itself, or what is fte
referred to as ‘constitutional patriotism’." ("Imgnants, Nations, and Citizenship," 378)
30 Miller, On Nationality 90-91
31 i

Ibid.
*bid., 98
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principle of nationality would result in the samed of repressive and reactionary
policies known from other examples of nationalidtiler’s story radically differs from
its less liberal counterparts insofar as it rejeth® centrality of ethno-racial
characteristics to defining a nation. To be sureMiller's account, “distinct national
cultures do exist”. However, these common traitsndb owe their existence to being
displayed by all members of a particular natiominniform way. Instead, we have to
recognise them because among groups commonly rseolgas nations there is an
undeniable overlap in terms of cultural traits whibolds true even after one has
considered all the individual and subgroup variaidn other words, it makes sense to
speak of a common experience of nationality eveplatces with diverse ethno-racial
and religious composition, with the important cdvéaat these groups can come
together to produce a common narrative of natipnély downplaying the significance
of their differences and emphasising the importasforhat they shar& For instance,

it is perfectly consistent with Miller’s principlef nationality that a community partly
defines itself in relation to its inclusiveness apldiralism: “Right-wing would-be
defenders of the nation who stress the homogemwéityre British people proper (in
contrast to the immigrant communities) overlook tleep-seated pluralism that has
always been a characteristic of Britain as a ndtioriThus, Miller's account of
nationality is multicultural to an important extethiat would dishearten proponents of

the more right-wing variants of nationalism.

Although this widely-known principle of nationalitys radically more
progressive and egalitarian than its less libesahterparts, it continues to draw amply
on the idea of cultural unity, which brings it inlension with multiculturalism. To be

sure, it is not necessary for the solidarity argairie have a strict anti-multiculturalist

33 hid., 85-86
34 bid., 174
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ethos, but it is not hard to see that the argunseanimated by scepticism and even
wariness of cultural pluralism. Often, in the cotitef modern liberal democratic states,
the sheer multiplicity of identities mitigates tliension, as the chances of any single
identity becoming decisive on its own are signffit reduced. But the difficult issues
of ethnicity and religion reveal the inherent temsbetween cultural pluralism and the
principle of nationality®> They help explain why from even a liberal natidstal
perspective, the underlying assumption that theenfparticularly, cultural) unity, the
better it is remains crucial. Everything else beigual, cultural homogeneity is
preferable to cultural heterogeneity, because tirendr is going to produce more
solidarity and hence carry a potential for greasecial justice and democratic

deliberatior®

Miller singles out what he calls ‘radical multiautalism’ as ‘[t]he version of
multiculturalism that poses the most direct chajiero the principle of nationality”.
On Miller's account, radical multiculturalism is afacterised by its commitment to
public affirmation of equal worth and respect fdt eultures. This, Miller finds
incompatible with the principle of nationality, l@se it turns a blind eye to the costs of
such public affirmation in terms of erosion of wathlity. A nation, if it wants to remain
socially just and democratic, has to find ways @nscending divisions that risk
undermining solidarity and trust among constitutiyeups. Miller recognises that this
iS never a one-way street and emphasizes the iemma&tof integration. He favours
thinking of the issue of multiculturalism more agwestion of getting the balance right
rather than whether multiculturalism is good or .b&f course, one’s response to

pluralism is confined by other important liberallu@s such as tolerance and non-

35 bid., 122.
%6 |bid., 141.
7 bid., 131.
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discrimination®® However, Miller thinks that this does not makeriincipally unjust to
expect minorities to reciprocate by doing theiir'fshare’ of integrating into a national

identity 3°
C. TheHolist Arguments

There is another type of argument against multicalism that draws attention to its
supposedly anti-democratic tendencies. The senseéewiocracy that this argument
employs differs in an important way from an immeeliaoncern with enactment of a
highly unpopular decision that we see Brian Banyoke time after time in discussing
issues such as religious slaughter or other cullex@mptions or violation of individual
rights. This argument is more directly concernedhwihe long-term outcomes
engendered by day-to-day adjustments demandee imaime of multiculturalism. At its
heart lies the presumption that if people origimgtin different ‘communities of
descent’ live their lives in a democratic enviromteheir intermingling results in a
different type of diversity that principles of mlilturalism are unable to explain. In
the words of intellectual historian David Hollingave need a view that “accepts the
formation of new groups as a part of the normat kiff a democratic society™
Multiculturalism is unable to accept that in denamies, citizens can hold multiple
identities, cherish multiple affiliations, and ev#mwough their free engagement over-
time can contribute to the formation of new comntiesi of descent: “Not every
descent-community will retain its members; somehafse communities will retain its
members; some of these communities can be expeamtedtime, to decrease their role

in the lives of individuals and of the larger stgieNew affiliations gradually replace

8 |bid., 132.
39 Miller, "Immigrants, Nations, and Citizenship."
4% Hollinger, Postethnic Americal, 16.
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old and eventually come to be called ethiifcThis inability of multiculturalism,
Hollinger thinks is due to the prominence thatiiteg to cultural pluralism over its
equally important cosmopolitan foundations. In Haer's words, multiculturalism has
outgrown itself and is contributing to the sameigimcand ethnocentrism that it was
launched to resist because it has embraced a liglurdgthat] is more concerned to
protect and perpetuate particular existing culturaad “likely to identify each
individual with reference to a single, primary commity.”**> Moreover, this shift is
misguided because it is informed by a mistakenas@sychology — one that does not fit
countries with egalitarian and democratic aspiratisuch as the United States. A social
psychology usually invoked to justify this kind jpiuralism, Hollinger points out, often
presumes that we are products of our cultures. dstgthnic perspective”, on the other
hand, “denies neither history nor biology — nor treed for affiliations — but it does
deny that history and biology provide a set of cle@ers for the affiliations we are to

make.*3

A closely related holist point against multicuéilism has to do with whether
social and political condition of modern westebelal democracies is appropriate for a
project like multiculturalism or reliance of thetter on social reality of a previous age
renders it anachronistic. Christian Joppke’s caggnat multiculturalism, presented in
his study of citizenship in contemporary North Aiman and European liberal
democracies, is a combination of these sociological normative arguments. The
sociological argument consists in the restatemetiteodisparity between the claims of
multiculturalism and realities of contemporary lile democracies in which these

claims are made. This disparity manifests itseliminat Joppke calls a retreat from

“1bid., 118.
“2hid., 85-86.
43 bid., 119.
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multiculturalism in favour of anti-discriminationcenss the U.S. and Europe. Joppke
writes that ‘The root of the cooling down on muliiciralism is that liberal states are
intrinsically geared “to treat the people as induals rather than as members of a class”
(Starr 1992: 156), leaving the constitution of sbcgroups to the individuals
themselves™ Joppke concedes that a good deal of group-re¢ogriiikes place even
in the face of this official flight from multicultalism because “even notionally group-
destroying antidiscrimination cannot but be fadiuaroup-making” for the simple
reason of having to identify a target gréiHowever, Joppke goes on to point out, this
mode of recognition that takes place mainly in oagfion with “the politics of
reparations” is “a far cry from the principled “jtads of recognition” decreed by
Charles Taylor.” The biggest difference betweentilie is that the former, the only

type of politics of recognition that, Joppke’s swogical survey reveals, finds support

in Europe and the U.S. “is pragmatic, not philoscaki.*®

The more normative strand of Joppke’s argument topres whether
multiculturalism is what liberal democracies neen-in an even stronger claim, can
incorporate —at a time that they increasingly mtyuniversality even when trying to
assert their own particularity. The question of Mawltural citizenship’, Joppke’s
answer seems to suggest, is a misconstrued oranlyobecause multiculturalism gives
the wrong answer to the problem of identity, bsbabecause the problem of identity in
contemporary liberal democracies is rendered paiealoand beyond resolutiof.This
is because the decoupling of nationality and aistép has already reached an

irrevocable stage because of the move towards guoak liberalism and mass

*4Joppke Citizenship and Immigratiori,08.
“Ibid., 97.

“%Ibid., 110.

*"bid., 130.
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immigration?® At this modern stage, any attempt by the statenforce an identity on
its citizens ends up becoming oppreséi/@hen, multiculturalism is ruled out if it is
conceived of as a struggle on the part of groupmsttutionalize their identitie¥)
Multiculturalism is also an unhelpful ideal in thieeral age, because in existing liberal
democracies of Europe and North America it is asvayrsued as a way of generating
loyalty among immigrants: When society is conceiiredhulticulturalist terms as made
of “different groups ... [that] get on well togetheone is drawing on an ideal of
cohesion with strong claims on the identity ofzgtis that is unavailable in the present
context®® In this context, multiculturalism seems only tontiibute to deepening the

paradox faced by modern citizenship.
2. Response to Anti-Multiculturalists
2.1 Doesthe Equal Rights Argument Vindicate Anti-multiculturalism?

Having seen in the first part of the dissertatibatta commitment to equal individual
rights lies at the heart of a normatively sound imalist democracy, one cannot but
recognise that many points Barry raises in defeoteequal rights have genuine
connections to the democratic theory those chapgend this project as a whole)
advance. For instance, if we consider one of tlsealiscussed by Barry, the case of
Thomas v. Norris that involved the Salish rite pir® Dance, democratic principles are
firmly on the side of Thomas in his struggle toksésgal retribution for incarceration
and beating by the members of his tibélreating someone in the way the Salish

treated Thomas would violate even a very minimaiomoof agency that must underpin

“bid., 162.

“Ibid., 115.

*Ibid., 123.

*lpid., 131-32.

®2 The caseThomas v. Norrisjvolving the Salish rite of Spirit Dance was hebydthe Supreme Court
of British Columbia in 1992. Barry discusses itlwieference to Tully’s discussion 8irange
Multiplicity (172).
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any meaningfully democratic notion of equal staetry is right that the claims of the
defendants that the assault and kidnapping tootepia perform a cultural rite do not
make these offences against the individual morergiile®® Similarly, there would be

a serious breach of democracy’s egalitarian nofrasfunctioning democracy decided
to exonerate rapists who would simply offer mariag their victims? For laws have

to express equal concern for all citizens, andetienot much likelihood that an act that
renders women vulnerable in such an obvious waydcpass any reputable test of
equal concern. Also, not much can be said fromdiraocratic perspective developed
in this dissertation in defence of bride capturingfe beating/killing or divorce laws

that burden one sex to the benefit of the otAé&MD clearly rules out such violations
of individual rights. Barry is also right that miglilturalist demands for exemptions
sometimes put excessive pressure on the legalgablitamework whose main job is to

protect the wellbeing of individuals as we repebt@dtnessed in chapter four.

To the extent that this is what multiculturalisnargds for, NMD leaves us no
choice but to take a critical stance. In a tecHrgease, however, this way of making an
equal rights argument — contrasting liberal righith their multicultural violations —
does not give one a repudiation of multiculturaliemgrounds of equal rights. We can
see how this is the case by considering an iniagestistake thaCulture and Equality
makes One could well be right in pointing out that thesea shortfall with respect to
individual right x when a groupg is allowed a benefib (e.g., an exemption) in
accordance with a multiculturalist demand. But tavd out a grandiose equal rights
argument from this (or any number of such violagjoas Barry does, one would also

have to seriously consider what the deniabaheans in terms of the rigiktor some

3 CE, 257.
54 Okin, Is Multiculturalism Bad for Women25.
%% |bid, 18-19
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other relevant right. The more general point th& seems to support is that Barry’'s
legitimate criticism of multiculturalism does noalidate his anti-multiculturalism. If

individual arguments Barry makes are right, theyldoconvince us that some
multiculturalist concerns are ruled out by somed# or democratic concerns. But this
is a much weaker outcome than what Barry wantslaese, namely, convince political

theorists that the multiculturalist theories aréworth the paper they are written on.

Even if this technical issue were resolved, theaégghts challenge would not
go all the way to discredit multiculturalism as ergpective — a theoretical approach to
conceptualising issues of pluralism in modern Bbatemocratic states. One obvious
reason for this is that multiculturalism as we sawhe previous chapter stands for more
than a defence of cultural practices that violatividual rights in the abovementioned
ways. Many multiculturalists rightly distance thezhv@s from the extreme versions of
cultural relativism that would justify such pra@s— which, as many of them have
convincingly shown, Barry often mistakenly attribsitto them — and look for ways of
addressing these adverse implications in a wayistems$ with their own multiculturalist
theories as well as with basic liberal and demézrabrms®® It would be highly
misleading to read, say Young’s critique of impaity, as lending support to such
outright cases of violence against persons becdasag makes it quite clear that what
she writes concerning cultural pluralism shouldrbad in the wider context of her
emancipatory agendaWhat underlies such an unjustifiably hostile apgtoespoused
by the particular version of the equal rights adradle is the strategy it adopts to
undermine the foundations of multiculturalism. Ndynet dramatizes many of the
original problems that multiculturalists grappledthwin their own writings, while

largely ignoring or belittling reasons that pushadlticulturalists in those particular

8 E.g., see KellyMulticulturalism Reconsidered03-110.
57 Seelnclusion and Democracy.
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directions, usually away from some formal aspeétsberal democracy. For instance,
in Culture and Equalitywe see a rejection of how Iris Young tries to make
multiculturalism less essentialist and an equaliynissive approach to Tully’s attempts
to square the freedom of well-defined minority coomities with that of society at large

by ridding the framework of governance (politicahstitution) of its imperial biases.

To be sure, there is nothing wrong with criticisitiggse authors for violating
egalitarian norms of democracy. If there were, wheed to do in the previous chapter
would have been equally misguided. This will makerensense if we recall the key
claim of the argument that the last chapter begasketch: it was claimed that these
multiculturalist attempts at identifying policiebat aresocially justand diversity-
friendly at the same time fail for more nuanced, but nest lenportant, reasons.
Undermining institutional mechanisms that are sgppoto protect persons is probably
one extremely crucial reason that runs through robshese cases including Young's
inclusion challenge, Tully’s anti-colonialism andylor’'s concern with recognition. But
unless one has exhausted all institutional optiansl entertained most possible
responses, it is hard to deny that the act of méisowy a culture and the adverse
implications that follow from some aspect of thetagnition — despite being in some
kind of causal relationship — do not have to beessarily connected. This point is also
related in an important way to my rejection of g®such as those of cultural stability
and continuity while accepting the struggle eventfock recognition as compatible
with democratic politics® Thus, what is objectionable in the anti-multictatist
challenge is not the claim that multiculturalismymandermine equal rights but the way
Barry wants to build a theory by exaggerating thiesesions and belittling the risk of

injustice and oppression identified by multicullists.

%8 See Chapter 4.
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Although Barry sets out to refute the entire prbjet multiculturalism, and
views multiculturalism mostly as a romantic intetjen to the ongoing mission of the
Enlightenment, he reluctantly recognises that saféhe sources of inspiration for
multiculturalism have deep roots in the liberalippcdl outlook. As a self-declared
liberal democrat, Barry has to accept that tolegaand associative diversity are
important characteristics of a liberal polity ththstinguish it from illiberal ones. In a
rare move that seems to provide some reprievenéopluralist viewpoint, Barry accepts
that associations should be left free to definemifmves in traditionalist and
inegalitarian terms, and principles of liberal dema@y should not apply to their
internal organisation as long as they satisfy adesoluntariness. The test of the latter
is whether an association imposes unjustified exists that make a disgruntled
member’s exit too costly. If an individual findsglaiking his/her ties with an association
burdensome, according to Barry, there could be adgmeason to compel that
association to liberaliz€. Barry quickly notes that not all costs are objmuble.
Through his distinction between intrinsic, assaeeafnd external costs, Barry tries to
distinguish legitimate costs from the illegitimasees®® This analytic distinction has
been subject to some convincing criticism, but Hena not concerned with its merfts.
What matters for the purpose at hand is the lgpgert that the logic of this argument
seems to fall in line with the much larger theme diberal being a supporter of private
freedoms and differences, and the role this argunpéays in making ERA more
palatable to liberals. However, the underlying acttoof privatization cannot stand

critical examination.

° CE, 149.
80 CE, 150-154.
61 See Kukathas, "The Life of Brian," Multiculturalism Reconsidered.
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2.1.2 The (In)adequacy of Privatization

Apart from the fact that the equal rights argumédoés not give us a refutation of
multiculturalism for technical reasons, the argumeiso suffers from a crucial
theoretical weakness. Although the equal rightdlehge gains some plausibility within
the larger pool of egalitarian individualist argume through its connection to
individual freedoms and the private/public distiont shortcomings of the notion of

privatization on which this challenge rests takeg advantage away.

As we saw towards the end of chapter three, pmattin is an important
element of democratic non-domination. That chapegued that together with
decentralization and contestation, privatizatidoves democracies to avoid subjecting
to domination — and expressing less than equalezangnd status for — those citizens
that happen to disagree with a given majority ogien issue. One (I have the
impression that Barry tot) may want to think that this is what the equal tsgh

challenge is after. However, evidence suggestswibe.

On the view that chapter three defended, privatinats implied by the norm of
democratic non-domination. Non-domination, in tuig, concerned with protecting
some minimal notion of agency. Then, the main psepof privatization (similar to
contestation and decentralization) is to prevenmidation of an individual or a
collective of individuals by other individuals ooltectives. Displacing agency from the
centre of privacy and treating privatization asead in itself — which I think is largely
implied by Barry’s suggestion that privatizationaipanacea to problems of diversity —
distorts this purpose. The reason for this is thiile privatization may be the most

agency-protecting solution for some diversity issug can think of an acute case of

52CE, 132.
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religious conflict such as those that Barry citesrf the Reformation era) in other cases
not only could there be more agency-protecting tswis but privatization could be
agency-impinging and stand as a source of dommafiben, we should examine how
obscuring the link between agency and privatizatioms the risk of turning

privatization from a democratic protection agaihsmination to a potential problet.

Two other assumptions implicit in the notion ofvatization at work in the
equal rights argument help explain its inadequagsst, privatization — unlike what
Barry’s ERA assumes — is often not a categoriag.sVery rarely, that is on very few
issues, would the public and the private be comckiof as permanently detached,
without any significant intermingling. As the jupisidence to which Barry frequently
appeals shows, privatization is usually a mattergaidation. Some aspects of a
contentious issue are privatized while some otlspeets are left more in the public
realm. Even in the most recognisably liberal statesy few (if any) issues are regarded
as fully private or public. Family law is an obve@example that demonstrates how
liberal states can directly or indirectly give shap many aspects of the most private
area of our lives. The more complex a social phearan, the more likely it is to be

subject to such gradation.

Another related assumption that seems to lurk imyBaaccount is that the
delineation of the private and the public is sonmveHoee of contention. In reality,
however, such delineation itself is political andbject to disagreement. People want to
redefine the present boundaries of the private @uidlic in order to advance their
interests. Then, privatization itself is a decisittrat democracies make through a

contentious political process. To be sure, NMD geipes the role that the more fixed

%3 Ironically, the theorists that Barry criticizes twaving liberal pretensions have a more consistetion
of privatization as far as the link to agency is@@rned. Kukathas, for instance, justifies letpegple
live their lives as they see fit on basis of fremdaf conscience.
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norms such as non-domination and equal concern el as more pragmatic
considerations for democratic regeneration hay#ay in this process of debating what
the private consists of substantively. But theseddmns are interpreted in the
minimalist fashion that Part One outlined — theyidguthe process rather than

predetermine the outcome.

Once we restore agency to the centre of the prigeig take note of its
gradational and contentious nature, we can see ttieatprivate involves a triadic
relation, which | think is going to prove the ultite benchmark of how democratically
the state handles issues of privatization. Priatibn in the context of value
disagreements could be conceptualized as a tniatditon that involves the interests of
two disagreeing parties as well as concerns foa#s®ciation, which in turn has to do
with commonly shared interests of both disagreepagties. We could have a
privatization on the basis of associational intexesn the basis of the interests of
persona, or personb. But each would probably give us a privatizatidratt is
contestable for its exclusion of one or the othl@micern. This seems to be the case in
Barry’s account, where there is an obvious asymymibist works to the detriment of
minorities. UnfortunatelyCulture and Equalitygives us only a partial picture of this
relationship. If the three groups of interests mmgresented as A, B, and C, and A is
taken as the interests of the persons represeamtimginority, Barry’s account of
privatization seems to be asymmetrical to the ahemit of A. That is, the interests of
persons belonging to a minority in having an igsueatized are not balanced, or given
due consideration, against more dominant interadtse community. What this implies
is that the principles of privatization should gidee attention to all the interests
involved, not that the actual agreement (or a @aldr act of privatization) should

satisfy all segments of society or all partieshte tonflict. Minorities should feel that
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their concerns are heard and dealt with in accaelamith principles that are not
inimical to their minority status. That the caseeslanot appear decided even before
there is a hearing. | will elaborate on this aspgiclemocratic decision-making in

section 2.3.

As we see in the example of Barry’s equal rightgarent, the relative absence
of minority interests (A) and the predominance bé tassociational and majority
interests (B and C) in the formula of privatizatemds up giving support to policies that
can leave people with impinged senses of agencypawdte lives that appear violated
and interfered with to those who live them. Bainnks that what certain dominant
sections of the public (including the scientifichfio) think about the acceptable levels
of animal suffering provide us with the last wond r@ligious slaughter, and Jews and
Muslims should not complain as the option of vegateasm leaves their private
freedom of religion unobstructed. The same lineagjument justifies many other
concerns that these minority religious groups aulyehave in some jurisdictions.
Namely, one could argue that if the dominant sectibthe public (including its liberal
political theorists) feels that particular elemeots particular faith convey support for
illiberal practices such as indoctrination or sgjajtion of women, liberal governments
can accord to these elements reduced presence jpubitic. For instance, their places of
worship would not be closed as long as they atautgharked. Or the places of worship
could be relocated to areas of a city where theyldvget a limited public exposure.
This would not undermine their private freedoms;eaese the latter are defined in a

narrow way that allows public interest to trump tizgrow self-interests of a group.

These critical and clarificatory remarks about atization | think may help us
correct some anomalies in Barry’'s stylized andis@tcount of privatization. On this

modified picture, the dangers of Barry-like privatiion that his equal rights challenge
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presupposes are laid out before our eyes. It iseanigsive system that risks
undermining individual freedoms in ways quite samito Iris Young's, Tully’s, and

Taylor’'s accounts. Barry manages to remain a libeyaly if private is defined as

having to do with what happens behind the wallsra’s home. But such a distinction
makes the two assumptions that do not obtain iotisea NMD’s conception of privacy
can deal better with these issues than Barry'sikenBarry’s privatization strategy that
risks further marginalizing members of minoritieg pushing them more into more
reclusive forms of life, NMD can genuinely privaizlisputes rather than privatizing

ways of life, and marginalizing minority groups aitpolitical process.

The upshot of this discussion is that Barry’s equglts challenge is at an
important disadvantage because he is not veryuseabout exploring the normative
significance of privatization, and some of the mostcial assumptions with which it
operates. Had he been more serious about thesesghmal rights challenge could
become normatively more appealing, but then thatlevaalso mitigate its anti-
multiculturalism by bridging (although by no meatissing) the gap between what
multiculturalists demand and what democratic pples can accommodate. The above-
discussed asymmetry allows Barry to articulate mtirraulticulturalist political theory,
albeit while reducing its liberal democratic creti@is. Given that Barry proclaims
himself to be a liberal ultimately concerned witpppeession of individuals, this

deficiency appears even more striking.

2.2 saPlurality of Groups Bad for Democracy?

