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ABSTRACT

This text analyzes the relationship between palitdeliberation and democracy. Its
content differs both from a scarcely normative ideéaompetitive politics, predominant

in contemporary Political Science, and from a pdolghical defense of the deliberation,
founded on an idea of common reasonability or ondaal of communicative speech.

The central argument of the author is that delifi@maconstitutes a good instrument of
improvement of competitive democracy. The reasangyiies are not those held by
some contemporary political philosophers, inspitgd problematic generalizations

about the basic structures of the rationality agabonability of citizens and their agents.
The author stresses instead the capacity of datiberto strengthen the epistemic and
normative basis of the political decisions of thejonity. The text discusses different
visions of the benefits of political deliberatiospme of then centered on their
procedural conditions, others on the substantivaityuof their results. Besides, this

paper analyzes, from a perspective closer to aAmstotelian vision than to a modern

contractualist tradition, the validity of the consaalist criteria to judge the quality of

the deliberative reasons. Finally, the text idésgifthe democratic deliberation with a
critical instance of the justifying discourses bétexercise of political power, within

contexts of pluralism and disagreement.
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RESUMEN

Este texto analiza las relaciones entre la deldi@ngpolitica y la democracia. EI mismo
se desmarca tanto de una idea escasamente norndatiVa politica competitiva,
predominante en la Ciencia Politica contemporac@ao de una defensa filoséfica de
la deliberaciéon, fundada en una idea de razonablilicbmuin o en un ideal de habla
comunicativa. El argumento central del autor eslgudeliberacién constituye un buen
instrumento de mejora de la democracia competifigeg no por las razones esgrimidas
por algunos filésofos politicos contemporaneos, pinslos en problematicas
generalizaciones sobre las estructuras de raait@uhli razonabilidad de los ciudadanos



y sus agentes, sino por su capacidad para fortalesefundamentos epistémicos y
normativos de las decisiones politicas mayoritariis pasar revista a distintas
visiones sobre las bondades de la deliberaciontigagliunas centradas en sus
condiciones procedimentales, otras en la calidathstiva de sus resultados, el texto
discute, desde una perspectiva mas cercana al nstotelismo que a la tradicion
contractualista moderna, la validez de los criteramnsensualistas para juzgar las
buenas razones deliberativas, asimilando la deldi@m democratica a una instancia
critica de los discursos justificativos del ejeiwidel poder politico, en contextos de
pluralismo y desacuerdo.

Palabras clave:Democracia, Deliberacién politica, Teoria politica

Deliberative democracy and politics are two segapaties of attraction for both
theory and political practice, and now occupy atr@rplace in the main lines of
thinking and research of the most diverse acadeamd political geographies.
Democracy, after having been devaluated, has ldtegn revalued from arguments
from the most diverse political stripes. This rexdion of democracy has happened in
unison, in some cases, with revisions of some dragiitical paths of authoritarian
regimes and in others, with the decline of the poa#ributed to philosophical or
scientific reason as a tool for the reconciliatiof society. In turn, political
deliberation, in addition to having a prestigidueage nurtured with dear normative
ideals such as those of public justifiability, coomreason and rational-consensus, has
been exercising an irresistible attraction amonghynaolitical theorists, already
unhappy with some performances of competitive deawy; and who tend to consider
the principles of a public and fair exchange ofuangnt as the best basis for governing
the social antagonisms and resolving political botsf rationally.

Thus, it is possible to find a recurring inclinatito take a stand for or against of
public deliberation or deliberative democracy isaesso diverse as theoretical circles
dissatisfied with the liberal democracies, closerdialogue and republican self-
government than to the negotiated balance or tiveapy of aggregated majority
opinion; or the school of political thought inseglale from a policy of reasons, neo-
contractualist-inspired or based on an ethics ofroanication; and political science
theorists more sensitive to a discursive formatibpublic opinions and preferences.

It could even be said, without falling into excessia priori speculation, that
democracy and political deliberation transcend Il crops of various thematic
issues, not only because they reflect the existamiceome common concerns of
different currents of thought and action, but beeathe political systems sooner or
later, one way or another, face problems and ahgdle whose formulations and
concrete responses can vary depending on the agesirgumstances, but must be
resolved on genuine moral and institutional bage¢kese systems aim to achieve any
lasting significance, and not be satisfied with there application of technology or
skills to a given or contingent historical reality.

Well, echoing these theoretical movements and thees here and there calling
for more and better democracy, or for more andebeiblitical deliberation, in this
paper we discuss the desirable and possible nesftips between democracy and
deliberation, seeking to unravel the theoreticad aractical demands that discursive



rationality poses to democratic politics, tryingdarify the specific contribution from
the political deliberation to the government of a@emacy or to a citizenship
democratically governed.

We put emphasis on the governmental aspects obdaey, because: first,
some practitioners of the policy deliberations dat adequately take it into account,
secondly, because favoring the governmental enddeblberation requires that we
consider its attributes to solve issues of powersfa common authority in contexts of
pluralism and disagreement, and thirdly, becausepesty designed political
deliberation can contribute to turning the goverrwizens into responsible civic
agents endowed with strong political capabilities.

In the analytical context of this text, democragyseen as thatima ratio on the
issues that motivate a collective and binding dexjsvhich cannot be entrusted to any
source external to participation or to the willtbbse involved or affected by it. Our
definition of democracy is, therefore, minimalistdescribes a system of political
decision based on three fundamental criteria: @) équal participation of citizens in
making collective decisions; ii) the free choicavien different alternatives, and iii)
the majority rule under a common legal framewbrk.

However, egalitarian inclusion criteria based osefichoice and majority rule
contain two basic promises, this is to say, thegepttwo different alternatives of
political rationality: i) the ability to openly disite prominent political positions and
shape majority aggregates of opinion and preferémoeigh competitive methods and
i) the possibility to contrast the quality of theasons justifying a common course of
action and review the preferences or public opiniworder deliberative methods. Such
promises or rationalities lead to different routegimes of formation of elective and
majority wills, admitting different procedural rgl@nd rules of action.

Certainly, nothing prevents the competitive andbdehtive views of democracy
agree on an equal valuation of its egalitarianctele and majority aspects, recognizing
the importance of these procedures against angrizial contingency. But theories that
support them and, hence, their practical conse@seriavor differenteansto ensure
strict compliance with the inclusive, majority amkkctive side of democracy, making
legitimacy depend, in one case, the political camipa, and in another,
deliberation. Thus, when contemplating the rest coantant conditions of the
democratic process (such as freedom of expressmuh imformation, respect for
differences and minorities, and reciprocity rules political advertising), they are
treated differently by the competitive and delilbe theories of democracy, to the
point that what the former can tolerate willingbn behalf of political competition, the
latter may reject radically, in defense of deliliema

' This definition reflects our special analyticaldrest in internal and formal criteria of legitimaof
democratic decisionn other words, what interests us is what makespaiifical decision democratic,
giving it binding legitimacy from the point of viewf procedural correctness and forcing all partes
comply with its result regardless of the externahditions of access to the process and the cancret
substance of their products. Nevertheless, thigitieh contains some substantive normative valoees

on one hand, recognizes that each citizen has aal ehare of political authority, measured in votes
having each one the same right to influence thega® of collective decision and; on the other hand,
offers guarantees of justice to all parties, legiting the use of common power through a simple
majority rule allowing any citizen to challenge defend a status quo on an equal footing, without
favoring or detracting from any of the parties fiBions of this nature can be found in Dahl (1987
Bobbio (1986), Nelson (1996), O'Donnell (2007), draso (1999), y Nino (2003).



In fact, the theory of competitive democracy is fneatest source of inspiration
for contemporary Political Science and its reseatghents, in accordance with its spirit
of realism, its normative agnosticism or its sewisjt to political conflict. In contrast,
the deliberative idea, even though it has a widgeaof learned supporters and, having
been established today as a center of theoretiballenge to the paradigm of
competitive democracy, still has several contraaéedges, due in part to some brands
of its aristocratic past, and partly also becausanymof their existing defenses
foreshadow excessive regulatory requirements, dstraiing a greater concern to solve
problems of moral philosophy or to claim a commatiie rationality, than taking into
account the elective and experimental nature ofcdeatic politics.

The central argument of this paper the followinglitpcal deliberation is desirable
and possible, to the point of constituting a powerinstrument for improving
democracy, though not for the reasons given by sametemporary political
philosophers, based on controversial Universalistsgectives or in problematic
generalizations of the basic structures of ratibpand reasonability of citizens and
their agents. These perspectives are exposed asowalltiple objections tending to
underscore the historical or contextual constragritpolitical reason. In turn they are
critiziced, pour tout dire for their propension to relativism or their aceondation to a
mere contingent or arbitrary decisionim.

In positive terms, if the deliberative ideal aspit® a place among the ruling
principles of democracy, it must possess an intdheory of the process of political
decision in contexts of pluralism and disagreemaotording to the just treatment of
the legitimal claims of the adoption of a commommolin other words, in order to
overcome the realist and skeptical objections eirtlriticists, deliberative view of
politics must reconcile with public dissent and angi@ary democracy, on one side
guaranteeing true equity and neutrality of publpeech, and on the other hand,
delivering a deliberative praxis that works asriéical instance of the substantive
quality of the political justification, its ratiohacceptability and not merely a pragmatic
and consensual one, based on strong epistemiamiative standards.

