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To provide equal opportunities for citizens to liveaccordance with their own ideals and
values is an essential commitment of modern libéeahocracies, at least according to many
theorists. A rich pluralism of cultural and relig® expressions and comprehensive views
within a society indicates the fulfillment of thdeal. At the same time, since not all manners
of living are consistent with the maintenance ofopen society, liberal democracies cannot
allow for unrestricted pluralism. Their policiesdamstitutions will in practice favor certain
values and conceptions of the good more than otlAdss, in real societies some ideas and
ways of life will be more dominant than others,igg rise to more subtle informal limits to

what values and stances can in practice achieviicpbhnd/or popular leverage.

Taken together, the political establishment andasagstitutions, along with traditions and
cultural customs always set limits to what ideag apinions may enter the politicagenda

of any liberal democratic society. This paper whkématize how the foundation and shaping
of the agenda matter for liberal democratic procesltand, by extension, for theoretical

efforts to justify liberal democratic governancemilticultural societies.

Within political theory there are many usages @f tibrm “agenda”. Here | will mainly focus

on what may be seen as the “generic” agenda ofaey liberal democratic society. As such
it is not only characterized by the specific “skissues which, at a particular moment in time,
the public, the media and the politician actorsdwel needs government intervention” (John
1998, p. 203) but also by the dominant and ideckdlyi impregnated features and currents of
the public discussion and political decision-makimgpcedures where such “beliefs” are
expressed. My use of the term “agenda” resembled Rbger Cobb and Charles Elder call

“the systemic agenda for political controversies”:

The systemic agenda consists of the full rangessdids or problem areas that are both salient tolical

community and commonly perceived as legitimate esttisj of governmental concern. ... It exists onltha



sense that popular concerns, priorities, and vahitdoth prescribe and proscribe the type of dues upon

which authoritative decisions may be rendered. 3198161)

The limits or frame of the agenda affect what itynp@ssibly contain: which questions can

and cannot be raised, discussed and politicallydddcupon, which premises and ways of
expressions can and cannot be used etc. Thess tantbe both formal and informal and are
set by dominant values, social institutions suckthaseducational system and the economical

system (e.g. capitalism), and other political, dris@l, religious and cultural factors.

This main issue of this paper is: How can liberamdcratic governance be justified in
multicultural" societies, where some citizens would prefer adtizva political orders and/or
cannot voice their views within the dominant cuduiramework? In Section I, “the agenda
phenomenon” (AP) is presented along with RobertI®dheory of the democratic process. It
will be argued that AP entails a tension betweeeetlof Dahl’s five criteria. Due to AP, some
citizens will be excluded from effective politicadfluence insofar as their alternative non-
liberal views on how to organize society, and/airttways of expressing them, are in too
sharp contrast to the agenda to stand a chancetefirey it. The point of Section Il is to
illustrate how this exclusion tends to be more i$iggnt in multicultural societies. In Section
lll, some objections to and conclusions of the argnts so far are discussed. Section IV
discusses the response to AP offered by Politidaralism. The concluding Section V points
to the prospect that actual liberal democracieh eitensive pluralism may fail to live up to
ideal liberal-democratic procedures to the extéat ta political order grounded on other
values might be preferablé light of the liberal democratic theory itself sum up by
suggesting that questions wietherandin virtue of whatliberal democracies are legitimate
should be settled on a case by case basis. Suchatiee political reasoning has to be

founded on empirical research on the concrete aplisiiments of existing democracies.

I. AP AND DAHL'S THEORY OF THE DEMOCRATIC PROCESS
Who Governsby Robert Dahl (1961) is an ambitious study of éqeality and inequality of
political influence and political resources amohg titizens in New Haven, Connecticut. Its
publication was followed by a debate on agendargethere it was stressed that political
power or influence is involved not only in the madgiof decisions, but also in the control of

1 will use both “multicultural” and “pluralisticto denote the characteristic of (some) societi¢sdasist of
groups and communities with diverse practices aligfs, including groups whose beliefs are incdesiswith
each other”. (Raz 1990:3)



the agenda, i.e., in the process that decides it questions will and will not be
considered as proper objects of decision-makinghandthese questions will be defined and
handled in public etc. In this debate, EImer Sdthtteider's words on the “mobilization of

bias” are often cited:

All forms of political organization have a bias favor of the exploitation of some kinds of confliehd the
suppression of others because organization is tiglization of bias. Some issues are organized friitics

while others are organized out. (Schattschneidéf,1p. 71)

AP refers to the idea that all political agendasimate a mobilization of bias in that they are
formed by and reflect the existing balance betwdenstruggling social forces within the

society in questionAt any point of time the particular constitution thie agenda serves the

interests of some groups of individuals and coattisrthe interests of othérs.

About thirty years aftewho GovernsWas published, Robert Dahl’'s presented his intiaén
theory of the democratic processDemocracy and its Critic61989). The theory is based on
two liberal democratic premiseltoral equality meaning that the (similar) interests of each
and every individual deserve equal consideratiarg personal autonomymeaning that
adults are normally capable of governing themselesl argues that applied on a collective
level, it follows from these premises that all zéti$ are best suited to, on equal terms, decide

the common arrangements of society.

From this, Dahl derives five criteria that recognidtizens as equal and autonomous and are
to be met in the democratic process:

(1) Effective participation

(2) Voting equality at the decisive stage

(3) Enlightened understanding

(4) Control of the agenda

(5) All-inclusive citizenship

2 Although agendaettingis the established term in the debate, | prefemtbre all-inclusive term agenda
phenomenanCf. Bachrach and Morton 1962; Bachrach and Bdra0; Lukes 1974; Cobb and Elder 1983;
Baumgartner and Jones 1993; John 1998

? All-inclusive citizenship is defined as “all aduitembers of the association except transients arsbps
proved to be mentally defective.” Dahl 1989, p. 129



Control of the agenda is defined ashe demos must have the exclusive opportunitydidee
how matters are to be placed on the agenda of nsattat are to be decided by means of the
democratic process.” (p. 11¥)ahl suggests this criterion to be what demoaefey to when

saying that “people must have the final say, ortrhessovereign”. (ibid.)

