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CHAPTER FOUR: ASSOCIATIONS AND INTERNAL DEMOCRACY

‘For the most part, it is in face-to-face discussions that ordinary people actually confront the

problems of democracy. Here, more democracy means greater fairness and participation in the
decision-making mechanism of an actual group’ (Blaug, 1999, p. 13§, italics in onginal).

4.0 Introduction

The central premise of this chapter is that associations should have an intemnal
democratic structure, whereby all the members of the association participate in the
decistons made in that association: ‘The democratic associational model of voluntary
organisations assumes that members should not only be expected, but actively
encouraged to participate in the running of the organisations® (Lansley in Powell and
Guerin, 1997, p. 166). Following the avocation of deliberative democracy, I make a
stronger claim that associations should be internally deliberatively democratic. Young
agrees, arguing that;

"All persons should have the right and opportunity to participate in the deliberation and decision-
making of the institutions to which their actions contribute or which directly affect their actions.
Such democratic structures should regulate decision-making not only in government institutions,
but in all institutions of collective life, including, for example, production and service enterprises,
universities, and voluntary organisations’ (Young, 1990, p. 91).

She goes on to argue that if all institutions were to be structured democratically then
people will have power and influence in each institution through rights of participation
as “democracy in one institution reinforces democracy in another’ (Young, 1990, p. 94).
Such a suggestion is consistent with the two strands of deliberative democracy, outlined
in chapter two, which stipulate that ‘all those affected’ should be able to participate

cqually in deliberatively democratic decision-making.

In the last chapter I tried to establish that if associations are to fulfil their potential
democratic functions and enhance autonomy, then the intemnal structure of the
associations must be democratic and based upon the norms of deliberative democracy.
Firstly, if associations are to be venues for subsidiarity and offer scope for morc small-
scale participation, then they must allow participation and thereforc democratise the

structure. The potential of secondary associations to enable their members to participate

in deliberatively democratic decisions, was discussed in detail as the first function. 1If

the principle of subsidianty is to be introduced then those associations that will be
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Rochester notes, especially in comparison to state agencies and the market. He suggests
that state agencies have clear guidelines and laws, and are organised hicrarchically,
internally and externally. Market organisations arc accountable to their sharcholders and
are regulated by the market. Voluntary associations in contrast have variable forms of
regulation to achieve accountablility and are accountable to a number of differcnt agents
e.g. members, staff, government and taxpayers (Rochester in Powell and Guerin, 1997,
p. 163). I suggest that these lines of accountability must be clearly defined. Associations
must be made accountable to their members, which should include staff, and that all

should have a chance to participate equally in the decision making structure, which must

be based upon the norms of democratic deliberation.

Secondly, if associations are to provide information and representation, and if this 1s to
be authentic, it must be formed through the participation of all those who are said to be

represented as Mansbridge notes:

‘I would argue that elite deliberation must be supplemented with deliberation among the rank and
file. Only citizens (or group members) themselves can know what outcomes they want, and better
versions of this knowledge usually require deliberation. Elites can easily devclop distorted
understandings of the interests, including the public-regarding interests, of those they represent”
(Mansbnidge, 1995, p. 143).

This means the participation needs to be deliberative. As previously argued preferences

are not set, but must be formed through debate.

Thirdly, if associations are to be schools of democracy and develop citizens’ capacities
to participate deliberatively then this can only be achieved if members get to participate
in deliberative democracy. As Putnam has told us, it will be more likely that associations

will produce civic virtue and social trust, if they are horizontally organised (Putnam,
1993, pp. 173-175).

Finally, 1f associations are to be locations for direct governance and be devolved powers
directly, like the power to distribute social policy, based on the principle of subsidianty,
then the internal structure of the associations must also be based upon norms of
deliberative democracy and allow participation (Putnam, 1993, p. 147; Warren, 2001, p.
36). Hadley and Hatch point out that an associative system would mean those who

receive welfare would be able to play a significant role in deciding what that welfare
should be and how it should be delivered:
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‘The underlying function of the bureaucratic social service organisation is to carry out the
delivery of a predetermined service to a well-defined client group. In contrast, the participatory
organisation operates with much wider terms of reference, which encourage a co-operative and
entrepreneurial approach. Aims are defined in collaboration with stafl and users...* (Hadley and
Hatch, 1981, p. 147).

However, this 1s only the case if associations are internally democratic.

RoBteutscher raises the point that in countries or areas where there is little intcrest 1n
political participation, these associations might become a ‘bigger brother’ (RoBteutscher,
2000, p. 178). There is certainly a danger that if there is low participation in an
associational democracy, it will lead to the few ruling the many, much like prescent
liberal democratic institutions. Nevertheless, associational democracy (as outlined here)
is based upon the principle that people have a desire to be autonomous, which can only
be met through participation in collective decisions. If people are given real
opportunities to participate in decision-making that affects them, and that participation
can actually affect those decisions then they will participate. Yet 1 do accept this 1s a
serious challenge that must be met and will be considered further in the following

chapter.