In short, the practical accreditation of deliberattheory depends on its ability
to overcome, on one hand, the consensualist oradoalist demands of political
thought focused on a disproportionate normativisommited to a disembodied
exercise of public and communicative reason, amdheé other hand, the skeptical or
relativist reduction of political differences to tagonisms which are normatively
undecidable, aimed at making social pluralism aa ienitself, or nurture, by taking
sides, the politics of power.

2 Analogically, let us say that democracy is notriest desirable political system exactly for prun
procedural and consequentialist reasons (weberimgsjuevilians or schumpeterians) invoked by
political scientists more inseparable from the tlgeof rational choice, but rather for reasons camin
from a philosophical tradition familiar with the ipciples of political equality and self-government,
autonomy and rational control of conditions botkiwdual and collective in political communities
struggling to break free from the power of arms arigtrary rule.

% Similarly, say that democracy is the most desegilitical system not for the prudential, procedur
and consequentialist reasons (Weberian, tocqaevilir Schumpeterian) invoked by most political
scientists who are inseparable from the theoryatibmal choice, but for normative reasons from a
philosophical tradition familiar with the princigeof political equality and self-government, autoryo
and rational control of the living conditions ofdimidual and collective political communities engdg

in freeing themselves from the power of force arimtiary rule.



We start, then, from two basic premises. Theiéirtat political deliberation is not equal,
in any case, to a disembodied dialogue inspirediésis or voluntarily subject to a speech
oriented to rational understanding or “good maringrshe name of a common reason ideal or
the rational pursuit of impartial agreements- thiiegedly rule the academic or judicial
environments (where, certainly these high epistestémdards, guarantees of a rational
judgement, do not always apply, nor are missingsca$ intellectual abuse or crude majority
imposition).

The second premise is that competitive democrahighwis perceived by some as a
prudential arrangement among agents unable taipat in a mutually justificative dialogue,
forced to play a less onerous game for each safedhy attempt to suppress it, and others
identify as a principle of free choice and the itipbcounting of individual preferences, does
not ensure, by itself, enough bases of equity aratquural neutrality, given the
information assimetries between politicians andzeris that it generates, the
negative externalities that transfer costs to gsowph less numbers or negotiation
ability and its tendency to devalue dialogical cex@tion, according to the special
incentives that the political market offers to anming or maximizing strategy
(Ovejero Lucas 2001, 2008). If this is so, for deraoy and deliberation to reconcile in
normative and political terms, the former mustatise itself from a chimerical ideal of a
Universalist and consensual public reason, whike l#iter must emancipate from a
disputative political purview, which is happily taled in the realm of uncertainty or
blindly trusting in the institutional intelligena# competitive markets.

Ultimately, transit through these theoretical baanes leads to three basic
questions: i) what are the distinctive propertiésdemo-political deliberation and its
differences with competitive democracy? li) isnbagh to justify deliberation in terms of
its procedural correctness or, do its benefits wépen the epistemic quality of its
substantive results? iii) what are the good reasonsa good discussion on a good
democracy?, considering we think the latter ispuwe or ideal, but in light of our current
political practices and our general experienceitiens members of pluralistic political
communities, subject to the imperative of makingnomn decisions. Of course, this text
does not aim to provide a conclusive answer toetlgggestions, but instead use them to
advance in the design of a valid —both rationatiyeptable and politically viable -concept
of political deliberation compatible with democrdcy

As can be seen, our assessment of the politicaishfon shows a greater attraction
to Avristotle’s political philosophy than to contiaalist morality or neo-Kantian
approaches, aimed at establishing the ideal conditiof moral reasoning or
communicative speech, tending to require excegsstifying of practical pretensions,
with a view to their conversion into binding rul#sat comes backed in impartial
reasoning or reasons unobjectionable to all paiffiespite the important contributions of
these theories to the revitalization of a disc@sv argumentative political reason, our
pro--deliberative approach is inspired by somehaf basic principles of Aristotelian
political philosophy, characterized among othendhbifor their sensitivity to a diverse
composition of the demos or deliberative assemidiieshis attention to the diverse moral
motivation of individuals and by its identificatioof deliberation with elective and
prudential rationality, equally attentive to pripleis and right judgments.

“In this paper the demo-political and demo-delitieeanouns are used to refer (according to thesidab
sense of the terms isonomy and isogory) to thetigalli practices that conjugates principles of
participatory equity and public speech, equaliityolitical treatment and discursive interactiowlusive
legitimacy, as an end, and of justificative con@tiof the common power.



In my view, and in the view of current devoteesneb-Aristotelianism (Galston
1994; Nussbaum 1995; Sherman 1998; Thiebaud 280zjtical return to Aristotle’s
theoretical findings and empirical observations balp supply the necessary credentials
to political deliberation rules and policies, makin a standard to evaluate democratic
decisions. Deliberation can be called upon to ctrie any case, some of the structural
weaknesses of the competition regimes or regimepobfical negotiation. What we
mean, ultimately, is that, stripped of its origimaturalistic and aristocratic bent, the
Aristotelian tradition can still bear valuable fruserving to articulate a constructive and
realistic view of political deliberation, modestiipse to the political ideal of the republic
or demo-pluralispoliteia

In the next section we distinguish different megsirof the term deliberation,
outlining a conceptual distinction between delibeeapolitics and competitive politics,
understanding the two, if not as mutually exclustategories, at least as ideal types,
enabling different intermediate situations. Then regiew different views about the
normative merits of political deliberation, somecdeed on procedural conditions and
others focused in the substantive quality of thesults. Finally, after making some
critical objections to procedural conceptions ofileation, as well as to approaches
designed to subordinate to the prevalence of cens¢ror indisputable reasons to all
parties, we argue for a deliberative rationalitympatible with democracy and
majority and at the same time able to be incorpdréd a critical analysis of the reasons
justifying a political action in pluralistic andsdigreement contexts.

1. Which deliberation?

Different definitions of deliberation harbor difesrt visions of its structural and
contingent features, while they determine distemditions of political possibility for
deliberative reason, enabling diverse compatibitiy the latter with an elective,
majority democracy. Consequently, this sectionimigtishes different meanings of the
term "deliberation”, of unquestionable relevancetheir theoretical and practical
defenses, emphasizing the differences that cotestitie model of deliberative and
competitive democracy.

Let us remember, first, that deliberation in pohti and civic venues has an
illustrious theoretical lineage5. Thus, fair excharof reasons and public arguments or,

® Just run a quick look back at some of the maiesliaf political thought, classical and modern, heak
that none of them questioned the normative andigallideliberation. Since “I Pericles”, Thucydides
associated political superiority of the Atheniarligpdo its deliberative practices, more than anlyeot
quality that might distinguish it from its rival stgems. But it Aristotle who was the first to assign
deliberative reason a genuine moral and polititatus by agreeing on its primary role in resolving
practical issues, which, unlike theoretical or stifec reason, may be different from what they arel
admit diverse possible decisional alternativesndpdéireductible, in any case, to expert determoratr
rule-case judgement. Among the modern defenseselibedation it's worth mentioning Rousseau’s
allegation in favor of the transcendent public iegt reasoning or identities -not quite delibeestisay
some-, and the Madisonian celebration of the restdenways of discussion of select civic strataefdd

by appropriate electoral rules. Not to mention phaise of John Stuart Mill to a kind of argumenati
public workout, directed against the hegemonic gi@nd public prejudices. And even today, who have
questioned the validity of the political or demdaraleliberation, not always do so on its own nseiitut
because of its contingent risks (Przeworski 1991).



if preferred, the public process of inquiry in coom has been for a long time the
object of a particular veneration by different thegacal schools, being valued as the
basis of the ability of citizens’ bodies to deciwgether and bind each other, or as a
guarantee of performance of a self-reflective amiical citizens regarding the actions
of political power. Even today, those who are logkto the moral and political virtues
of deliberation tend to claim it as a constitutiecemponent of procedural and
substantive integrity of policy decisions, more orant even than the authoritative
view of the popular will, which in due course watgticized by Schumpeter’s revision
of classical democratic theory, and was formallyesjioned by the "anti-populist”
school of public choice theory, tending to cast ltoan the rational consistency of
majority opinion aggregates (Schumpeter 1984; Art@&15.

Certainly, the normative requirement of rationalittkration as an antidote to
factionalism majority, passions or political pantyerests, was accompanied, in general,
by unconcealed elitist inclinations, as evidencgdhe political writings that in very
different times and circumstances, defended the&yaliscussion with the same zeal
with which they expressed their resentment agaimstpolicy plebeian, popular, or
among many, showing their distrust of the sovergigwer of a majority doxa.

However, for current advocates of deliberative tpdj as well as for the coldest
scholars of its current normative revival, the pihe of political deliberation connotes
a strong democratic demand, as it calls for comaia on an equal footing of all the
voices with right to influence public choice, redia@ss of numerical or bargaining
power (Elster 2001). To which must be added thetfat the current normative claims
of political deliberation, both attribute it a mbraniversalist historical value as a
contextual one. So while some associate the daliberto a principle of fair treatment
to all participants, each one recognized as fred equal agent, regardless of their
attributes and identities (Benhabib 2008), othdesniify it with the right of members of
a particular political community to decide, basedgenuine conversational challenges,
its rules of common life, through its civic heritagnd their most enduring historical
roots (Gallardo 2005, Nino 2003).