“Effective participation” is taken to involve that:

[tihroughout the process of making binding decisioaitizens ought to have an adequate opportuaitg, an
equal opportunity, for expressing their preferenasgo the final outcome. They must have adequatecgqual
opportunities for placing questions on the agendd &or expressing reasons for endorsing one outc@iiesr
than another. (p. 109)

Dahl’'s theory prescribes that fair democratic pdares should offer all citizens equal
opportunities teexpress their preferencesgarding the final outcome, i.e. that their aypito
voice concerns should be equal. While the theory dodsremuire that theoutcomesof
political procedures reflect concerns equally, gxpression of preferences must haeene
prospect of gaining influence, otherwise the cigterof effective participation is violated in

advance.

To deny any citizen adequate opportunities foratiife participation means that because their peefes are
unknown or incorrectly perceived, they cannot Betainto account. But not to take their preferereg$o the

final outcome equally into account is to reject phimciple of equal consideration of interestsidip

AP highlights that at some level of diversity amdhg demos, certain citizens will lack the
mere potentiality to exercise political influence. In cases where ttontent of their
preferences, or the ways they are expressed, statwb sharp contrast to the agenda the
preferences will indeed be “unknown or incorreg#yrceived” by the political establishment.

AP entails that the degree of efficiency in voiciogncerns depends on how much in line
these are with the agenda’s concept of “the palitiovhat the agenda prescribes to be of
smaller or larger political importance, which quas$ it contains and how they are
understood, defined and handled, etc. In ordercfbzens to “have adequate and equal
opportunities for placing questions on the agenu far expressing reasons for endorsing
one outcome rather than another” they must havquade and equal opportunities to control

firstly, how different issues are defined as sudintly political to enter the agenda and



secondly, the conditions on which these are diszlasd decided upon. Yet again, AP shows
that every argument on “how matters are to be pdlame the agenda” is evaluated in the
context of the prevailing agenda and that the an&of discussions about what procedures to

use in a democratic society will therefore be hiesed unequdl.

So, in order to fulfill the criteria of effectiveapticipation, there must be an equal control of
the agenda. But due to AP this control can hardyekecuted omqual terms amongll
citizens since effective political participationas option only for citizens whose views are
sufficiently similar to the content in, and prenssef, the prevalent agenda. This tension
between criteria 1, 4 and 5 seems to impede thepledenrealization of Dahl's theory. But
this is hardly sensational. As the theory is mdantvork as an ideal and will at best be
approximated in real societies (p. 130-1) Furtleach citizen may raise a range of different
concerns and it may be the case that some of fasdnfluence on the agenda due to their
approximation to it, while others are inefficientlgised. If so, the democratic process may in
the long run be able to recognize each citizen gsaleand autonomous through its

receptiveness to their concerns.

Even if the above scenario would be possible, itldbaequire an extremely homogeneous
demos. This is unlikely to be the case, even inesies that are not that pluralistic. Both the
mere logic of liberal democracy (to encourage,eathan to suppress pluralism in views and
expressions) and today’s tendency towards largke stemocracies seem to diversify the
demos, irrespective of the religious and cultuifetences it contains. Geographically large
democracies can be expected to inhabit conflictesdn local loyalties and interests. Also
expansions of the demos, as when women are giwenght to vote, may diversify views on

what power and function the state should have etc.

My claim is that in contexts where the demos heiastly different views on what should be
the overall form and goal of politics AP may resalta more or lessystematiexclusion of
some citizens from political influence. In the neettion | will develop and exemplify such

exclusion inmulticultural societies, although it may not be unique for ssmtieties.

* The idea talemocraticallysettle the procedures that best fulfill an ovedalinocratic control of the agenda
encounters a regress since it requires the exacegdures that are to be settled. In order for éraas to
exclusively determine the terms for delegatingitfitical authority,the demos must be in control of the
conditions on which the terms for delegating ititmal authority are to be determinedhis, in turn,
presupposes the demos to already be in contrbleofvlysheseconditions are to be settled. And so on and so
forth.



[I. EXCLUSION OF CITIZENS IN PLURALISTIC LIBERAL-DEMOCRACIES
Multicultural societies are likely to contain a widange of opposing views, not only on
particular issues and conceptions of the good lite,also on political governance, the good
society, the content and limits of politics, howuss are to be dealt with within the agenda,
what constitutes appropriate terms for opinionsriter and be expressed in the public sphere
etc. Frequently, these differences in views migatrbutually exclusivé. No matter the
portion of the demos not sympathizing with the liberal-dematic agenda, multicultural

societies of today always seem to consmegroupings that lack democratic overall views.

AP illustrates not only how different views compéte influencewithin the political agenda;
more interestingly it shows that certain outlook® @recludedin advancefrom such
competition. In spite of its permissibility with gard to conceptions of the good, liberal-
democracy still admits that theere opportunityto exercise effective political influence is
restricted tocitizens using the ways to adjust the agenda edfdry the agenda itself
Rejecting this agenda requires conformity to, aodfiemation of, the democratic rules and

norms one opposes.