While he acknowledges that the number of secondary associations have increased In
number and power, Francis Fukuyama, in Trust: The Social Virtues and the Creation of
Prosperity (1995), argues that opportunities for genuine participation in these
associations has not increased. Powell and Guerin’s investigation on the voluntary scctor
in Ireland in the mid-1990’s involved some quantitative research, which revealed that
two thirds of respondents did not think that their organisation was more democratic in
1995 compared to 1975 (Powell and Guerin, 1997, p. 167).
Other empirical evidence is also not encouraging. Throughout European liberal
democracies, active membership in associations is very low, even in Scandinavian
democracies where membership is quite extensive. Furthermore, those who do
participate are not representative of their populations: ‘Clearly, the evidence suggests
that associative democracy is a theoretical construct, having little in common with
empirical reality’ (RoBteutscher, 2000, p. 178). However, this still does not refute my
claim that if associations could influence public policy, then I think participation would
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be vastly increased, but this is also dependcnt upon the association having an internal

structure that enables this participation.

There are also many exceptions to this norm. Therc are some associations that constantly
strive for a participatory, internally democratic structure such as Sikkuy' in Isracl, GAM
in France, The Massachusetts Climate Action Network (MCAN)® and Brighton and
Hove Community Sector Forum.” However, it is certainly the case that these are the

exceptions and not the norm, but it does demonstrate the possibility of democratising

associations.

The argument is then that if autonomy of citizens is to be cultivated to its maximum,
associations must have an internal democratic structure based upon the norms of
deliberative democracy. Moreover if associations want to be recogniscd and included 1n
policy formation and devolved powers to distribute services they must meet these
internal standards of democracy. However, there are four key arguments against this
claim, which must be considered. The first two challenge the normative claim of this
statement. In section 4.1, I examine Warren’s argument that in an association with high
opportunities for exit internal democracy is not necessary for autonomy. Section 4.2
considers the legitimacy of legislating associations in this manner from two differing
perspectives: 4.2.1- It goes against autonomy to enforce legislation on associations
regulating their internal structure and 4.2.2- Allowing associations complete control over
their membership and proposals can infringe upon the autonomy of other citizens. The
second two arguments challenge the possibility of this statement on empirical grounds.
In section 4.3, I consider Michels’ famous ‘iron law of oligarchy’ argument, where it 1s

claimed democratising any organisation is impossible because representatives cannot be

effectively held accountable to the membership. Finally, section 4.4 considers how the

' Sikkuy is located in the Western Galilee Misgav region and is based on the grass roots participation of
local Jewish citizens who aim to advance two goals: (1) The anticulation and dissemination of the concept
of "civic cquality” in their community (2) promotion of an agenda of equality with their neighbounng
Palestinian citizens 3) To improve Arab municipalities in Jight of a perceived failure by the state
(www sikkuy org il/cag htm, 22/03/2003).

This association is dedicated to halting the threat of global climate change, through reducing emissions
of greenhouse gases, in our communities and the state and secks active grass roots participation

sww,massglimatgggﬁon-org, 22/03/2003).

This ts an umbrella association that holds forums for all voluntary associations in the Brighton and Hove
area to participate in.
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empirical restrictions of size, time, and disparity will restrict the possibility of internal

democracy.

4.1 Exit and Voice
Following Hirschman'‘s distinction between exit and voice, in Exit, Voice and Loyalty

(1970), Warren argues that a democratic structure for association docs not nccessarily
contribute to overall democracy and can even detract from it, because of the relationship
between ease of exit in an association and opportunities for voice. Simply stated, “the
greater the chances for exit from an association, the lesser the chances that voice will
have an impact within the association’ (Warren, 2001, p. 96). This means that if an

association has high costs of exit then it is more important for it to have a democratic
structure. Those associations that have low exit costs will therefore not have the

incentive to incorporate the voice of dissenters, however those with high exit costs will
be encouraged to have an internal democratic structure. Opportunities for voice
therefore increase as the opportunities for exit decrease (Hirschman, 1970, p. 34).
Because associations are voluntary to a significant degree in the sense they involve
choice in entry, Warren suggests that the membership will be homogenous in terms of
the associations’ purposes. This, he argues, will lead to a general consensus over goals
and means of the association. Due to this phenomenon, voice will not be encouraged,
and in fact dissenters seen as challengers to the consensus will be encouraged to remain
silent or leave rather than threaten ‘the solidarity, mission or purposc of the group’
(Warren, 2001, p. 104). It is certainly true that the greater the diversity and proliferation
of associations the more choice there will be and so the less costly exit will be, as there
will be similar alternatives to choose from. In this sense there is undoubtedly a
connection between ease of exit and opportunitics for voice in an association. In an
associational democracy there is likely to be a proliferation and diversity of associations
as they will become a key avenue for political participation and governance and will
increase in number and variety if public finances are provided for their formation and
running and if new types of association are sought. Both of which I will argue, in the

following chapter, are necessary for the effective functioping of an associative

democracy. )