In any case, deliberation means, at least sincgt@le, a comprehensive contrast
of reasons, within the individual or others, indawr against a course of action. Today
the term is used to designate a public exchangegaiments and considerations fought
following a common argument, intended to justify, @ public and rational basis, the
choice of a joint action. But both in the case @f-seflection or of a public speech, the
truth is that the idea of deliberation refers tdiscourse of justification, sensitive to all
relevant considerations for action, aimed to prevadcommon decision accepting the
highest quantum of voluntary and rational accemahtshort, any discussion assumes
a commitment for rational justification and an me& in making a reasonable and
informed choice.

® lan Shapiro (2005) discusses this pojnt, as daee® Lucas (2001, 2008).



However, deliberation may harbor different regutgtoequirements or admit
various practical applications, depending on thkamous adjectives or predicates. Thus,
public deliberation is equivalent to an open exgeamnd manifest (accessible to
anyone who wishes) of justifications and considenst aimed at common
understanding. This requirements excludes the tsgeroeess of discourse or, more
precisely, the discretionary use of information mivate reasons. Deliberation is
incompatible, in any case, to the "double talk" daadself-justification refractory of
critical examination of the motivations of each tgdpant in the discussion. Put in
another way, the public principle of deliberatiGguires all participants to give wide
publicity to the contents of the discussion anchgparency to their positions and
information, restricting opportunistic or manipuNa speech, and outlawing the
instrumentalization of any party involved directly indirectly to the subject of
discussion.

As for political deliberation, while it includeseghmentioned characteristics, given
its public relevance and its intrinsic value foe ttuture of the political community, it
consists essentially of an open exchange of reasmuks arguments designed to
justify adopting a collective decision, having kbimgl or mandatory effects for all,
whose scope, legal or coercive, calls for a widesgpublic basis of legitimation. The
action of deliberating in political offices is ingixably linked, therefore, to a principle
of reciprocity, which requires, first, that poldicclaims are directed to the common
understanding of free citizens, and secondly, thees of support of those claims
(beliefs, evidence, information and practical iefezes) can be compared or contrasted
by all parties involved in the decision. Hence,airgenuine political deliberation, the
reasons that a rational political actor (monoloficgves to himself for or against a
course of action, according to their purposes oeirtlpre-established strategic
calculations, are nor acceptable. Nor are the resaBkely to be valid for an impatrtial
observer or agnostic about the quality of the psegoof the agent, focusing on the
success of the action, according to a means-entsstibenefit rationality.

Strictly speaking, political deliberation requirdmth in terms of participant and
observer, a justification (dialogue) of the ageot d@thers who have different
perspectives and are in a position to object tar thwtivational reasons, and have
effective capacity to influence the outcome of #otion. As a consequence, standards
of conduct of deliberative political discourse rdiscarding self-supporting arguments
or those focusing exclusively on the intentionatspective of the speaker; rendering
irrelevant or unacceptable merely rhetorical sHlfraative policies or self-referred,
sectarian speeches that may be closed to otherspegm#ive. Ultimately, political
deliberation differs from other forms of public seng as its results depend on public
scrutiny of the arguments and supporting arguméartsa collectively decided action
with binding effects. In this case, the deliberatprinciples (information transparency,



reciprocity and dialogical openness to others),\app the discursive formation of
public preferences and the legitimate exerciseowfay of joint actiof.

In turn, the democratic predicate of deliberatiatraduces a set of egalitarian
regulatory requirements, not at all well understdgddeliberative theorists who are
mostly committed to the full exercise of public sea justifying a course of
unobjectionable action. Before further explanatidet us indicate that democratic
deliberation is based on principles of equal actegsiblic speech and equal listening
to all voices affected by common decision, withaidnversational reserves or
authoritative epistemological, canon, without agbly cuts of the public agenda public
nor "normalizing” pressures on any party. Thus, tt@mocratic component of
deliberation would be called to ensure an open iactlisive discursive exchange,
capable of promoting the most diverse challengesestablished consensus or
disagreements (Shapiro 2005). In other words, suchxchange would accommodate
the diverse languages of the claims supportingipulleld to common understanding in
the framework of communicative intersubjectivitytlalso protected against discursive
hegemony and against ideological or cultural guership. Deliberative democracy
would come to ensure, in short, the right to sesdsons before each act of political
authority and the obligation to provide reasonsifiyiag such requirements, enabling
an "appropriate confrontation" of all the argumentsd reasons relevant to the
collective decision (Pettit 2001).

Therefore, if we stick to the democratic dimensmindeliberation, the latter
would not necessarily be justified on the basithefepistemic or moral goodness of its
results, nor it would be desirable for reasons olitipal enlightenment. Rather, it
would based on a principle of non-domination (2@¥apiro), aimed at securing the
right of the most vulnerable, marginalized or urnected people to demand and
influence with their own reasons and argumentshe folicy decision. However, the
principle of equal and plural speech not only sergeensure the procedural integrity
of a decision freed from dominating, pressureslalso, as we shall see, a necessary
condition of rational consistency of majority déaiss (Nino 2003), contributting to
strengthen the critical attributes of deliberatianface of the political justifications
accepted or rejected in each political commdhity

" Note that there is a constitutive identity betwelea principle of public and political deliberation
since that principle has a strong vindication & #hbility of citizens to judge the motivating reasaf
public officials, according to their common poweo$ understanding and trial. From a Kantian
perspective, any interest or action affecting imtiial and collective rights is incorrect if the nraxor
principle that underpins it cannot be made. Of seuthe principle of publicity does not requiretthth
policy discussions and decisions should be madeviknabi et orbi, but the general rule that supports
them should be in a position to be disclosed arstifipd to the common understanding of
citizens .Therefore, the requirement of publicigquires actors to declare, without concealment or
simulation, the reasons for an action of authdoiggause otherwise the action has no moral authority
and should be rejected. The principle of publigityuld then contribute to fight two evils: i) aat®
designed to promote acceptable decisions or agrgsprather than just or correct ones, tendingeeks
approval shortcuts and not follow straight pathgualblic justification, and ii) costly actions magited
by success, paying the price of concealment otrilee intentions or reasons of the agent at the @ist
discretionary use of "noble" or "necessary" lielse principle of publicity would even place delibéra
right in the field of genuine political democrabgcause its effective implementation would chakkeng
the paternalistic attitudes of superiority to tag public of political elites or experts

8 Note also that the justifying reasons in a contektdeliberation, regardless of their contextual
environment, its formal structure and its semaatintent, must comply with a constitutive princijoie
dialogic reciprocity or to the regulative idealinfersubjective communication, which are bstibject to



Either way, deliberative democracy requires grediscursive cooperation or
"civility" that competitive democracy, for two basireasons. The first is that
competitive democracy predominantly favors freeiohdetween alternatives, along
with fair count of all preferences measured in spi@hich makes it compatible with
the formation of non-dialogical political views, iyate justification of elective
preferences and the exercise of a wide range asupsive resources. And the second
reason is that political competition supports thpimization of the advantages and
resources of each party, from factual interdepecidento power differentials
legitimized by public opinion, which tends to encage winning strategies rationally
oriented to maximize assets and minimize the opps)ewhen not focused on the
calculation of profit and unilateral advantage.dommary, although competitive
discourse introduces in public debate reasons nssg®to objections to the contrary,
spokesmen are able to defend their positions Wweharguments in their favor, favoring
only their own thesis and their own demands.

In contrast, deliberative principle requires eaelntypto provide reasons leading
to common understanding and seeking to obtain dliermal acceptance of the other
party. Each interlocutor demands from its countérpawillingness to compare his
arguments with their own and to review their owrsipons, exchanging convincing
rather than persuasive reasons. This does not ithplydeliberative practices cannot
use an adversarial speech structure, benefiting fte differentiating function of the
claims of the speakers. This structure providesgffact, an articulate and insightful
input of the content and scope of public controyeesd appeal to lower the cost of
information on the alternatives at stake. Howewdgliberative logic requires a
willingness to enter into a joint inquiry and tosame another's perspective in a way
that the adversarial discussion does not, as datiba requires all parties to submit to
criticism or objections to the contrary, not to ls¢lee primacy of a particular option
because it is their own or because other optionsggocawrong in the discussion, but to
select the best alternative, the most rational esmbonable, given the available
arguments and circumstances.

Bear in mind also that the results of either modeldemocracy cannot be
measured with the same evaluation standards, fdrcpbdeliberation, as opposed to
competitive politics, does not pretend to reflegesmuine order of preference or form
a consistent majority aggregate of wills, but taldpublic preferences. These public
preferences would be of first and second gradesase might say, not only
autonomous, but well informed, clarifying genuinessgnt and reasonable
disagreements, enhancing, ultimately, the publag@ment of citizens. Ultimately,
deliberative democracy does not favor a neutrahotefor counting and aggregation
of individual preferences -as competitive democrdogs-, because the objective is to
ensure equal consideration of all arguments andeece likely to clarify the contents
of public divides and modify previous preferendaghis case, the principle of fairness
applies to reasons and arguments rather than ttivelgoreferences of citizens, as a
deliberative political context is not (solely) albotespecting the autonomy of
citizens and theor own decision (no doubt a canstg and necessary good in
establishing a genuine public choice) but to judgesed on all relevant considerations
for that matter, the best reasons to make a legimase of power for common action.

the provision of speakers to abide by rules of camension, understanding or acceptance of their
claims; otherwise the discussion would not makessem would be irrelevant.