Thus, in multicultural settings, the agenda of dhgral democracy impedes certain citizens
from openly arguing against democracy; their basittooks are denied access to the public
sphere due to their sharp contrast with the shapimyfoundation of the prevalent agenda.
The view that physical power — not rational arguteeand considerations of justice — should
be decisive in conflicts of interests in societyynsarve as an example of an outlook that will
be precluded in advance from influencing the agew#acan also imagine a radically secular
liberal democracy where a religious minority coresglits religion to be the only conceivable

political foundation of society. AP shows this t@ lsomething more than a minority

disagreeing with the majority on a particular po#t issue; in the democratic discussion this
minority lacks the mere possibility to anchor itarglpoint or have an impact on what the
relevant premises for evaluating different opinist®uld be. This is the case since the

politically established view on the societal rofereligion provides the firm setting for the

® For instance, some groups might highly value nmgkitmpossible for their members to question aiige the
conceptions of the good that are prevalent in thsseciations. Allowing such activity is hard tardone with
the governmental protection of individual rightSf.(Kymlicka 1995) Let us say a democratic goveznin
accepts the standpoint that political regulatiomghdnot to include prohibition against associations tdriets
the autonomy of their members. In such case tleedllemocratic idea of the individual as a prifvedis for
politics is decreased or even repealed.



political procedures in which religious matters dealt with. Therefore, negotiations of the
border between politics and religion are biaseito out to the advantage of the predominant
conceptiort.

There are both similarities and diversities in thay all constitutions of different liberal-
democracies formally as well as informally restidtat views can gain societal and political

leverage.

In Sweden, freedom of expression is formally liditey a law against incitement to racial
hatred. This law restricts the liberty to publieypress opinions that deliberately threaten or
prove of contempt for people in a way that alluttegheir race/ethnicity, religious beliefs or
sexual preferences. In the USA the First Amendnwnthe Bill of Rights prohibits the
enactment of laws that restrict freedom of speewhfeeedom of press. However, as in all
countries, freedom of speech is circumscribed hyslalluding to the national interest
(military security and the avoidance of public ddsr).

An intended effect of all constitutional frameworks that some questions that are of
fundamental importance for preserving societal @emocratic stability should not be open to
continuous democratic discussion and renegotialin@ermany, some constitutional articles,
such as the one stating that Germany is a demqceaey“eternal”, that is, resistant to

revisions. The Swedish constitution, however, costa formal possibility to democratically

abrogate the democratic governance. In confornoitgther changes in the constitution two
parliamentary majorities (separated by an electi@ve to vote in favour of such proposal in

order for it to be implemented.

As an example of informal restrictions to influertbe agenda, American citizens who aim
for a political career are normally in great needdf considerable personal financial assets.
Without large amounts of money they lack both driitly and overall prospects for effective

campaigning. This is not the case in Sweden, wiverdthy politicians have troubles gaining

® Further, in multicultural societies there is aagiseement of what counts as a law, where it ishaid what the
source of its validity is. Minorities may argue tiae juridical law has no prior authority whertitmes to

certain practices that are ascribed by their mligiauthority, although they happen to be illegald even if

legal exceptions were made in order for some aligiminority to be able to continue its traditidinis may not
be regarded as a satisfying solution in the eygkeofeligious minority. This is since its obligati consists of
obeying the religious laws a religious law and not as a secular law. Thedtas no authority to apply religious
laws like that are given by, for instance, the &har the Book of Mormon.



political credibility and have to prove that despiheir money they are just like “common
people”. One reason for this difference might be thltural tendency in the US to highly
admire winners and to regard the pursuit for famd #ortune as a good thing, while in
Sweden the ideals of economical equality and hun@sie (to “not make oneself important”

etc.) are more widespread.

Common for all agendas is that statements of opgiave to be made in a certain manner to
be taken seriously. As Iris Marion Young, amongeosh has pointed out, the political rhetoric
in liberal-democracies often emanates from theindisve features of white, well-educated
men. According to Young, the norms in politics (andnost other areas) in Western nations
are founded on the experiences of this societaligrdVhen the agenda demands, e.g.,
eloquence and lack of emotion, this is to the detnt of groups of people with other

experiences and adherent ways of expressing theess€loung 2000)

[1l. OBJECTIONS AND CONCLUSIONS SO FAR
The liberal-democratic agenda permeates not onliigad discussions and decision processes
but also societal institutions in their functionitoplement political principles and policies
which are also established through the agenda.aNhé establishment of these institutions
cannot in practice be equally favorable to, andother ways in line with, all opposing
conceptions of the good in multicultural societig®re are competing and non-liberal values
that some citizens would prefer as the politicalndation of society. As an effect of formal
and informal limitations on views to enter the adgn the democratic procedures
systematically exclude and/or look down on suclicagxpressions. The exclusion of illiberal
citizens does not only amount to unequal influemrcéhe outcome of political procedures, but
to systematic obstacles to make their voices hgmodighout the process of making binding

decisions.

Of course, (most) people in a democracy are innaeséree to voice their opinions in public
with the use of whatever premises or sources airaegts they like, and to try to mobilize
groups in order to gain a hearing for their poihview, however far away from the agenda it
may be. In a literal sense, citizens who argueuhlip that Jews are not humans or that
women’s right to vote should be taken away frommtheill be listened to. Why would these
citizens be more excluded from influence than #leo democratic citizens who may (or may

not) say something more in line with the agendaviathout that turning out to have actual



influence on policies and outcomes of political idens? The difference, as | have tried to
argue, is that citizens with views in sharp cornttaghe agenda lack the meyetentialityto
influence the function of and content in politi€itizens who openly express hatred against
Jews are likely to end up in prison in most libedlainocracies. And even if there are no
formal restrictions against starting a politicaftgdor disallowing women to vote, such party
— even if it attracts quite a few members — is uarkely to be listened to in a way that may
impact the agenda.