Nevertheless, there are two mitigating factors, which both Hirschman and Warren

acknowledge; firstly, associations can reduce exit, even if costs are Jow, by instigating
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loyalty in the membership. This can be cultivated through an intemal democratic
structure, which will ‘match the goals of the association 1o those of its members.’
However, Warren maintains that exit will still be high because of the ‘costs and
uncertainties of the internal political process.” Secondly, associations with high exit
may have a ‘purer’ message to represent and can have greater legitimacy in claiming
accurate representation of their member’s beliefs and preferences. In this scnse
associational democracy externalises conflict and creates “silence within an association’
(Warren, 2001, p. 97). He uses the example of advocacy groups to highlight this point.
He argues that an advocacy group may encourage high exit for members who disagree
with the messages of association, rather than deal with the dissent in a democratic way.
This 1s to ensure their public voice is not weakened by uncertainty, but is clear and
unanimous (Warren; 2001; p36). For example there are groups that are conservative in
outlook and demands, but democratic in structure i.c. Opcration Rescue (US anti-
abortion group), and those that are very hierarchical, yet; ‘contribute to the democratic
interplay of oppositional civil society’ such as Greenpeace (Dryzek, 2000, p. 100; sce
also Barry, 2001, p. 165).

The conclusion of this argument is then, that it is not necessary for all associations 1o
have an internal democratic structure, but only associations that are not homogenous and
do not have a high level of opportunities for exit. In fact by forcing them to have an

internal democratic structure we are limiting the association’s capability to efficiently

fulfil the second democratic function of associations, of providing representation and

information.

I think there are several problems with this argument. Firstly, 1 think Warren is

overstating the homogeneity that will exist in associations. It is true to say that there
will be a shared interest, belief, preference, occupation or identity that will motivate
people to join or form an association, so there is certainly going to be a degrec of
homogeneity, but this may be as general as being a single mother, wanting to help
protect the environment or being a train driver. There is nothing to suggest that because
one shares these factors in common, that there will be exact. agreement on what the
purposes or methods of the association should be. They must be formed and decided
upon through democratic debate that includes all members (Young, 1990, p. 438).
Without this the association will not be drawing upon all the information at 1ts disposal,
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and so the autonomy of the members will be affected. Warren has made the mistake of
assuming that interests and preferences of associations are ‘set’ and pre-determined.
Hopefully, I have already provided enough reasons to demonstrate that this is not the
case. Secondly, how are the members of an association to know if a conscnsus exists or
not, without having a democratic debate where they discuss the issue and realise that

they do in fact agree on purposes? Even then it would not be proof that there was a prior
consensus, as the agreement could have been generated by the debate. Thirdly, one of

the great strengths of associations is their proximity to the ‘lifeworlds’ of citizens,
making them useful arenas for the identification of new problems and enabling the
representation of new perspectives and information. However, if associations presumc a
consensus already exists amongst its members then they will not be scnsitive to new
problems and information and so will be unable to fulfil an essential and perhaps uniquc
democratic function. This is not to say that associations and their members do not
assume there is an already existing consensus amongst the majority of members and
therefore do suppress dissent, only that both these people and Warren are mistaken about
the degree of a pre-existing homogeneity. 1 therefore maintain that democratic
deliberation in associations is important if the intention is to deepen democracy and
cultivate greater degrees of autonomy amongst the citizenry. Fourthly, as Hirschman
noted, low exit cost is not necessarily a good thing for the association as those who leave
may well be the most ‘quality sensitive’ and an association can losc members who

would be a valuable resource (Hirschman, 1970, p. 33). The presence of an intemnal

democratic structure may prevent their exit, if they feel they can voice their concerns.