2.Procedural Deliberationism

According to the procedural vision of the delibemtideal, strict compliance
with the rules of equality and impatrtiality as dpglto public treatment of the claims
of each party and their ability to influence thealirsive formation of political will,
would ensure the correctness of their results o, tvoluntary compliance, regardless
of the content of the decision or its impact onialddfe. In other words, the guarantee
offered to all positions of equal access to publ@ce and of fair treatment of all
relevant reasons for the collective decision, dmel dcompliance of norms of mutual
understanding of intersubjective communication, Moensure the outcome of the
deliberative process "a presumption of rationaldapt widespread acceptance, beyond
the actual content of the input discourse.

Now, among procedural approaches there is no agmteom what criteria should
prevail in ensuring fair deliberation or in warriagt the procedural correctness of the
results.Thus, while some authors emphasize the internauirements of the
deliberative process, others stress the extermalitons of social equality, capable of
ensuring equal opportunities to influence the dsmn and its outcome. Among the
former, the emphasis is, among other things, indhblgations to respect universal,
equal consideration to all parties and communieateciprocity (Benhabib 2008), and
among the latter, they tend to insist on equalityesources necessary to access the
deliberative arenas or the skills required to malféective use of discursive
opportunities, given the differences in power, wealr education among citizens
(Bohman 1998, Sen 1995).

Anyway, the point is that since the Stuart Mill representative government, to
the most recent theoretical developments of JohmlfREL993) and Jurgen Habermas
(1998), there are many procedural defenses ofetelilon and its internal attributes to
promote rational and fair decision for all partidghether relying on the rules of
pluralist representation of the views of citizemsd anstitutional incentives to form
general currents of opinion in macro-political aeaf discussion, as in Mill, or
priorizing the common, removing ex ante socialedsity under the construct of an
"original position" and a "veil of ignorance”, asRawls, or claiming, in short, an ideal
speech situation, founded on principles of recigfocommunication in human
language, as in Habermas, the truth is that deliive politics has prestigious
procedural defenses. Thus, according to these @ thieliberative reason, once
established in fair terms of participation and zati representation, purified of
asymmetries and strategic calculations of fact goderned by rules of civility or
communicative rationality, would ensure fair out@mequitable to all partigs

In the case of the theories of Rawls and Haberrias,principle of public
justifiability is part of an ideal deliberative mmedure, which is designed to ensure the
moral correctness of the political reasoning, t@idvbottlenecks arising from the
appeal to controversial metaphysical truths andetatralize cooperative arrangements
based on balances of power or negotiation. But tédmelency of these authors to

°In fact, Rawls's theory is half way between thecprural paradigm and the substantial one, given the
link it establishes between constructivist condisiaf basic policy decision ("original position¥ell of
ignorance" and rules of moral reasoning), and ¢selts of a distributive justice or, if we rely tre last
Rawls, the articulation of the rules of a consiitndl democracy and political issues properly solire

the field of public reason (Rawls 1993).



assimilate political deliberation to a discursive aontractualist morality, as well as
their consensualist inspirations led them eitheintagine cleansed areas of impartial
reasoning, bound to neutralize the rationality @xmmizing self-benefit and to decant
proposals exempt from reasonable objections, aainls, or to find communication
norms remote to conventional politics, designedhape opinion in civil society or in
public areas divorced from governmental respontés| as in Habermas. But in both
cases, it is a deliberation approach that is materested in satisfying the moral
demands of a decision or rational communicatiom timastrengthening the collective
power of a pluralist democracy. That approach isent@ncerned to raise deliberative
reason to the level of moral dialogue, focused l@n dommon or universal, than to
enhance a robust dialogue animated by politicalddig lines, constitutively linked to
diversity of interests and civic values.

Well, apart from the relevant efforts of these authto vindicate public or
communicative reason against dogmatic doctrinescatmilating political rationality,
the truth is that the procedural requirements ditipal deliberation cannot fathom the
economy of the particularities of its participaf@s already perceived by Aristotle in
his Rhetoric), nor can they establish rigid bouretabetween public and private, nor
ignore the substantive rationality of strong andgldasting political divides without
jeopardizing the democratic components of delib@natThey risk also clipping the
range of issues under discussion, ignoring the stémar substantive problems of
political life, which are undoubtedly significantorf speakers and for specific
performance of public speech. Without neglectitngnt the pluralistic spirit of those
theories, the fact remains that without the existeof a significant fractioning of the
social whole, without the adversarial constructidra speech articulated by groups of
principles and opinion firmly rooted in the life oftizens, it would be pointless to
deliberate or deliberation might be threatened hygually dismal choice between an
endless unintelligible murmur of unfathomable vei@nd public reasoning straight-
jacketed in an abstract citizenship status, dewfidhe roots, commitments and
identities that inform, in each particular contexipral and political language. In fact,
processes supporting a particular scheme or cafrgetion are activated from the
initiative of a party or part of society, withouti¢ initial source of the decision being
an original sin, but rather the disclosure of amragand his public identity in a
common area, constituted on a pluralistic base authject to irreductible
intersubjectivity rules (Arendt 1987).

If, instead of attempting to advance -with extrewhéficulty- by way of a
disembodied deliberative reason oriented to comseriyy overlapping or by the
pragmatic search of a generalizable interest, ve& @ the political philosophy of
Aristotle, in it we will find some demo-republicadeas appropriate to judge the true
procedural benefits of deliberation, more realjgticany case, than those offered by the
contractualist tradition or by discourse ethicsigfatle 1978, 1986). In his Rhetoric,
Aristotle says, in effect, that we only deliberate what depends on us or on what can
be different from what is, which precludes thefredtion of the truths of theoretical,
ontological or scientific reason inthe practicaalm of politics. But in good
Aristotelian logic, we would not be able to recagnivhat depends on us, or what may
be otherwise if we do not recognize ourselves asdmucreatures with differences and
particularities (constituting, indeed, in differewtys and possibilities of exercise the
capabilities common to the human species), giving degard to our legitimate
expectations of justice and self-realization, imtipalar and different contexts. Hence,



in Aristotle’'s Republic or politeia, whether historical or ideal, participants in the
assemblies and the magistrates come from diffeseaial classes or categories. The
quality of their deliberations depends, in parttied multiplier value of their quantity,
since many are better than each one separatelypanig because of differences in
abilities or political merits, for the ills of thet or of particular interest are remedied,
according to Aristotle, by virtue and excellencettté speakers, whose moral character
would be a crucial input for the improvement of tipeality of the discussions and
collective decisions.

So, if we think about the deliberative proceduramAristotelian way, there is no
need to force a costly eradication of differencesveen the parties. Instead, following
a pluralist logic, use them, neutralizing their latéral perspective, its positional
calculations or their feelings of self-referredtjos, without having to dissolve them in
an "ordinary self," as Rousseau wanted, nor sulijeeh to a "veil of ignorance™” about
their positions and specific expectations in thennea of Rawls. Deliberation itself
would be responsible for providing more intelligerand understanding, forcing parties
to overcome self-interested positions and bringingm closer -if you follow the
Aristotelian thought- to the fair measure of comnustice.

Because of its democratic quality, a discussiorthef Aristotelian type would
ensure equal freedom of discursive action, resctiiag/oices likely to disclose relevant
aspects for collective decision from obscurity amomymity (or from want or
dependency, to use the classical language), whmhidvotherwise remain hidden or
ignored. The republican morality of deliberatiotinat is, its preferential attention to the
qguality of speeches interested in public affairs atlf rather than the number of
participants in the decision- would help recognie differential of political virtue,
privileging the voices most reliable or willing give precedence to their arguments on
issues of justice or mutual recognition, withoue thartners having to deny their
differences or deny their interests. They woulde®vsome aspects of their positions,
improving, with their respective contributions, tHeundation of justification,
epistemic and normative-of the full exercise of gmmental power of citizeh

In any event, political differentiations admitteat deliberative politics cannot be
equated to those accepted by competitive demochadie latter, in fact, opponents
build their public identities in reference to othemtversaries. They differentiate from
each other by elaborating disputative discourses orutual avoidance, participating in
a game of winners and losers contingent to be sédMeror temporary. Then, political
competition not only offers the ability to bring tive fore political disagreements with a

1 Let us briefy comment on the question of the sats§ of the deliberation and deliberative

improvements somewhat as a reaction to the coddnrent that they all receive from the perspectifze o
"freedom of the moderns". Participatory maximizatis not an intrinsic requirement of deliberation,
although it is a requirement of democracy. Delibieeainstitutions favor equity in access to public
speaking and the quality of argument rather thareaof inclusion. Validity and viability of deldration

is not conditioned to the fact that all citizendilukrate or that everyone is equally motivated elabrate
politically, but depends on the proper packagingdefiberative scenarios in diverse fora and public
spaces (in the conventional areas of professiowditigs, in parliament, political parties, in civil
associations, in the public square, in the agorthefmedia, etc.) where citizens can move freelth w
confidence and according to high standards of tudlieliberative discourses —and not only disputes
can constitute diverse public audiences empowenedssess deliberative exchanges and infer valid
conclusions, with or without binding effects, assithe case of some European experiences (Foi)200



view to resolving them peacefully under the rulés @ontestable political market, but
also encourages the exercise of a poorly reguledézulative freedom, since rational
use of a winning strategy in a competitive gamelwes making a rational calculation
of benefits for the actor's moves which is aimedmaximizing their resources and
winning goals, while minimizing the opponent’s’.