In order to even enter the liberal democratic agendn-liberal views need to be adjusted to
the degree that they do not remain the same viearsinstance, Nazis will have to hide their
political identification and in a sense “stop bethgmselves” in order to gain even potential
influence. As well as there being clear formal nieBons for what a Nazi can say without
ending up in prison, informal limitations of a skuliberal democratic agenda circumscribes
potential influence for religious people: Were theyopenly use religious sources for their
arguments, they would be likely to lose credibilityheir efforts to gain influence would then

rather be contra productive.

A liberal democrat may not be too sad about thé¢ tlaat Nazis, citizens who are against
women’s right to vote, extremely religious peogled pedophile-defenders etc. lack potential
to effectively influence the liberal democratic ada. Further, she might see no significant
difference in exclusion between the numerous ai8z&ho never use their potential political
influence and the citizens who lack such potenfilch a line of argument, however, is
ideologically unorthodox. It would imply that likervalues such as equality and autonomy
only include people with the “right” views. It waiimply that citizens who never use certain
constitutional rights, such as freedom of speechebigion, are as well off as citizens who
lack such rights. The liberal democratic may insisit, although illiberal views have no
chance of having the pervasive force on the agémalais required for them to be widely
accepted, every view or idea may haeeneindirect impact on the agenda simply by being
part of society. As time goes by, this influenceynracrease, she may argue. But is that an
interesting form of political influence? Surelygtlexclusion of illiberal citizens from having
an impact on the agenda is, in the end, a mattdegfee. But if liberal-democratic theory are
to take its ideals seriously, then significantleguoalities when it comes to access to the

agenda should not be ignored.



AP shows that the prevalent liberal democratic dgeis biased against people with non-
liberal outlooks. This circumstance implies that dmiteria in Dahl’s theory of the democratic
process, set to approximate the ideals of politeglality and autonomy — that everyone
should be equally able to influence the societahpses under which they are to lead their
lives — cannot be completely met. How can libeexhdcratic theory justify that the prospect
for a certain conception to gain societal impadtgeon its consistency with a liberal-
democratic outlook rather than, say, the views oéwdain religious leader? The answer that
this is acceptable since the majority condones dircular since it presupposes the validity of
the premise that democracy is preferable. Suchemipe is not self-evident in a pluralistic
society, not even to a liberal democrat: It doesfalbow from liberal democratic theory that
pluralistic societies should automatically be Iddedemocratic. If may be the case that in a
society where all citizens reallre equally free or autonomous to govern society ighni
well be that other, values of less liberal chanaeteuld come to form the basis for society.
One, perhaps paradoxical, conclusion to draw isithhighly pluralistic liberal democracies
there might be liberal democratic reasons for mgkiie governance less liberal democratic.

Is it possible for liberal democratic theory toewut such a possibility, or at least marginalize
the importance of AP when it comes to justifyinigelial democracy in pluralistic settings?
This will be discussed in the next section thattstaut in John RawldPolitical Liberalism
([1993]; 2005), since most contributions to thibake refer to this piece of wofk.

IV. THE RESPONSE OF POLITICAL LIBERALISM
In Political Liberalism Rawls states that reasonable pluralism conssit@epermanent
condition in a free and open society. That is, saicociety will always contain a reasonable

disagreement on the truth of conflicting metaphaisiceligious, philosophical and moral

I will leave out more substantive or “comprehersiliberal approaches. Such justifications of ldder
democracy claim that politics must admit and arfguets normative foundation and that this normeativ
foundation should be of a liberal kind in plurabsicieties. (see, e.g., Raz 1990; Gutmann and Témmp996;
Macedo 2000) First, | question the plausibilitytios presupposition when it comes to pluralisticistes where
these values are controversial. Second, AP pairttsatt the more pluralistic the liberal-democraticiety gets,
the less it can allow for its citizens to be freet only to lead their lives in accordance withittoevn ideals and
values, but also to have such ideals and valuesiegtthe arena of public discourse and policy mgkihereby
liberal values such as freedom, autonomy and agualhich should form the normative foundation faitics,
according to comprehensive liberalism, risk beindarmined in pluralistic societies. However, APrsito a
difficulty to establish completelgemocraticprocedures. But just as democracy does not impdyrdilism in a
direct sense, comprehensive liberals need not theated to democracy which would allow them to eligrd
AP: Their defense of liberalism as a comprehendoarine is compatible with other less democratic,
procedures being best suited to generate the vilagdake to justify liberal governance in plusét society.
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doctrines. In order to avoid oppression, a demaxrsiciety has to makeomemorally
selective considerations; it has to position itsglinst the elements of oppression that an
unrestrictedpluralism may entail. But other than that, theitpzdl framework advocated by
Rawls and other political liberals seeks to remaisutral between controversial

comprehensive doctrines.

What makes liberal governing principles superioaltather governing principles is that they
rest on a political conception of justice accemabd all citizens within a reasonable

pluralism. Thereby the principles degitimate irrespective of whether they are tfue.

Reasonable citizens are described as to “desirgsfown sake a social world in which they,
[mutually recognizing each other to be morallyjefrend equal, can cooperate with others on
terms all can accept. They insist that reciprosityuld hold with that world so that each
benefits along with others.” (Rawls 2005, p. 5@)islpossible for all reasonable citizeas,
citizens to derive reasons from their respective comprsienviews to support liberty and

equality as a basis for a society’s main politisakial and economical institutions.

Rawls does not claim that all reasonable citizermkinva pluralistic society will embrace
liberal-democratic principles as readily. But, partdrawing on Thomas Scanlon’s
psychological principle of moral motivation, Rawdsates that most citizens embrace a
principle of reciprocity since “we have a basicite$o be able to justify our actions to others

on grounds they could not reasonably rejéct”.