Fifthly, Warren fails to acknowledge that the representation of a “message’ that is not

agreed to by its members is not democratic. In what sense is Greenpeace improving
representation of their members and the supply of their information, if the information
being represented is not what the members have agreed to and participated in forming?
In this sense the autonomy of those members is not going to bc incrcased in any way,
and 1t 1s the cultivation of autonomy that Warren sets as the ‘criteria of evidence of
democracy. If the ‘message’ to be represented is decided on ‘by elites, then only the

autonomy of the elites will be cultivated. Warren could casily defend this assertion by
arguing that just because there are dissenters in an association, does not mean that the
majority of the members are not in agreement with the represented public message, and

therefore it is not just agreed upon by elites. However, to know this, an association
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would at least have to have a minimally democratic structure, where a majority could be
established through aggregation. Either that or Warren would be forced to accept their
remaining in the association as tacit consent, but as he has recognised himself there arc

always costs of exit. Democratic structure is then essential if associations arc to perform

their potential democratic functions.

This is not to say that it is not important to the representation of members of an
association, that the association does have a clear public voice. Warren argues that
associations with high costs of exit, and therefore high incentives to ensure voice and
conflict are internalised within the association, will be less inclined 1o participate in
public debate within the public sphere. Warren suggests this is because it is difficult for
such an association to establish a clear and coherent message, but also because if a clear

message was to be represented without a consensus from the membership conflict within
the association could escalate (Warren, 2001, p. 165). The point is simply, that this
‘voice” must be decided democratically, if autonomy is to be cultivated. Those in the
minority will still have had the opportunity to influence that message if it has been
formed through deliberatively democratic debate, and will have varying opportunities
for exat 1f they find this insufficient, and they feel another association would represent
their nterests/ beliefs/ preferences more accurately. In this sense exit can be invoked to
achieve legitimacy of representation in associations, but this does not remove the need
for internal democracy, it should be the last resort. Warren argues that associations must
have representatives that ‘have legitimate claims to speak for their members.’ This is to
be achieved “either through exit or internal democracy, that align the intercsts of
members with those who represent the association® (Warren, 2001, p. 196). I agrce, but
go further to argue that legitimation should not be achieved by cither exit or internal
democracy, but always through a combination of both, because only an internal

democratic structure and exit opportunities can provide an internal check and hold the

association’s elites accountable to the membership.

4.2 Freedom of Association

In “Freedom of Association’ (1998), Amy Gutmann declares that “a government that 1s
constitutionally dedicated to liberal democratic principles has a strong interest in
supporting a vast assortment of associational activities among its citizens. But it also

has a strong interest in regulating associations so that they support a liberal democratic
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form of government and public policies that are consistent with liberal democratic
principles’ (Gutmann, 1998, p. 18; See also Barry, 2001, p. 123). The contention of this
thesis is that liberal democracies should aim to cultivate the autonomy of all citizens
equally, and that deliberatively democratic decision-making is most likely to achieve
this. If secondary associations are then to provide the location for participation in a
deliberative democracy, as was argued in the previous chapter, the regulation of
associations in liberal democracies should be in accord with the norms of deliberative

democracy. This though raises two important questions for the freedom of association,

their freedom of voice and their freedom of membership.

The two arguments against internal democracy made here come from opposing 1deas.
The first is the suggestion that it is illegitimate to grant associations political recognition
because they do not have an internal democratic structure, as this causes cxcessive
external control and infringes the right to freedom of association. The second argument
suggests that associations should not be free to select their membership and regulate
themselves internally, as this can mean ‘dangerous opinions’ are expressed and allow
exclusive membership, both of which can lead to discnmination. Therefore we need

more external control of associations. Both these arguments are considered in tum.

4.2.1 Restriction of Voice
The question of whether 1t would be legitimate to exclude associations that do not meet
internal standards of democratic deliberation from collective decision-making and the

supply of services 1s a contentious one. It would result in the restriction of voice for

assoctations that did not have a democratic structure.

Gutmann argues that by failing to recognise associations that arc intcrnally
undemocratic we fail in treating citizens as free and reasonable, who can choose the type
of association that would suit their needs and identity best (Gutmann, 1998, p. 23).
However, she also recognises that ‘to be consistent with living life as a free person,
continued membership in an association must be a sign of ongoing consent to the
association’s purposes’, moreover she appreciates that this consent must be informed

(Gutmann, 1998, p. 23). I therefore disagree with Gutmann that there “is no paradox or

internal Inconsistency in defending the freedom of individuals to join internally illiberal

or undemocratic associations on liberal democratic grounds® (Gutmann, 1998, p. 23).
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Barry agrees, maintaining that it is not part of libcralism to “insist that every group must
conform to liberal principles in its internal structure...” and that ‘libcral prnciples
themselves demand that groups should have the utmost freedom to handle their affairs in
accordance with the wishes of their members® (Barry, 2001, pp. 147-148). The idca is
then that if individuals consent to the undemocratic structure of their association, then
this 1s permissible, providing there are opportunities for exit. My problem with this
argument 1s similar to that made against Warren, that we cannot concecive that consent
has been given on pre-political preferences. In what sense is the undemocratic structure

of the association based on ‘the wishes of their members’ il these wishes are not

autonomously formed?