The last subsection showed that one cannot justify comprehensive anti-
multiculturalism we find inCulture and Equalityand also in more qualified forms in

Susan Okin’s and David Miller’'s writings, by dranzaig tensions that arise between
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individual rights and multiculturalist clainf.However, that line of argument does not
rule out that such comprehensive anti-multiculisral may still be valid. What could

vindicate it is the relative accuracy and soundnafs#s underlying principles and

philosophical worldview. To an extent, by focusioig the question of privatization we
have begun to look at such macro issues, but nemains to be done mainly on the
more general attributes of the conceptions of deamycthat are at work in these anti-
multiculturalist arguments. A critical exploratiaf these more holistic claims about
democracy, however, reveals that they deploy soawly substantiated views about
culture, pluralism and individual equality. Hencat only is the equal rights argument

weak on its own, but the ideas of democracy thdeypin it are not quite sound either.

Three related misconceptions concerning democragy help us explain the
anti-mutliculturalists’ scepticism about pluralispolitics. The first of these
misconceptions has to do with the proliferatiorgaiups. The anti-multiculturalists are
worried that the politics of difference will opercan of worms, and politicize identities
that would otherwise remain irrelevant. This concersts on the assumption that there
is a limit to the amount of pluralism a democraen dunction with, and one has to
worry that multiculturalism will jeopardize democyaby surpassing that limit. The
second concern relates to the way democracies hedisions. Anti-multiculturalists
fear multiculturalism will lead to a decision-magiimpasse or to suboptimal decisions
due to erosion of trust and solidarity among memludrdifferent cultures. As what
citizens share in common begins to lose signifieacempared to what sets them in
conflict through their newly politicized identitiedrust gives way to mistrust, and
cooperation to confrontation. The third is a moeneral characteristic shared by the

anti-multiculturalists’ views on democracy thatsas largely in response to the first two

64 E.g., see Okin, "Feminism and Multiculturalismn@Tensions"; Okin, "“Mistresses of Their Own

Destiny”: Group Rights, Gender, and Realistic Regbit Exit".
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concerns. To prevent the proliferation of groupd amoid an impasse or shortage of
trust, dismissing multiculturalism is not suffictethe state has to take a more proactive
role to achieve a manageable level of pluralism suféicient levels of solidarity. This
latter presumption manifests itself in Barry’s atyiover control. Notwithstanding the
fact that it draws on some important liberal idsash as the notion of privatization, this
conception of democracy aspires to a great, areh aftirealistic, deal of control by the
state. By exposing these mistakes we will be abllidsipate doubts that may arise as a
result of the solidarity and holist arguments tivate introduced earlier in the chapter.
Let us begin by elaborating on why it is wrong tegume, as multiculturalists do, that

democracy and pluralism are conflicting goods.

The view that takes multiplicity of self-definedogips as an impediment to
democracy was famously presented by Rousseau: Wilhef these particular societies
always has two relations: for the members of tls®@ation, it is a general will; for the
large society, it is a private will, which is veoften found to be upright in the first
respect and vicious in the lattéf’Rousseau, like many eighteenth century ratiomsalist
believed in the presence of a transpaxeonté généralé® Contemporary democratic
theory largely dismisses this view with respecatmajority of groups. At a time when
the theory of democracy places non-negotiable figmice on inclusiveness and
equality, the suggestion that certain economiglmigcal and professional interests are
to be discounted has lost the intuitive appeal ithatight have enjoyed in earlier ages
when suffrage was more exclusive and formal inetigglwere more common. The
only noticeable exception seems to be the case wficutural groups brought up
constantly by critics of multiculturalism such aarB/. These critiques hardly specify

what is so special about religious or ethno-cultintrests as opposed to other interests

6 SeeDiscourse on Political Economy
%8 See chapter 2, for Schumpeter's critique of gdveita
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that revolve around, say, political ideology andreamics that justifies the exclusion of
the former from the ambit of democratic discussibm.be sure, they do often speculate
about the risks of culture or religion inciting leace and division based on some
historical and modern examples, but they do natrofiny reasons as to why cultural
interest is to be viewed as inherently dangeroamfthe perspective of democracy.
Then what one would expect to accompany Barry’d, @her similar variants of, anti-

multiculturalism is a theory about the incompatipilof culture and democracy that
takes into account not only the scant empiricatlence but also the counterevidence,
and not just the dangers of including culture bisba&he pragmatic and normative
problems that arise from excluding it. What theséics offer, however, is a list of

historical anecdotes to which a contrary list clamost always be offered.

Egalitarian anti-multiculturalism that also claitesshow democratic credentials
misinterprets the link between democracy and pkmallt seems to be an improvement
over previous doctrines that waged an outright against pluralism, but in its essence
it remains incapable of understanding the limitghimi which democracy can and
should respond to the fact of diversity. In undmmging these limits, the contrast
between the ways two prominent voices of Frenchitipal thought interpreted
democracy can be instructive. Against Rousseawitabt attack on “partial societies”
that | quoted in the preceding paragraph, Tocgleewitote that “There are no countries
in which associations are more needed, to prevemtdespotism of faction or the
arbitrary power of a prince, than those which agendcratically constituted’” But as
Dahl notes, the contrast between the views of th@setheorists goes beyond a stark
ideological divergence and has more to do withkines of worlds that they idealiZ&.

The world idealized by Rousseau in t8®cial Contractis the eighteenth century

7 Quoted in DahlToward Democracy: A Journg$19.
8Dahl, Toward Democragyl17-120.
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Geneva — a city-state resembling Athens in mange@s. Tocqueville’s views are set
in the context of the #century America— a society more plural in its cosifion than
the European societies of Rousseau’s time, leteaR®ousseau’s favourite example of

Geneva, where “the bonds of blood as well as ts lanite almost all [citizensf*®

In a world like ours — more similar in terms of glism to Tocqueville’s
America than Rousseau’s Geneva — pluralism and dexop are no longer an optional,
nice-to-have, coupling of two ideals. In the words one prominent theorist of
democracy, Norberto Bobbio “[w]hat follows from shfiact [of undeniable pluralism] is
simply that, unlike what happened in democraciethénancient world, democracies in

the modern world have to come to terms with plsrali”

Pluralism of the type that
Barry dreads— a multiplicity of “groups which repeat various political movements
which contend with each other for the temporary peaceful exercise of power’— is

a necessary but not sufficient condition of leg#oy in modern representative

democracy’?

Pluralism is a necessary condition of the legitijnaé modern democratic
power because in modern democracy the rulers amduled do not overlap. This
absence of overlap, however, does not mean ruledstize ruled are two different
classes of people. Many aspects of modern demog@edctice such as the democratic
rule of law, political equality, and the fact tradt rulers finish their terms in power and
resume their lives as private citizens while otpevate citizens go on to fill those
vacancies, show that the rulers and the ruled arédwo distinct classes. The proper

way to conceptualize the lack of identity betweée two is to acknowledge that

%9 RousseauDiscourse on the Origin of Inequality.

"°Bobbio, The Future of Democrac8.

! See BobbioThe Future of Democracgp.

2 Because | have not yet discussed the democratizeption of groups, let us think of groups as @ntr
of power rather than in terms advocated by multicalists such as Young and Tully or anti-
multiculturalists such as Barry.
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political power — despite being delegated by irdlinal citizens — is not exercised by
them directly. Because those who exercise polipcater and those over whom power
gets exercised are not always the same, the batpuoentrol can be effective only up
to a point’® It can be effective only when there are other gsocompeting for political
legitimacy. Accumulation of all political power ithe hands of a government would
make the survival of modern representative demgcvaey difficult. Citizens, on a
representative model of democracy, can exercigetfe control only when there are
alternatives to choose from and alternative souotgmwer that compete against each
other. For this reason, modern democracy canndreatgpsingular projects and unity of

will, as this would diminish its democratic potexhti

The upshot is that as a matter of principle theliaent the anti-multiculturalists
rely on is not one that brings democratic advant#ge is to be used, one has to note
that it takes away from the quality of democradyea than adding to it. Just as martial
law would limit some crucial individual libertie® tavoid a greater, more immediate
harm, this argument would limit some aspects of @macy in order to prevent a grave
harm to it. Under circumstances of extreme confliath proposals could make sense,
but denoting them democratic would be a mistakstebd, resisting such attempts at
finding some room these measures within definitieisdemocracy has normative
importance. Separating the issue of democracymediof conflict from democracy in
times of peace has the important benefit of keefiirege non-democratic instruments
from the hands of overzealous theorists and minngithe damage that could be done

through irresponsible and untimely invocation afg principles.

3 “Where direct democracy, because of the vastrieederritory to be governed, the number of
inhabitants, and the host of problems demandingfisols, is impossible and it becomes necessary to
resort to representative democracy, the guaramg@iest the abuse of power cannot derive solely from
control from below, which is indirect, but must@l®ly on reciprocal arrangements between groups
which represent various political movements whiohtend with each other for the temporary and
peaceful exercise of powerTie Future of Democracy, $0
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2.3How Democr acies M ake Decisions

There is also another crucial reason why diversggd not be a problem from the
viewpoint of democracy. This is related to the setmisconception lying at the heart
of the anti-multiculturalists’ scepticism towardsifalism, which has to do with the way
democracies normally reach decisions. As we sawart One of the dissertation,
democracy has an undeniable contestational andcowsensual dimension, which
limits both the scope and depth of agreement thatatracies may try to reach. Anti-
multiculturalists misconceive democracy to the ektiéhat they are preoccupied with

agreement and disregard the normative significahcésagreement.

To be sure, one may think that because Barry regatraws attention to the
majoritarian aspects of democracy, he cannot bieised for having the pro-consensus
bias, which is probably more obvious in the cas#liier because of the latter’s focus
on deliberative democracy. It is true that Barryeslomot set consensus as a goal or
procedure, but he still works within the consenistidilamework that remains oblivious
to the normative significance of political disagremt. This manifests itself in Barry’s
attempts to compensate for the impracticality ofisemsus by significantly shrinking
the domain of decision-making to those issues oichwvimore enduring agreement
might materialize, while many issues are “disregdrd through privatization.
Moreover, Barry’s repeated references to the majoan aspects of democracy should
not mislead us into thinking that he has come tmsewith the normative limits of the
consensualist model. Let us recall that multicalism on his account would be bad
even if there were majority support for it. Indeal,but one of Barry’s arguments that
we saw in the preceding section remain unaffecte@ry possible change in public
opinion towards multiculturalism. Namely, on Basyaccount, recognising groups or

accepting some sort of legal pluralism is bad femdcracy irrespective of what
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majority of citizens happen to think. Only the lasrgument that accuses
multiculturalism of undermining democracy througick-room deals is overturned by
actual political disposition of the public towandsilticulturalism. In other words, had
Barry given more consideration to the uncertainfy democratic outcomes, his
arguments against multiculturalism would have bdender to reject from the

perspective of democratic thedfy.

It is true that there is some important sense irchvhon-unanimous resolutions
still have to be acceptable to all parties. Othsewviolence and chaos would replace
the relative order and civility of democratic pwi#t or the state would have to recourse
to the use of excessive force to maintain ordewéi@r, this sense of agreeableness has
to be different from the sense that pictures aeeajsle decision as one that all parties
would vote for. It is in the nature of electorak®ms to produce winners and losers and
any electoral loss registers a democratic disageeénbetween a majority and
corresponding minorities. Given this fact of litee latter type of agreement is rare and
cannot serve as a realistic aim. But the claim thabrder to be democratically
agreeable a resolution cannot aspire to consessuastispecific enough about what

democratic agreement has to look like.

Positive and normative political theorists haveerdfl different views on what
democratic agreement has to look like. Those ingbsitive theory tradition have
tended to neglect the normative commitments thagiound their own understanding
of democracy, while normative theorists have tte@dbstract away from thgissensus
that characterizes the democratic practice. In @mafwo | tried to develop the

argument that the proper theory of democracy hatytdo balance the pragmatic

™ As we will see below, uncertainty seems to méitagainst rather than in favour of Barry’s anti-
multiculturalism.
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considerations and the normative concerns thategaid ways of thinking about the

pragmatics of democratic politics.

One argument from the positive strand of democrtiteory comes close to
explaining agreeability in the democratic sense ogposed to the practically
unattainable and normatively undesirable requirdnoéronsensus. The central thesis
of that argument (also known as the thesis of itimsbnalized uncertainty”) firmly in
line with the Schumpeterian conception of compeditdemocracy is that “Political
forces comply with present defeats because theguveethat the institutional framework
that organizes the democratic competition will petimem to advance their interests in

the future.”

The claim that potential future gains motivatesthon the losing side of a
particular vote to choose compliance over nonccempk rests on an important
observation about political processes in consaidlatemocracies. That is, particular
defeats, whether in a legislature or on an electiay, very rarely represent, or are
perceived as, death of a political party or an lidgy political life often continues as
usual, or sometimes groups reorganize under a raawmedp and around slightly new
interpretations of their old ideals and continueithwork guided by the belief that
today’s opposition will form tomorrow’s government; the present minority will be

part of a future winning coalition. The “prospeétfoture gain” is kept strong because
“democracy generates the appearance of uncertaititydugh its institutional

framework’® On this account, however, legitimacy is mostlyeampirical condition that

is satisfied as long as the equilibrium of demogr@mains undisturbed; that is, as long

S Adam PrzeworskiDemocracy and the Market9
"% bid., 12-13.
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as “the cumulative value” of compliance for losegsmains greater than the perceived

immediate and future gains of subversioén.

Przeworski's thesis of democracy asquilibrium and institutionalized
uncertainty sheds light on an important aspect of democraécisibn-making by
helping us understand why democracies remain ddestand functional despite high
levels of disagreement. It comes close to offerurgy the alternative, democratic,
conception of agreement that can serve as a bemkhmgudging whether certain
aspects of multiculturalism are compatible with denacy or may end up subverting it.
But the lessons we learn from discussing the Scletenipn and normative aspects of
democracy in Part One also apply to Przeworski'ssith Przeworski's thesis is
rendered deficient insofar as it fails to take noftehe normative presuppositions that
underlie the notions of competition, uncertaintpldafairnesg.8 Przeworski, when he
writes that “to evoke compliance, to be consolidatgemocratic institutions must to

some extent be fair and to a complementary deg[feetitafe”79

, Is committing the very
same error that Schumpeter commits when he spetifgelist of apparently normative
conditions required for his democratic method tmedrue. What has to supplement the
institutional and pragmatic measures of acceptghéihd legitimacy is an account of
normative commitments that give meaning and coluerdn those institutions. The
upshot is that in democracies losing can be a gyfecceptable outcome for an

interest group, political party, or any other relev group as long as the conditions

associated with acceptability and their normatindarpinnings are satisfied.

pid., 29.
"8przeworski writes that “normative commitments tonderacy are ... not necessary to understand the
way democracy works. ... [A] theory of democraagdd on the assumption of self-interested strategic
compliance is plausible and sufficient. ... Thusithrer, normative commitments nor “social contraete
%ecessary to generate compliance with democratoomes.” (bid., 24-25)

Ibid., 33.
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The above gives us an overview of the frameworkiwitvhich multicultural
issues can be decided in a democratic way. Foaisatiie agreements to obtain, the
majority has to feel that it is not being undulyrdened by a certain democratic
resolution and the system is discernibly responsivéhe electoral dynamics of the
polity. In a functioning democracy where the regments of NMD are largely satisfied
(e.g., competition is not curtailed, equal concana status is extended to all persons,
etc.), for the most part, electoral outcomes artheir own likely to produce this feeling
of contentment for majorities. On the other hawd,such equilibrium to obtain, certain
conditions have to be met with respect to minaits well. Minorities have to feel that
their concerns are being addressed, voices headdngerests not left out or excluded.
Moreover, those who are currently on the losing sitla particular debate have to find
the view that they can in the future regain somehef ground they have lost in the

recent past not vacuously optimistic.

In the non-ideal world, however, there is a majtistacle that the above
stipulated conditions of sustainable agreement rilpaihat of institutionalized
uncertainty) commonly face — the problem of pernmaneninorities. What is
problematic from the perspective of democratic étyuss not that some people end up
losing in a particular vote, but that those samepfee could be stuck in an electoral
setting in which they have lost all or most of thaes to the present, and likely, will

continue to lose in the future.

This could indicate several problems for the patéicdemocracy in which such
marginalization occurs. First, it reveals a pattefrdeterminacy, which is in tension
with the democrat’s commitment to, and reliance @ympetition and indeterminacy.
This could also indicate that there are entrengimaer relations that prevent certain

policy options from gaining competitiveness. Hexe, should remember the discussion
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in chapter two of how even informal status hierasttould result in determining what
issues gain political prominené‘é.The formation of such status hierarchies makes the
problem of permanent minorities more relevant tonderatic equality. A related
concern has to do with the expressive function ibzenship discussed in detail in
chapter 3. It is hard to think that democratic pohares continue to express equal status
for those who are constantly at the losing enchefdemocratic politics. In order to be
effective, this expressive function would have tdad, at a minimum, a degree of
affinity towards democratic process on the palbtitizens®* For a democratic theory
with strong procedural undertones, such concertts palitical outcomes may sound a
bit unconventional. This confusion, however, is m@duo dissipate as soon as one
realizes that in actual democracies, rather thaalitheoretical situations, what one is
dealing with are not merely different policy altatives but citizens with complex
psychological attachments to those policy optioBeme concern with outcomes
becomes essential not because a particular distibwf outcomes is important in
itself, but because certain patterns are likelydisrupt the expressive function of

democratic equality.

If failing to take account of the normative imparta of uncertainty and
disagreement is a blind spot in the anti-multic@lists’ conception of democracy,
remaining insensitive to the problem of permanemonities is the harmful outcome of
that blind-spot. Anti-multiculturalism is renderethore philosophically lacking
precisely because it disregards this kind of elattmarginalization. For denying the
political significance of culture makes it impodsilto properly detect the problem, let
alone deal with it in an adequate way. Given tha¢tler or not sustainable agreements

persist could ultimately be decided by the suceggarticular democracy has in dealing

8| think the objection that some options are jegulsive does not apply across the board.
81 See Post, "Democracy and Equality.
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with the issue of permanent minorities, it is intpot to expand on how anti-

multiculturalists fail in a conspicuous way wittspect to this issue.

The problem is that neither the traditional solotio the issue of permanent
minorities (including its less radical nonetheleddl harmful forms) nor the more
reformed solutions that the next two chapters avijjue for are permitted by the staunch
rejection of culture that we see in the anti-multigralist position. Let us first take a
brief look at what these solutions are before wectale the section by expounding

how anti-multiculturalists fail with respect to #eeresponses.

The traditional response to the problem of permana@norities was based on
the hypothesis of “cross-cutting cleavag&syvhich claims that pluralist democracies
will be stable to the extent that citizens asseciwith multiple groups whose political
interests do not pull in the same directidrBuch stability will arise because citizens
who have conflicting loyalties as a result of thess-cutting cleavages will feel a
stronger need to compromise and much less angelasiag a particular vot& David
Truman gave an example of the theory’s comproméeeating effects: “the leaders of
a Parent-Teacher Association must take some acajuhe fact that their proposals
must be acceptable to members who also belongetdotial taxpayers’ league, to the
local Chamber of Commerce, and to the Catholic €mif® There is empirical
evidence to hold that much friction in pluralistiemocracies (that is to say all western
liberal democracies) can be eliminated by the eco$sng nature of cleavages. Hence,
this can be taken as a mitigating factor. Howetee, contemporary multiculturalism

literature has brought to our attention the faat sBome cleavages can stand out even in

82 David Truman, Douglas Rae, Arend Lijphart, Seymidartin Lipset have all written on the subject.
8 Rae and TaylofThe Analyses of Political Cleavages 86.

8 Rae and Taylor, 88.

8 Quoted in Rae and Taylor, 89.
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the face of many other cleavages intersecting \aitl, offsetting, each other. The thesis
of cross-cutting cleavages cannot explain awayptiodlem of permanent minorities,
because it already assumes a degree of integiatmithe political system and concern
with a similar set of issues. Although the assuom#tiof the thesis remain quite realistic
and plausible, in order to minimize the risk of doation and status inequality that
arise in the cases that multiculturalists focuswe,need to supplement it with other
measures that are supported by NMD. These are mesake decentralization and
devolution that are intended to ease preferencetesing, as well as those aimed at
improving the contestational capacity of citizeaad their groups) and protecting their

agency through privatization.

We study these measures more systematically in nidve two chapters,
particularly by placing them in the context of agatve theory of groups. For now, |
want to emphasise that attempts to purge politiasutiural claims do not just end up
undermining the logically flawed demand for equiirmation of all cultural practices
by the staté® but they also make it hard to tackle problems sagtthat of permanent
minorities, which have to be dealt with if demodescare to restore equal status to
those currently marginalized. To be sure, egaditaenti-multiculturalists do offer ways
out of marginality. On these views that rely mostltyassimilation, dissociating oneself
from those practices that result in marginalizaionften considered to be sufficient to
avoid the negative circumstances that multicultsiglcomplain abodf. Whenever
groups cannot undergo such assimilation on them,dwey may legitimately expect
some assistance from the rest of society in the fof differentiated treatment until

their differences become unrecognizable and disapge grounds for discriminatiéh.

86 CE, 270.
87 SeeCE and Okin,Is Multiculturalism Bad for Women?
88 CE, 114-118.
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However such assimilationist solutions are notsgatiory from a democratic vantage
point, because in the process of protecting ciszagainst rights violations they risk
engaging in violations that are equally or evenenserious. Barry thinks this should
cause no concern; just as the side-effects of ctierapy are to be tolerated if a patient
wants to be cancer-free, assimilation should beraodnl despite its side-effects because

it contributes to the greater good of liberal jost?

This is a dangerous line of thinking, as we sathatend of the last subsection.
But as far as the issue of democratic decision-ngpis concerned, what matters most is
that anti-multiculturalism’s rejection of the paél relevance of culture and groups
comes at a hefty cost. Sustainable agreementse(ttteet balance the normative
significance of disagreement and agreement) hayreat deal to do with the dynamics
of minority-majority relations. One cannot simplgsame away the importance of the
group dynamics of democratic politics as anti-neuituralists do. Independent of how
much liberals want to think of a political commuynigxclusively in terms of right-
bearing individuals and reject the relevance ofugsy groups will continue to play an
important role in shaping the dynamics of democrgatlitics, and ultimately making or
breaking these sustainable agreements. Similasipnounitarians may feel committed
to the centrality of the narratives of communityt ibhe fact of interest-based group-
making and breaking will play a role not only witspect to mundane questions but
also will go on to shape those very identities twhmunitarians most exalt. To assume
that a liberal democratic state can manage suguigis without coming to terms with
the group dynamics of these relations and the ptaiged by culture in defining these
lines of tension does not change the impact thase lon such important democratic

considerations as non-domination, equality of stategeneration or responsiveness.

89 CE, 25.
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This brings us to an important distinction that arenproperly democratic response to
multiculturalism has to make. The recognition o tlole culture inevitably plays in
pluralist politics and the implications of this eofor the resolution of multicultural
disputes is not tantamount to the acceptance otiémeands for thick recognition and
affirmation of particular beliefs and practicestttame groups occasionally make, often
in response to stigmatization. An across-the-bodiginissal of all demands for
recognition because of a fear that it would evdituboil down to a logically

incoherent cultural relativism is an answer thahderatic theory cannot endorse.

2.4How Justified are Concernswith Solidarity and other Holistic issues?