Thus, the competitive politician involved in thesplute over scarce public
resources (public attention, favoritism in publigirdon, organizational and financial
support, control of symbolic or historical assetf,.) must base his or her actions on
rational calculation of risks and uncertaintiesoassted with entry into the competitive
game. If he or she does not want to be exposeeviEres losses, he or she must take into
account the rules of distribution of prizes, inéhgithe possibility of winning or the
cost of losing. Therefore, although the competitrvdes promote differentiation in
valuable public spaces and reciprocal imputatiamhaecing public accountability
mechanisms, at the same time they encourage thelatabn of personal profit, if not
the ongoing evaluation of gains and losses in coithgegames.

Political deliberation, even when not able to etath the calculations of political
convenience, given the impossible absorption of ety and discretionary
motivation of the agents instituted by mutual coagien, can eventually neutralize
these tendencies by minimizing their practicaladional effectiveness (at least more so
than competition policy). by proclaiming its priptes of information transparency,
reciprocity and dialogical openness to others. Whatlecisive in any case, is that
deliberative institutions can foster trust and nalitsecurity between political actors,
ensuring that none of them -probably averagely-esdiowith combinations of virtue
and interest- prefer to evade the rules of comnativie cooperation , making use of
foreign resources to the power of belief and reaspting more for strategic reasons
than for reasonable moral or political grounds,tlee construction of an adversarial
other, to the detriment of a relational or dialogicas™i?

In short, while the competitive process reinforeeprinciple of free choice, by
encouraging a dynamic of adversative discourseutiirowhich the contestants are
discernible or differentiate by trying to outdo kaather in an open and contestable

' Competitive politics tends to validate the hypdita Kantian rationality, according to which thgeat

is one who chooses to do what best would enabbeohiher to an end. The rational choice which &nth
more likely to lead to the end desired by the ageat therefore maximizes its profits. It is rease@do
expect, then, that the agent takes the course likest to succeed. In other words, the fact tha th
probability of success of an agent depends ontaineaction, make this be a reason for that acsorthe
actual knowledge of that likelihood justifies thgpbthetical imperative: do x if you want to have a
successful y. But in that case, the reasonabletagemot the one who weighs and revises its goals
considering all the circumstances and the legignmatrspectives of others, but the one who fits its
expectations and actions to the probability of attome.

2 Incidentally, the deliberative principles not ordjffer from the competitive ones, they also differ
from those that govern trading practices. The ddggitimize, in fact, the search of arrangements o
commitments designed to optimize the satisfactibthe interests of each party in the given context
the negotiations, according to rational calculatlon each of them. In contrast, deliberative bodies
introduce the participants in an argumentative argle aimed at clarifying the mutual interests ahea
party and to seek comprehensive solutions, indep#ndf self-interest, optimization of one's own
interests or the Paretean benefits of the agreerbemtrather taking into account what is just and
convenient for all parties involved directly or irettly with the decision, beyond their differendas
resources or their factual interdependencies, geeticular benefits or their ability to veto.



political market, the deliberative process is basedustificative speeches oriented to
support mutual understanding, to the primacy of ltle&er argument and a rational
acceptability, demanding of its participants bettialogic provisions, that is, the
attentive listening to all voices and relevant iteehies, regardless of their
competitive appeal, their support in votes or thaility to enter or prevail in the
political market. Thus, deliberation has an antistl component, vindicated by the
theorists of political competition, although lesgpesed to the asymmetries, negative
externalities and the plebiscite rationality of eegative strategies of competitive
political entrepreneurs, who are encouraged, peridappite themselves and according
to the rules of competitive policy, to move on treunds of a calculation of success
and trying not to be exempted, at least unilatgrall a winning a rationality.

3. Deliberation and substantive correction of its esults

Undoubtedly, the procedural quality of deliberatworks towards the correction
of its substantive results, since it would guarardesymmetrical right of speech to all
parties and ensure that everyone affected by tbhesida can make their voices and
objections heard. It also prohibits self affirmatiattitudes or disputes, contributing
that resulting decisions are based upon genenatiptes and appropriate contextual
judgments. But both principles and context judgmamid this is crucial, could not
jeopardize intrinsically valuable aspects and edes for the substance of the decision,
as is the full exercise of citizens' freedoms andatities or fair treatment to the
interests of all parties involved, without endamggr democracy itself and, in
particular due process (Rawls 1993, Dahl 1991, RiD@3).

Now, can we rely exclusively on the fairness of ttemocratic deliberative
instances and in the compliance with the conditminseutral or impartial deliberative
processes? Is it enough to ensure that all pan@® an equal right to influence
discourse in the binding decisions, with indepecdeof the normative and political
judgment of the content of their reasons? Is rdsfacthe rules of a relational
intersubjective discussion a sufficient reasoretmgnize the substantive validity of its
results and voluntarily comply with their prescigpis, regardless of the fundamentals
supporting its contents? These questions relatémately, to a classic dualism
between a fair procedure intended to ensure faatiment to the voices and
considerations relevant to the decision, and ataobally valid, resolution which
requires more, namely the critical and evaluatigseasment of the quality of the
reasons supporting the prevailing decision.

13Extending these contrasts, you could also sayherotbit theory of Hannah Arendt,that the procedura
rules of deliberative policy containing an agomistither than competitive side, , and an assoeiasther
than contractual side. The agonistic side wouldienpublic disclosure of agents seeking to disiisigu
themselves and prevail through speech acts, erlgoetnd persuading argumentatively in favor of a
common course of action without resorting to styee of political competition, aggregative stragsgor
the employment of persuasive resources that vidketantersubjective foundations of a genuine publi
sphere, whose results are not directed, arbitrarilya pre-determined direction. The associatide sif
deliberation refers instead to the establishmenthb constant renewal of the political conversatp a
shared power and a shared knowledge, a commorcpgace. In other words, a space, where discursive
freedom can manifest in its various forms and tlagonity can exercise their right of political irgtive in

a manner consistent with freedom of the oppondgsalifabib 2008).



In any case, on the side of procedural perspecévegntractual or associative
commitment to the compliance with decisions is ifgged, by virtue of its procedural
legitimacy, to the point that the resolutions atetnot because they are necessarily the
most accurate or fair, or because all parties lagypeoved its content, but because they
come from legitimate authority, subject to previgusstablished legal requirements.
On the other hand, the substantivalist approachhesipes the validity of the reasons
justifying the binding decision, elaborating in thigjective or intersubjective quality of
the arguments used , in the degree of correctidiorio genuine collective will and
achieve the widest acceptance among all partiesivied, making, in a word, the
substantive content of the discussion the basismipliancé®.

Therefore, from the perspective of substantivatistiberation, good results
should come based on the criteria and principlesligtinguishing between good and
bad reasons to use political power, followed by dleard of a greater weight to the
reasons that truly deserve a greater impact orfaimeation of public preferences or
citizen’s judgment. In this case, the defense abdgpolitical performances of the
deliberation depends on, on one hand, the typastihdtion established between the
motivation of the reasons and other inadequatevatdns, and on the other hand, the
criterion adopted for judging deliberative propagsalvhich itself is adjusted to a
communicative, intersubjective exchange, as a geadon to mobilize the power of
joint action of the citizers.

14 Note that this duality does not refer to theotlest, in addressing the relationship between praesd

and results, are based on criteria prior to thdsaet making process. These theories seek to ckaim
correspondence between the final results and aef@edined state, regardless of the motivations and
opinions of the parties involved in the decisianthis theoretical saga we can find various petspes;
from Plato's search for solid ground for assesdimg epistemic goodness of political decisions,
immunized against the mundane inclinations foisibm or the appetite, to the scientistic ways legdo

a default state of affairs -socially valued or Hemia for all parties- regardless of what they assert in
political assemblies, and some contractualist deferof pre-political rights, intangible to the saign

will of citizen bodies. These approaches advocateependent standards of judgement to assess the
correctness of political decisions, opposing plufiigcal or scientific reason, natural law or cansibnal
right to the polemics of the demos, citing clainiscorrection outside democratic political debated a
encouraging a split between criteria of collectagtion and public discussions, if not subordinatime
power of political meetings to the contractual enfihe political associatioMote also that from other
theoretical currents, such as anti-populist liienala la Arrow (1951), there has been a questioofrige
internal or procedural validity of elective and jor@ly rules, but by other means because, although
these positions do not go to an external critefimnjudging political action, they also questioreth
rational consistency of public or majority elecsoin particular, its potential to reflect a cotesig order

of preference or to relieve a welfare maximum.Hharg for all these positions, or the deliberafiwecess
leading to a majority decision is superfluous, daeprior knowledge, theoretical or practical, o€th
correct result; or said process would not be ableetich rational decisions in line with a clearesrdf
preferences or reach a state of affairs whichfggisveryone.