As discussed 1n the first chapter, Barry rejects a conception of liberal democracy based
upon the value of autonomy, so would be against the line of argumentation in this thesis,
however he acknowledges that justification of liberal democracy on this value has
significant consequences for voluntariness of the freedom of associations. Freedom of
association if defended upon the value of autonomy, therefore requires that members of
assoctations can make informed and reflective decisions from a range of realistic options
(Barry, 2001, p. 147). My argument is that without engaging in deliberatively
democratic discussion, citizens are unable to make these informed and reflective choices,

and that associations provide the best venue for deliberative democracy, and so should be

organised internally around its norms.

Apart from our views on autonomy, the key difference between my position and Barry’s
1s that he suggests that associations should not have to conform to the same liberal
democratic principles that are used to regulate public bodies. However, in an
associational democracy, associations become a pnmary focus for political participation
and service delivery, so do at least become quasi-public bodies and I therefore maintain
should be regulated by the same principles if they wish to gain this level of political
recognition. If they do not, then as Barry suggests they should be free to have whatever
internal structure they choose, providing exit it is still possible. This means in an

associational democracy, undemocratic associations like the Catholic Church, are still

permitted, but that they cannot run schools or participate in collective decision-making.
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Church schools provide a useful example here because, as Barry notes, most religious
organisations do not have an internally democratic decision-making system (Barry, 2001,
p. 156). It should be noted that there are exceptions such as the Quakers. The argument
that some church schools should not be granted political recognition is not due to their
‘doctrinal content per se’ (Barry, 2001, p. 155), but because their principles prevent the
internal democratisation of the association that I have advocated. Consequently, my
approach to associations is odds with George W. Bush’s Republican Government
initiative on Charttable Choice, which seeks to increase the overlap between state and
church, as it violates the norms of deliberative democracy. 1t also takes issue with Kent
Greenawalt’s argument in ‘Freedom of Association and Religious Association® (1998),
which advocates the greater protection of religious association, above and beyond other

types of association, due to the need to respect moral convictions (Greenawalt, 1998, p.
122).

Barry cites Chandran Kukathas who argues that ‘by secing the right of association as
fundamental, it gives considerable power to the group, denying others the right to
intervene 1n its practices whether in the name of liberalism or any other moral ideal’
(Kukathas 1n Barry, 2001, pp. 131-132). Barry agrees, but in contrast maintains that we
should not elevate the freedom of association, to the most essential liberal right, so that
everything else is secondary. Powell and Guerin warn that ‘regulation can force
organisations to be more like each other rather than providing choice’ (Powell and
Guerin; 1997; p157). This could mean that regulation would reduce autonomy and not
enhance 1t. It 15 important to note that if organisations want to receive public funding
they already need to meet certain criteria for internal organisation c.g. a board of
directors and professionally qualified staff (Young, 1990, p. 85). Benhabib argucs that
all associations have charters that can regulate associations legally and publicly
(Benhabib, 1996, p. 76). By not interfering with the internal structure of an association,
the state is not being neutral towards associations, but is pursuing a value. I have argucd
in the first chapter that autonomy is the most important political value. In the previous
chapter I have argued that associations can contribute to the cultivation of autonomy, but

only 1if they are internally democratic and foster deliberation. This then is the

justification for ensuring associations are democratic.

* The term ‘church’ is used in the same generic way as that of Barry ie. relating to all religious bodies
(Barry; 2001; p155).
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I do not think this lcads us to a Rousseauian dilemma of ‘forcing pcople to be
autonomous’, because as without these democratic conditions pcople will not have

sufficient control over their lives and the acceptability of choice will be diminished not
enhanced. Moreover no one will force people to join an association, and associations
can still choose not to have an internal democratic structure, but they will be excluded
from formal decision-making structures. 1 accept that if associations are to become a
primary location for political participation, pcople will not have much choice about
whether to join one or not. Neither will associations be left with much choice about their

internal structure if the alternative means political exclusion. However, I return o

Taylor’s point, made in the first chapter, that liberalism is a *fighting creed’. Autonomy
is the key value of modem liberalism and I have suggested this is onc of the best

methods to cultivate it.

4.2.2 Restriction of Membership
The second question of whether it is legitimate for an association to have exclusive

membership rules is also contentious, as it raises the question of whether this and certain

messages can cause harm to others. Symptomatic of this is the Supreme Court decision
of Roberts v. United States Jaycees (1984). It was decided that the Jayeees (the junior
chamber of commerce) could not legally discriminate, and so should be forced to accept
women members. In contrast Galston informs us about the Supreme Court’s ruling on
Boy Scouts v. Dale, about a man who was dismissed from the scouts for being gay. The
court ruled that this was a justifiable decision for the Boy Scouts to take, based upon the
First Amendment ﬁght of ‘expressive association’, or as Galston refers to it the night to

‘organise around the articulation of its preferred core values and to sclect members and

leaders consistent with those values’ (Galston, 2000b, p. 929).