In the preceding two subsections our evaluatiothefarguments anti-multiculturalists
make in the name of democracy focused on NMD's tinkluralism and democratic
decision-making. As a result, we are now in a pmsito see more clearly that the
claims of incompatibility between multiculturalisand democracy are not as
convincing as these authors claim; many of theiguarents either rest on
misconceptions concerning how democracies funatiomisrepresent the importance

of certain principles to normal democratic functian

A relevant question that we have not discusseddrsbas to do with what would
go wrong from a democratic perspective if we wer@dcept rather than reject the two
misconceptions discussed above. An anti-multicalistr could argue that existing
democracies may show these minimalist charactsjstiwhereby dissensus,
competition, and uncertainty appear as unproblenataracteristics, but a deeper, a
more ideal, democracy would not have to view subhracteristics as normal (one
could say would have to reject them). It is on theswv of a more genuinely egalitarian

democracy that, the critic could argue, the citigeneeds to show more virtuous
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dispositions (e.g., higher levels of goodwill, ceagtion, rationality) than the ones
NMD considers normal (e.g., scepticism of authomtyd more limited trust and
solidarity). An acceptance of the first two misceptons would commit us to a third
problem that besets the anti-multiculturalist arguais, ironically in quite similar ways
to those of their multiculturalist opponents. Jus$ satisfying some of the
multiculturalist concerns requires giving governtseso much unqualified power that
compromises democratic qualities, rejecting sorherotnulticulturalist views in favour

of their anti-multiculturalist counterparts seemslo precisely the same.

Arguments concerning solidarity and social unitg af this nature. Namely,
they will become more urgent and demanding if oxpeetations of democracy are
similar to those we saw in the two misconceptioxen@ned in the earlier subsections.
The putative relation between solidarity and ditgns as follows: the more consensus
over singular projects becomes the aim of a potttg, more solidarity and trust that
polity will need to achieve these godisAs a polity becomes accepting of more plural
and tentative agreements its needs for solidantlyteust change as well. It is not hard
to see that sustainable agreements discussed ipréweous subsection rely on a
substantially different degree of trust and soligithan ideals of hypothetical or actual
agreement that animate many radical egalitariawwien democracy. This is not to say
that goodwill or trust no longer plays an importesie in the minimalist conception of
democracy. It certainly does; but because pluralitst heterogeneity (as opposed to the
idea of transparent and homogenous general will\ileasaw Schumpeter criticise in
chapter 2) are important characteristics of anyomisof common good that gains

support under NMD, we are looking at more roomdisagreement and variableness.

% For a critique of the trust and solidarity argumeee Eisenberg, "Equality, Trust, and
Multiculturalism.”
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Because their citizens maintain certain relatiasfs trust and solidarity,
sustainable agreements are part of day-to-dayrlifsstablished democracies. We may
be unsatisfied with these relations and may tryeformulate them. However, one's
dissatisfaction with what seems achievable undistiag levels of trust does not justify
ignoring the problems that would arise if statesen® amplify their existing supplies.
The conceptions of trust and solidarity that prariis engender deeper democracy lead
us in a direction of a theory of governance whaslestic attributes are at odds not only
with the principles of NMD but also with those ofyatheory that takes human

fallibility and the abuse of power seriously.

Having seen how the variants of multiculturaliskamined in chapter 4 risk
placing too much power in the hands of groups &détriment of individuals, we are
now able to recognise a similar threat in the Hiclirguments made by anti-
multiculturalists. Anti-multiculturalism too rundi¢ same kind of risk by placing too
much power in the institutions of the communitylatge rather than in those of its
subgroups. Barry, Okin, Miller and others sceptmfaimulticulturalism try to convince
us that this option is to be preferred becausbedi and/or social democratic state has
at least the prospect of acting more justly thhipeital groups that have not even shown

interest in liberal egalitarian values.

Finally, in response to NMD’s apprehensions abpatver abuse, an anti-
multiculturalist could point out that a good libeemalitarian theory can cater to the
sceptics' concerns through the promise that oncwlitons of justice are secure,
everyone will do their utmost to respect differelacel disagreement. But this promise
strikes us as insufficient once we remember a aflesson from Part One: the concern
with disagreement is not just a sceptical inteliarpto an otherwise well-defined theory

of social consensus — a healthy thing for a denidor@ngage in and (settle by some
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balancing acts) before decisions are made. As eh&pargued disagreement is a value
built into NMD in no less important a sense thae tlalue of agreement. The job of
balancing the two values is too important a jolbédeft merely to the goodwill of the
parties involved in the democratic process. It nmexpu that the importance of
disagreement be recognised in theory-building a6 ageinstitutional design in ways
comparable to the recognition of the value of agwe through the acceptance of

principles and mechanisms that are intended tditketei agreement.

This leaves us with the job of engaging in a moomstructive theoretical
exercise — that of articulating a theory of grogml recognition that, as much as
possible, abstains from repeating the errors df balticulturalists and their critics. If
such a theory manages to steer clear of the tvas'sidistakes, it would not only stand
as a more democratic alternative to these two sibdas could also offer a more
genuinely democratic perspective on multiculturalisSThe next two chapters take on
this challenge. The first of these chapters spmilsan alternative view of groups and
their engagement in democratic politics on basites$ons we learned in the first two
parts of the dissertation. The last chapter expangsunderstanding of what NMD's
approach to multiculturalism implies by defendingaigainst objections from the

multiculturalists and anti-multiculturalists.
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Negative Theory of Groups

There is a voluminous political science literattivat studies the dynamic relationship
between groups and democratic policy-making, aedtsrthe former as a fact of life
in advanced democracies. In contrast, most pdlitleeorists approach the topic of
groups with, to put it mildly, a great deal of sieggn. When the topic comes up in the
theories of liberalism and democracy, it tendsamycnegative connotations. In recent
decades an exception has been made by proponetite pblitics of difference for
ascriptivegroups® This latter term was coined to separate a strdrgtaup politics
that seems to further the goals of liberal demaxfastice from other types of group
politics that are claimed to subvert the liberaljgct. Awareness ascriptivegroups
allows society to set right injustices inflicted cartain segments of the population on
the basis of their minority status from other deratically subversive strands that are
perceived to have little to do with justice. Thestaliction allows many political
theorists of liberal and/or democratic persuasion cbntinue to associate the
remaining (interest) groups with assertivenesssatidseeking behaviour — vices that

undermine the democratic virtues of cooperatiommon good and fairness.

This ‘destructive’ aspect of groups, as we sawhm previous two chapters,
featured prominently in the writings of both egalian multiculturalists and their
liberal egalitarian critics. Having seen that tinguanents on both sides often operate
with pretensions to democratic legitimacy and theamnection to democratic
principles is not as strong as their authors asaertneed an alternative approach to

groups that will steer clear of such mistakes. Teaeral parameters of NMD’s

! Iris Young and Melissa Williams are two importaimorists belonging to this camp.
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answer to the question of groups should now be.ckea instance, NMD — due to its
qualified acceptance of Schumpeter's critique ofiegal will — does not share
prominent democratic theories’ mistrust of groupd &olds that groups do not have
to represent only the cynical face of politics. Eany, in the last chapter we saw the
importance of pluralism to the normal functioning @emocracies. The current
chapter will build on these, by now, familiar asiseaf normatively sound minimalist
democracy to offer a more detailed picture of theraative, democratic theory of

groups.

The overarching claim made in this chapter is thRMD’s argument for
acknowledging the role of groups is primarily a &g one. NMD does not deny
that groups under certain circumstances can brddjtianal democratic benefits;
however, it is mainly concerned with the immediaféects of shutting out groups
from democratic politics. It draws attention to hownder reasonable conditions of
minimalism, democratic politics without groups &rtl to conceive, let alone enact, at
the same time that it shows how little support ¢hesinciples provide for a shift

towards more positive and substantive views of gsou

But first we need to systematize the reasons thdDNresents for taking
groups seriously. Given that previous chapters héeen resolute in their
commitment to the value of individualism, why naintinue to tackle the issues of
multiculturalism within the same individualist fr@mwork? We have to make the extra
effort to show that the need for an alternativerapph to groups is connected to
individualism in a principled way. Hence, the clapstarts by exploring the
individualistic presuppositions of normative minimea democracy and how they
leave room for a democratic theory of groups to rgeeT he discussion of the role of

individualism in democratic theory draws on GeoKgaeb’s influential account of
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democratic individualism. Critical engagement wikateb's democratic thought
confirms that democratic theory presupposes a cemmenit to individualism, but this
individualism does not commit democratic theory declaring groups irrelevant.
Consequently, there is room for a theory of grotps does not undermine the
individualistic commitments of NMD. Section two bt@ates on democratic reasons
we have for constructing such a theory, which ferttielineates the shape the theory
will take. Section three expands this conceptiogrolups by defending it against an
influential argument that portrays it as inadequateéhe context of the politics of
difference. There | respond to Melissa Williamsitiqgue of interest groups and her
defence of a substantive theory of intergroup etyuak the democratic remedy for

permanent electoral marginalization.

6.1 Democr atic I ndividualism

In the course of discussing the anti-multicultwetsli democratic pretensions, the last
chapter also dwelt on the relationship betweeraism and democracy. This chapter
starts by elaborating on a different social disfamsiwhose abundance is also vital for
democracy. The earlier parts of the thesis haveadir alluded to the idea that
democratic theory at minimum has to take a cetigie and degree of individualism
for granted. Here, this relationship will be morgstematically examined. In
explicating this relationship, the best place frtsis with the democratic thought of
George Kateb, whose views on individualism and d=agy are rendered especially
relevant to this project due to their affinity terdocratic ideals that | gathered under
the rubric of normatively sound minimalism. Katel@iscount provides important
answers to the question concerning the place a¥igwhlism in democratic theory.
Nonetheless, certain elements of Kateb’s individnalsuch as his opposition to

identity groups suggest that his analysis is atesimunnecessarily timid about
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acknowledging some immediate conclusions that v¥ollfivom his philosophical
commitments. Taking a closer look at this tensiorKateb's thought not only helps
clarify the place of individualism in democraticetiry, but also casts light on the

guestion of how to respond to the reality of muilticral groups.

Let us start by elaborating on the centrality ofliidualism to Kateb's
democratic theory. Kateb writes that “democratidivwduality, when practiced,
guards and fulfils” constitutional democratyit fulfils the idea of rights-based
democracy by “impress[ing] the meaning of rights toe psyche® It transforms
citizens into a new type — one that demands rigbigws a critical, and even
sceptical, attitude towards authority. Before | go to say more about these
characteristics of the democratic individual, | slgoelaborate on how this new
character is formed. On Kateb’s account, it is patticular laws that lead to
democratic individuality. That is, democratic indivality is rarely achieved through
deliberate attempts to create citizens. It dermaest of its thrust from the attributes of
modern democracy such as the rotation or circulatibleaders, the contestational
nature of the day-to-day politics, and the simg@let fof having one’s vote counted
equally? These apparently formal features of democratictim® create what Kateb
calls “the tentativeness of even rightful authotitylt is also important to note that
democratic individuality and democracy itself aretoally reinforcing. Democratic
individuality is an outgrowth of democracy. Demdaraculture takes hold when
rights-based democracy takes hold in society. Betrights-based democracy takes
hold only to the extent that democratic individbalis pervasive. In other words,

Kateb observes a symbiotic and coterminous relghiignbetween the two.

% Kateb,The Inner Ocear27; (hereafterO).
3
10, 25.
10, 25.
®10, 164.
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What are the characteristics of this new type tidem? Kateb places emphasis
on certain traits of democratic individuality. Oné the foremost characteristics of
democratic individuals, on Kateb’s account, isitHisystemic suspicion of authority”
which “teaches every individual to worry not onlipcait authority exercised over
oneself but also about the authority one exer¢ideBhat is why democratic
individuals do not view politics as a “ritual” aimhet bringing out the best in people.
Instead, they view politics as a “game” that doed require “the best human
qualities,” but tries to compensate for the rekatimix of virtues and vices of political
participants with the greatness of the democraticgss itself. The search for the
best, on Kateb’s account, is the search for “personimpersonal authoritie§"What
ensues from the quest for the best usually is rayeror better civic engagement, but
docility. When citizens do not see themselves as individubéy make it easier for
governments to oppress their citizens quietly, antist them in various collective

projects’

Another trait that Kateb’s democratic individualeage is their common
tolerance of each other's ways of life, motivesd atecisions. Kateb’s democratic
citizens address their fellows with these words:h& | cannot celebrate your

distinctive personality, | will nevertheless letthing affect my underlying attachment

°10, 164.

10, 103-104.

8 “The communitarian critics want people to be lggdnd thus to be more deferential toward, either
personal or impersonal authorities. Their views saggest only that they want people to be made
happy and useful by being made more docile.” (I1£8)2

® Of course, there is more to Kateb'’s rich accodtimaividuality than democratic minimalism can
expect from citizens in ordinary life. A large paftit dwells on existential questions because Kate
wants to challenge the tendency of modern thinkeck as Foucault, Derrida, and Sartre to portray
individuals as being in an inescapable radical ddeacy. (10, 99) He holds, together with Emerson,
Whitman, and Thoreau, that democratic individuaditiers the self a chance to transcend dependency
and see the true worth of separating oneself fradam preoccupations such as the pursuit of wealth
and even political ambitions. Perhaps out of thedtaspects of individuality that Kateb descriltes,
negative aspect is most suitable as a minimal lefvieldividuality for NMD. The negative dimension
covers mainly the critical attitude towards authotihat democratic individuality instils in citizenlt
encourages “dissent, unorthodoxy, no-saying.” @9,
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to your humanness® As democracy becomes more pervasive, even thoeefind
each other’s moral views “repellent” or “abrasivaitigate their respective negative
judgements through their acknowledgement of eatierist individuality’* Such
tolerance is further supported by the recognitioat the proper functioning of the
system rests on the availability of contestatiamges the absence of opposition would

lead to docility.

Underlying these characteristics, however, is tlgstesnic and dynamic
relationship between pluralism and individuality, “coral identity” and difference.
Kateb recognizes that the difference required fos individuality to survive is
present only in a milieu of pluralism, which intucan exist when individuals belong
to different temporary, non-exclusive, changingugs'? The Emersonian “moral
identity” of persons, the idea that attaches priyrtacdhe moral sameness or common
humanness, nonetheless, does not overshadow theisity. On Kateb’s, as well as
Emerson’s, account, the acceptance of moral igdenst intertwined with the
acceptance of moral difference: “Obviously, mordtigntical persons are diverse;
they are individuals. Yet to accept them as eqbglsvhat is held to be the most
important standard (the moral-political) is alreadyaccept them as individuals in
their differences. Belief in moral identity is theery source of the tolerance of

otherness?®

All of this suggests that Kateb should not be &occaf groups. His account of
individuality, after all, seems to presuppose timel lof human diversity that can exist

only in presence of pluralism. However, his aversio groups is evident when he

1010, 156.
110, 163.
210, 32.
110, 155-56.
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writes that “if ever greater numbers of individuat®p thinking of themselves as
individuals and, instead, retribalize in ethnicabher sorts of fixed-identity groups,
the normal level of democratic individuality wougdow weaker.** Kateb goes on to
blame groups for much of political evil that hakel place in the world: “My
contention is that much of political evil on a largcale is intimately connected to
deep belief in the group and its identity.’Kateb finds “the idea of strong group
identity” dangerous. Moreover, he seems to be qadily averse to multicultural

politics as far as the multiculturalists’ valuatiohculture is concerned.

The easy escape from this conundrum appears tasbi€ateb at times makes
it clear, to hold that he is opposed only to certdnds of groups, namely the ones
characterized by “the [dangerous] idea of strorgugridentity”. But it is difficult to
make such categorical distinctions between grotips.account of the relationship
between pluralism and individuality, and the enguminimalism concerning state
authority, are too nuanced to allow such an outrighd simple dismissal of
multiculturalism. This complexity also rules outrelated explanation. A careless
reading may push one to explain Kateb's rejectfoidentity groups as having to do
with how he takes individualism to be the primaajue underlying democracy at the
expense of relegating other democratic concerneliaindividualism is supposed to
encapsulate the apparent tensions between difierand identity rather than try to

resolve it in favour of one or the other side.

Two related thoughts can help us see why Katelpestion of (some) groups
does not find much support within his account ainderatic individuality. The first

has to do with the essentialism concern, whilesiaeond is more directly related to

0, 32.
1510, 203.
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features of Kateb’s own account of individualitytsE, as already mentioned, Kateb is

not against groupser se but groups with “strong identities”. He writesath

| cannot imagine human life without some measurgrotip identity,

but | also cannot imagine a comparatively decefde [(at least

internationally) unless group identity is mitigatednsiderably by the
doctrine of individual human rights — by the conian, that is, that
other people are as real to themselves as | amyselfmor we are to
ourselves. ... If groups are imagined too vividhdividuals lose sight
of themselves and are lost sight of. Ordinary pessibhus cooperate

with their undoing and the victimization of othedmary personéf.3

Most multicultural groups are not fixed identityogps of the sort that Kateb
fears will undermine democracy by submerging demtorindividuality. Kateb is
aware of this when he acknowledges that often pulttiralism is a reaction to
attempts on the part of dominant groups to thwadtviduality of those on the less
fortunate side of the power imbalarféd. plan to discuss how multicultural groups
can play a non-essentialized role in democraciemnone detail in the remainder of
this chapter, as well as in the next one. Hereatvwonly to add that the essentialism
challenge cannot be used apramna facieargument against multiculturalism since it
is possible that even non-ethnic and non-religiolestities — class and party being

the most obvious two cases — can stratify peopfexad identities no less effectively

%10, 209.

" “There is a commendable individualism in the walistop being ashamed of one’s arbitrary or
unchosen characteristics, either the most sup&lfidie skin color) or the most tenacious (likesule)
or the most culturally variable (like one’s placethe sexual division of roles). ... Feminism, gats,
certain racial assertions, and other social movésrame faithful to the spirit of rights-based
individualism, precisely because the will to endrsle is more important than any further ideal
aspiration. The group affirmation is an act of stice to stigmatized identities and functions more
than it is a claim to positive virtue or value.lf, therefore, liberal individualism may, in some
respects, cooperate with these forces, it holdsimitself large resources to resist docilityO( 238)
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than ethnicity and religion. So the problem seemnise a function of how an identity
thwarts democracy rather than the content of agodat identity. Then, similarly, the
solution has to focus more on relations betweeraréicolar identity claim and the
rights or wellbeing of individuals rather than dmetcontent of the identity in its
comprehensive form. The preceding pessimistic ean of groups rests on, perhaps
not an exaggeration of the evil of which groups @pable, but an overstatement of

such threat in the context of democratic societies.

Second, it is important to point out how Kateb'sliuidualism is different
from Barry’s individualism. Kateb is not worried@lt the attenuation of the common
good as a result of the pervasiveness of democnadividuality in a maturing
democracy. Not only does he acknowledge that thersamn to authority is
responsible for the thinning out of common good, e wholeheartedly accepts this
as the only solution to the problem of docility.t&l’s individuality, being immersed
in pluralism, is then a more flexible concept. Bawn the other hand, as we saw in
the last chapter, works with a more predefined astof individual. The individual
citizen we see in Barry’s theory has a much morestrained set to choose from. The
big difference between the two is that many morgsaaf life that offend the latter

individualism will not upset the former.

What do Kateb’'s views on individualism and his gasegm of
multiculturalism teach us concerning how normatienocratic theory should relate
to pluralism, particularly to groups? The symbiattationship between democratic
individuality (sameness) and difference lucidly wapd by Kateb reveals the
unacceptability of a state that tries to give shapets individual citizens. Kateb
rightly identifies attempts on the part of the stdab break up the individual's

resistance and turn her into a subject complaaerthe exercise of authority as a
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source of great concern for the democratic tradalitio is in light of this aspect of
Kateb’s democratic thought that the deploymenthef dtate apparatus to remove the
repugnant diversity through assimilative measusggrs to appear as a less appealing
option. Moreover, what makes groups repugnant itelka philosophy is not their
assertion of difference but their tendency to clammmative priority over the interests
of the individual. In the preceding passages Idtrie demonstrate that one easy
option, allowing some groups while shunning others)ot easily available to Kateb.
Thus, what Kateb, and individualist democratic tigemcluding NMD needs, is
another meaningful criterion to separate the b&nefi groups from their potentially
destructive effects. Probably there is no herms&tndard for successfully separating
these two aspects of group politics in an uncortrsial way. But the negative theory
of groups seems to offer a successful enough stdndlae success of the negative
theory is based on its resolute commitment to restucing the two aims of
democracy, commitment to equality of all citizensdao the importance of non-
domination or disagreement, to one another. Of suthere will be times when
making tradeoffs between these two democratic gadlsbe unavoidable. But the
key difference between the negative theory of gsoapmd other approaches to
multiculturalism that lay claim to being democracthat it tries to incorporate both
of these goals as core democratic commitmentsthards an extension or corollary

of, or supplementary to, the other.

6.2 What role can groups play in the picture of individualist democracy?

As we saw in the preceding section, the individdmlio which democratic theory is
committed does not reject groups. It simply dertiest they can have normative

primacy over individuals. It points out the implékty and undesirability of
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attributing to groups intrinsic value over and abdle value that they may have in

the eyes of their members.

Democracy recognizes and accepts in an ineliminaile different kinds of
groups and collectives. At its most basic, the denmoa democracy stands as the
agent of democratic action. There are other cotpaagents of lesser order such as
various branches of government, various levelsegislatures, political parties, etc.,
to which certain rights and responsibilities artilaited. More importantly, rights
that we often think of as individual rights — “thights to freedom of the press and
assembly, or the right to a jury trial” — “have iormnt “collective” elements'® The
reach of the collective dimension extends deepam this and is exemplified by the
representational character of modern democracy.e Most fundamental act of
democracy — voting — groups citizens into varioagegories — on the basis of
interests, constituencies, and electoral outcomeeaame the most significant three.
In other words, it is not difficult to show that marights inextricably associated with

democracy have a group dimension.

Perhaps the individualism of democratic theory duoatsproduce a theory that
actively promotes affirmative recognition for greup- a theory that many
multiculturalists base on the intrinsic valuatioh culture. However, this view of
democratic individualism is still consistent withitg a robust theory of groups. One
may call this a negative theory of groups, but thisory looks quite potent. In what
follows, | mainly focus on three clusters of reasdhat hint at the necessity of
constructing such a theory. These reasons aréng€ajinacceptability of politicizing

motives, (b) anti-assimilationist bias, and (c) telective bases of democratic rights.

18 Kymlicka and ShapircEthnicity and Group Rightst.
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(a) I'mpropriety of politicizing motives

There is a tendency among democratic theorist$videdscholars of democracy into
two groups — those whose theories advocate expgndiémocratic participation
through more direct or deliberative democracy, #rabe that confine themselves to
reinterpreting such traditional features of exigtiniberal democracies as
representative institutions, interest groups, amefepence aggregatidil. Such a
classification may strike most of us as a grosegaization since many theorists of
democracy engage in both theoretical exercisefhiaPsrthe following distinction is
more nuanced. Some democratic theorists take m#tizeferencetargely as given,
while others argue that the desirability of motivelfers a legitimate basis for
discriminating between preferences. The theoriatin§ under the second group
often find it necessary to identify those instibutal practices that cultivate desirable
motives while discouraging the undesirable one$his classification seems to be
nuanced enough to accommodate the fact that maoyists who value traditional
institutional embodiments on normative or pragmagounds also advocate
deepening democracy; Dahl's vision of democracyageurney (that starts from

polyarchy is a telling examplé°

The most conspicuous instance of the aforementiatistinction being at
work is the debate surrounding interest-group fikma Opponents of pressure
groups, ‘partisan bickering’, self-interested vgtirand other types of ‘self-centred’
political manoeuvring, hold that the ignominioustimes that animate the politics of
interest are the source of the problem; were evento act out of a sense of justice
rather than self-interest, we could have a betidrdeeper democracy. In the words of

one of its most persuasive critics, the fact that $elf-centred view of democratic

19 Mark Warren, “Democratic Theory and Self-Transfation,” 8-23.
20 Dahl, Toward Democracy.
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theory allows “no criteria for distinguishing theuajity of preferences by either
content, origin, or motive” constitutes one of higgest shortcomings. On lIris
Young’s account, the failure to distinguish theiddde motives from the undesirable

ones weakens the intuitive connection between demga@nd justicé?