5 In fact, what distinguishes the procedural thésrfsom the substantivalists is not that the former
disdain results and the latter ignore proceduras,thmt the former tend to concentrate on the forma
decision-making process, without commenting onsiibstance, trusting the quality of the decision to
procedural guarantees thereof, and that the kateemore interested in the contents of the proaedsts
substantive grounds. But both positions would benter-intuitive or theoretically irrelevant if the
ignored the constitutive relationship between pdoce and substance in any social activity or peacti
whether there are or not independent criteria dfjuent, as appropriate, regarding the correctrfebeo
decision that determine, if you will, a virtuoudat@®nship between procedure and outcome (Rawls
1993). In fact, procedural rules that inform thefpenance of social institutions do not ensure good
performance, unless you allow them to meet thadciio purposes, leading to good results or beradfic
consequences for their users or beneficiaries,rimgsyields controlled by "internal and externalgin
standards of quality. What | might say, but | ant going to argue the point in full here, is tha¢ th



At this point, we find two kinds of questions, batlyually significant from the
point of view of the substantive quality of the ibetative process and its results. The
first relates to the question of the motivating powf reason in political life, which is
connected with an old practical discussion abolitipal self-sufficiency of reasons and
their justifying status in the political arena. Teecond is related to the criteria for
recognizing a good reason to act politically, imtjgalar, its fair right to participate in
the discursive formation of political will and pwlin public choice™®

Regarding the first question, let us recall that tdeal of reason and public
justification behind the most exemplary normati&ms of public deliberation give a
strong vindication of the power of reason in podétilife. In fact, the internal connection
between the principle of public justifiability andeliberative reason led many political
philosophers to defend, in very different circumses, a policy of reasons, based on
assigning a key role among the casual componentsgedhdividual or collective action
to the —necessary and sufficient- motivating powsr reasons, conceived as
considerations that count for or against an actiorsomething that depends on the
agent; in the words of Thomas Scanlon (2003), stibjejudgment’

proceduralist show an epistemic and normative tehae to judge the substantive quality of political
action, while substantivalists show greater comfi@ein the determination of firm practical critetfaat
allow to distinguish between better and worse nesigo decide together. In any case, both persmsctiv
are limited to discuss only the quality of procedtuand the reasons justifying the decisions ofaaitigh
setting aside or dealing indirectly with two topicd old Aristotelian lineage, that are relevantthe
ethics of virtue, namely: i) the kind of people wiade part in decision-making process or the mhailiga

of their motivations, and ii) the formative role wistitutions in the behaviors, beliefs and norweti
expectations of citizens.

16 As can be seen, here we ignore other mattersdubted political significance, such as those lihke
to the pedigree of discourse of each particulaitipal community, the historical settings of eaalblic
speech, their reserves and their practical perfocem It appears that this issue is a case ofdtieal
indeterminacy | or historical contingency, insokibh any case, in theoretical terms, for two basic
reasons: first, because discourse skills -Semamnticcommunicative-political agents cannot be regalac
with the mandates of practical reason, as politsgs@ech includes, besides the moral discourser othe
forms of speech and expressive propositional (pubdirratives, stories of identity, factual refersc
technical or scholarly knowledge, etc.), and sectwedause the quality of the arguments circulaiting
particularpolis depends on the issues discussed and the civid-mwltactions of political subjects in
their historical learning, depending on the binditagure of each "we" identity and the ability okagers

to question their most deficient or most unfair [jubpractices. In short, the qualitative substaotéhe
discursive practice of a political community doe® depend on theoretical illumination, but on foru
and on the virtue of its political actors to ovareo the obstacles to the permanent construction of a
common authority and dignify its public divides.

7 Among the most salient properties of the policyazsons we include the rejection, in the naméef t
rules of logic or dialogic ethics, of accusatiomsad hominemarguments, meaning challenges addressed
to the agent and not to ideas or arguments, anddiresponding call to a public discussion subfect
moral constraints of mutual respect and dialog@pr@city. But, like it or not, political debatesea
conducted by agents who usually employ the mosedathetorical arts to defend their positions and
attack their enemies, jealous of their freedormutige the considerations worth as relevant reasoribd
discussion, and willing to address personal matiésnever they deem it necessary or beneficidieo t
case or to the general discussion. Note also thabiitical life not only general ideas are quesio;
performances and public responsibility are alsog@a so the reliability of the speakers and their
personal conduct is especially relevant. Howevestet is no obstacle for a policy of reasons suggor
by the appeals addressed to the agent, whene\atieigant in the discussion tends to act in a neann
prejudicial or with malice, distorting the convetisa by disqualifications of his interlocutors, tvithe
exception of the rules of reciprocal dialogue whiebtuld claim to himself any participant in an hanes
and rational argument or deliberative exchange.



Undoubtedly, the emphasis on reasons as a neceasdrgufficient political
justification, as well as the Kantian endeavor ofwerting the diverse motivational
sources to the language of reasons tend to eradivatburden of subjectivity and the
expressive states of intentional action, seekidgpendence from the subject, trying to
isolate the semantics justifications from contektrees, to use the old terms of logical
empiricism. However, the motivating power of reagopolitical life has not enjoyed a
peaceful consensus among political theorists. Resasay some, cannot do everything,
nor are sufficient, say others, to bring stabitityactions and human behavior. More
specifically, the cult of political reasons has dther adversary in currents, from
Aristotle to the philosophy of action, through Helsband the social sciences of
romantic inspiration, that rejected the self-suffincy of reason and its independence
from the wishes, or insisted on the —selective ogimary- motivational force of
emotions and feelings in human life, emphasizing itnportance of character and
personality of the individuals on their behaviorgl gudgments and in their decision to
speak and argue in a certain direction. Thus, wdnleéhe side of Platonic thought and
successive enlightened illuminists —it was soughduperimpose the image of the cold
and right reason to the irrational part of the st heirs of Aristotle, have insisted,
rather, on the role of emotions and passions, thgryareaction and feelings of
indignation that move people to judge and act witklligence and determination in
political affairs (Nussbaum 1995).

Even from the standpoint of Aristotelian ethics, raicand prudential reasons,
understood as practical demands of morality anat nggew need not be separated from
individual motivations driven by desires, nor mosaligations should secede from the
purposes of self-actualizing individuals. Neithananoral preferences of the agent be
isolated from nature or moral identity, althougle #motional desires and motives are
not sufficient by themselves to justify a moraliclaor an act of political authority.
Theyésshould pass through the screen, of self-delile or rational deliberation with
others”.

Either way, for a political thought sensitive te thafflictions of the soul" and the
moral habits of individuals, democratic deliberafid attentive to all the circumstances
deserving of political correctness, would benefdther than be harmed by, with
activation of the attributes of moral sensitivitydaperceptiveness of citizens and their
agents, with the full exercise of their powers &pttire the emotional aspects of unjust
and degrading circumstances. So the characterrantamal sensitivity of individuals,
far from affecting the deliberate action, would @no enrich their discursive
exchanges, contributing a correct perception of theral peculiarity of each
circumstance, the ethical relevance in each casehort, what can be assigned as
suffering or injustice in a particular situation.

Of course, deliberation requires that speakers tigtance from their egocentric
preferences by addressing the emotional myopiactaifg their self-reflection or
judgment. But this is no obstacle for citizens &helir agents to use their perceptual
emotional and affective sensitivity, using thesev@is to correct certain generalizations
insensitive to intolerable, costs or renunciatiorscting to unjust or morally degrading
situations, or revealing the costs or sacrificeplicit in the adoption of certain

¥ Thomas Nagel (2004), discusses sensibly the ptssilfiat the reasons referred to the agents,
responsive to their desires and feelings, may beconpartial reasons, likely to draw attention to an
important aspect and worth to be considered frarpthint of view of any human life lived with digpit



principles and courses of action. As establisheddiye neo-Aristotelian perspectives
(Sherman 1998, Nussbaum 1995), the reasons foniolgia genuine deliberation need
not belong to the transcendental domain of rightoa, you may also find firm ground
in the emotional level of individuals, in their chater and moral personality, in their
ability to act with integrity to changing or eleati circumstances, facing moral and
ideological biases of generic assumptions, congtjaas principles or rule-case
judgments. It could even be said, turning to a sodeocation of the emotional
background of political conduct without falling i@ psychologist trap, scornful of
intersubjective or argumentative rationality, tifaany deliberation requires to discern
the dangers, opportunities and consequences afgofali a particular course of action,
the agent most sincerely willing to translate tr@am motivations to the language of
other acceptable reasons, would not be able ty cartr such an undertaking without
considering their own experiential vicissitudesthaut the use of their sensory powers,
without connecting, ultimately, with his or her feaand deepest and most heartfelt
affections.

Regarding the second question, related to the atratuof the substantive quality
of the justifying reasons in the political arenae question goes back to a theoretical
crossroads, so to speak, with strong philosophicating, regularly nurtured by
different variants of the epistemologic traditiamdats critics, from which emanate two
basic options: either the discrimination of pubdiatements in accordance with an
epistemic foundationalism, based on methods orraitcharged with giving or
withholding a truth status to public proposals, @imat determining -formal or
objectively, their errors and mistakes, or the strgtion of public justifications in a
consensual context, dependent on concrete andsdivierms of public reasoning,
refractory to any test of epistemic correction, atgim of factual truth or morality
incompatible to pluralism or the contingency of fammknowledge. This, although
turning the tables of the discussion, merely fams fires of a classic ground for
discussion among practitioners of a universal episiogical legality and adepts at
contextual relativism. A debate among the defendecsuld also be said, of a semantic
truth-whether formal or objective, empirical oreedntial, and the critical approaches to
the idea of a foundation endowed with epistemienaral rationality assimilable for
some of these approaches, to a will to power ¢h fibafiez 2005)°

The theory of a democratic political deliberati@gually consubstantiated with
the idea of pluralism and a robust notion of inpstde objectifying truth and normative
correctness must overcome this dilemma, avoidintp adternatives, appealing to a
substantive defense of the virtues of deliberatbased on a weak epistemic basis,
equating deliberation toa critical and evaluatiemalysis, dialogical and not
monological (at least when it comes to the contéxtistification) of the validity of the
facts, law and policy of the justifications accepte disputed.