Public reasonand the broad outlines this idea lays down for gibétical discourse is an
important means of reaching an overlapping consensua political conception of justice.
Participants in public discussions on constitutioessentials and matters of basic justice
follow public reason when they use arguments thaswonable citizens can be expected to

8 As David Estlund has pointed out, there is a tal#im involved in this, namely that it is the aptance of the
group of reasonable people that decides whethéigsah its basic respects is legitimate. But tisisys Estlund,
is compatible with leaving open questions of thaatxruth or what truth metaphysically consistqEstlund
1998)

° Rawls 2005, p. 49 The reference to Scanlon rééef€ontractualism and Utilitarianism” in Sen andINg@ms
1982, p. 104f and 115f
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accept as free and equal citizens irrespectivehait \wwomprehensive doctrines they may hold
in private. (Rawls 2005, p. 437ff)

Since the consensus will inevitably be narrow ahdllew, highly and deeply contested
issues, on for instance religion and morality, $tidne excluded from political discussion and

decision-making through what Rawls calls thethod of avoidance

Considering AP we may ask on what grounds certsnds should be removed from the
agenda. When the state refrains from taking amiaffstand on a controversial issue this may
in itself imply an authoritative moral and metapihg judgment. For instance, a society in
which abortion is not illegal makes the impliciaich that abortion is not murder and hence

that the aborted fetuses are not persons. (Gal§89)

The more pluralistic a society is, the harder it be to reach consensus on where to draw the
line between politics, morality, religion and cull custom, and on how these boundaries
should be reflected in basic governing princip&B. points to undemocratic implications in
pluralistic societies where certain questions Huahe citizens regard as utterly important are
excluded in advance from entering the agenda. Rawlsa of a method of avoidance hardly
dissolves this problem.

In order for the theory to help formulating whichineiples and policies are justified in a
pluralist liberal democracy an inevitably normataefinition of what is “reasonable” has to
be added. Also, the views on what constitutes fwecity”, “mutual recognition” or
“cooperation on mutual acceptable terms” mightetiffo a large extent among groups in
multicultural societies, as well as the costs W lup to such standards. If the meaning of
these terms are given by the prevalent agendanfysbe seen as a reflection of the AP. No
justification to those defined as “unreasonableh d# given without presupposing the

definition of reasonable, given by the agenda.

19 Robert Audi 2000 expresses a similar idea of amombasis for political legitimacy in his “princabf
secular rational”. Audi argues that rational citigeealize the importance of offering secular raaso
discussions that precede political decision-makiReywls and Audi agree on that religious opinions lca
expressed in public as long as their premises eatbepted by all citizens by virtue of their conmnaiman
reason.

12



Neither does Rawls pay attention to the scenariergvithe reasonable citizens in pluralistic
societies are actually too few to generate enowgiperation to found a well-ordered society.
His picture of pluralistic liberal democratic sawes is rather idealistic in that he supposes
them to generate common intuitive pro-liberal ideasong the populations. Empirical

research, however, shows that in existing societiesse institutions are far from perfect
liberal ideas are only supported to a limited degaenong the populations. This arguably
reduces the practical relevance of Rawls’s reagpriAudi and Wolterstorff 1997; Bader

1999; Klosko 2000; Stout 2004)

Pluralistic societies are likely to contain widelifferent views on, for instance, the range of
conceivable ways to handle fundamental disagreethantcan bet all considered, and on
what constitutes proper criteria of good argumeémtatEven if citizens are reasonable, in the
sense that they are willing to compromise in oftdeenable a well-ordered society, there is
always a limit to such willingness to negotiateetiough is at stake, reasonableness can allow
for citizens to choose confrontation and conflather than cooperation and peace. How and
where to draw the lines of which choices are reallenand which are not will vary
considerably due to differences in comprehensivevsi A highly religious person, who
insists that certain very detailed religious desti@ns (e.g., given by a certain interpretation
of the law of Sharia) must be a part of the govegrprinciples of society, expresses the view
that religious authorities are particularly prigtdl from a rational point of view. It is easy to
imagine such a person choosing to fight rather tbastompromise on this issue. Similarly, a
dedicated liberal can be prepared to sacrifice @aacrder to try to implement a societal
order where individuals are guaranteed certairrtig® in their personal life-style (as in the
battle against slavery, for instance). It is hasdsee on what common ground these two
persons can agree on the foundation of the pdlitgenda concerning the governing

principles of society.

Naturally, | am not denying the possibilities fdrdral democracy to accommodateeatain

level of confrontation and conflict within a framew of peaceful cooperation. (See e.g.
Waldron 2001) My point is that this possibility met unrestricted and that it is not a given
fact that the political agreements that can belreddetween citizens will be extensive and

inclusive enough to secure social stability.

13



Further, even if citizens in a liberal democracidalby its rules and regulations, that does not
automatically mean that thegcceptsuch governance. To put “acceptance” on a par with
“restrain from violent resistance” is to my minda weak use of the term since it would

imply that most people living under dictatorshigeyat such governance.

So, pluralist societies are most likely to contaisubset of “unreasonable” citizens who will
not accept liberal-democratic political arrangersemt the sense that they consider them
legitimate. As shown by AP, these will be margipadl in public policy discourse and

democratic decision processes. More specific dedims of what characterizes a reasonable
citizen and what he or she would recognize asalitical procedures only amplifies this

effect since they indicate a substantial view oftvis reasonable that not all citizens within
an extensive pluralism subscribe to. To questian dgenda is to question not only the
conception of reasonable citizens that it expressgsalso the procedures for adjudicating

between these and other substantive views.