Advocates oktrongdemocracy often throw multicultural groups inte game
category as other interest groups whose partiatiaragendas allegedly end up
subverting the common godd Incidentally, even theorists generally sympathéiic
multiculturalism endorse it to the extent thatdesmands can be couched in a non-
egoistic language. Most theorists opposed to istagmup pluralism are aware of the
fact that people form groups, or remain in groups tame about in less deliberate
ways, because of some perceived intefklt.the case of some groups, the interest at
issue is a common culture, in others it is econpamd in yet others it is opposition to
some perceived injustice. The most important reatay favour the distinction
between noble and ignoble motives is that suchstandiion would allow them to
discriminate between legitimate groups and illegitie ones, and design institutions
that minimize the impact of the latter on the pcdit process. To be sure, the only
preference at stake is not one between self-iritered other-regarding interests.
Sometimes, we may find certain types of group-ggemore tolerable. To give an
example, institutional design could continue towllunions and corporate interests to
compete for political clout, because their actestiare considered integral to a

functional capitalist democracy, but cultural amdigious groups could face more

2L Young,ID, 19-20.

22 Young, ID.

2 Barry makes this point. Even Young says somethimgjar despite the fact that she is generally
sensitive towards instances of common-good claiensgoused to suppress difference.

%4 Here interest is defined in a broader sense thtendists of the so-calléhmo economicusnterests
in question do not have to be interests of ratigrtainking individual, nor do they have to be egai.
I will say more on this later.
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institutional barriers in organizing to gain infhee because they are moved by more

parochial, primitive, conflictual — in short, undable — motives.

There are important practical and normative corsduilt into the view of
democracy developed in this work that militate agasuch a focus on motives. First
and foremost, as argued in detail in chapter thpeétical equality in a democracy
serves a strong expressive function. In a recemtriboition to the debate, a group of
influential deliberative democratic theorists ackfexrged that voting — a mode of
democratic decision-making that takes preferensagiven, and assigns equal weight
to them without assessing the respecijlsenesof motives— can “in important ways”
turn out to be “more inclusive and egalitarian tlighiberation”; for “voting has the
capacity to bring every full member of the polityta the decision and give that
member's “say” an equal weight, at least in theisies as constructed”® However,
what these writers still continue to deny, in mgwiwithout much plausibility, is that
the inclusive and egalitarian edge that votingdwaes purely deliberative mechanisms
has to do precisely with its disposition to avoigcdminating between motives.
Otherwise, society might develop a proclivity siamito the one lucidly portrayed by
Elizabeth Anderson in her critique of luck egalaism?® The state and society
might continually have to make “demeaning judgmentisat jeopardize the
expression of equal agency by political equdiitsuch paternalism with respect to
motives will likely involve what Anderson, in theowtext of luck egalitarianism,

describes as dictating to people “the appropriagswf their freedom” — in this case

2 Jane Mansbridge with James Bohman, Simone Chayibavid Estlund, Andreas Fallesdal, Archon
Fung, Cristina Lafont, Bernard Manin and José Misti, “The Place of Self-Interest and the Role of
Power in Deliberative Democracy,” 85.

26 Anderson, “What is the Point of Equality?”

27 |bid., 289.

219



CHAPTER 6: Democracy’s Individualist Commitments and a Negative Theory of Groups

their freedom to vote and engage in political astiv in the direction of their

choice?®

Before | move on to discuss the totalitarian threaking behind such
discrimination, | should acknowledge that theramnisch to agree with in Young’'s
suggestion that “the more that public life and ficdi decision-making motivate
political actors to justify their claims and actioand be accountable to their fellow
citizens, the more the arbitrariness of greed, dgk@wer, or the cynical pursuit of
self-interest can be exposed and limiteNMD values the transformative role that
such public debate can have in advancing objectuel as democratic equality and
non-domination. The regenerative dimension of NMlpgests that democratic
societies ought to cultivate more responsible eitship through democratic education
and better access to public space. However endogragsponsible citizenship is one
thing, tailoring institutions to discriminate agsirpreferences of certain citizens on

the basis of their having wrong motives is another.

A society that turns the motives behind individealoices into matters of
legislation will be acting in violation of importademocratic norms. The schemes of
politicizing motives — and weighting more heavihetones that are “decided” to be
superior— will run into conflict with the two denmatic values that NMD deems
fundamental. These are (a) political equality andlie prevention of domination and
a larger-scale totalitarian control. Even if, werav@ble to identify some elaborate
regulative principle of discriminating between mves that satisfy (a), the project
would still not be acceptable from the democragespective laid out in this work.

For the discrimination between motives would camirio require a highly intrusive

28 |bid., 289, 301. Also, | discuss the relationship betweaternalism and democracy in the context of
privacy constraints in chapter three.
29D, 36.
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scheme of government interference and control. Whakes such an intrusive
scheme even more unacceptable from the perspedtN®D is that it will be hard to
check through the traditional means of democraimrol. The latter issue arises from
the damage inflicted on the democratic agency ¢izenis in the process of
discriminating between motives. Citizens whose westiare deemed inappropriate by
government to the level of being discounted or godytially counted, could not

coherently be expected to retain their democrafimay*°

The upshot is that there is a strong democrati®@ @minst constructing
institutional barriers based on discrimination betw motives in order to impede
individuals’ pursuit of their preferences. What gdkis show with respect to groups?
| think one thing that it certainly shows is tha¢ Wwave an egalitarian reason to be
more suspicious of normative theories trying tocdigage certain kinds of group
activity on the grounds of the disruptive impaotsd may have on larger societal

goals.

(b) Anti-assimilationist bias
The second cluster of reasons that points in thectibn of a negative theory of
groups has to do with the relationship between deany and assimilation. In part
two of the thesis, we saw three different stanaesassimilation that pretended to
speak from a democratic perspective. To sum upetBtances, one of them, Barry’s

view, was that assimilation is required by demogradully viewed assimilation as a

%0 One such proposal that seems to debilitate dertioagency is made by David Estlund. Estlund
argues that the act of voting has to be interprigtedcertain way that precludes taking it as an
expression of individual preference. Votes thatadefrom the correct interpretation are not demicra
votes. If an interpretation is needed, then thetbe question of what to do when a certain vopards
from that interpretation. Such views, although sastically innocuous can be highly dangerous in
actual worlds of politics. See Estlund’s “Democratithout Preference”.

31 Barry, Culture and Equality.
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grave offence against multicultural oth&On Hollinger's view, assimilation was
deemed natural, as democracy over time makes thinaed cultivation of certain
traits less than desirabl@ Which one of these views, if any, is right? | thithe
answer to this question lies in the differencesveen two kinds of assimilation. The
two kinds that seem most relevant in this contegt(a) assimilation that occurs as a
result of state coercion — call this artificial opercive assimilation — and (b)
assimilation that occurs over time without diresteuof coercion to bring forth
assimilation — call this natural or non-coercivsiaslation. The ideal of democracy
presented in this work appears to have a bias stgia former, while not having a

similar bias against the latter.

This bias stems from the account of democraticviddalism presented in the
first section, as well as accounts of democratiaéty and non-domination examined
in the part one of the dissertation that foreshadbes argument for democratic
individualism. Even when existing cultural strugsrof minority groups seem to
favour hierarchy over equality, an imposition ofsacial blueprint to transform
individuals can be undemocrafit. There are principled as well as pragmatic
arguments for avoiding assimilation of the firshdki The principled argument has to
do with the nature of power relations within denadicr societies. Here | think we can
safely assume that in a democratic society peagld definition formally free and
equal, and no multiculturalist would find such fam equality morally
objectionable€”® Given this background condition, the only egaiiarpurpose that
assimilation can be expected to serve in a demoaatiety is improving the power

imbalance among those occupying dominant sociatipos and others. Assimilation

%2 Tully, Strange Multiplicity.

% Hollinger, Post-Ethnic America.

% This is not an argument against intervention. Semters 4 and 5.
% See chapter 3.
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of the first kind, however, often does not result a more equalitarian power
relationship. For assimilation in situations reséngb the permanent minorities
scenario discussed in chapter three constitutesl@ef exercise of coercive power of
one, dominant, part of the population over anotkeen if this power is geared to an
indisputably democratic cause, its exercise ovesplee who have no power to
effectively contest it is undemocratic. Thus, paradally, outright interventionist

assimilation looks less legitimate when differenbesveen the dominant group and
minorities appear sharper and deeper, that is, veméiamulticulturalists perceive a

more pressing need for assimilation.

Moreover, the principled case against forced assiion stems from the need
to respect individuals’ equal status as agentsinfilsgion damages one’s sense of
agency and results in more incapacity to act amdividual. The person who has
been coerced not to act in a way that she has alaeted, or coerced to act in an
alien way, does not somehow magically become a indwidual. She remains the
same person with a more impaired agency and redseese of self-respect, and
therefore less likely to be empowered — which gagaEnst the egalitarian purpose of

assimilation.

Fortunately, often there is more a government aaimderms of solving the
problem than engaging in counterproductive largdescassimilation. Often
improving access to mainstream institutions is aearedfective strategy, for the less
the minority groups involved in such conflicts nedde the pattern of being a
permanent minority the less the defence of democratic equality, pietemeal
interventions to achieve it, will resemble assitmla. Leaving aside the forceful

moral case against assimilation, there are stroagnpatic reasons for avoiding it. As
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supporters of multiculturalism such as Will Kyml&khave convincingly argued,

coercive assimilation also undermines stabifity.

On the other hand, assimilation that occurs as-jprogiuct, without direct use
of coercive apparatus of the state by the domigemip, does not fall under the anti-
assimilation bias. It is neither the fact that dedpave had to change their ways of
life, nor that their culture has been transforméitheut their purposeful decision, that
makes assimilation a negative from the perspectifedemocratic norms; for
democratic theory does not hold culture to havérsurconditional value. Culture in
this narrow sense can matter only for instrumemrg@sons and one context in which it
seems to highly matter is the permanent minorityasion described in chapter three.
For what makes assimilation objectionable and wogyfrom the democratic
perspective is the presence of certain types afcemeas opposed to the mere fact of
having to adapt to a new situation. Human beinggpatb countless new situations,
and cultures undergo change without many people@maplaining about the cruelty
of assimilation. Much of the change associated wdgmmocratic individuality
discussed above falls under this second type afmdaton. For the universalizing

effects of democracy are by-products of engageinehe democratic process.

Now, we can return to the question concerning thtifferent views of the
relationship between democracy and assimilatiahink neither James Tully’s nor

Brian Barry’s view is right. That is, assimilatias neither essential for democracy,

% See KymlickaMulticultural Citizenship182-86 | would like to draw attention to how my proposal
is different from Kymlicka's in one important sengdthough whether a group is an immigrant group
or a national minority can matter in the sense tiratatter may have some historical privilegesbas
on past treaties that the former does not enjdfgrénces between the two types of ethnic pluraigy
not of the scale to determine how the state sh@sigond to therf Leaving the question of historical
treaties and the issue of reparations aside, whatheoup has lived in a place for twenty or two
hundred years does not seem to matter from theeetige of NMD. Telling a Muslim population who
has lived in a place for ten-fifteen years “we ddike your way of life; you have to change” seemas
more right than saying the same to French-CanadiaAdoriginal Canadians.
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nor inconsistent with it, because a simple eithrestatement fails to take differences
between the two types of assimilation into accoimt.argument similar to the one
made by David Hollinger that draws attention to th&turalness of long-term

assimilation is more plausible than the other ttemses on assimilation.

(c) The group dynamicsin democratic rights
The third cluster of reasons that hints at the s&itgeof thinking about a democratic
theory of groups is that an individual's politicaxperience is significantly
transformed by the group dynamics of modern dentiscpractice. However, from
acceptance of this fact one should not try to daay far-reaching conclusions about
the intrinsic worth of cultures or groups. This dise does not depart from the
commitment to democratic individualism that we savhe previous sections. It does
not claim that the social and political world cam éxplained in terms of units other
than individuals. It simply acknowledges the need thke relations between
individuals and the structures they create and @uppto account. In the words of
Hayek, “It is so not only in the trivial sense imish the whole is more than the mere
sumof its parts but presupposes also that these elsnaee related to each other in a
particular manner.” In the words of Popper, it giaes the need to take “the logic of

situation” into account’

| would like to return to the suggestion made i@ tipening paragraph of this
section that the most fundamental act of democraoing, tends to group citizens
into various categories — on the basis of interestsistituencies, and electoral

outcomes, to name the most significant three.

37 See Poppefpen Society and Its Enemi&®l. 2, 92.
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First, individuals can experience political effgetness only in connection to
groups. This statement does not just imply thaividdals are more effective in
attaining their political aims when they coordinatéh other like-minded individuals
than they would have been if they chose to actegloh also implies that the
individual's political engagement in the context adntemporary democracies is
rendered effective only in the presence of grolpsteover, political effectiveness
seems possible only through the kinds of groupriagtihat are contestationdl.It is
unfeasible and also undesirable, for reasons agttetroughout this dissertation, to
get rid of the contestational aspects of moderitipgl The image of an individual
citizen, who deliberates on her own about the cuntéthe common good, by itself,
is a very inadequate characterization of contengatamocratic politics even in its
most good-willingly cooperative sense. What happsnsvery stage of politics from
agenda-setting to the final decision-making stagiat individuals’ political activity
is mediated through different layers of group agtivin the words of one critic of
“unmediated” individualism, “the central fact of mdecratic politics in modern
societies with universal suffrage and large tefig® is that individual participation
can be meaningful only when mediated through omgditinal forms, whether they be

political parties, watchdog groups, ideological @sdnomic groups, or others”

Furthermore, not all group activity arises out afemse of individual choice. It

is not simply the pervasive awareness of the négesfsgroups for political efficacy

% Kateb points out that democratic participationtie modern age is possible only in connection with
group engagement. In response to those who “chideterest group politics”, Kateb writes: “Yet
what other modern way is there of normally breakipgnassification and homogenization? Acting on
self-interest or on particular moral interestsig;ept in times of constitutional or other crisige only
form that participatory politics can take. To didit such action is not to hasten the end of pagsiv
And to idealize a situation in which all the citiieof a large society are constantly mindful ofistyc

as a whole is to favor increased docility, despite’s theoretical intentions. The “perspective of
commonality” entails a politics in which leadersigpessential, and along with it, the trained
disposition to be led.”lQ, 261)

% Pildes, “The Theory of Political Competition,” 1608.
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among individuals that leads to the omnipresencgraiips. The modern conception
of democracy itself unavoidably sorts citizens igtoups. The most obvious way in
which this happens is when even unorganized cgiziemd themselves grouped

together as a consequence of voting outcomes atieie or legislative processes. In
multi-party systems, supporters of the parties &mak up on the losing side often gain
some sort of temporary identity in their concertgaposition to the government,

despite their prior ideological differenc®0n the other hand, for individual electors,
political experience is substantially transformegdiiie mere fact of having associated
themselves with one set of political options ratttean some other — whether one
happens to be on the winning or losing side ofubie matters to one. This type of
grouping seems to hold even in non-representatidealsion procedures such as
referenda and municipal direct democracy. CitiZms themselves in groups, albeit
temporary and transient ones, even when they cogether without any partisan

affiliations or sympathies, with the more Roussaatntention of putting the public

good first*

Also, not only are individuals politically effecévonly in groups, but it is the
group-dynamics of democratic politics that, to gnfficant extent, determines how
effective they can be. Particularly important imdering individual political activity
more or less effective is the unfixable manipuliépibf democratic procedures.
Something as rudimentary as the drawing of electwvandaries can end up largely

affecting the weight of an individual voté.The electoral system of a country,

“0 This aspect of competitive power relations shauitlbe overlooked. When electoral hegemony of
one party, or ideological opposition to it, becortas powerful, even groups with very different
identities can unite in pacts and take on tempdbatyremarkably strong new group identities.

4l RousseauOn theSocial Contract.

2 Moreover, constituency boundaries also transfammugs and create new ones in other ways. For
instance, certain groups that find themselves wighnewly created electoral district or a newlyated
administrative unit will find themselves in the rdid of different group dynamics. Here, | will not
consider such effects that electoral boundaries imaag.
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together with the geographic concentration of mitgogroups and the extent of
polarized voting, just to cite some common examplaay seriously affect the
relative weight of a minority vote, and to use kdweguage adopted by American legal

theorists, end up “diluting” it.

Vote dilution claims gained attention particuladynong American legal
theorists in the wake of the Voting Rights Act &#65, whose provisions allowed
civil rights groups to demand thanfair electoral boundaries be redrawn to enable
African Americans to elect representatives of thehioice?® Before the Supreme
Court developed its dilution doctrine, Americantesacould gerrymander their
electoral boundaries for partisan advantage withauth interference from the Court.
However, in the wake of the Voting Rights Act, tHeS. Supreme Court has made

several landmark decisiofis.

Interestingly, the reverse is also possible. Toaestrate how the rules of the
game can be bent in various ways to produce diffesatcomes, we could consider
an example in which a minority group ends up ggténdisproportionate degree of
political influence. For almost two decades, utitéir surprising defeat in May 2011
general election, Bloc Quebecois — Quebec’s sapamtrty in the federal parliament
— consistently acquired significantly more seatthm House of Commons than other
opposition parties that received even a biggereslofrthe popular vote due to the
well-known advantages of first-past-the-post forogmphically concentrated
minorities. This is not to argue that a particutamstituency configuration is by

definition just or unjust, for there are many pbgsiconfigurations, and none that is

3 For a discussion of this, see Gerken, “Understantlie Right to an Undiluted Vote”; Williams,
Voice, Trust, and Memory.

4 E.g.,Reynolds v. Sinf877 U.S. 533]Thornburg v. Gingle§478 U.S. 30]Shaw v. Ren{s09 U.S.
630].
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supposedly neutral with regard to every identigabbte or voter concern. Therefore,
it is hard to imagine that vote dilution or inflati claims can be settled in conclusive
and satisfactory ways. The upshot is to draw dtenb how voting procedures in
particular, and other democratic procedures, inegadncan easily produce largely
varying outcomes, which could be regarded as sagjnthe manipulability of the

system.

Now, one could grant that these are fair obsemmatiabout representative
democracy, but ponder why they should carry anymative meaning. In other
words, “one might argue that a vote is ‘counteduditvalue’ as long as everyone’s
vote is given equal weight” as one U.S. SupremerCinmstice did?> As long as,
dominant groups do not stuff election boxes witlradallots, and do not engage in
other sorts of election fraud, a democrat coulcectjone should not be concerned
with variations that will continue to exist in of@m or another. Of course, the fact of
manipulability would be an irrelevant fact as faraur present question is concerned,
like many other ineliminable facts of politics,iifwere not for the fact that benefits
and burdens resulting from manipulation of suclkesuhccrue to individuals on the
basis of their group affiliations. Although ultinedyf the harm is done to individuals —
it is the individual's right to vote, not the grdspright, since NMD conceptually
rejects the possibility of a group right to votdhis harm involves group dynamics
that one cannot remedy while remaining obliviousttie role of groups. In the
absence of other individuals with similar politichspositions, the wrong committed
by the electoral system against an individual eleetdilution of that elector’s vote —

would simply disappedf. For it is only in relation to other individuals whall into

5 Gerken, “Understanding the Right to an Undiluteste/” 1671.
“¢ In the words of one theorist of election laws, flaem involved in dilution — and the corresponding
claim to be protected against this harm — “risegfaiis with the treatment of the group”. (ibid,2)
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one’s electoral group, and also those who fallidatg, that a vote is counted at less
than its “full value”. If these group-related asggeplay a role, which | think is clear
from several observations made in the precedinggpaphs, the claim that groups
matter has to be taken more seriously. The cosegfecting the possibility of such
manipulation, let alone the fact of manipulatiomuld be too high because the vote is
one device that crosscuts all four dimensions oftNM plays an irreplaceable role in
every aspect of normative minimalist democracy frexpressing equality and

registering dissent to ensuring responsivenessegeheration.

The point of this discussion is that group dynanmegter in an important way
because the fact of groups ends up transforming pbktical experience of
individuals. In consequence, political theoristehsias Melissa Williams and legal
scholars such as Heather Gerken are right whenpbigy out that “[n]Jo matter how
individualistic the premises of a political systeati, political representation is group
representation insofar as legislators represenstitoencies and constituencies are
defined by some shared characteristic, that i gsoup.?’ The important question
that this conclusion evokes is whether recogniZing place of groups requires
rethinking the individualistic understanding of tm®rms underlying minimalist

democracy or the individualistic understanding teaemain intact.
6.3 How to Think of Groups: Interest Groups and Democr atic M ulticulturalism

Although the concern with inconsistencies thateamghen overlooking the role of
groups in democratic theory is an important partaotoherent approach to the
interplay of democracy and cultural diversity, | nvato maintain that the

individualistic framework highlighted above is welhough grounded to deal with

47 williams, Voice, Trust, and Memor5; (hereaftery TM).
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these issues in ways consistent with democraticiplies. To back up this suggestion
| now turn to examine a particularly relevant fotation of the challenge against the
individualist framework of democracy — the one mdgeMelissa Williams in her
Voice, Trust, and MemoryThe shortcomings of this view that calls for more
substantive equality between groups will help cleavay a good part of the
scepticism towards democratic individualism that fibregoing passages on the group

dynamics of democratic politics may seem to nourish

Although Williams’ account shares an important paft its normative
concerns with the inclusion challenge developedrisyYoung, the former has some
important differences which require a new resparsbehalf of NMD. These have to
do with Williams’ more careful examination of liérdemocratic institutions and her
seemingly more committed attempt to square libedaimocratic norms of
representation with the group-related views voicgdhe proponents of the politics of
difference. For Williams, what she calls the twoasts of liberal democratic
representation, individual equality in the form‘afie person, one votend equality
of opportunity in the form ofnterest group pluralismdespite their shortcomings,
belong to the indispensable core of democraticrth® The aim is not to supplant
this individualistic crux of liberal democracy with different social ontology, but to
supplement it with substantive norms that allow doeconsistently defend the
intuitions of fairness with regard to marginalizeéhority groups'’ On this account,
contra Young, difference is not a positive resoudée accepted for its permanent

transformative character, but a necessary milesiortbe road to difference-blind

ByVTM, 11.
4VTM, 82-83; 105.
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justice.50 In short, Williams is not in disagreement witte tmoral ends of liberalism,
but only with the means of getting there in soetwith histories of unequal power
relations, since that requires balancing the imltial-centred procedural notions of

equality with group-centred, substantive ones.

The most conspicuous part of Williams’ theory ofirfademocratic
representation for marginalized groups rests on dréique of interest groups
pluralism — particularly, on the argument she depglagainst discussing the politics
of difference in terms of interest groups. At tleatt of her argument is the claim that
groups that predominantly figure in the politicsdifference — at least the ones that
have the weightiest claims — aascriptive groups for whom their distinctive social
positioning carries a history of marginalizatioratmot only disadvantages them in
relation to other groups but also constantly des@enl regenerates that disadvantage.
For Williams, membership in an ascriptive group o- ie more precise, “[t]he
inescapability of the group differences regardedneeaningful by the dominant
society” — makes it extremely difficult to overcortte disadvantage as long as the
structures of inequality maintaining the differenage overlooked® Theories of
pluralism preoccupied with the voluntary aspectj@fups fall short when it comes to
bringing about fairness for marginalized ascriptiwenorities because they are
particularly silent on the issue of structural disantage? On this model that
Williams criticizes, groups that speak loudesthe public and/or are resource-rich
are the ones that are able to win favours and edbeir desired policy outcomes. In

short, pluralist theory is overly optimistic, Walns argues, particularly in its

%0VTM, 143; Williams also writes that “an egalitariarpapach to marginalized ascriptive groups
should seek to make them less ascriptive, to makmlyership in them a matter of choice rather than
something imposed on the individual by other¥.Ti, 198)

*LvTM, 108.