Recall, first, that political deliberation is nadraparable in any case, to scientific
and moral inquiry. Not because deliberation is comfronted with the problems of
rationality, objectivity and generality facing thater, but due to the decisional purpose
and specific binding ties emanating from its resulh fact, thetelos and praxis of
political activity are fed by inputs from the sdidic knowledge and moral knowledge

9 Both positions have the support of diverse asthahose references are omitted here, due to the
ideal-type treatment of the topic here which exates this paper of addressing the differences and
nuances existing in that regard, which would leagttoo much the discussion of this point.



with a view to giving due consideration to a comnreality on one hand, and on the
other to strengthen their practical rationality. &/fs more, leaving aside the contingent
relations between political action and expert kremgle, the principle of justifiability of
policy proposals require that these come backedhenbeliefs and convictions of
common sense or expert knowledge about the redlitiye social world, common facts
and moral life.

Anyway, the point to underscore is that demo-paditideliberation does not lead
to a truth demonstrated by formal or scientific hoels, or to a single moral perspective,
whether they are transcendent of time and spademendent on context or cultural and
historical character. Rather, because it is arviictivith gubernatorial or legislative
purposes, its justificational bases (cognitive andrmative issues worthy of
consideration in a collective decision), are in&o this role, or at least should have an
internal connection with a political purpose, wilie collective treatment of a matter of
justice of mutual recognition or general interesten if those bases are not entirely
independent of the values and rules in other fiefi&knowledge and human action.
Hence, the policy actions cannot have a strongerpisogical foundation but a weak,
moderately realistic, one. This is so becausepaiih speakers are communicating each
other's claims to truth and normative correctnessfrasting them with their worlds of
reference and common experience, assuming the gathese claims and contrasts in a
rational discussion and decision, there is no agterontological or methodological-
criterion to establish the true or right, outsiddhe experiences and assessments of the
participants in the discussion, nor is it possibdereach agreement on procedural
conditions that ensure, a priori, rational acceiitgtof such claims (Taylor 1995).

Secondly, the determination of truth or falsityrreatness or incorrectness of
political propositions is problematic, among otleasons, because the assumptions
that underlie them are usually generic or contreiaerEven descriptive readings of
events often express profound common ethical atiqall differences. Not forgetting
as well that the most important rights and intexegéalously protected by the liberal-
republican constitutions, regularly enter into dimtf at the request of evaluative or
interpretive options, leading, one way or anotirera procedurally regulated decision
in which tend to weigh, for better or for worsee thiews of the majority. Therefore,
the correctness of what we do politically depends an tested or proven truth of
public statements, as if we knew beforehand or ast-phe truth or falseness of our
beliefs and those of others, we would not needeidbérate collectively, or to make
public choices. Therefore, the political reasord&ailtimately, to choose between real
or potential alternatives, agreeing to allow thenimg alternative the right of initiative
to regulate social situations and according to @dacal rules that allow the opponents
to continue struggling, in democratic terms, faitlbeliefs and aspirations.

2 political intention is not epistemological, is nging towards an independent object, it does not
pursue to achieve a knowledge based on a well septed reality, and it does not seek an appropriate
correspondence between statements and statesaobafAlso, the political intention is not govethe
by practical knowledge, aimed at defining the ielzdl terms or due treatment between people, based
on human reason. Which is not to say that respiitgibnd prudence should be given priority, as a
substitute of the unsolvable nature of the issderith and morality. In any case, political intemt is
decisional and not theoretical, it certainly haagmnatic dimension, as the beliefs and knowledge of
political actors are corroborated by solving protde prone to produce learning and adjustments to
correct errors and respond to objections. But tiiigal purpose does not admit to be judged sdbsly

its results, leaving aside questions concerningrttimsic correctness of the actions and the wggnés
interact with the worldLynch 2005).



Yet one must not exaggerate the pragmatic or cgetih aspect of political
reasons, since the governmental sphere puts a btdiefs and values relevant to the
lives of citizens, called to configure their commaevorlds and to inform their
respective purposes. And while the knowledge anldiegaof individuals are not
entirely alien to their languages and ways of lifleey are contrasted, one way or
another, with realities involuntary or independefttheir wishes and preferences.
Moreover, although political minorities and maj@# are unable to resolve epistemic
and moral issues on the basis of an independdation, according to some objective
measure of truth, and correctness rules, theirtipasi do not have to stay in the
domain of subjective, contingent or arbitrary, sinc that case we would be matching
on behalf of a cognitive skepticism or a normatimelecidability, all beliefs and moral
stakes, reducing the world of politics to mere pow&uggles and denying their
participants the right to truth and the just stlegg prevail in terms of common beliefs
and better founded public principles.

To summarize, the absence of a single criteriontHervalidation of beliefs and
political assessments must not lead to a canamilat epistemic and moral evaluations
in the citizens' level of discussion, because #otulal or evaluative statements can play
a reasonable motivational part in political termmpviding better and worse
justifications for mobilizing the power of joint #en. Now, what accreditation does
deliberative reason require as a good reasonyjurgdifa course of political action? For
now let's say, in negative terms, that it doesdspend on a consensual vocation or its
moral impartiality or neutrality, even though thest&ributes can help build, to some
degree, a genuine foundation of political action.

Two brief considerations are to be made in deferisimnese claims. First, if we
look at things from a demo-republican rather thidnerhl-contractualist perspective.
This is to say, from a point of view more sensitivehe autonomy of citizens' powers
that to the independence of individuals, good @eibve reasons have no reason to be
equated with the reasons to obtaining a rationaleagent or the capture of
generalizable interests, as a result of ideal dddifive procedure, transcendent of
particular divides and calculative rationality,iafRawls, whether from an ideal speech
situation , constitutively oriented to understamgdiand cleansed of extra-dialogic
distorsions, as in Habermas. Rather, the good efelive reasons owe their origin, in
law and fact to a current and real public speeemdodriven by the actors interested or
by those who feel affected by a common norm, bnggio account considerations
relevant to the collective decision and contribgtito strengthening, from each
particular perspective, the public bases for acrege or objection of common rules.

In addition, the decision resulting from democratetiberation does not have to
be based on reasons or solutions indisputabld fmagies, or go through a contractual
Procrustean bed of unanimous consent, too onerowsfair a burden to the democratic
approval of the initiatives or aspiring to guideetexercise of political power in a
particular direction, in the framework of commonvlaAt most, the reasons justifying
the exercise of majority political power must begented by a specific determination of

%l Needless to say that political legitimacy is riotited to questions of truth and validity, as trared
correct shall also include, in the current polithe veracity of the speakers, i.e. the relationsleipwveen
their speech and beliefs. As in other social atitisiand practices, in political life not only theality of
the speeches is judged but also the reliabilitysinderity of people.



principles and public values (freedom and equaligtice and mutual recognition,
solidarity and reciprocity, general interest or coom good, etc.) and by references and
inferences publicly testable by all parties. Theelado not have to muster a widespread
commitment, nor rely on the achievements of per&iive speech acts in the
framework of intersubjective communication, whichnclead to o ignore the real
semantic problems or genuine public dis&ent

Secondly, the quality of demo-political deliberatidoes not depend on the rise of
a rational interest of society to an impartial cutral reason. It is not, in fact, a
procedure intended to unmask a selfish agent birgetested, to force him to take the
perspective of the common good of transcendenteatral reason,, as the supposedly
selfish actor, allegedly the victim of an appetitea particular interest may well be the
spokesperson for a social category unfairly damaigedhe distribution of social
resources or arbitrarily excluded from public spadile its intervention may involve a
legitimate claim for the reconfiguration of the in@inship’s "us", whether by the
introduction of something new to old precepts, aithy creating new norms. Even the
substantive goodness of political justification manbe measured in the light of a
principle of impartial justification (inevitably fiternal”, incidentally, to a political or
cultural context), since the contents of moralityd gpolicy arrangements of political
arrangements are not impartial in a strict sengsalse although they must be
compared to self-interest and calculation of profitunilateral convenience, they are
comprehensive articulations of rinciples and vakiesed at enabling certain regimes or
outcomes and not otheTs.

Put it this way, the political credit of the valietasons in a demo-political
deliberation, rather than claiming to be understoo@rguments of political morality
and to estimate their disposition to follow rulédscommon reference or inference, does
not require that such reasons be signed by allgsadchievement of dubious conduct in
a political world in which the acceptability of tiys does not necessarily follow the
most successful efforts of justification, not ordy ideological mediations or the
ascendancy of interest on the truth, but also ef'turden of judgment” (Rawls 1993),
and transitional or transformational processeshat level of certainty and ratings
genuinely challenged. The important thing in anyecais that considerations of
principle and well-informed judgments outweigh thstrategic calculations of
convenience and mere correlations of forces, whale such an important reception in
mediatic speeches, which tend to scrutinize skiftfoves in the "political board.” under
the light of an agnostic hierarchization of teleptal rationality, focusing on a means-
end or cost-benefits calculation.

For amodestpraise of deliberative politics, then, it is enbug require that the
reasons tending to favorably dispose all partrersribly enclose no strategic calculus
which obstructs the discussion, avoiding argumantslving a mere statement to the

?2 The consideration of linguistic expression as atioa should not ignore the semantic validity
(epistemic and normative) of what is said in th&edént languages related to politics. Even inter-
subjectivity and communicative understanding aré the only evidence on the validity of political
speech. The substantive quality of the reasoniyjingt a belief or a normative claim, is also imfzont,
regardless of the communicative interaction, toliabermasian language.