AP shows that democratic procedures cannot offesudral way for citizens (in the sense “on
equal terms for all”) to reach consensus on hodigagree. Rawls’s argument that acceptance
from the “unreasonable” is not required for theitletacy of liberal democratic governance
reflects AP: certain citizens are systematicallgleded from equal political influence, on
terms they do not accept. The more numerous thégens are and the less opportunities
they are given to lead their lives in accordandé wieir conception of the good, the more the
liberal ideal of neutrality between comprehensieetdnes is renounced — the same ideal on
which liberal-democratic legitimacy is groundedhint the theory of Political Liberalism.

To expand the concept of reasonable as to incllidéiaens does not offer a solution to this
problem, since it undermines the possibility tougrghat the constitutional framework should
be grounded on liberal ideals rather than on otbenflicting ideals. The more the theory
remains neutral between moral doctrines, the lessin prescribe when it comes to what
political policies should be implemented in orderhandle disagreement within pluralistic
societies. In the end, it can offer no guarantded the societies in question will be

maintained.

Every effort to justify liberal democracy by virtue its procedures can be criticized on

democratic grounds for delimiting the range of agms given room within the agenda too
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generously, or too narrowly. Susan Moller Okin @Pp%as argued that there are certain
issues, such as gender equality, that liberal deatiocstates cannot compromise on.
According to Okin, Rawls allows for far too muclade-offs between competing values in
order to form the overlapping consensus from whiehderives the legitimacy of liberal-

democratic policies and procedures. On the oppasite, there are communitarians like
Charles Taylor and Alasdair Macintyre, who haveuarhthat liberal democratic procedures
are too restrictive since they fail to accommodetetain local values and traditions that

diverge from those of the majority.

Hence, political liberalism seems unable to offery aconvincing reasons for why the
legitimacy of liberal-democratic governance is setriously undermined by the fact that
unreasonable citizens — defined either generoustyaoowly — are systematically excluded

from political influence.

Neither can this exclusion be satisfactorily haddlby founding liberal-democratic
governance on what isctually the lowest common liberal democratic denominator i
fundamental political views, using survey resultsbeliefs and attitudes of the citizens, as
George Klosko (2000) suggests. From Klosko we neayn how to identify the character of
the governing principles that more or less libetamocratic citizens in different societies
assent to (either explicitly or as a consequenagtlodr principles they openly assent to). But
the question of this paper is more fundamental: dowve settle that a political order based
on consensus is desirable and/or justifrethe first plac€ While Klosko uses the idea of an
overlapping consensus as his starting point, myraemt is that this idea, due to AP, can be

guestioned even from the point of view of the l@detemocratic ideals themselves.

Klosko agrees with Rawls on that legitimate libetamocratic procedures do not require
consensus among all citizens since there will abvhg some illiberal citizens within a
pluralistic liberal democratic society. | have segigd that such exclusion of illiberal citizens
may undermine the basic values of liberal democragcyg might make the society itself
illiberal. Klosko’s answer to this would be that wbould lower our expectations on what
makes liberal democracy legitimate: Depending om ¢haracter and scope of a liberal-
democratic consensus among a population, liberalodeatic legitimacy may sometimes be

1 Cf. the slightly different lines of arguments givia Macintyre 1988; Taylor, Gutmann, Habermas Apgiah
1994; Young 2000

15



grounded on as weak values as social stabilitys, However, is insufficient as a justification
of liberal democracy sincether forms of governance may in practice equally welbetter
achieve the same ideal, weak or Hot.

Nevertheless, | believe both Rawls and Klosko aghtrto ascribe social stability a
fundamental weight in justifications of liberal deanacy. Without some level of social
stability there can be no society at ‘@liTherefore, it would seem that most ideologies
presuppose social stability in their further claifoswhat ideals societies should try to attain,
and that most citizens would include social stapiin their views of what constitutes the

good society.

However, Rawls’s assumption that an exclusion afeasonable views from influencing
political debate and decision-making is necessany greserving societal stability is
problematic: It disregards that the consequencesudi exclusion may equally well threaten
societal stability. The maintenance of a stable watl-ordered society requires that enough
citizens respect current legislation and refraonfrtrying to overthrow the regime. My own
view on legitimacy is similar to Klosko’s in thatis weak consensus may often be a crucial,
and sometimes sufficient, part of what constitutdseral democratic legitimacy in
multicultural settings? But | have considerably less confidence in usimyeys to identify
the liberal-democratic governing principles thabwld legitimately be implementéd. A
more important worry, in the context of this paperKlosko’s argument that the scope of the
governing principles should be determined by desatacprocedures and that “the contents of
rights principles must be filled in democratically2000, p. 233) He seems to presuppose that
democracy offers a fairly neutral way to negotia&jse and establish political procedures,
which is exactly what AP contradicts. It remainglear whydemocraticprocedures should
be used, rather than procedures derived from atleals, of whakind these should be and
how that is to beettledandjustifiedin a multicultural society.

12 One possible alternative would be republican gearce of a kind that is prepared to compromise wiith
rights and the citizens’ influence and governmesigport in order to attain a certain overall fiswing of
society. See, e.g., Pettit 1997

13 Underlining the importance of social stabilitydiéferent from arguing for the importance of pregeg the
prevailing societal arrangements. There can bésshiifsocietal orders without the overall sociabdity being
affected or weakened.