2VTM, 107-108.
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expectations that any interest group will be ablenbbilize resources when it comes

to their most intensely held preferencés.

Moreover, there is the argument from the necesdityust between legislators
and their representatives that, Williams thinksdes liberal pluralism inadequate in
relation to marginalized group$The point of departure for Williams’ trust argurhen
is Hanna Pitkin’s famous definition of represematthat comes to terms with, rather
than attempting to reconcile, the tension betwédenaspects of representation that
involve trusteeshipanddelegation In herThe Concept of Political Representation,

Pitkin wrote that

representing here means acting in the intereshefrépresented, in a
manner responsive to them. The representative actishtdependently;
his action must involve discretion and judgment;nmest be the one
who acts. The represented must also be (conceisgctapable of
independent action and judgment, not merely beakgrt care of. And,
despite the resulting potential for conflict betwaepresentative and
represented about what is to be done, that comflicst not normally

take place?

Pitkin’s definition of representation entails aatic relationship — one that factors in
the agency of both the representative and the septed, as well as the normative
condition of responsiveness that mediates theioakttip between the two agents.
Because the above definition from Pitkin does ndissime the agency of one side

under that of the other, representation maintates“fiduciary” character® For

BVTM, 76-77.

*\/TM, Chapter 5.

%5 pitkin, The Concept of Representati@®9.
%8 |bid., 128.
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Williams, this character of representation is dgubhportant, not only because
representatives can maintain the trust as longhag temain responsive to the
discernible interests of the represented but aklstalse political trust makes the
responsive relationship between the representatidethe represented possible. In the
words of Williams, “Every scheme of representationst offer citizens aational
basis of trustin government, a set of reasons why institutiohsepresentation will
function to make government responsive to theieetial interests® Groups come
into this picture when the patterns of historioahdion inescapably reflect on the
relationship between citizens. When the trust tfens towards their electors shows
signs of erosion — largely because the underlyingt tamong citizens can no longer
be counted on — the only way of rescuing represigetgovernment, according to
Williams, is to make it possible for citizens t@e&i those in whom their trust remains
strongeri_?8 To return to our question at hand, this is thesdaeason why the liberal
democratic theory of representation, with its foonsormal equality and pluralism is
incapable of doing justice to marginalized groupeheories of democratic
representation that are not group-conscious dohagt the conceptual resources
required for consistently defending the self-repr¢ation of minorities, supposedly

the only way of bringing back political trust.

| do share Williams’ critique of thevisible hand,and agree that an over-
reliance on the self-corrective mechanisms of tlagket is too optimistic a view for
democratic societies that have obligations of &8s towards their disadvantaged
members® The classical pluralist view of democratic pokticon its own, is a

deficient view similar to the classical minimalisai Schumpeter insofar as both

STVTM, 33.
8 \TM, 172-174.
¥ VTM, 65-66.
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ignore the normative underpinnings of contemporalgmocracy’ However,
Williams’ account is marred by numerous problemst®fown, and as a result, it is
not able to offer convincing reasons to upset malish democracy’s commitment to
individualism and a negative theory of groups fdriah it leaves room. My objection
to Williams —which | hope will reveal that her viae/a less appealing alternative to a
revised version of the account of pluralism sh&aizies — is motivated by two broad
concerns. First, Williams’ criticism of interestogips seems too shallow insofar as it
ignores certain democratic realities. On the olfard, her overreliance on legislative
fairness, and in general on fair outcomes, is totinostic. Let us now take up both

concerns in turn.

In what ways is Williams’ critique of interest gnoai shallow? One thing not
to ignore is the extent to which minority groupsvéaegbeen successful in making
inroads when they organize as pressure groups abdire their resources to gain a
place in wider public and political coalitions. Amterest group should not
immediately be associated with a wealthy corporafionnelling disproportionate
amounts of money in order to corrupt a given coustpolitical elites. Unions, civil
liberty organizations, and other associations tiate played an important role in
progressive politics often operate at least pastiythe interest group model. The
ACLU and NAACP are two illuminating examples frohetU.S. In the words of one
scholar of American politics, “In mid-century, diviights organizations like the
National Association for the Advancement of Colofebple did more to represent
the interests of African-Americans than most eléqteliticians.®* In Canada, The
Assembly of First Nations, a federation of many Aggmal organisations, has done a

lot to combat discrimination against the most disadlaged segment of the Canadian

%0 See Chapter 2.
®1 Mezey,Representative Democracy: Legislators and their sfituents 166.
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populatione?2 The interests in question do not have to be s#dfrested in the narrow

sense of the term that implies egoistic dispos#ion

Another related aspect of the misconception is pladitical theorists tend to
view interest groups, almost exclusively, as poulanhtional organizations with vast
resources or histories of successful engagemehtpaiitical powerhouses. Powerful
business and civil rights groups such as th®. Chamber of Commeré&and the
NAACP may neatly fit this model of interest groupgagement that focuses on the
importance of stable policy networks, whereas matlyer successful pressure
campaigns do not. In the U.S. the “shift — from arle of policy-making
characterized by tightly knit policy communitiesdéor well-structured and stable
networks, to a more loosely ‘organized’ and therefiess predictable collection of
stakeholders” dates back to the 19703eremy Richardson notes that in Europe too,
“[p]olicy making within European states and at teropean Union level is often
much more fluid and unpredictable — and less ctabie — than seems to be implied
by enthusiasts of the network approathlh reality, the system of interest group
politics at play in most Western democracies ifldd that even “established insider
groups” with lots of disposable resources “can &aly lose out” to their less

connected and resourced riveis.

The foregoing scepticism about voluntary groups twmslo with a larger
misunderstanding concerning the proper role ofr@stiegroups in a well-functioning

democracy. | take a particularly broad definitidrtlee term interest group, and use it

%2 For instance, the Assembly together with othestmitations lobby groups featured prominently in
the process that led to the official apology bydglegernment of Canada in June 2008. See Parliament
of Canada, “House of Commons Official Report (3@#1liament, 2nd Session).”
® The Centre for Responsive Politics (its web prof@gensecrets.orghas consistently ranked them
as the top spender over the last decade.
2: Richardson, “Interest Groups and Policy Chang('8l
Ibid.
% Ibid., 1011.

236



CHAPTER 6: Democracy’s Individualist Commitments and a Negative Theory of Groups

to refer to any group/organization that wants ftuence any number of policies but
is not large or comprehensive enough to comprigelifical party. It is characteristic
of open and pluralistic societies that politicalrtfgss despite their ideological
flexibility will be neither willing nor able to ammmodate all the different
preferences of citizen groups. To think that partan organize platforms complex
enough to obviate the role of interest groups igealistic’®” Notwithstanding the
strength and health of a particular party systemterinediate associations with
political objectives will continue to exist unlegevernments specifically outlaw and
persecute them. Now, in the context of multicullisra, some groups may happen to
be large or territorially concentrated enough tekseepresentation directly in the
legislature. French Canadians are one pertinennpbea African Americans in the
U.S., although they do not have their own partyeh@rmed the Congressional Black
Caucus. There are also examples of ethnocultuaaipgmvolvement in the form of
parties from the more recent or transitional demaes. But in most of these cases,
particularly in open societies, this form of padicovers only a relatively small
subset of the politics of difference. To use a @araexample, even the Francophone
Bloc Quebecoisa political party with a clear-cut and relativédgmogenous identity,
is subject to the influence of many internal antemal groupings that try to sway
policy in one direction or anoth&.Thus it is a bit simplistic to downplay the

significance of interest groups in a democratidtjosl

However, Williams, Young and other egalitarianicatof interest groups can

try to respond to this criticism by pointing ouaittwhat they are trying to downplay is

67 See Jordan and Malonéyemocracy and Interest Groups: Enhancing Particiqa?

® One observer of Canadian politics writes that Blosembers "may hold similar views on
sovereignty but range widely on the left—right scallhe author adds that the party's "central fazus
Quebec sovereignty [...] masks greater disagreeorentore general economic and social issues."
(Malloy, "Canadian Parliamentary Party Groups,")123
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not the empirical fact of interest groups but tleenmative weight that this fact should
be assigned by theorists of democracy. These writgticize interest groups for their
negative impact on the common good, for generatiaguality of political influence,
triggering cronyism, and especially in the contektiversity politics, for militating
against groups with resource problethsHere, my aim is not to overlook these
important issues, particularly the last one. Nolpmany of these concerns are quite
well-founded; but it is also the case that thesgaiions apply, to a noteworthy
extent, to all forms of group engagement in demacaolitics except the one that
assigns to the state the role of constantly (ag@rdehing which groups are relevant,
(b) coming up with a substantive blueprint of fagundaries for all relevant groups,
and (c) implementing the blueprint in a timely fesh It is clear that all three are
features of Melissa Williams’ account that put®s# on the ascriptiveness of groups,
which gets her account off the ground as a prelamyimemedy to the negative effects
of conceptions of group engagement that emphalse&dluntary elements. But what
is also very clear is that these amount to a wtaji draconian, and very likely, quite
undemocratic, remedy, which brings us to the sedwoodd problem with Williams’

account.

Put broadly, the second concern with Williams’igte of interest groups has
to do with how she continues to search for a smiutd the problem of permanent
minorities under the guiding principle of represgive fairness in the legislature.
Williams’ position is problematic for several reddt reasons. First, the focus on
substantive representation for minority groups nieyng about some immediate

benefits for large groups such as African Americdng outside of this particular

%9 Williams writes that groups that satisfy the “mawgicand “history” conditions — those that have
subjective collective experiences of past oppressie well as whose past oppression is empirically
true — “face special obstacles to mobilization thther groups do not face. Most clearly, they have
fewer financial resources to spend on lobbying @ther forms of interest group activityVTM, 195)
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American example, the model is going to have lichis@plicability, and its benefits
could be outweighed by its costs in terms of demuctegitimacy (I discuss the latter
point below). My concern is that when the groupsjirestion are not large enough to
elect a noticeable number of representatives onalosatisfy Williams’ memory
condition — as a vast majority of immigrants to théestern Europe and North
America do not — the approach is going to be vesffective in helping with the
perceptions of marginalization that in one way opther motivated both my and
Williams’ concern with the electoral positioning afinority groups. Williams is
aware of this problem and quotes Iris Young and Wiinlicka to draw attention to
the persuasiveness of the idea that sometimeseggtisentation for minority groups
will require some overrepresentation — represeoriadiisproportionately larger than
their share of populatioff. At its most basic, this will be too gross a vi@atof the
norm of one person, one vote to count as a demoaenedy to the problem of
permanent minorities. Moreover, this suggestioto@s open-ended to take seriously.
It is not clear what might be the upper limit ofwhonuch overrepresentation it may
require, and it looks like its application couldtaha significant distortion of the
numerical aspect of democratic equality, not justiaor departure from it to secure

other democratic egalitarian goals.

As Williams is aware of the difficulties of attang substantive equality
among large and small groups, she does not purguéotver-representation” point
too far. Instead she places the emphasis on tingfisamce of deliberation as a way
out of the problem: Williams writes that the mowdiberative the legislative process,

the less one will have to worry about minoritiesvihng a numerically weaker

0 5eeVTM, 226. Williams writes that “Several theorists habserved that the numerical
representation of marginalized groups in striciportion to their presence in the population may be
either more or less than is needed to secure poliapges that protect group interests.”
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presence in decision-making bodlé®eliberative democracy demands that concerns
about injustice voiced by marginalized groups Heard and responded tthat they
have an opportunity to affect legislative decisidffslt tackles the problem of
permanent marginalization by making a “sharp” maway from the “bargaining or
competitive model contained within liberal repres¢ion” to a process that requires
all involved parties to “aim at mutual agreementvad at through a process of
rational argumentation’® Once the discursive ideal has been embraced |dégés
debates will no longer overlook the experience argmalization that minority
groups bring to the table, “for only what all cowlonsensually agree to be in the best
interest of each could be accepted as the outcdrésadialogic process’® Thus, at
the heart of this new model of legislative politingended to deliver fair results to all
citizens irrespective of their social positionirggthe expectation that it will replace
the politics of self-seeking competition with tledtmutual reasoning for a genuinely

common good.

This brings us to a related difficulty that ariseesm Williams’' focus on
substantive fairness, namely, her exaggerationetberative democracy’s potential
to produce fair outcomes in particular cases atergnoup equality in general. To be
sure, the “voice” part of Williams’ argument is &w that has democratic merits;
namely, it is highly important from the perspectioE NMD that groups can give
voice to their grievances and that these voicesad@o unheard by the wider public.
However, the move from the voice argument to anument for deliberative

democracy sweeps too many important problems utitercarpet. The move is

" Here, Williams draws on Kymlicka®lulticultural CitizenshipBut she adds a caveat: “There is a
limit to this logic, however, for | would not watd go so far as to claim that in a perfectly detitiee
body a single representative would be sufficierggoure the needs and interests of a marginalized
group.” VTM, 226)

2VTM, 138. Emphasis in the original.

BVTM, 138

4 Seyla Benhabib quoted YATM, 140.
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problematic even from the perspective of the maigied groups that it is supposed

to benefit.

Williams herself is aware of the “limits of the dwrative ideal’. She
acknowledges that “the aspiration to rise aboverast politics” could continue to

disadvantage permanent minorities:

To the extent that ideals of deliberative democremytemplate ruling
out expressions of self-interest altogether, thagnper marginalized
group representatives’ capacity to conform to ttandards of public
discourse while also effectively representing thewonstituents’

perspectives and interegts.

As a solution Williams offers the idea that deldare democrats should recognize
the legitimate place of self-interest in politiadiscussions. In her own words, “the
motive of a common good of justice and the motifeénterest are in fact far more
closely intertwined than prevailing models of detistive democracy tend to admit.”
To claim otherwise would be, in Williams’ words, dinely utopian”. Despite this
striking recognition of the limits of deliberativdlemocracy, Williams continues to
hold that “the ideal of a perfectly deliberativegildature remains the appropriate
aspiration of a conception of political representatthat is just toward historically
marginalized groups® Williams wants to purge deliberative democracy iisf
utopian elements, the “exacting” demands on palitctors to shun their self-interest
for the advancement of the common good. The prolidetfmat she wants to do this in

a way that does not seem to be less utopian; natmglgdopting “decision rules that

SVTM, 143-44.
VTM, 145.
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move in the direction of consensus or unanimityaagquirement of legitimate or

binding political decisions®’

Nothing that Williams writes in the last part ofri@ook that deals with the
guestion of institutional design suggests one cadadtify democratically consistent
electoral and legal mechanisms that will produclestantive fairness for minority
groups’® Limiting the scope of the exercise to the groupest tsatisfy the memory
condition does not make the task easier efthdihe reason for this is that the
numerical and deliberative aspects of the problemat just isolated issues that once
resolved would leave the view of substantive famén line with the logic of
democracy; to the contrary, they point at a momme@hensive problem with the
notion of substantively equal representation fomaonity groups. The notion of
substantive fairness is problematic, from the viewp of NMD, due to being
oblivious to the essential place of disagreemently adequate theorization of
contemporary democracy. Because Williams conceofethe ideal of democratic
fairness as a consensus that pleases all involaeiiep equally — similar to other
voices in the politics of difference debate withuralistic aspirations — her work
continues to draw silently on a notion of a harmasi homogeneous general will.
The democratic merits of the latter were subjecsdnutiny in the first part of this
dissertation, where | argued that parts of whatuSgeter wrote about general will
theories of democracy quite accurately underlinedhgortant source of domination
in contemporary politics. To recall, the idea tiMD wants to reject is that

contemporary democracies have to make a choice ebetwagreement and

TVTM, 146.

8 williams concedes this point when she writes ttiase reflections lead to the conclusion that we
do not yet know what institutional changes wouldstreffectively increase representational fairness;
they are, rather, an invitation for institutionaperimentation.” YTM, 236)

" Williams writes that “memory” and “history” ar@fended as tools to facilitate our political
judgments about the relative strength of groupntato self-representationVTM, 202)
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disagreement. One cannot simply wish away disageagnbecause it is not a mere
nuisance to be overcome on the way to a more dahgld agreement. Political
philosophies that complain about the inability ohtemporary democracies to bring
meaningful common projects to completion becausdestabilizing disagreemé&ht
are grounding their arguments on misinterpretatmingemocratic norms commonly
embodied by modern democratic practice. It is rfficdlt to see how Williams’ view
also shares these mistaken features. Whether camseamains in the picture as an
actual goal or in the form of a “decision rule” \A8lliams’ revision of deliberative
democracy to make it less utopian suggests, itnmmdes the ethical significance of

disagreement in democratic thought that the eashiapters highlighted.

So far | have argued that it would be difficult #filliams’ view to overcome
the frustration of marginalized groups with the wdgmocratic politics functions,
even after such groups have gained a presence iedfslature, for reasons that have
to do with the defects of consensus-inspired viewisdemocracy. But what
alternatives are there to this model other tharptiesent system — known to produce
widespread domination — which Williams astutelyticizes? The contours of the
answer to this question have emerged more visibhé course of the chapter. The
alternative to the two views — Williams’ accountsoibstantive fairness and the liberal
pluralist view criticized by her — that | have nairibe negative theory of grougsin
be summed up in the following way. Once supplenthbteother normative elements

of NMD, “the strategies that worked well to abstnb political pressures asserted by

8 Taylor, Philosophical Argument282
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voluntary associations (or ‘interest groupsf)@ed notprove “inadequate to answer

the political claims of ethnic and cultural minae#.*

Normative minimalist democracy, and the negatie»ti of groups for which
it leaves room, can overcome the marginalizationnohority groups in ways
consistent with democratic norms. Within this framek, interest groups represent a
particularly promising strategy for overcoming thproblems of political
marginalization. Unlike Williams’ solution, the freework offered by NMD does not
contradict the openness of democratic governamakjsanot subject to the problems
of essentialism, knowledge (i.e., how to decide twkahe appropriate substantive
recognition?), and power abuse. Moreover, whileiding the pitfalls of Williams’
account, this revised framework also does not &ublind eye to fairness concerns.
Let us now expand on these relative advantagdseafetvised pluralist solution to the

problems of marginalization.

First, NMD avoids the pitfalls of essentialism bgcognizing that in
democratic politics groups matter not for theirtidistive characteristics but because
insofar as they shape the political experienceheirtmembers, they perform an
important democratic function. NMD is not committexdthe unjustifiably optimistic
view that subjugating the competitive strand to Hubstantive considerations of
fairness will significantly mitigate the need farogps to compete for more political
clout® In a pluralistic polity this simply is impossiblgroups are changing in a
myriad of ways and the competitive tendencies withain ubiquitous. As a result of

openness and competition, and the changing groumamndigs of the polity, the

81 This is a reversal of what Melissa Williams writaghe “Group Inequality and the Public Culture of
Justice,” 34.

82 Even theorists who urge a shift from procedurihésss towards more substantive protections, end
their accounts by emphasizing the importance ofgulares. Williams, for example, begins to cast
competition in a more positive light in the finages of her work; she writes that “increasing the
competitiveness of an electoral system is an inapbtlement of political accountability.VTM, 231)
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character of marginalisation experienced by groapd their sources are bound to
change as well. Because interest-group pluralises dmt fix certain differences as
sources of marginalisation, it is responsive towhg problems evolve. Consequently,
interest group pluralism does not run the riskeitisg current injustices right at the

expense of creating new problems for either sorasgmt or future minority.

All of these, however, do not change the fact Waliams and other critics of
minimalist democracy have identified important pesbs that were mentioned above.
One cannot downplay the importance of these proklemd have to search for more
democratic ways of overcoming or containing thean,the goal of fairness towards
permanent minorities and others who appear to beosatipetitive disadvantage is
wholeheartedly accepted by NMD. As | have arguedufhout, some of those
problems are institutional design questions, whbileers are ineliminable from any
theory of the open society. What this negative themplies with respect to certain
important multicultural concerns will be exploredmore full detail in the next, final
chapter of the thesis. Here | want to offer a bskétch of how interest group
pluralism, coupled with a strong egalitarian conmant to the openness and fluidity
of the system can go farther to achieve these gbals other alternatives that have

been put forth.

The solution that NMD offers eases barriers to cetitipn and removes
artificial obstacles and outcome-related constsainiposed on the process by the
dominant parties trying to perpetuate their preseriair advantage. In this regard,
NMD offers a strictly proceduralist solution to thproblem of electoral
marginalization. On the negative side, it inter@pitevent the use of political clout to
bend rules so that they work to one’s advantageveiter, | agree with Williams that

this is not going to solve the problem completebcduse the present political
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disadvantage may have deep socioeconomic rootsoifrect this, NMD offers a

solution that could be regarded as less strictlyceduralist; namely, it requires
strengthening the contestational capacity of thedeo suffer from permanent

marginalization. However, the crucial point is tiiahtends to do this in ways that do
not distort the procedural openness of democraeg.skrict limit on this aspect of the
democratic role comes from the institutional med$ms being as resilient to being
hijacked by any single group as possible no mdttev numerically dominant these
groups are. In theory, this is fully in line withet normative weight of competition

that NMD borrows from the Schumpeterian conceptibdemocracy. In practice, the
focus is on amplifying the significance of publienfling for open access to media,

anti-trust laws in politics, etc.

As a result, the title “the negative theory of gyetidoes not suggest that
groups have a merely provisional role in the pwditilife of a democracy, because
they will continue to matter regardless of how piels change. The negative theory of
groups recognizes the permanence of groups, awod iguard against competitive
disadvantage and other kinds of democratic unfagnthat may accrue to different
groups, while not recognizing the permanence of aawal group interest. This
seems more in line with the goals of democracy thlaat more positive theories such
as Williams’ seek; the latter despite its recogmitof the fluidity of group interests
ends up advocating measures that curtail compettial make it difficult for groups

to secure their constantly evolving interests.

6.3.2 Do cultural groupsfit into the revised pluralist model?

One final bit of response to Williams remains tonbade. | will conclude this chapter

by pointing out the importance of, and drawing tomtours of my answer to, one
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guestion that | leave to the final substantive ¢apf this work: to what extent do
cultural groups fit into the pluralist model? Frdhe beginning of this work, whether
there are any democratically relevant reasonsetd tiultural interests as any different
from other kinds of interests that individuals ¢eve that motivate them to organize
into a group has been a question that recurrenigrged. Some potential reasons are
brought up in the multiculturalism literature. Wancdivide these into two broad
groups. The first set of reasons views interestigscas bad from the perspective of
democratic politics. The second set of reasonghgresupportive or agnostic towards
interest groups, but thinks culture makes a badabbjor interest group politics.
Among the second group, we have views that resicusion of culture in the
competitive model because it is dangerous and biestand views that see it as a
matter of justice, and therefore an inappropridiea of bargaining. | think the three
clusters of reasons for groups that | derived ftbexndemocratic theory presented in
the earlier chapters of this work point in a parte direction — they dismiss both
groups of criticism that we see in the multicultisra literature, and more broadly
speaking in normative political theory. Here | wabdike to add a few more brief
remarks on these two sets of objections (partigutar the second set), and then point
out why three reasons that require a negative yhafogroups point in the direction of

a third, competitive egalitarian, or revised pligshpproach.