% For a defense of the principle of impartialitytie context of a theory of deliberative democrage
Nino (2003).



agents, or refer to intensity of prefererféeAnd while the deliberative ideal demands
that the reasons are judged in themselves, for ithieinsic value, it does not require an

abstract eradication of the speaker, not a Jacsib to his insider look on his or her

own particular situation. Ultimately, the justifican of the claim to become a legal

standard or mandatory for all, requires the provisf grounds relating to views shared
or represented from many different perspectives, oe hypothetical, that might reveal

"intersubjectively" the costs and consequences ethdr general or particular- of a

certain common rule. Hence, the discussion canaoalien to the perspective of the

deliberating agents, or their respective identiiad roots, where differences arise, the
demands of justice and mutual recognition of aeitship that is not split between the
public and private uses of reaéon

As can be seen in the background of these argurstands out a strong interest
in valuing pluralism and disagreements on fundaalanbral issues, which, far from
constituting an obstacle to overcome, form theiléeground of an open discussion,
which is morally demanding and well informed. Mdhan being governed, then, by a
common rationality or a disembodied rationality {¢hsome have been considering,
rightly or not, as a particular rationality or antextually situated one), the public sphere
must support the most diverse conversational aingdle, which can target, as in
"scientific revolutions”, the canons of rationalty commonly accepted paradigm. This
includes the possibility of a discourse questiorthe very foundations of social and
political practices, that is, a common inquiry te premises that are shared or not in a

24 Indeed, the “us-them” division inherent in politidife, includes a commitment to certain spediaid,

of identity or associations, similar to some exténmtthe demands of loyalty and subjective prefeeeof

a friendship. But politics also requires moral tneant to others, opponents or competitors, as étdu
them as moral and politically independent agentn aredited as a source of legitimate claims. For
example, if | defend my partners because they ane and not for reasons others can reasonably iccep
my attitude is arbitrary, and is set to generasérdst, among other things, because any of therd dall
from grace at any time. And if | defend my partnatrshe expense of reason and truth that my oppgenen
claim, I lack the moral stature, responsibility aralirage to make a correct judgment. In other wprds
friendship is a good reason to preserve the harnamayeradicate the problems of justice, as Aristotl
thought, but it cannot replace the reasons thatowe to others, to their claims and demands as
autonomous persons, reasons classified by Aristoylehe way, under the heading of political rhietor
which should not be viewed merely as an effectind persuasive speaking, but to be truly faithful to
Aristotle, as a dialectic and argumentative practin any case, public deliberation can serve to
strengthen the autonomy of political actors andr thkility to evade loyalties impervious to indegent
criticism, as rules of dialogical trust avoid expasof each partner to the risk of strategic maaimn of

his or her acts of justice by their closest pagnbtoreover, the political gains achieved at thpesse of
insulting opponents, hiding relevant informatiordarbitrarily shielding friends, cannot constitateall

real political events in a transparent and opedipspace, but partial and precarious successes.

% A reasoned choice, exercised democratically afteomprehensive and fair deliberation, not only

requires that people know the consequences of theiice in terms of possible outcomes, but may also
take into account all the circumstances, interegafiyes and commitments worth considering in the
context of the decision, otherwise the election Monot be properly justified, presenting severe
correctness deliberative vices. In the words oftigdaib (2008): "In a discussion of moral justificatias
provided for by the ethics of communication, iridivals do not need to see themselves as beingewtith
attributes." Even democratic majorities and minesitmay differ in reasonable terms or in just right
about the fundamentals supporting a collective glegj and share, however, its effects and practical
consequences. At the end of the day, in all padiory activity aimed at a collective choice, tleeidion
need not necessarily reflect a single ground dhtar common morality, coincident with an unanimous
or majority position, but be justified on the basisreasons and considerations relevant to the, case
without it implying achieving the same perceptidritee situation or leading necessarily to a coneacg

of views.



political community, on the public securities amigi from them and its political
consequences. Thus, political deliberation can teadformulate the terms of the social
and political cooperation, as is in the case ottutional deliberations, or to purify the
preference orders of the current policy.

In any case, once guaranteed the fairness of dalibe, according to principles
of inclusiveness and equity of discourse, éReanteor ex postassessment of its results,
depends on the "proper cross-examination" of thdations and consequences of the
alternatives in the game, of the public beliefs @ne content of justice that they
involve, of the burdens and costs to all partidsthe rights and autonomy that they
affect, of values and identities, in short, tha¢ @m other recognize and promote. It is,
ultimately, speech built upon the foundation okfiscursive challenge to the bias of
the counterpart, open to public knowledge and t® t¢bntrast of all claims and
consequences that citizens and their agents wahtcam see reasonably secured in
their common life, expressing, as a political bodiective preferences, submitting
them to a genuine democratic decision and a cdetrcivic-moral experimentation.

Therefore, three conclusions emerge from the dssensn the last paragraphs: i)
political communities, as well as the scientific legal communities are obliged to
publicly justify their beliefs and actions; ii) btiugh the former are not able to rely on,
as the latter, with methodologically firm or prdceally quasi-pure judgment criteria,
neither are called to follow a cognitive and masdativism, or an arbitrary or irrational
decisionism in matters of truth and value, andthi epistemic problem for political
deliberation is not in its inability to aim for @mclusive justification, because probably
no justification will be able to do that, but isvinoit deals with dominant and disputed
public justifications, considering the general, ding and future-bound nature of its
decisions. In a nutshell, the objectivity and vid§idssues that -unavoidably- confront
the most important policy actions, acquire prattgignificance from its incorporation
in a complex process of public elucidation of tlesttand worst reasons of joint action.

Ultimately, the absence of an undisputable authtivé source of knowledge and
normative reasons so dear to the epistemologieditipn and universal morality,
political deliberation would operate as a critieald evaluative instance of analysis of
the epistemic and moral quality of the politicastjlications largely accepted, in fact,
in a political community. Deliberation would enalilee most varied conversational
challenges to the cognitive and value certaintiegsocitizens. Deliberative reason
itself, daughter of dissent and of the imperativelécide as a whole, would erode the
theoretical ambitions endowing political commurstigvith a conclusive legality,
independent form their discursive practices, cagmitesources and ways of life. But
deliberation also has the potential to questiottictze and correct those consensuses
merely pragmatic or contextual, more loyal to atuna or tradition than to truth or
justice. So, among the options of a strong justifanism, and a weak or consensual
one, political deliberation would come to occupynaldle ground, aiming to capture
the most important considerations for making a emiVe decision, including
information and evidence relevant to proceed, nesipte inferences, not merely
disputative distinctions between the alternativiestake and its assimilative capacity of
the objections to each other.

4. Conclusion

As any other form of deliberation, demo-politicaélideration is based on a
principle of public justification and an argumenkckbange devoid of coercive



distortions or arbitrary influences. The politicakpect of deliberation refers to a
justificative speech oriented to authorize thetlegite exercise of governmental power
of citizens in a certain direction, hardly one maubr impartial to the differences in

beliefs and values of citizens. And because ofd#snocratic aspect, deliberative
decision must comply with a rule of majority consebhased on certain specific
principles of fairness and reciprocity, of mutuaterest and mutual recognition that
should inform political action in contexts of sdcand ethical pluralism. At the end of
the day, democracy, if you should need to remembeiike what is required

contractarian tradition, does not require unanimareement by all concerned with far-
reaching policy measures, but a fair allocationaothority to the public claims that
conquer the widest acceptance with good informahdhe framework of common law.

Having taken some distance, therefore, from a coithemodel of democracy,
which, even though it ensures a principle of frdeice, along with an open
contestability of predominant positions on the basia wider exercise of persuasive
freedom, it tends to encourage strategic rationatiterely adversative rhetoric and
little dialogical cooperation, but also in contrasth a deliberative theory affected by a
disproportionate celebration of the common reasorthe face ethical divides and
political calculation, aimed at cutting the pubBgenda or to privilege areas for
discussion above or below the party level, in thig we have tried a modest defense of
political deliberation, sensitive to pluralism, pickdissent and majority decision. This
deliberative policy perspective, certainly more kel than the contractualist view
regarding the passage of will to reason, basedhenptural exercise of public and
communicative reasonability, seeks to prevent waripolitical ills, including the
uncritical reconciliation of interests, the meremauistration of contradictions,
pragmatic accommodations to acceptability of theigiens, indiscriminate political
aggregations and the most predatory strategiesufaress.

However, the main purpose of this text has beairdav attention, first of all, to
the anti-anti-power or anti-domination nature ofmderatic deliberation, emphasizing
its intrinsic requirement to justify arguments hmse affected by the acts of authority,
beyondcompetitive or bargaining power, and secondlyhtpossible achievements of
deliberative practices as critical instances ofelis and factual consensuses, and of
their cognitive and normative bases, thanks todeyaate articulation of disruptive
speech and more disciplined public discourse. Ftieenepistemic point of view, in
fact, demo-political deliberation would come to ¢tion as an evaluative analysis of
the various discursive practices, not only becanfseeliberation’s restrictive rules
regarding self-affirmative and confrontational sgeeébut also its potential role to
measure the distances between public consensudissaht from a particular political
community and their available standards of trutd anrmative correctness, be they
universal or context dependent.
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