George Kateb, in “The Value of Association® (1998), suggests freedom of association 1S
essential to the meaning of freedom by enabling freedom of choice, and therefore it 1s
essential that members should be allowed to choose the goal of the association and the
criteria for membership. Barry agrees, arguing that associations that go against liberal
principles should not be repressed by the state, because this violates freedom of
association (Barry, 2001, pp. 127-128). This then suggests that associations should be

free from state interference and regulation, based upon the value of individual freedom.
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However, all actors both individuals and associations, arc bound by the harm pnnciple
in liberal theory. Therefore there maybe many justifications to placc limits and
regulations on associations: ‘Associations exist within ficlds of power relations, and
absolute claims for freedom of association can produce a socicty within which there arc
very few freedoms” (Warren, 2001, p. 26). For example if a ccrtain association controls
essential resources the fact that it can exclude, can have anti-democratic effects. The
“argument in the above section should indicate that I am not against state regulation of
associations, and therefore my argument against not restricting associations in

membership choice is not to do with freedom of association, but to do with freedom of

speech that 1s essential to deliberative democracy.

Gutmann asserts that freedom of association is essential to the effective use of free
speech: ‘Without access to an association that is willing and able to spcak up for our
views and values, we have a very limited ability to be heard by many other people or 10
influence the political process’ (Gutmann, 1998, p. 3). However, Gutmann also warns
against groups like the Ku-Klux Klan, whose discourses arc of “hatred, degradation, and
denigration of fellow citizens and fellow human beings’. Consequently she asks whether
a liberal democratic government should distinguish between progressive and regressive
associational discourses (Gutmann, 1998, p. 3).

For Rosenblum, associations should have considerable freedom, as liberal democracies
should ensure constitutional rights and legislative restraint. As she suggests ‘voluntary
association typically precedes expression’ and so by interfering with membership this
will change the preferences of that association (Rosenblum, 1998). Just as associations
should be allowed to select their own ‘message’, they should also be allowed to sclect
their own membership requirements. Citing Stuart White, Barry argucs that the Catholic
Church would not remain the Catholic Church if it could not exclude those with
conflicting beliefs (Barry, 2001, p. 151). Warren similarly argues that if the Sierra Club
or Greenpeace had to admit people from the mining industry as members then the voices
of the association would be ‘muddied’ and this would reduce the effectiveness of their
representation of their other members, restricting the autonomy of the association
excessively, and making them less effective participants in public discourse (Warren,
2001, p. 36). Young argues that subordinate groups require associations that exclude

those with alternative identities, particularly those from dominant groups. Without
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separate associations then subordinate groups will struggle to form a shared and

democratic 1dentity; shared needs, preferences and interests (Young, 1990, p. 167).

Gutmann concludes that if the primary purpose of the association is cxpressive,

religious or intimate, it should then be exempt from legal restraints on membership, and
therefore be allowed to be discriminatory (Gutmann, 1998, p. 31).5 The central
justification of this is that, if such associations cannot choose their membership, and

exclude, then free speech is compromised, an is ‘tantamount to outlawing the expressive

association’ (Gutmann, 1998, pp. 11-12).

Associational membership is a particularly key issue in a deliberative democracy. As
was discussed in Chapter Two, Gutmann and Thompson (1996),” Goodin (1986) and
Miller (2000) believe that certain opinions should be excluded prior to deliberation.

This argument was discounted, because it would take legitimate issues of the agenda,
and one of the central justifications of deliberative democracy was that it can induce
reflection and transform preferences, and that those with little justification could not be
publicly defended. Input filtering and agenda restriction were not therefore seen as
necessary in a deliberative democracy. This same argument can be applied equally well

to secondary associations.

As Dryzek argues, the public sphere, in which the associations arc located, is a

contestation of discourses. Therefore all discourses no matter how exclusive, or
abominable to some, should be included (Dryzek, 2000, p. 75-76). 1t should not just be

progressive discourses that are included as, who would be the judge of which are the

> 1 accept this argument, but Young does not extend this special privilege of oppressed groups to all
associations. In contrast she argues that gentlemen’s’ clubs should not be permitted because it is just
supporting ‘networks of privilege’ that dominant groups already possess and would do without such clubs.
All women’s associations should be permitted (encouraged in fact) because this enables women to provide
opposition to the inequalities they experience (Young, 1990, p. 197). I would suggest that all associations,
even all male ones, require this same opportunity, as they too need to democratically form shared needs
and identities.