The first set of objections to the inclusion oftaut in the pluralist model is
usually put into use by the critics of multicultlisen and politics of difference of all
variants. We saw these arguments in the chapteh@rdemocratic pretensions of
anti-multiculturalists. For these writers, demograe strictly about agreement. The
second set of objections could come from plurabstsulticulturalists. A liberal, for

instance, could be pluralist and favour competitioid bargaining over interests but
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hold some aspects of culture outside of this maul of fear that it could have
potentially devastating, uncontrollable effectssaial stability. Different economic
and social interests could be expected to mitigath other, and therefore eliminate
the risk of a deadly conflict, but religious or eithantagonism could result in an all-
out violence. This is a good reason to keep whaghiminake effective raw material
for violence out of the reach of daily politicatkering. The second argument, from a
different moral perspective, also advocates a isoluhat is strikingly similar in form

if not substance. This is the multiculturalism argunt for constitutional protection of
cultural identity from the negative impact of majarianism. Language or religion is
not good material for politics, not for merely pemtial, but for moral reasons.
Competitive pluralism with regard to these non-mategoods is less palatable
because often the outcome will be a more damaguigugation of already
marginalized groups. To be sure, the two argumemetsnterconnected, but it is useful
to maintain the conceptual distinction between thé&nw, notwithstanding their
differences on the preceding two positions, Will&nYoung, Tully, Taylor, and

Kymlicka all share a commitment to this last lifelmught.

Why do the three reasons for groups militate agathe two sets of
objections? Earlier in the chapter | showed howrradive minimalist democracy has
a distinctive anti-assimilation bias, which cleadifeviates the worries concerning
majority tyranny. The unacceptability of discrimiimg between citizen motives also
creates lots of democratically justified freedomrfanority groups to operate without
interference from the state or dominant segmentooiety with better access to the
state power. The third cluster of reasons thattpdiat the negative theory of groups
showed that groups matter not just for the wellpaihtheir members, but also matter

politically for being an ineliminable part of theemiocraticmodus operandiThe
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extent to which these justify calling the emergihgoretical construct a theory of
democratic multiculturalism is a subject left t@ thnal chapter, but | think here one
can safely point out that the particularly multtowdlist form of the objection, the

third line of thinking, has serious flaws.

The argument that culture is special in some pegdehed sense seems to
violate all three clusters of reasons — reasortsléage room for a democratic theory
of groups — at the same time. First, it contairskimd of motives discrimination that
NMD tries to avoid. Second, by eroding the concabtdistinction between
democratically acceptable and unacceptable, forcafsimilation, the objection
seems to create room for unnecessary state intewmer{to prevent natural
assimilation), and in doing so disrespects demicegjency of its citizens. Third, it
misunderstands the role of groups in democratigip®l That is, it does not respect
the individualistic ontology on which expressiveuality and non-domination are

based.

6.4 CONCLUSION:

Because NMD as a theory is committed to indivicgralin an obviously strong way,
| had to begin this chapter by explaining how NMIigividualist commitments do
not translate into a group-free theory of politiEateb’s democratic individualism
was seen to be a particularly helpful point of refee when making a preliminary
case for the place of groups in an individualisinderatic theory. For, it clearly
shows that groups continue to perform an importal® in democracies, despite all
the scepticism towards them that individualism ésités we saw in section two, not
only does not the individualist commitment of dematic theory shut groups out of

politics, but it also offers, together with othespacts of NMD, important reasons for
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constructing a democratic theory of groups. Theidation of the reasons for having
a negative theory of groups, however, in itself do®t respond to various other
objections that the rival theories of group invehent may raise. Section three tried
to respond to the criticism of the negative theofygroups that emanates from its
alleged silence on injustices suffered by ascrptgroups. | responded to these
concerns by examining the democratic merits of 8&ali Williams’ account of

substantive group equality, and identifying probdethat make it a less appealing
alternative to the revised versions of the integestip view that she criticizes. These
problems, however, do not meascriptive groups should be totally ignored, nor do
they amount to a rejection of self-representatmmnfiinorities. | am not denying that
legislative presence for minorities might proveegilimate goal. It is an inescapable
fact of modern politics that when minorities aregks territorially concentrated

groups, listening to their concerns will have téetgplace largely through certain
representative institutions. Moreover, the precgdihapters outlined a democratic
case for decentralization or devolution of polikipawer, which is likely to result in

more self-representation for minority groups. Myeation is that as far as the general
trajectory of a theory of pluralistic democracycencerned, the ascriptive theory of
groups offers very limited resources for relatiagliversity in a way consistent with a
coherent understanding of democracy. In other watkélliams’ account fails in ways

similar to Iris Young’'s and James Tully’s.
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The preceding chapters present a particular —Ueasgmore consistently democratic —
way in which contemporary democracies could resptmanulticulturalism. The
normative underpinnings of minimalist democracy gegj specific responses to
important concerns discussed in the political theair diversity politics. The main
guestion that this chapter tries to answer is tbibowing: Could one call the
theoretical construct that emerges from the contpparanalysis of these two sets of
normative concerna theory of democratic multiculturalisror not? Multiculturalists
will try to argue that the construct presentedhis tlissertation is too conservative in
its acceptance of culture, therefore undeservingheftitle multiculturalism Anti-
multiculturalist liberal egalitarians who hold viewsimilar to Brian Barry’s could
argue that the view | caliormatively sound minimalist democracy (NMd2rifices
an important degree of democratic equality or iitlial freedom for the sake of more
cultural freedom or equality, and therefore offarvery thin notion of democracy
undeserving of the titlelemocratic To support their respective critical viewpoints,
multiculturalists and liberal egalitarians couldisea reformulated variants of the
normative, as well as the more institutional aratpcal, objections that we have seen
throughout the dissertation. | have already triedegbunk the democratic pretensions
underlying certain normative points made by thiskieom both camps in the second
part of the dissertation. Here, | plan to draw loa inore specific criticisms of NMD’s
approach to multiculturalism likely to come frome#fe contrasting vantage points.
Defending NMD against such objections, and argtinaj it represents a respectable
approach to multiculturalism, will require clarifig and systematizing what it entails
with respect to some important questions that eenatghe nexus of democracy and

difference. A very important part of my responsetite guiding question of this
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chapter, and more largely of the thesis, consistexploring how democratic
multiculturalism satisfies some important multicu#l and democratic concerns

better than its theoretical alternatives.

In what follows, | evaluate how NMD performs witltespect to four
multiculturalist and three liberal egalitarian cents that are often invoked in the
literature to support and challenge different c@tioms of multiculturalism. On the
pro-multiculturalism side of the equation, the paimyn concerns are that NMD could
worsen the assimilative pressures against the wubrsérable groups, detract from the
goal of equal recognition, undermine legitimateimgns for self-rule, and last but
not least, result in an under-inclusive politicsn@ng the critics of multiculturalism,
the main worries have to do with the well-known cem with the exacerbation of
socio-political inequalities, balkanization, andtitutional impasse as a result of the
multiplication of intractable groups or erosiontaist and solidarity. After | assess
each of these claims on the basis of the evideratepiled up from the work done in
the previous chapters, | move on to the concludegion where | elaborate on why

the emerging theoretical construct deserves tleentitilticulturalism.

Responses to some multiculturalist concerns

Speeding up assimilation of already disadvantaged groups?

There is a worry that this type of democratic tlyetinat places emphasis on
competition will speed up the process of assinafafior small groups, hence further
disadvantaging the most disadvantaged. For instamcemall group with limited

electoral capacity could be the hardest hit byldipal setting that distributes rewards

in proportion to the overall influence. To allewahis concern, one could bring up the
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fact that in a pluralist democratic system, grocg@s often compensate for their small
size by other resources. But this too, critics dauggest, militates against the most
disadvantageH.OveraII, the fate of small and resource-poor raultural minorities,
critics could argue, is a particularly inegalitariand unjust implication of the theory

of democratic pluralism | offef.

To be sure, there is an obvious sense in whichimy wffers more benefits to
bigger groups than it does to smaller ones. Nanthlg,bigger the group, the stronger
its political influence’ is often going to be truA. populous group with knowledge
and other resources could find it easier to firgklft room in successful power
coalitions, and more generally to function wellarcompetitive democratic systém.
Nonetheless, this does not justify overlooking remaller groups will benefit from
the system. First of all, this view guarantees riile of law and equal democratic
concern to members of all private, political, sbaissociations — an important sense
in which it is strongly egalitarian. The competgipluralism that NMD offers does
not rest on a laissez-faire approach to power. Asaw clearly in chapters two and
three, democratic theory has an important egalitadimension that effectively
protects citizens against many forms of disadvanthgt arise from unequal exercise
of power. Second, it recognizes the importancéefgroup dimension of politics and
the importance of an enhanced access to publicespaarticularly, for minority

groups with poor resources. This is quite an ingardifference between NMD and

! Melissa Williams voices a similar concern when shites about the inadequacy of the pluralist
model of democratic politics. Williams writes “thstcial interests backed by wealth are much more
likely to become organized as interest groups grareconomically disadvantaged group¥TW, 76)
Permanent minorities are particularly disadvantagsder this model: “meeting liberal representaton’
standard of equity in the electoral process is @afhe difficult with regard to permanent minorigé
because deep cleavages separate them and thésesiety. Y TM, 77; 259n78)

% There is a general, and well-founded, concern gnegralitarian theorists for the well-being of the
worst off groups largely due to the influence didd&awls’ work.

% See HolyokeCompetitive Interests: Competition and CompromisArnerican Interest Group
Politics.
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classical forms of pluralism. NMD guarantees a goand presence to all groups
irrespective of their size or wealth. The strergtld openness of public space ensures
that groups will not have major problems in makthgir grievances known. If the
parties in power are reluctant to listen, pluralesnad enhanced competition will make

sure some well-organized opposition do arise.

A third related factor is that NMD is an anti-ca@d anti-monopoly view of
political competition, which protects minorities mothan it helps the dominant.
Group size is not as important a factor in restricthe group influence as liberal
egalitarian critics might argue. The normative updeings of minimalist democracy
require improved transparency and competitiveness & better overall
responsiveness. Therefore, under a functioning NMs§tjtutional design would look
for better ways of preventing a dominant group rmug@s from artificially restricting
competition or blocking channels of contestatiomptolong their stay in power. And
finally, group size is rendered more insignificamgcausedissensusis not only
grudgingly tolerated, but accepted as an inelimmglart of democratic politics. For
NMD recognizes the transience of any majority, dathocratic politics is not geared
towards discovering truth. Those on the losing $dew that a particular outcome
has not been carved in stone. With the exceptiothefrules of the game that are
supposed to guarantee a satisfactory performarareg ghe dimensions of NMD,
every electoral victory and defeat is subject teersal. It is difficult to downplay the
ethical significance oflissensusn such a system without running into conflict lwit

important procedural rules.

Overall, smaller groups are actually offered moretgction under this view

than under some rival conceptions. For example vibe at hand seems to bypass
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most problems known in the literatureramorities within minoritiesvithout the state
having to undermine the identities of many groupsaadaily basis. Even very thick
egalitarian views of multiculturalism such as JamaBy’s and Charles Taylor’s face
difficulties when they are challenged with the ssof what to do with relatively
small, often more recent, defiant groups withiraegé, well-defined minority group
with a history of semi-autonomous political indtiituns. In Taylor's multiculturalism,
accommodement raisonnabléetween Muslim immigrants and Francophone
Quebecers puts principles of cultural recognitiamder a significant tension. In
Tully’s Strange Multiplicity,it is the stories of rights conflicts between Algimal
groups and internal dissenters that most chall&émgeprinciple of post-colonial self-
rule. NMD ensures that such groups — e.g., Anglaphimmigrants within Quebec or
defiant Aboriginal groups within well-organized gtifNations bands — enjoy a secure
access to public space just as any other subdtpntager, and historically
recognised minority group. Overall, even theorieggalitarian multiculturalism end
up, albeit reluctantly, condoning some kinds ofragation — recognition of cultural
rights submerges a vast number of actual and pateotiltures under a more
homogenous conception of a group. From the pelispeat the theory of democracy
presented here, they do so on a more arbitrang basiften, what determines which
groups have to yield is something as arbitrary hkvgroup moved to a place first
and which group is currently well-resourced enotmtiominate the cultural sphere of
the group. Thus, the idea of an innocuous culitwakistence that equally satisfies all
groups and subgroups making up a modern plurakstitety is simply utopian. The

Bouchard-Taylor report commissioned in responstagotensions between Canadian
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multiculturalism and Quebecois identity gives vivestimony to the failed optimism

of multiculturalist theories based on ‘equal resgiecall cultures™

Because groups do not have to pass any tests tiygiea a place in this
competition — a mere entry into public space t@w&ane’s grievance is sufficient for
political recognition — there is going to be no aee discriminate between the
interests of a large group versus its defiant sulgos. In many cases, the government
will avoid the democratically inapt task of passjuggement on the cultural identities
of its subgroups that reifies, and sometimes des)etiose identities. When it is
difficult to avoid conflict between groups, NMD Wihke a more genuinely mediating
role that tries to prevent or bring an end to tbi@ infringement of individual rights
rather than targeting cultural practices that asdiebed to give way to these
violations. In other words, society will intervenet of a concern for the infringed
rights, not out of contempt for the culture thaegédly caused the infringement. This,
| think further alleviates worries over assimilatjdecause, even when intervention
becomes difficult to avoid, it will be limited irisi target and therefore in its effects,

leaving minority communities’ ways of life, to adg extent, undisturbed.

Not enough cultural recognition?

Even after minimalist democracy’s group-sensitived aegalitarian underpinnings
have been clarified and espoused, multiculturatistsid continue to feel concerned
about the degree of recognition NMD offers to mityocultures. They could argue
that, under NMD, majorities continue to inflict, oeserve the power to inflict, a

grievous harm on minority groups by denying thematgecognitior?. An egalitarian

4 See Howard and AnctiReligion, Culture, and the State: ReflectionstmBouchard-Taylor Report
® The Schumpeterian variant of minimalist democréamyts strict adherence to the right of the demos,
or the major part of it, to define itself, is ceéntg guilty of this charge. For instance, Iris Ya@uwrote
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multiculturalist of recognition could argue thattlocio-political norms continue to
reflect a bias in favour of the majority culturedawhen majority and minority
cultural norms come into conflict minorities ardl stxpected to yield. In short, a

multiculturalist could argue that the commitmentthe primacy of the majoritarian
strand of liberal democracy that the first wavenailticulturalism tried to puncture

makes a comeback with the NMD.

Here, too, potential critics would be exaggeratitigeir own theories’
achievements and their rivals’ shortcomings. NMBPognizes groups in a democratic
way. It recognizes them not because culture in tlagrow sense (of some
ethnolinguistic or religious identity) is a speciatlore important consideration than
many other interests around which citizens mobilite social movements, pressure
groups, political parties, charities, etc. To thantcary, NMD recognizes groups,
among them many cultural ones, due to the democpaticesses in which these
groups are involved with the aim of bringing theéeation of the public to their

problems and finding solutions.

Moreover, the account of democratic politics thetagnizes groups for their
presence and activity in the democratic public spgoves them the additional
possibility of identifying which aspects of thedtentity they want to politicize. By
having an important degree of discretion on whpeets of their identity to politicize,
groups are engaged in a process of self-definitidrich is arguably superior to the
dominant segment of society having a large degfemutrol over the discourse of

recognition — often quite a subtle and unnoticdtu@mce. This is perhaps more in

that “The fragmented and privatized nature of tblitipal process, moreover, facilitates the domiean
of the more powerful interests. ( “Polity and Grddifference: A Critique of the Ideal of Universal
Citizenship,” 251-52)

® See KymlickaMulticultural Citizenship.

" See KymlickaPolitics in the Vernaculgr34
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line with the spirit of even the thicker theoridshaulticulturalism than recognition of
a minority group through a parliamentary declaratay a court ruling, where the
ultimate decision on whether and what to recogmizets more firmly with the
dominant party. With NMD, however, no majority islato shut out a minority group

from political competition or make political recagan impossible to attain.

In addition to the challenge of recognizing graqugise foregoing line of
criticism against NMD, also involves the relatediodder challenge to how
democratic theory should deal with culture. As Yuloints out in Strange
Multiplicity, the question of a political system’s dispositiowanods cultural diversity
is prior to the question of recognising actual gwr their specific cultural claims.
As we saw in Part Two, Tully criticises contempgrhiiberalism, not only for specific
violations of principles of recognition and selteubut for the more fundamental
wrong of being ill-disposed towards cultural diviersOn this count, too, NMD can
prove more multicultural than the multiculturalajection is willing to accept. The
democratic response developed in this dissertaioot ill-disposed towards cultural
diversity in the ways that we saw the critics ofitnal, homogenizing state such as
Tully and Young condemn. NMD is receptive, and moiraportant extent hospitable,
to cultural diversity, but not in the exact way ttimaulticulturalists demand. Let us
recall that Chapter 4 identified two senses of té#ren culture in order to capture
different ways in which the word is invoked in thpolitical theory of
multiculturalism. A distinction was drawn betwedre tbroad and narrows senses of
the term culture. There, | noted that the broadeeorresponds closely to the choice-
enabling aspect of culture that Raz and Kymlickepleasize, whereas the narrow

sense has to do with the more particularistic ctatians of the term culture.
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NMD accepts that culture in the broad sense mag Isawme crucial links to
the regenerative dimension of democracy. Democrheg its own cultural
prerequisites, which were discussed in the previthepters, and failure to attain
them may cause problems for the regeneration ofiéimeocratic form of government
in a given society. Culture in the narrow sensethenother hand (contra the critics of
multiculturalism who ignore that it can still hawe legitimate role to play in
democracies), may be closely linked to the respensiss dimensich.For this
reason, culture in some narrow sense could welbrineca subject of democratic
decision-making; that is, democratic majorities aridorities could engage in day-to-
day political exchanges to reserve to themsehasmporarily, certain parts of the
cultural space. In short, there is a democraticgss in which societies engage in
order to arrive at provisional settlements on galtiquestions. Thus, NMD is in
disagreement with multiculturalists concerned wigtognition over the attempt to
win culture some kind of immunity from democratiacertainty. In other words,
recognition itself is not the problem; democraai@s even recognize culture in its
narrow sense. What causes the tension with deno¢hatory is the permanence of

that recognition demanded by some multiculturalists

The above helps show how NMD can offer cultureb@th broad and narrow
senses of the term invoked by multiculturalistsignificant degree of recognition.
But there still remains room for the objection teath recognition will not be equal
or even equitable. Now, it is true that at a gitene, a particular minority group
could earn less recognition under NMD than theyladdwave achieved under some

liberal multiculturalist proposal, but such lossesild well be compensated by the

8 Although NMD is sceptical of various aspects @ gucial ontology presented by writers such as
Kymlicka and Tully, it does not claim that cultwskould not play any role in democratic interactions
between various groups.
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fact that NMD is more receptive towards minorityogps, and the recognition it
offers conceives of minority groups as active rathan passive (involved more fully
and equally in the process rather than being mémelye role of demanding justice or
retribution). Therefore, on the issue of recogniitb is not obvious NMD does worse
than many multiculturalist theories. The recogmitithat NMD offers carries the
dignity of equal citizenship and of having equatess to the public space for one’s
preferred association. Moreover, this access amdetisuing recognition are quite

secure insofar as no majority group can blockrifoninority.

Undermining legitimate aspirations to self-government?

Another important concern is that NMD accepts temds as it is — within its present
boundaries — hence disregarding histories of figi@sand oppression associated with
colonialism. It therefore undermines the legitimagpirations to self-government of
historically marginalized national minoriti€swill NMD end up perpetuating the
subjugation of peoples to foreign rule? In this kydr have said very little on the
guestion of secession not because | tried to atwsddifficult question, but mainly
because NMD is, to an important extent, a theorgerhocracy at work, not one of
democratization or democracy in crisis. The pditaf secessionism, on the other
hand, is often a species of crisis politics, whikhs juxtaposes normal democratic
values with pressing concerns for political stapiind peacé’ To be sure, in the first
part of the dissertation | discussed decentratimasind devolution as important ways

of securing non-domination. But the crucial chaggstic of non-domination as a

° See Tully,Strange Multiplicity.

19«On this second view, thestificationsfor democracy and for recognizing a group's riglgecede
are quite distinct. The right to democratic govew®is seen as a general right which the citizéns o
every state have, while the right to secede is ratoed to be, like the right to revolution, a rena¢d
right only—a right which groups come to have ifegiog is the remedy of last resort for serious
injustices perpetrated against them by the st&ee’ Allen Buchanan, "Democracy and Secession,"
in National Self-Determination and Secessibé.
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component of normative minimalist democracy is theg an individual-centric rather
than group-centric norrt. Everything it advocates from privatization to deximn
and decentralization is justified not because tlieich a thing called a democratic
right to group sovereignty, but because the indialdright to democratic self-
government has some group-related aspects thatpibeeding chapter further
explored. It is these individualist commitmentsttead up having a collective effect
that at times resembles some group rights discussélte literaturé? When such
resemblance occurs, what we have is a democrdtiersent between groups, often a
joint outcome of some individualist rights and thaterplay with politics, not a group

right to that kind of settlement.

Another related point to take note of is that NM&@ames a desire on the part
of minority groups to continue their associatiorthMhe majority. In other words,
aspirations for self-government alone do not makehe minority attitude towards
society at largé® In the absence of this disposition to continue tmnmon
association, | concede what NMD offers may be inadée as a political theory. This,
however, does not translate into the recognitionaofcollective right to self-
determination. It simply has to do with the accap&of the desire of a large group of
individuals to discontinue their association witlstate. There is nothing a country
committed to democratic principles can do in sutdmsions to keep the group as part
of the demos other than offering to renegotiateténms of association. Again, here

the terms of negotiation to be compatible with deratic principles are governed by

1 See chapter 3.

2 For a discussion of this point see chapter 6.

13 Secession and multiculturalism are two differdimgs. Secession is a rejection of the common
polity, whereas multiculturalism, at its most, isall to renegotiate the terms of association. [atter
still assumes an important commitment to commonipitstitutions.
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individualist considerations such as democraticaétyu and non-domination, the

collective elements only figuring as by-products.

Once these features of NMD are recognized, thdiegeshains an important
space for groups to be self-determining in a sénaeresembles the collective self-
determination we see in the writings of Tully anthey theorists of self-rule or
decolonization. The crucial point of divergencewmn the two views is that the
principle that governs this decentralization is tlwat of cultural sovereignty, and
similarly, it is not based on some rival predefiremhception of the demos. It is the
democratic principle that decisions should be ntadadividuals whose interests are
at stake. Decentralization and devolution, togettiér privatization, are responses to
particular problems of democratic governance sw&hraference clustering that end
up electorally marginalizing certain fractions gb@pulation. From the perspective of
NMD, it would be wrong to elevate these — as we sapart one of the dissertation —
to the level of self-standing principles that h&wédre met for any society to be called
democratic. It is similarly mistaken to see thesearollaries of group rights, despite
their obvious group-related aspects. Thus, we dee ha significant degree of
convergence between principles of decentralizatiod devolution that follow from
democratic non-domination and considerations of-reé¢ in the multiculturalism
literature, but the principles derived from non-doation are not based on the

valuation of culture.

Not being able to provide the requisite level of democratic inclusion?

Another possible challenge is that despite its cament to equal concern and non-
domination, and the ensuing efforts to overcome fmeblems of permanent

minorities and other forms of electoral marginaima, NMD fails to achieve more
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inclusiveness, or, at the very least, what it affey nowhere close to what a truly
multicultural polity should offer. Here, perhapsetmost crucial part of the challenge
is not the possibility of a proactively exclusiopagovernment, which is quite
straightforwardly ruled out by the normative coments of NMD. More pressing is
the claim that NMD does not make sufficient attesnpd remove informal or
structural barriers to minority presence in thediegure, or, more broadly speaking,

in the socio-political life of a given democraly.

NMD’s dismissal of substantive, outcome-based stedsl of group equality
does, in fact, represent a departure from someigseof multiculturalism, but it does
not make the polity under-inclusive in a meaninigfaemocratic sense. Throughout
this work we have seen that there is an impormsion between norms underlying
minimalist democracy and a social ontology thatspras groups as having rights or
some other kind of fixed importance which requigesup interests to be balanced
with individualist considerations. One such balagcact that multiculturalists who
are focused on inclusion often invoke is the guiaeeh representation to achieve

substantial equality between groups.