1 This is not to say that stability is always prefsle to chaos. The overthrow of Ceausescu in Ranraay
serve as an example on where there are good retsdissupt stability even to the cost of a subseqhaos.
15 Klosko'’s suggestion to solve the problem of libefemocratic legitimacy by using surveys seemsljg
simplistic. For instance, why use survey only whetermining governing principles and not builddlitical
decisions on surveys? In that case democratic guves as such would seem superfluous.
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| have claimed that the liberal democratic ideaspribes that all citizen should be left free
and/or autonomous to, on equal terms, shape tives hlong with their own. At the same
time, pluralistic societies lack a total consensuasthe secular, liberal ideas on which the
constitutional arrangements of liberal democracst.r8ince the political weight a society
ascribes to the outlooks of its citizens followsnfr a liberal framework, citizens who do not
share this liberal outlook are given inferior stagtpoints to lead their lives dseywant. |
have taken AP to illustrate that they are also myivderior possibilities to revise this liberal
framework. My argument has been that since libéeahocracies embody a specific view on
the form, limits and content of politics pluraltstiberal democracies contravene their own
ideals to some degree. This may be seen as anahfmoblem for liberal democratic theory
to justify liberal democratic governance, particlylain multicultural settings. If liberal-
democratic governance cannot live up to its owralidby virtue of what is it justified?
Neither Rawls’s nor Klosko’s reasoning remedy tirisblem without presupposing what is at
guestion, namely that liberal democratic governarscenore preferable than alternative

governing principles that may be preferred by saitieens in pluralistic societies.

There is usually a discrepancy between what ideakgime is committed to and what it in
practice achieves, as well as between how welewdfit regimes, committed to the same
ideals, actually fulfill these ideals in differectintexts. In the concluding section, | will argue
for a conception of political legitimacy that takiés discrepancy into careful consideration
and focuses on the optimal rather than the ideahain!® In the multicultural case, this
moves the justification of democracy out of effadgustify the liberal democratic ideology
itself and into what actually follows from followgndifferent governing principles in different

contexts.

IV. POLITICAL LEGITIMACY ON A CASE BY CASE BASIS
Since the same ideal or procedure can have differgnomes in different contexts, empirical
circumstances — such as what follows from thewstch of citizens that AP may result in —
have to be considered when arguing for the appatgress of trying to attain (i.e. founding a

society on) liberal democratic, rather than noesid and/or democratic, ideals.

18 My view on legitimacy is inspired by Dahl’s justi&tion of democracy focusing on the optimal scinar
“[A]s a consequence of [actual democracies] medtioge [democratic] criteria more fully than othegimes,
and also of the political culture that the idea prattices of democracy generate, on the whole dheywith all
their imperfections, more desirable than any fdasiondemocratic alternative.” Dahl 1989, p. 84.
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In my view, therefore, normative theorists neednitke use of context-specific arguments on
why and in what forms certain ideals should be gila@bove others as guidelines for politics
when discussing how political authority can beifiest in multicultural societies. And this
cannot be done without considering the effects Bfafad other empirical circumstances in the
context in question. Depending on the level andatttar of disagreement the demos exhibits,
some liberal democracies might be legitimate byueirof coming close to attaining equal
political influence and other liberal ideals. But contexts where there is a systematic
exclusion of many citizens or social groups, thesenot at all free to live as they want and
are likely to express a forceful discontent, andaaial stability may be jeopardized at some
point. In such contexts it seems considerably gassible to argue that the governance is

legitimate by virtue of it being grounded in the&d of autonomy or equality.

| suggest that the claim that a certain governnidéotan is legitimate should be understood as
claiming that:

a) this form is justified by virtue of fulfilling ertain conditions of legitimacy (i.e., values or
goals derived from a political ide&f)in a better way than alternative forms of governtae
and that

b) the attainment of these conditions of legitim&cynore called for in the present context

than trying to fulfill other conditions of legitineg given by alternative political ideals.

AP implies that not all criteria of liberal democyacan be completely met in pluralistic

societies. In order to formulate and approximateatwis the optimal political order in a

specific context, different liberal goals and dedvpolicies need to be adjusted in light of
empirical circumstances. In this procedure valughsas social stability, security and safety
may become paramount, although they are not tmeepideals in (most versions of) liberal-

democratic theory.

The ideal to allow “people to choose a conceptibthe good life, and ... to reconsider that
decision, and adopt a new and hopefully better miarife” (Kymlicka 1995, p. 80.)
permeates many liberal democratic policies, nostle@athin the educational system. Let us

imagine a scenario where a minority group keepshiisiren from going to publicly regulated

" For instance, fair political procedures and/ooaomy and equality among the citizens.
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schools. The group wants to protect its childremfioeing introduced to critical thinking and
to the fact that there are other faiths and lifiestythan its one practiced by the group.
Dialogue with the authorities has been refusedsmveral of the group members are prepared
to use violence in the sake of ensuring that tbleildren remain in the safe and comforting
knowledge of the uniqueness and trueness of thegptg@wn faith and lifestyle. In order for
the state to fulfill their policies set to ensutett all children are given equal freedom to
choose how they want to lead their lives, forcaftgrvention in this minority group might be
required. This in turn, might lead to outbreakslisturbances where parents either are injured
or taken away from their children, which might hatmse children more than being unable to

independently choose how to lead their lives.

It is not clear, not even in light of the liberdeal themselves, that the state should insist on
guaranteeing liberal rights to these children & tisk of social instability, rather than to

revise its policies in a less liberal direction.

My argument that the legitimacy of liberal demograannot be established irrespective of
the concrete accomplishment of such governmentat is, of course, far from nefl. For
instance, Rawls takes his reasoning to be relemalyt for relatively well-ordered societies.
Liberal institutions should not be initiated ingg.anarchic societies, in communities where
clan chieftains rule or among populations in whigimocratic ideas completely lack foothold.
In addition to this, however, | argue thathat makes liberal democratic governance
legitimate, both to establish and to maintain, deijseon the prospects to approach what is
arguably a legitimate political order.