® 1 would extend this to include all associations not ‘just primarily’ expressive ones. The problem is who
is to decide if an association is primarily expressive. Even if expression is not its primary focus, it does
not mean that it is a role that it does not wish to play, and restricting freedom to choose membership
;equirements will alter expression.

There does scem to be a contradiction between Gutmann®s views on deliberative democracy and those
on freedom of association. She does not want discriminatory arguments to be included in deliberative
dmnmcy, but then asserts that expressive associations like the Ku-Klux Klan should be permitted free
expression, despite their discriminatory discourse. It scems she does not acknowledge the public sphere
as a contestation of discourses, where rcasons to deploy power are exchanged.
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progressive discourses? Whoever had this power could potentially control the public
sphere by excluding ideas that they did not like or that challenged their power. If we
want new and distinctive ideas to be incorporated into the public sphere, then we cannot
allow any 1deas to be formally excluded. If we want progress to continue, then all idcas
must be considered, new ones sought. But new idcas that challenge powerful groups,
that threaten the status quo, will be excluded along with exclusive discourses, if we allow
the formal exclusion of any discourse. Mansbridge concurs arguing for the necessity of
‘enclaves’ regardless of content, this is essential to ensure ‘the value of organisational
and deliberative enclaves where oppositional thought can grow’ (Mansbridge, 1996, p.
59).

Furthermore, 1t is an infringement of autonomy to say to pecople you cannot hold and

express this view. This is the great strength of deliberative democracy; it launders the
preferences through its process, not prior to it, and thercfore docs not infringe autonomy.
Therefore 1 maintain that associations must have the autonomy to decide their own
discourses free from interference from the state and therefore impose their own
membership criteria as well, in order to be consistent with the norms of deliberative

democracy.®

4.3 The Iron Law of Oligarchy

Earlier, I argued that although accountability in associations is complicated, these
relationships must be clearly defined, and the association held accountable to its
members. Robert Michels® study of the German Social Democratic Party, in Political
Parties (1959, first published in 1911), argued for the cxistence of an ‘iron law of
oligarchy’ that made popular control of representatives impossible. The SPD had sought

an internal democratic structure, but according to Michels’ study, due to their longevity
of position, the leaders dominated and were not held accountable to the representied.
Michels not only extended his conclusions beyond the SPD to include all political
parties, but thought it was inevitable for all organisation, hence the ‘iron law of
oligarchy’ was that democracy was impossible, the representatives would always

dominate the represented: ‘Who says organisation says oligarchy’ (Michels, 1959). This

8 . o .

This 1s not to say that all groups from civil society should be included, for example terronst groups
would.be excluded. 1f a group’s relationship to the state is its desire and attempt to destroy it, then that
group 1s not part of the public sphere (Dryzek, 2000, p. 100).
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arpument was based upon the assumption that democracy is impossible without
organisation and representation. In order to provide people with a location for
participation, organisations were essential, a point that [ would accept.  Some level of
representation was necessary to provide economy of time and scale, again a point that
must be accepted. However, for Michels’ representation causes a divide between the
representatives and the represented, which makes the represented subordinate. Through
being leaders, leaders gained specialised knowledge, this combined with what Michels
perceived was the incompetence of the masses, led to oligarchy in all organisations.
“The masses’ or in our brand of organisation, the associational members, are passive in
the knowledge they receive from the leadership, allowing for the incvitable domination
and manipulation by the leaders, who become a professional clitc. This is a universal
law that would occur at any time, in any culturc and no matter what democratic

procedures were employed in the organisation. Furthermore, the iron law would pertain

even if the members and elites were oblivious to it

‘Given the underlying political culture which he describes, the iron law of oligarchy does indeed,
in all likelihood, hold. He was writing, however, from within this culture. He had the objectivity

and perspicacity of a trained sceptic to identify its fundamental features, of which many a pany
cadre, believing its own democratic rhetoric, hardly would have been conscious. He treats these
features as the unavoidable ‘givens’ of a mass party’ (Wainwright, 1994, p. 214).

If Michels is correct about the ‘iron law of oligarchy’ affecting all organisation and
rendering democracy impossible, this has serious consequences for associational
democracy. For this model of democracy does not accept Anthony Birch’s cnticism of

Michels made in The Concepts and Theories of Modem Democracy (1993) that it docs
not matter if the political organisations in a democracy are intcrnally democratic or not,

as long as there is electoral choice for citizens (Birch, 1993, p. 180). By Beetham’s
definition of democracy, that is only a minimal democracy and the attempt here is to
deepen democracy. If associations cannot be democratised they cannot thercfore, be the

units to allow citizens to participate in deliberatively democratic decision-making.