To respond to these concerns, NMD often will naude groups in the full
form that they would like to be included in theigoal community. Nor can it give a
guarantee that groupggia groups will enjoy substantive equality in the Eature or
other socio-political venues because these outcawibEbave to be determined, to a

large extent, in accordance with the opennessenflémocratic process However,

4 As we saw in the previous chapters, Iris Young]&Benhabib, Anne Phillips and many other
scholars of the politics of difference make thaiml against the types of democratic theory thaeeelh

to individualist rather than group-centred considiens.

5 Thickening the substantive core of democracy @epto offer to the existing groups guarantees on
representation and political influence could ndyatistort the competitive nature of democracy, but
also create problems for the other normative aspd#diMD as well. | have already discussed why this
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NMD is not more difference-insensitive than, saypu¥g’s theory because the latter
too disregards what one may call celebratory multticalism to the benefit of what
Young calls thepolitics of structural differencé® Moreover, groups will make
conflicting claims against each other, and anyipaldr settlement between them will
be only provisionally satisfactory or agreeable.ugh NMD tones down
multiculturalism not simply to balance it with deanatic individualism, but also to
make it more consistent with competing multicultucancerns such as that of
recognition or self-rule. The egalitarian multiewdilism of inclusiveness, in
predefining the terms of inclusion, actually favwane kind of multiculturalism over
another, and it fails to deliver even on the typat tit favours for the reasons to be

discussed next.

If there is noex antedemocratic answer as to which cultures the stateld
recognize, and in what form, that respects the deatic agency of all citizens, the
only acceptable solution seems to be making sucisidas subject to the openness of
democratic processes. If most groups cannot beagted the right amount of
recognition or inclusion, from the democratic pexdypve it is preferable to make sure
that no group is stuck in a position of disadvaetégr a long time. Theories of
democratic inclusion that rely on substantive pgles will find it particularly hard to
satisfy this requirement. For in the process of dematically engaging with each
other, group identities often undergo an importdegree of transformation. More
interestingly, groups that are thought to needhbst protection from marginalization
— reclusive groups or groups that differ most frother participating groups — are

likely to undergo even more dramatic change incithierse of their contact with other

is inacceptable from the perspective of NMD in pneceding chapter. For rival views, see Williams,
Voice, Trust, and Memory.

16 See YoungJustice and the Politics of DifferencandYoung, “Structural Injustice and the Politics
of Difference” inContemporary Debates in Political Philosophy.

264



CHAPTER 7: Is Democratic Multiculturalism Really Possible?

groups'’ Given this, to try to locate substantive standafdgir inclusion for existing
groups could result in either making electoral cetitjpn impossible or making it
difficult for groups to resist biases against th#mt emerge over future political
cycles. Underlying this resistance to identifyingpstantive terms of inclusion is not
some kind of controversial ideal of progress onadtuidity. It is simply recognition
of the fact that what groups view as the most ingurinterest always changes not
only because of what happens within a group, ad ak a result of what happens in

the larger society, between different grotps.

Despite these dissimilarities, the emerging stedglaf inclusion are not
completely different from the prominent multicukilist ones we have examined in
Part Two of the dissertation. There is an overlafwbeen the motivating concerns as
well as practical implications of the two standaoflsnclusion. Many of the concerns
that motivate voices in the politics of differerbebate to seek more inclusive forms
of political theory — the concern with electoral ngiaalization, vote dilution, and
other forms of use of coercive state power thatddpom the ideals of equal concern
and non-domination — are taken on board by NM[O, thess social ontology of groups
that elevates them to levels of normative impomrareomparable to that of

individuals. On both accounts systemic underrepitasi®n of minorities in important

7«But the Amish have not stopped the clock of pesg Modernization has not by-passed their
communities. Indeed, it has often pushed them tdwa same patterns of social organization that
virtually all other groups have been forced to dddpat the Amish have not been pushed as far or as
fast as others is a tribute more to their self-camss resistance to modernization than to their
immunity from it.” (See Kraybill and Olshaihe Amish Struggle with Modernityjii)

18 Kraybill presents a historical account of theanfimish conflicts that resulted in a series oftspli
from existing groups and multiplication of distinahd even non-cooperating, Amish groups known
asNew Ordersver social issues such as how stringently to afsgyshunning policy, as well as
openness to technological advances, etc. (p. 5@ #esult, “Some twenty different Amish and
Mennonite groups have branched out from the orighmaish settlement that took root in the Holmes
County in Holmes County in 1809. ... This cultwialersity, flowing from a common historical root,
and yet seeking to be obedient to particular uidedings of the faith, provides a rich laboratay f
reflecting on the Amish struggle with modernity.cBayroup has drawn different lines in the endless
battle with the forces of assimilation. The linex anly mark off boundaries with the outside world,
they also stake out intergroup fences that givet®fimidentity and integrity to each of the subgosu
that claim the Amish name.The Amish Struggle with Modernity, 53-54)
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offices or low levels of minority participation glections could raise a concern over
unequal treatment or some other subtle departora ffemocratic equality. But the
way governments approach such problems would lierelift because conceptions of

equality underlying these accounts differ in notgiw ways.

Responses to some anti-multiculturalist concerns:

Inegalitarian social life:

The charge of sweeping social inequalities underdhrpet by privatizing them is
probably the most serious challenge to any plur#éiisory of politics including all

variants of multiculturalism. Susan Okin has raislee challenge in the context of
feminism, arguing that multiculturalism “may not lrethe best interests of the girls
and women of those cultures” because it would makequalities between the
sexes ... less public, and thus less easily disdertibBrian Barry has made it a
subject of a general treatise on the relationskipvéen differentiated citizenship and
egalitarian concern with impartiality. David Miller has deemed too much
multiculturalism bad for social unity — on his aoot, a precondition of the welfare

state?’

NMD, as we saw in previous chapters, is not silentthese challenges.
Because NMD presupposes equal standing beforeatieitl is not vulnerable to the
part of the liberal egalitarian challenge thaticises legal inequality. The most

critical part of the challenge has to do with timequality that ensues from deep

19 Okin, Is Multiculturalism Bad for Women?23.
20 See BarryCulture and Equality.
21 See Miller,On Nationality.
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diversity?” In western liberal democracies deep diversity salkeo forms: first, the
relatively reclusive religious and cultural comnties that have not undergone, to a
comparable extent, the social liberalisation tockhmainstream of society has been
subject; and second, recent immigrant groups framangies where patriarchal
practices are still common. One of the questionsstmoommonly asked of
multiculturalism over the last two decades has bleew to pursue an egalitarian
agenda in the midst of such deep diversitds we have seen throughout the
dissertation, intervention and non-intervention tare obvious stylized options in the

debate.

Respect for the agency of democratic citizens aiket by equal concern, as
well as non-domination — can require both interimntand non-intervention,
depending on the particulars of a c&5But such variations are based on a principled
distinction, not mere expediency. Intervention sanve only one possible purpose —
to strengthen democratic agency of the party wiagsacy is at risk here and now. Its
end can be to overturn present oppression, noalsecgineering with expected future
returns. Thus what NMD does is shift the focusha intervention debate not in an
inegalitarian group-centric direction, but moretlre direction of individual agency.
This account of agency is still universalistic, ltié predefined part of it is not as
thick as in standard liberal democratic accourtsuits the normative conditions of
NMD as well as the more general expectation of opes and pluralism in a

democratic society. | think this principle comesryweclose to simultaneously

22 Deep diversity is characterized by a more fundaaieension between the norms and values of the
mainstream and minority cultures. Writers such gslét Shachar and Jacob Levy use the term to refer
to the more intractable variants of pluralism t@te up in the multiculturalism debates. Séachar,
Multicultural Jurisdictions: Cultural Differencesnal Women's Right&loreover, this distinction — in

the way that | refer to it — should not be confusdith Kymlicka’s distinction between societal culkts

and polyethnic groups. A deep diversity could exighe midst ofpolyethnicgroups, whereas national
minorities could be less fundamentally distincinfreach other.

3 See ParektRethinking Multiculturalism.

24 See the first part of the preceding chapter foetailed discussion of intervention/assimilation.
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protecting the individual and respecting pluralisrhis is not an anti-individualist or

inegalitarian move; on the contrary, it is what denatic egalitarianism requires.

Thus, NMD’s approach to deep diversity producedcped that differ from
both standard multiculturalist and anti-multicu#tlist solutions that we saw in the
previous chapters. Only those interventionist peéichat produce real gains in terms
of democratic agency can be chosen. Due to thee pdficnon-domination in the
multidimensional account of NMD, policies will beauated on how well they serve
this particular purpose of setting right any imnagéiviolation of a democratic norm,
not on the degree to which they weaken a culturattice that a majority deems
inherently repulsive. One implication of this gemestandard is that with groups like
the Old Order Amish, whose members are going teeapce a significant loss of
agency, a large-scale intervention would be seiéateng® However, the same does
not seem to be the case with every state intexmemi the internal affairs of a group.
For example, minor adjustments are not going talyece the same kind of negative

impact on agency that grander schemes will do.

The upshot is that NMD shifts the focus from thateat of cultural norms or
history of a group to factors such as infringemerftdemocratic agency. This allows
NMD to balance considerations of associationaldose and equality, which as we

saw in preceding chapters are supported by thevithdilist commitments of

%5 The history of assimilationist policies towardslienous peoples of the former British Empire
offers strong reasons to reject large-scale assiioil projects. For instance in 2008 Canadian Prime
Minister Stephen Harper issued an official apoltgthe Aboriginal peoples of Canada that recognised
how assimilationist projects such as residentinbsts did not achieve their intended objectives and
caused significant suffering to the indigenous peopf Canada: " Today, we recognize that this
policy of assimilation was wrong, has caused gneat, and has no place in our country. ... The
government now recognizes that the consequendés dfidian residential schools policy were
profoundly negative and that this policy has haasting and damaging impact on aboriginal culture,
heritage and language." For a historical accoutiogf the assimilationist policies failed see Miller
Skyscrapers Hide the Heavens: A History of Indiant®Relations in Canad&hapter 6. For a
critique of Aboriginal justice claims see Flanagainst Nations? Second Thoughts.
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democracy, with the overall goal of maintaining egalitarian socio-political order.
NMD shares with liberal egalitarians the commitmeémtthe rule of law and equal
concern, but disagrees with their views that pres#iwersity and pluralism as
nuisances when trying to achieve liberal egalitagads’® With multiculturalists it
shares the commitment to accommodation and/or migmvention to the extent that
these are necessary to meet the requisite levekpgct for the democratic agency of

all citizens and equal concern for their interests.

Balkanization:
Another widely voiced concern by the anti-multicu#tlist camp is that allowing
ethno-cultural and religious difference free acdesthe public and political life of
society will make democratic politics very diffitcund often lead to destructive
consequences. Historian Arthur Schlesinger expsetbg® concern in an alarmist tone
when he asks the following rhetorical questiontti¢ republic now turns away from
Washington’s old goal of “one people,” what is ftgure? — disintegration of the
national community, apartheid, Balkanization, tlitation??’ Such authors cite the
examples of bloody conflicts from the history of $t%&n Europe, as well as more

contemporary examples from the developing world.

It is true that the forms of multiculturalism thiake cultural identity as a fixed
point of reference run the risk of essentializimgups and therefore turning conflicts
between them from an array of transient clashestefest into well-defined and

permanent strugglég.Even the most well-intentioned state that triestand at an

%6 See Jeremy Waldron’s critique in hiaw and Disagreement

" See SchlesingeThe Disuniting of America: Reflections on a Mulliatal Society,124.

8 Anne Phillips draws on Rogers Brubaker to sugtiestalthough such groups are likely to be at the
centre of conflicts, what turns them into “protapts of most ethnic conflicts are ... organisatiofith

a vested interest in making people see themsatvethnic terms.”Nulticulturalism without Culture,

17)
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equal distance from all parties to such a conflidf not be immune from the
challenge of balkanization. In the context of NMDwever, balkanization is less of a
threat than liberal egalitarians such as Brian YBalaim because NMD neither
invents new channels of political conflict, noreBi to make existing conflicts
permanenf.9 Instead it ensures that grievances are voiceddaall with, as much as
possible, in a piecemeal manner through day-to-dajustments rather than
constantly postponing them (the liberal egalitarsirategy) or tackling them in the
form of a grander scheme (the egalitarian multizalist view)° Ironically, the first
of the two alternatives runs a risk of Balkaniziegciety similar to the second
alternative. Ethnocultural conflicts that arosddaing the fall of the Eastern Bloc
were not a chain reaction to the adoption of multizalism, but a consequence of
the decades of repression of political differengeabmanipulative and dominating
state®! Thus, it is ironic that proponents of suppresdiifference in the name of
social unity continue to advocate state-centripoases to the questions of diversity
similar to those that had led to disastrous catsflic the former USSR and its proxy

states.

29 SeeCulture and EqualityandPost-Ethnic America.

%0 James Tully’s advocacy of constitutional renegimtiain hisStrange Multiplicityis a vivid example
of the latter view. Melissa Williams Moice, Trust, and Memowyffers several instructive
contemporary and historical examples for what stils the “suppressive views of representation”.

31 Of course, it is difficult to identify any singtaread in all of these conflicts, but the quest®an
important one because the experience of the Past@@mist Eurasia is frequently invoked by the
critics of multiculturalism to warn against thepglery slope of theolitics of differenceWith the
exception of Yugoslavia, other socialist and comisturepublics in the Block chose to, for the most
part to suppress minority nationalities. Histor@Balkans, Mark Biondich writes that in recognigin
national plurality Yugoslavia was the main exceptio the policy of harodno jedinstvoyhich was
predicated on the amalgamation amakeness’ of the South Slav peopledhé Balkansp. 181) In
Yugoslavia, federalism was a response to the piegesdippression of minority cultures by the Serbian
majority that had led to “the failure of interwategral Yugoslavism”.{he Balkansp. 181) The
conflict of the late 80s and early 90s — the jeimghe crown for most anti-multiculturalists — was
spurred by a Serbian nationalist reaction to deabration. “Serbs continued to believe that thegrev
handicapped by a system in which Serbs were stipgrtionally overrepresented in federal state and
party institutions”. The Balkans187)
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To return to the more philosophical aspect of #sie, the idea that political
conflict can be eliminated by means of suppresdisjabilizing elements of society
is a myth that cannot be defended from the persjgeof democratic theory. For the
methods of suppression to be successful, thereneed for a great degree of social
engineering and censorship, which are strictly duteut by various normative
components of democracy. The more open and denmeratountry becomes, the
more such suppression and denial of conflict wilp@ar anachronistic and
counterproductive. Also, the myth of a conflictdreperfectly cohesive political
community is one that at present serves no meanidgimocratic purpose. Empirical
studies in political science confirm that suppressif culture-related conflicts often
backfires, whereas trying to address conflicts uglo reform and inclusion (e.g.,
improved power-sharing) tends to mitigate tensibyspreventing polarizatioft.
Even when mild suppression does not aggravate Gfispeleavage, there is a good
chance that it will end up deepening the effectsthér political cleavage$.in their
response to the critics of recognizing ethnorgalalality of a nation in the context of
the American debate on multicultural education, yGalash and his historian
colleagues make a similar point about the unfourm®dnism surrounding the ideal
of social unity that motivates much criticism of/elisity politics. They argue that the
critics of multiculturalism “do not reflect on whwedr groups that have been ignored,

demeaned, or marginalized can be expected to &&tbptheunumwhen they are not

$2Representative institutions, even if not fully ambmous, thus seem to inhibit secessionism. They do
so by reducing the overall amount of alienatiopalarization between regime-dominant and
regionally dominant identity groups and by reduding likelihood that individuals identifying withé
regionally dominant group will be in tension witketmajority of those with whom they have direct
contact.” (lan Lustick, et al., “Secessionism inINMwltural States: Does Sharing Power Prevent or
Encourage 1t?,” 223)

¥ This could be considered as one of the reasorthéarelative salience of religion in American
politics, where the political system can be saithtwe effectively suppress conflicts that emergagl
other fault lines such as class and ethnicity.&mlated discussion of the distinction between
suppressive and non-suppressive theories of @litapresentation s&&ice, Trust, and Memory,
chapter 1.

271



CHAPTER 7: Is Democratic Multiculturalism Really Possible?

counted among theluribus.” Nash and his colleagues rightly cast doubt on the

effectiveness of ignoring or insulting people agagy of achieving unity?

Finally, balkanization is not going to be a chafjendecisive enough to
convince one of the merits of assimilative stragegof integration for important
principled reasons presented in the previous chapiat well worth reiterating.
Namely, there are normative reasons for avoidingctliassimilation, as well as
discrimination between cultural and other interestmotives of citizens, for the very
same reasons that liberal egalitarians claim tooladpk equal concern for citizen
interests and non-domination being two very impdrtanes. The liberal critics of
multiculturalism tend to overlook that in many caskeir concern with balkanization
ends up disregarding or devaluing the equal standfncitizens — a cornerstone of
democratic theory. The egalitarian theorists of iadoanity — knowingly or
unknowingly — commit a serious error of judgmenhey rightly reject the non-
individualist social ontology when they talk of th@oral significance of individual
rights. However, when discussing assimilation, ipalarly its negative effects, they
write as if all they are disregarding are unfoundetlective categories. If all they
were doing was to advocate clarification of someawminception, their defence of
liberal egalitarianism would have been more coherdowever, most such defences
currently overlook the fact that those prescriptioaffect not just nonexistent,
imaginary groups but real, existing individuals.isTts the precise reason why NMD
departs from Barry’'s and other egalitarians’ viems assimilative strategies of

integration animated by the ideals of social unity.

| nstitutional conundrum

% Gary Nash et aHistory on Trial: Culture Wars and the Teachingloé Past102
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Finally, there is the worry that this kind of dematic theory if implemented could
result in an institutional impasse. To give an eplrfrom Canadian politics, the
country’s “constitutional impasse” is often blamexh the recognition debate
(primarily of Quebec, and Aboriginal groups, butldwing the Charter of other
groups as well®> The worry is that letting multicultural differersénto the equation
will overload democratic institutions, and undereihe social trust or solidarity that
keeps the wheels of the government turning, whichurn will result in various
governability problems. This, however, could be ohéhe more surmountable of the
anti-multiculturalist concerns. NMD is perhaps #asiest and simplest to implement
in many contemporary democracies because it isnarexsionist theory aimed at
interpreting the normative underpinnings of exigtidemocratic institutions and

reforming them in that directiofi.

Under this broad concern, we could be dealing with kinds of issues. The
first set has to do with issues of increased corifgleA multicultural politics, on this
view, would significantly expand the domain of picklly relevant differences and
therefore could complicate the governmental pracBss second set of worries has to
do with issues ofsocial capital required to run the more complex governmental
system. There are important reasons to be sceptidadth aspects of the claim that
multiculturalism of the type that NMD supports whlave destabilizing effects on, or

create practicability issues for, political instituns.

% SeeYasmeen Abu-Laban and Daiva Stasiulis “Ethnic &llsm under Siege: Popular and Partisan
Opposition to Multiculturalism”.

% My use of the termevisionismshould not be confused with the use of the ternefier to the elite
theorists of democracy whevisedthe popular conception that contained referenzéiset general will
with references to competitive electoral strugghedolitical authority. (For this use see Carole
Pateman’$articipation and Democratic Theorwhere she refers to Schumpeter, Dahl, and Giovanni
Sartori as revisionist democratic theorists.) etdkliberative theories of democracy as the most
prominent modern example of revisionist democrdsory. These theories are difficult to implement
because they require significant changes to palititstitutions, as well as to the rights and duté
citizenship. Of course, revisionism is a mattegiadation, but the point is that NMD is far less
demanding in terms of institutional reform.

273



CHAPTER 7: Is Democratic Multiculturalism Really Possible?

First, NMD does not introduce any new legal categgoof citizenship. There
are no minority or majority categories of citizeipsbr cultural rights that are granted
to specific groups to the exclusion of others. Bseagroups and their diversity are
recognized and taken into account within an indiaicst framework, the egalitarian-
individualist character of citizenship remains uaoeged. On the other hand, critics of
multiculturalism are mistaken to assume that chaps$o suppress differences as a
general principle will render institutions less quivated. Whether governments, in
their official discourse, choose to recognize diitgror try to deny it does not change
the fact that institutions have to respond to theseiological facts in some way.
That a negative and dismissive response is nedgssare straightforward and less
convoluted than more positive and accepting resgmms not evident. Surely, the
more unresponsive, and undemocratic types of gawemh could, albeit temporarily,
bypass this kind of complexity. Moreover, by loakiat the kinds of changes that

NMD will necessitate, we can see why it will ddlétto complicate the process.

Probably, the most substantial change will be meguin the area of electoral
competition and governmental transparency. Exiskavgs that make it difficult for
some political parties and other political orgatimas to compete in an equitable
way; for example, laws that give procedural advgmtto established parties, will
have to be reformed to ensure that competition, Ferte the electoral prospects of
all groups, remains strorfy.Campaign financing laws and electoral districtamg

two of the most important areas that may need safjiestments to fall more fully in

37 Kymlicka and Eisenberg make a similar claim ireeemt work about the institutional dynamics of
multiculturalism. Seddentity Politics in the Public Realrimtroduction.

% For a convincing account of the impact of vesfiogvers to gerrymander the districts in the hands of
political cartels see pp. 620-30 &amuel Issacharoff, “Gerrymandering and Politicaftels,”593-

648.
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line with the normative underpinnings of NMD The second area of institutional
reform has to do with strengthening free accegsutilic space and making sure that
there are credible and effective venues for ciszenvoice their concerns and avoid
the sense of helplessness and domindfim most established democracies, this area
will require very little adjustment as there alrgagkist free media and other civil

society organizations that effectively perform tjois.

Second, because normative minimalist democracy doeposit anything like
a unified general will or a “thick” common good,stitutions that it requires are
naturally accepting of what some consensus theovistuld regard as unwelcome
levels of disagreement. Therefore, the use of tesuth as trust, social unity, and
their corresponding inclusion among the requiremeftthe regenerative dimension
takes a different form in the NMD than it doestie tmore substantive and revisionist
theories of democracy. To be sure, NMD does noegtcany kind of division as
normal — it has to recognise the danger that antpnbgtween groups would pose.
But unlike the political theories that assign mamFmative weight to consensus, the
presence of groups that try to achieve their comgepolicy goals through
competitive mechanisms is not taken as a sign oge®us division or impending

violent conflict’* However, since an important degree of contestdtoaken as a

%9“In sum, attempts to reform the districting pracesd campaign financing may be limited in their
ability to improve electoral competitiveness, thede analyses underscore that these efforts t@impr
competition in hopes of boosting responsivenessiarenisguided.” (Griffin, “Electoral Competition
and Democratic Responsiveness: A Defense of thgilklity Hypothesis,” 920)

“0«Access to public spaces for expressive purpases important part of political equality. The
provision of such space helps to subsidize effeativnmunication in a way that most sections of
society can utilise. It therefore provides a chamh@articipation that not only helps to provide
information, but also serves the individal's intrim participation.” (Rowbottoni)emocracy

distorted : wealth, influence and democratic potil69)

“1“Recent empirical and theoretical work suggesas shcommunity’s level of homogeneity plays a
prominent role in fostering good citizenship. Tosoee, the notion that a country’s or community’s
degree of homogeneity matters is nothing new inpamattive research and harkens back to
longstanding discussions about the role of hetereity (e.g., in the form of ethnic divisions) in
encouraging stable democratic rule or economicldpweent (Alesina et al. 2003; Dahl 1971; Easterly
and Levine 1997; Hibbs 1973; Horowitz 1985; Lijphb®68; see also Weingast 1997).” Anderson and
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sign of a well-functioning, not ill-functioning, ptical process, the requisite levels of

institutional concord are also to that extent lawer

Robert Putnam’s work implicitly confirms the stréimgof the foregoing
suggestion that one’s perception of multiculturalisas a burden or asset to
democratic institutions hinges on how one perceitlesse institutions and the
function of democracy in general. Puthnam’s reseanttthe topic ofsocial capital
suggests that multiculturalism is bad for advandechocracies, at least “in the short
to medium run”, because it erodes the social bafssslidarity and trust® In the long
run, Putnam suggests, it could be possible to this around. In his words, “the
challenge that immigration and diversity pose toiaccapital and solidarity” requires
“a reconstruction of diversity that does not bleact ethnic specificities, but creates
overarching identities that ensure that those §ipiigs do not trigger the allergic,
‘hunker down’ reaction”® Once we take a closer look at Putnam’s views, eeetlsat
underlying his relative pessimism about multicidtudiversity, at least “in the short
to medium run”, is the dualism of a big metropaelisere there is relatively little civic
engagement and solidarity, and a small, close-kninmunity epitomising the
opposite. The suggestion that diversity erodesascaipital does not strike Putnam as
surprising once he discovers that cities are natqd that realize his ideals of civic
engagement and solidarity — instead they are haoniartomie or social isolatior
Thus, what one takes as a dangerous, “allergigfoese — and the measurements of
social discord and mistrust that follow from thahave a great deal to do with one’s

ideals of political community and expectations frpoiitical engagement. To those of

Paskeviciute, ‘How Ethnic and Linguistic Heterogénénfluence the Prospects for Civil Society,"
784-85.