V. CONCLUSION
AP points to a systematic exclusion of certairzeitis from political influence in multicultural
liberal democratic societies and involves diffieedt for actual liberal democratic
governments to fulfill their own ideals and terros justified procedures. This, | have argued,
risks undermining theoretical justifications ofdilal democratic governance in multicultural

settings. Justifications of liberal democratic mdares given by Political Liberalism have

18 tilitarian philosophers such as Adam Smith, Jgr&antham and J.S. Mill did not argue foriaherent
value in liberal ideals and rights establishmelntss,referred to the good consequences that thexgtiiahis
organisation of society would sum up to. Howevegruhderlying the importance of considering the cete
accomplishments of actual liberal-democracies hatrsubscribing to a particular normative viewgcsithese
accomplishments can be judged in accordance whigr dorms of normative criteria.
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rather exemplified the problem than offered its ey | have therefore suggested that the
justification of political governance should depdass on the ideal and more on the optimal
societal scenario, the character of which may difige to different empirical circumstances.
In light of the overarching interest of keeping isbg together, appeals to legitimacy must
consider the actual effects of different policiesd aother empirical circumstances in the
society in question. Taking AP in considerationstifications of liberal democratic
governance in pluralist societies should appedkegitimacy by making plausible that the
society in question is better off with liberal derratic governance than with alternative
governance. What values that constitutes this ébettf” might vary from case to case and

more or less be of a liberal kifid.

The establishment of to what extent and on whatirgte different liberal democratic regimes
are legitimate requires many and various kindshgbiecal facts. Possibly, empirical data can
support the claim that the challenge of multicidtism offers reasons for actual liberal-
democracies to revise certain elements in them$oof government and political culture.

There may be pragmatic reasons for implementingiesl that in practice distance liberal-
democratic governments from the liberal democragal for the reason of protecting social
stability. If, where and to what extent this mighg the case is yet to be shown. More
determinate conclusions on liberal democratic iegity require close collaboration with

empirical research on the concrete accomplishnodregisting democracies.

VI. REFERENCES

Audi, Robert (2000)Religious Commitment and Secular Reastambridge, Cambridge
University Press.

Audi, Robert and Nicholas Wolterstorff (199Religion in the public square : the place of
religious convictions in political debateanham, Md., Rowman & Littlefield.

Bachrach, Peter and Morton S. Baratz (19P@)wer and poverty : theory and practidéew
York, Oxford U.P.

Bachrach, Peter and S. Baratz Morton (1962). "Tacek of Power.The American Political
Science Revied6(4): 947-952.

Bader, Veit (1999). "Religious Pluralism: Secularier Priority for Democracy#Political
Theory27(5): 597-633.

Baumgartner, Frank R. and Bryan D. Jones (199@¢ndas and instability in American
politics. Chicago, lll., University of Chicago Press.

Cobb, Roger W. and Charles D. Elder (19&3rticipation in American politics : the
dynamics of agenda-buildin®altimore, Md., Johns Hopkins Univ. Press.

9 As a consequence such legitimate governmental foamat some point no longer be adequately destebe
“liberal democratic”. But this can hardly be anexdtijon since the premise for this discussion ittt
legitimacy of liberal democracies should not bespmosed.

20



Dahl, Robert A. (1961Who governs? : democracy and power in an Ameridgn ew
Haven, Conn.,.

Dahl, Robert A. (1989Democracy and its criticdNew Haven, Yale Univ. Press.

Estlund, David (1998). "The Insularity of the Reaable: Why Political Liberalism Must
Admit the Truth."Ethics108(2): 252-275.

Galston, William A. (1989). "Pluralism and Sociahity." Ethics99(4): 711-726.

Gutmann, Amy and Dennis Frank Thompson (19B@&mocracy and disagreement : [why
moral conflict cannot be avoided in politics, andavshould be done about.it]
Cambridge, Mass., Belknap Press.

John, Peter (1998Mnalysing public policyLondon, Pinter.

Klosko, George (2000Ppemocratic procedures and liberal consensbsford, Oxford
University Press.

Kymlicka, Will (1995).Multicultural citizenship : a liberal theory of manity rights. Oxford,
Oxford Univ. Press.

Lukes, Steven (1974Rower : a radical viewLondon, Macmillan.

Macedo, Stephen (200@iversity and distrustCambridge, Mass. ; London, Harvard
University Press.

Macintyre, Alasdair C. (1988yVhose justice? Which rationalityfotre Dame, Ind., Univ. of
Notre Dame Press.

Okin, Susan Moller (1994). "Political Liberalismyslice, and GenderEthics105(1): 23-43.

Pettit, Philip (1997)Republicanism : a theory of freedom and governn@xtord,
Clarendon.

Rawls, John (1993]olitical liberalism New York, N.Y., Columbia Univ. Press.

Rawls, John (2005olitical liberalism New York, Columbia University Press.

Raz, Joseph (1990). "Facing Diversity: The Cadepistemic Abstinence Philosophy and
Public Affairs19(1): 3-46.

Schattschneider, Elmer Eric (1960he semisovereign people : a realist's view of deany
in America New York, Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Sen, Amartya K. and Bernard Arthur Owen William8§2). Utilitarianism and beyond
Cambridge, Cambridge U.P.

Stout, Jeffrey (2004Democracy and traditianPrinceton, N.J., Princeton University Press.

Taylor, Charles, Amy Gutmann, et al. (199ulticulturalism : examining the politics of
recognition Princeton, N.J., Princeton Univ. Press.

Waldron, Jeremy (2001).aw and disagreemen®xford, Oxford University Press.

Young, Iris Marion (2000)Iinclusion and democracyxford, Oxford University Press.

21