2 See Putnam, “E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Comitytih

“® Ibid., 164.

*Ibid., 148-51.
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us who have Rousseauian ideals, the political atiral diversity that comes with
multiculturalism carries unwelcome consequences lithge to be mitigated through
integrationist social policy. But those who see deratic potential in the diversity
and, even cacophony, of places like New York wak $n Putnam’s findings little risk

to the functioning of the democratic system.

What do these institutional changes translate intderms of normative
concerns of multiculturalism? | think they make istc more multiculturalism-
friendly and go a long way to satisfy some impartanlticultural concerns. The
provision about improving access to media and otleeues of civil society ensures
that groups can present themselves as they wdwdddi be recognized, and combat
the negative preconceptions that might dominateravicelture is not allowed free
access to public space. Moreover, easing resmgtm competition as | have already
argued should make it easier for smaller and ngnarps to find themselves room in
stronger more viable political coalitions, be itpalitical parties, or other political and
civil organizations. Increased transparency and@auzbility, on the other hand, will
ensure that groups do not face illegitimate obstakesulting from deep-seated
cultural biases of officeholders. Under reformeditjpal institutions it will be
difficult to disguise such biases as a neutral @gerof political prerogativ& Thus,
there is a significant overlap between NMD and sotmeories of politics of
difference. NMD, like Young’s theory of inclusionyants to overcome informal
biases that disadvantage certain grdligdowever, it does this not by giving more
authority to the government but by my making ifidiilt for any party to cast others

in a negative light and manipulate their politipabspects as a group.

5 The concern with false neutrality is a common teémthe multiculturalism literature (e.g.,
Kymlicka's Multicultural Citizenship).
¢ See Younglnclusion and Democracy.
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Why call this democratic multiculturalism?

On the one hand, the approach to culture — toeié®gnition and inclusion in the
public space — that emerges in this work resembld@$iculturalism more than it does
the anti-multiculturalist variants of liberal egalianism. To give some examples,
NMD defends groups as an integral part of demograng rules out assimilationist
policies for being in contradiction with democratights. On the other hand, if what
we mean by multiculturalism is any one of the thrsavs that | examined in part two
of this work, NMD seems to demand significant castens from multiculturalism;
and, perhaps, it would be too much to claim thaltioulturalism is fully compatible
with NMD. To be sure, NMD can prove compatible witarious degrees of
recognition, self-rule, and greater inclusivenemsi@nded by theorists such as Taylor,
Tully, and Young, but it is in disagreement withesle views because the latter
mischaracterize various aspects of democratic eciship. For instance, the
recognition that NMD makes available to all growpsinot have the permanence and
necessity that theses such as thatwfural survival or cultural continuity would
prescribe. Although NMD leaves room for a theorygobups thicker than the one
standard liberal egalitarianism allows, this ifl stibstantially thinner than the one its
multiculturalist critiques require because it i®ay constrained by democracy’s
individualist commitments. Thus, the flip side bétcoin is that even if proponents of
these views were to concede that they have denmgredtensions, their claim to
multiculturalism could remain strong. In other werd@ould multiculturalists turn the

argument against NMD, and accuse it of having rwiltiral pretensions?
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At first glance, there may seem to be a kernetuthtin the claim that NMD is
a theory of democracy with multiculturalist pretems. Critics could try to argue that
the theory being presented here should not be dedaras democratic
multiculturalismbecause it does not make sufficient attemptsdohr@ compromise
with multiculturalism — for example, it does notcbene more group-centric by
curbing its individualistic presuppositions in regge to the multiculturalist
challenges. NMD outlines a particular normativeotlyeof democracy and does not
amend it even when facing serious challenges fraticalturalism. In short, for one
to call this a theory of democratic multiculturatisthe theory would have to be a

product of balancing acts between these two setaloés.

In response, | would like to return to the natufehe relationship between
difference and democracy. The theory of democraeggnted here already accepts
and incorporates these seemingly conflicting digjwrs towards diversity and unity,
or the need to reach agreement and the respedistagreement. What brings NMD
closer to multiculturalism is the fact that thenf@r is a product of individualism and
pluralism at the same time. It is worth repeatihgttunder NMD there is no
independent commitment to pluralism or celebratwnit for its own sake. The
negative commitment to pluralism has to do with piece of disagreement and the
underlying importance of non-domination as a demcmnorm. This, however, does
not change the fact that, under NMD, the universali core of democracy is
accompanied by an equally strong commitment toeetipy disagreement that ends
up creating (or leaving) a vast space for diversityis, in a nutshell, is what brings
democracy closer to multiculturalism. Furthermdrem the side of multiculturalism
what bridges the gap between the two sets of idetdmt the former is often regarded

as an amalgam of several normative concerns, wkiben maximized could
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undermine each other. Because multiculturalistsstuare several interrelated, but at
times conflicting goals, there are intra-multicudtism questions that can make it
more or less suitable to democracy depending on thew are resolved. This intra-
multiculturalism fluidity, too, creates a host oéw opportunities for democratic

mediation of conflicts revolving around culturahichs.

Once we take into account the fact that differespgeats of the three views
gathered under the rubric of multiculturalism canll pn somewhat opposing
directions, and moving too much in the directionimtlusion, for example, could
weaken recognition or self-government (and vicesagrthen it is clear that the
attenuation of some multiculturalist claims doest rliave to imply anti-
multiculturalism or an incompatibility between theo sets of ideas. Once we come
to terms with theessential contestabilitpf multiculturalism, calling the emerging
construct a theory of democratic multiculturalismcbmes more plausible. In this
new mode of evaluation, the bigger picture of hbe émerging construct performs
with respect to several pressing multicultural @ns becomes more important than
how it does with respect to any single multiculturancern pushed to its logical
extreme. When we characterize multiculturalism apoétical theoretical project
aimed at achieving greater inclusiveness, self-gorg capacity, and recognition for
members of diverse ethno-linguistic and religiousugs, | think the convergence
between NMD and these goals is difficult to miss1 tis account, democratic
multiculturalism is a distinct theoretical possityil not because it is equally
democratic and multiculturalist but because it ishaory of democracy that can
satisfy many multiculturalist concerns. NMD goeydied the alternative theories of
democracy (e.g., general will theories of democrady both aggregative and

deliberative variants obsessed with consensus)ferimg multiculturalism a more
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expansive place, although it does not go as fanas multiculturalists would want to
take it. It is an exercise in exploring what a native theory of democracy implies
with respect to diversity, not an attempt to fincd@mpromise between conflicting

political theories.

To be sure, there are important philosophical tkiflees between the
minimalist democratic and other substantive egaditatheories of diversity politics
because these approaches are underpinned by diffamative commitments.
Nonetheless, NMD shares not only political pragosatiith this more complete, and
true to the world, picture of multiculturalism, batlso bears a great deal of
philosophical affinity to many aspects of it. Itvisong to dismiss the possibility that
we are dealing with a political theory that comlsirdemocratic and multicultural
elements in a meaningful way that deserves the didmocratic multiculturalism
because at the ideational level an important platte three primary multiculturalist
concerns can be taken on board without much needefdsing our democratic
principles. The partial acceptance of these coscérmmwever, comes for reasons other
than those emphasized by their supporters. Foanost groups matter not because
they have rights over and above those of indivisludut because the non-
assimilationist individualism of NMD leaves subdtah space for groups to
politically engage with each other. Recognitionoifered to various groups not
because each culture is unique and valuable, lwatLise they all voice their concerns
through various democratic channels. Cultural miies are protected from certain
kinds of interference not because their culturacpces deserve special constitutional
status, but because democratic considerationseahelart of NMD constrain what
transient majorities of the day can legitimatelymded from their respective

minorities. In other words, what this shows is nibat multiculturalism is
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incompatible with democracy, but that it is mostlympatible for reasons somewhat
different from those that multiculturalists advazafs long as these amount to a
political order in which multicultural concerns adealt with in a fair and consistent
manner, there seems to be another strong reascalltahe emerging theoretical
construct a theory of democracy with a non-negl@idegree of multicultural

potential.

In addition to having ideational affinity to theesi of multiculturalism, the
emerging theoretical construct is also multiculturathe political and sociological
senses of the term. Although more precise compasisd how much diversity will
exist in different types of regimes favouring diffat approaches to multiculturalism
falls under the expertise of empirical politicalethmists, the body of theoretical
evidence presented in this work suggests that thereno good reasons to think a
polity structured along the lines delineated by NMil be less multicultural than
any of the more proactively multiculturalist thexsiof politics. Any contemporary
democratic society that takes the normative compisnef NMD seriously will show
strong multicultural characteristics because opssirend fluidity are inescapable
features of a system of government that not ond sksagreement as an integral part
of the political process, but also depends on desagent for its successful operation.
NMD does not promote the multiculturalism of Tullyaylor or Kymlicka, but it does
offer undeniably strong reasons against socialnegging to create a politically and
culturally more unified public. Most forms of dis#ty supported by multiculturalists
go undisturbed, while even newer forms of diversay which radical egalitarian
multiculturalism seems too leave little room (e.gcelebratory forms  of
multiculturalism left out by Young or some formsinfernal dissent disadvantaged by

the collectivist elements in Taylor's or Tully’s gal ontology) may find a new
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breathing space under NMD. Even in situations wietervention is inescapable, it
comes in forms that are decoupled from culturaltempt and paternalism that

degrade citizens’ democratic agency.

To sum up, this chapter brought together lessmm the earlier parts of the
dissertation in order to compare and contrast tbemative implications of the
minimalist democratic approach to cultural diversitith those of multiculturalism
and its critical counterparts. It argued that NMBers a distinct response to the
guestions that arise at the nexus of democracynauticulturalism, which is more
consistently democratic than the answers provided the radical egalitarian
supporters and opponents of multiculturalism teatitto undermine various precepts
underlying contemporary democracies. The chaptecladed by pointing out that the
emerging theoretical construct, despite its opjsio certain normative concerns of
multiculturalists, carries a notable degree of el as well as practical affinity to

multiculturalism, and comes with an important nuuttural potential.
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Conclusion: The Strange Death of Multiculturalism

For close to three decades, the Berlin Wall staod aymbol of the rivalry between
the two ideologies aspiring to global dominance.ewihe Wall fell, all of a sudden
its ruins turned into a symbol of democracy’s trpimover authoritarianism. The
expansion of democratic ideals across the worldie-af the defining characteristics
of the post-World War 1l era — reached its culmimt With these dramatic
developments came grand expectations about theefofuiberalism and democracy.
Months before the Fall, one commentator noted‘{iadhat we may be witnessing is
not just the end of the Cold War, or the passing gdarticular period of postwar
history, but the end of history as such: thaths, ¢nd point of mankind's ideological
evolution and the universalization of Western l@detemocracy as the final form of
human government."Now that the euphoria of the early 1990s has faaledy, we
can clearly see that the expansion of democragialsdhas not meant more clarity in

what democracy as a form of government stands for.

As one author notes “political regimes of all kindsscribe themselves as
democracies® Among these are regimes that victimize a popuéghsic or religious
minority, those that curtail democratic rights lne thame of more democracy to come
in a future time, or those that manipulate deenos’spassions and grievances for the
realization of their own political ends. Some claitmat similar problems and
confusions concerning the meaning of democracy tb#se more established
democracies of the West. More particularly, theréaik of dwindling legitimacy in
the form of democratic deficits, civic disenchaniipeand a more general distrust of

democratic institutions. In the course of this ditstion, we saw that these

! Francis Fukuyama, “The End of History.”
2 David Held,Models of DemocracgStanford: Stanford University Press, 2006), 1.
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differences in how democracy is perceived arouedwbrld are also, in perhaps less

dramatic forms, reproduced in academic democragiory.

It is against this historical and intellectual bgedund that | chose democratic
minimalism as the point of departure for this dits#on. In the absence of a readily
available definition of democracy that could berbared and juxtaposed with the
principles and concerns of multiculturalism, thessdirtation had to begin by
identifying certain limits within which it would nk& sense to speak of principles as
democratic. Rather than starting with an ideal theaf what a good democracy
should look like, the dissertation began by comdively engaging with Joseph
Schumpeter’s influential account of realist demograChapter 2 evolved into a
broadly sympathetic critique of Schumpeter's mirism. It accepted parts of
Schumpeter’s critique of the classical theoriesddemocracy that are based on the
ideals of common good and general will. Howevea)sb pointed out the need to turn
the minimalist account into a normatively more giale theory by clarifying and
embracing the normative underpinnings of the mitishaemocratic considerations.
Otherwise, the minimalist account, chapter 2 argweould continue to overlook
some crucial aspects of the institutional evolutadndemocracy such as the extra-
electoral dimension of the democratic process dm glace of equality in that

process.

Chapter 3 examined the relationship between eguatitl non-domination —
the two most central components of the four-dimamesli account of democracy that
began to emerge from the previous chapter’'s cliteagagement with the
Schumpeterian minimalism. It argued that not ordytllese two concepts define the
core of normatively sound minimalist democracy, buty also more definitively

shape the boundaries of the theory by clarifying thspective limits and value of
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consensus and dissensus. While equality sets sosité/p guidelines that players can
follow in trying to build agreements, the princigénon-domination tends to remind
the democratic actors the boundaries within whindytare allowed to work if the
game is to count as a democratic one. The expo%fidhe role of equality and non-
domination in NMD revealed that the tendencies tolwagreement and disagreement
are both normatively important, and the normativgnificance of disagreement
should not be overlooked for the sake of facilitgtideeper or more substantive

agreements.

While Part One was preoccupied with developingitea of a normatively
sound minimalist democracy, Part Two began to apps/ emerging democratic
perspective to the debates in the political themirymulticulturalism by critically
examining the democratic aspirations of the multicalist camp and their critics.
Chapter 4 studied the three multiculturalist chajles to liberal democracy —
recognition, self-rule, and inclusion. The chaegued that although each challenge
represents a certain genuine problem for democtiagiory, these are not challenges
that require a comprehensive revision of democradiens or their substitution with
more substantive ones that the multiculturalistgoadte. For the democratic theory
outlined in Part One offers internal resourcesaitkle these problems and resolve

them in democratic ways.

Chapter 5 followed the same method as Chaptere¥atuate the democratic
merits and shortcomings of the anti-multicultuttagigtique. The chapter focused on
the liberal egalitarian arguments for equal rigintsl solidarity, and the more holistic
arguments that fear multiculturalism will weakenmieracy in the long run by
eroding sociocultural characteristics favourablégdunctioning. In response to these

concerns, the chapter advanced the view that thiematiculturalist arguments
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operate with some important misconceptions abouhodeatic decision-making,
which in large part stems from not appreciatingréspective limits of consensus and
dissensus that were highlighted in Part One ofdilsertation. Among these are the
misconceived view of the relationship between dewwmgc and pluralism, and the
flawed accounts of democratic decision-making onctvtthe anti-multiculturalists

extensively draw.

Part Three embarked on the more constructive th&kymg out an approach
to multiculturalism that is more in line with themocratic perspective outlined in
this thesis than the ones offered by the multicalists and their critics. Chapter 6
presented an alternative approach to groups tleg to steer clear of the anti-
multiculturalists’ common mistake of neglecting themocratically acceptable roles
groups play in democratic politics, and the tengesfcthe multiculturalist arguments
to undermine the individualist elements of NMD. Te¢teapter began by arguing that
the individualist overtones of NMD leave room fonegative, but robust, theory of
groups. Not only do groups play an important ratethe political dynamics of
democracy, but this presence is supported by norehatrelevant reasons such as the
impropriety of politicizing motives of individualand the anti-assimilationist bias of
NMD. An egalitarian reformulation of the interesbgps pluralism, the chapter went
on to argue, can account for the democratic funstiof groups more adequately than

the substantively thicker theories that we findhe literature on identity politics.

In light of the theoretical lessons that emergedimf the preceding five
chapters, chapter 7 revisited the guiding questbrthe thesis — is democratic
multiculturalism really possible? By engaging withke multiculturalist and anti-
multiculturalist counter-challenges to the demadcraterspective developed in the

dissertation, the chapter argued that the normatimeclusions of the previous

287



Conclusion

chapters point to a distinctly democratic resporise multiculturalism. This

democratic outlook, the chapter argued, offersresicierable degree of multicultural
potential because NMD satisfies many important itwiluralist concerns about
recognition, self-rule, and inclusion without commising democracy’s egalitarian

and individualist commitments.

The main aim of this dissertation was to contritotéhe understanding of the
normative relationship between principles of deraogrand philosophical concerns
motivating the multiculturalist arguments. Alongettvay, we managed to clear away
a number of unfounded claims made by multicultstaliand anti-multiculturalists
regarding the supposedly democratic merits of theguments. The dissertation also
offered a more constructive account of how multioalism and democracy can be
compatible by drawing attention to the multicullypatential offered by normatively
sound minimalist democracy. Because multicultunalis one of the most contested
subjects in contemporary democracies, | would tikxeconclude by offering a brief
reflection on the broader lessons concerning thigiggof multiculturalism that we

can draw from this dissertation.

Multiculturalism is dead. Or so we have been ta@dently by British Prime
Minister David Cameron and German Chancellor Angdkerkel. Some Western
democracies were never officially engaged with roulturalism, so they would not
need to ceremoniously break up with it. But as D&ameron claimed in a speech at
the Munich Security Conference, the countries tlaaopted some kind of
multiculturalism as a state program are left graggplwvith its dreadful legacy. Not

only has the official multiculturalism led to segation, radicalisation, and even
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terrorism, it has also — in the eyes of its criticseated an illiberal climate of fer.
As a result, many refrain from criticising the &ies of multiculturalism out of fear
of facing accusations of racism, Islamophobia, &.overcome multiculturalism’s
dreadful legacy, the democratic West has to refbet “passive tolerance”, and
embrace the “muscular liberalism”. In that speeah ave offered some concrete
examples of what this “hardnosed” approach towalelaring society of the remnants
of multiculturalism would involve. The governmentowd refuse to engage with
organisations that fail its test of moderatenefw instance, the organisations that do
not proclaim the value of democracy, human rigatg] integration. “Fail these tests
and the presumption should be not to engage witfaresations — so, no public
money, no sharing of platforms with ministers ames” In addition, the countries
that have suffered from the negative consequentesutiiculturalism will have to
embark on a bold project of identity-building: “weeed a clear sense of shared

national identity that is open to everyone.”

There is something very strange about celebratinliculturalism’s death (or
wishing it if the death is yet to come about). As waw in the course of this
dissertation, multiculturalism is not immune toticism. In previous chapters, some
of the core philosophical claims of multiculturatis- for instance, those concerning
cultural integrity and autonomy —were critiquednfréhe perspective of normatively
sound minimalist democracy. It was pointed out tih&t multiculturalist arguments
for recognition, self-rule and inclusion were layianjustifiable claims to democratic
credibility. However, one of the interesting lessave learned along the way is that
many of these core multiculturalist principles a@buénd themselves to a more

democratic reinterpretation. | argued that manyhef defining moves advocated by

% Cameron, “Speech at Munich Security Conference.”
4 .
Ibid.
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multiculturalists — even those such as recognitiocultural groups and some types of
self-rule that would arise from decentralisation ceuld be compatible with
democracy, albeit for reasons different from thégioal ones put forth by the
multiculturalists. In other words, removing or togidown the theoretical components
of multiculturalism that clash with the individustic and egalitarian elements of
democracy would not radically transform the paditiof multiculturalism in the
direction advocated by anti-multiculturalists. Givine philosophical affinity, and the
convergence about the practical implications, ahderacy and multiculturalism, to
achieve a political death for multiculturalism wdulequire the death of important
democratic principles as well. Multiculturalism’sath would not just be a sign of the
ultimate failure of its philosophical ideals. It uld also mean that the ideals of liberal
democracy that are supposed to guide us into teemaolticultural age have failed as

well.

Yet the political warfare launched against multictdlism clearly shows that
the notion of “muscular liberalism” and the “harded” attitude with which such
liberalism would have to be implemented closelyenable the anti-multiculturalist
project that we put under scrutiny in chapter Sofar as the “muscular liberalism”
repeats the same mistakes, it cannot prove morepatilie with the values of
normatively sound minimalist democracy than theasaiist and relativist strands of
multiculturalism that it tries to supplant. To bere, governments may choose to
pressure those groups they find resistant to change adopting mainstream values.
Such coercion perhaps could be defended on groafnsiscurity or stability. But its
shortcomings from the democratic perspective argools. The democratic outlook
defended in this dissertation does not lend suppounilateral restrictions that shun

and/or marginalize groups with the intention ofiting their ability to contest and

290



Conclusion

disagree until they are malleable enough to giveew identity more in line with the
majority values. Integration is a legitimate denadicr aspiration only to the extent
that it is carried out in accordance with the noohdemocracy. Moreover, we saw in
previous chapters that attempts to engender ag&rpmore cohesive community
would require a great deal of social engineerinigictv would not only root out the
radical, undesirable factions, but also create igdiyeless favourable conditions for

disagreement and dissent.

All this said, there may be a broader objectiothargument of this thesis. A
critic could note that the implications of NMD fagal-world multicultural questions
are not specific or concrete enough. But the olgecimisses the point. This
dissertation did not intend to build a fully devedal account of normative minimalist
democracy. For instance, it did not try to identifie exact combination of the four
democratic considerations that make up the normatore of NMD. It may appear,
on many important issues, the dissertation menegwdhe contours of an answer and
did not paint the full picture. This has to do withe minimalist democratic
characteristics of NMD as opposed to the incomplete of the argument constructed
in this dissertation. The aim of the dissertaticaswo elucidate the shortcomings of
the classical and Schumpeterian understandings emfiodracy and present an
alternative outlook that does not commit those akiss. To be sure, a larger project
that deals solely with the question of normativedyund minimalist democracy could
draw slightly thicker and bolder contours. Howeviervould still not be immune to
the charge of leaving substantive gaps. As a maettéact, these gaps in substantive
content are required by the conditions of uncetyaicompetition, and openness, all

of which are defining attributes of NMD. Within ghiminimalist understanding, the
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four normative dimensions can only represent th&aos of legitimate democratic

activity.
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