Moreover, if Michels is right about the incompetence and passivity of the rank and file
members of an organisation, then deliberative democracy in practice would be
impossible. However, there are two main elements from Hilary Wainwright’s analysis of
Michels in Arguments for a New Left: Answering the Free-Market Right (1994), that we
can identify as not being universal, but specific to the German Social Democratic Party at
the time of Michels® study: That there was a collective will for a single centre of power,

and that there was a specialised nature of knowledge and the incompctence of the
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masses. A further criticism that Michels confused revolutionary change and democracy,
can be identified in David Bectham’s ‘From Socialism to Fascism’ (1977), which shall

be considered first.

4.3.1 Revolution or Democracy?

Beetham argues that Michels® argument shified from the problem of socialists achicving
revolutionary change, to the possibility of democracy, a shift that Michels did not
appreciate, and which created ambiguity and undermined Michels’ findings and meant

‘Immediate effect is to make his thesis appear more convincing that it really is, since there is no
evidence which, could not be made to yield an elitist conclusion, if only it is presented in the
appropriate light. Thus if the working class support their leaders in the pursuit of reformist
policies, then, on the original revolutionary perspective, this can only be because they have been
misled in their conception of their interests, and is therefore an example of elitist deviation. If,
on the other hand, the leaders were to prove in advance of their followers in revolutionary zcal,
then, on a more conventional understanding of democracy, this must be oligarchical also’
(Beetham, 1977, p. 17).

From this confusion identified in Michels® study, we can conclude that his ‘iron law’
may well not be an iron law at all, and certainly not one that rules out democracy within
organisations. It is more likely that it rules out revolutionary activity, but this docs not

go against the argument made here.

4.3.2 A collective will for a single centre of power

The first of Michels® assumptions was that all political organisations” would aim to
develop a collective will, and aim to take over a single centre of power i.e. the statc.
However, unlike political parties, associations do not aim to be the single centre of
power. Even in a system of associational democracy, associations would seck access 10
decisions-making forums, where they would participate in a decision-making process
with other associations. This would require devolving power to that forum, but not to
any single, or coalition of associations. Therefore, they will not necessarily become

appropriated by the bureaucracy of the state (Wainwright, 1994, p. 215).

4.3.3 The specialised naturc of knowledge and the incompetence of the masses
Michels’ assumption here is that the knowledge relevant to political organisation is of a
technical and specialised nature, that ordinary members cannot understand. The

acquisition of such knowledge by the leaders; ‘emancipates (the officers)... from the
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masscs and makes them independent of their control” (Michels in Wainwirght, 1994, p.
216). Firstly, people are not like this as they are able 1o understand information of a
technical nature and make judgements on it, as the empirical evidence on deliberative
opinion polls and citizen juries, cited in Chapter Two indicates. Morcovcr, as alrcady
argued in the previous chapter, participants will improve their participation skills as they
participate. Consequently, they will become better and better at evaluating technical
information. Especially as the members of the association will be joining because they
share an interest/ identity/ passion for what the association is about.  Secondly, not all-
relevant information will be technical. Peoples personal information and expenences
will have just as much relevance to the debates within an association. The great
advantage of deliberative democracy is that it democratiscs the collective accumulation
of knowledge and information. All inputs will be judged by each individual on the basis
of their rational potency. No one person or collection of pecople are thought to have a
monopoly of relevant knowledge, all opinions are included. The divide between
represented and representatives will therefore be reduced. Furthermore, this seems an
incentive/justification for representatives to be bound by intemal democratic mechanisms
to ensure responsiveness. The iron law of oligarchy states that the interests of the leaders
and members of an association will at times be separate. Associations may then just lead
to the increased representation of the intcrests of the representatives and not of the

deliberatively formed opinions of the members at all, a point with which Cohen and
Rogers agree: ‘The natural response to the problem of disjunction, is to require greater

use of such mechanisms of responsiveness among groups that are granted quasi-public
status’ (Cohen and Rogers, 1995, p. 71).

Wainwright’s empirical evidence of the Dutch Green Left also confutes this element of

Michels’ iron law of oligarchy. According to Wainwright, their policics are formed upon
several principles, from there they create a ‘working space’ where a network of
organisations, and the party membership can participate to form a strategy for action
based upon the principle that party members have valuable experience and knowledge to
give and because policy making is itself a political issue that involves interests and
values rather than a purely technical matter that is the domain of ‘neutral’ experts
(Wainwrnight, 1994, p. 220).
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From this discussion of Michels we can conclude that his ‘iron law of oligarchy®, which
is invoked to rule out the possibility of democratising any organisation like secondary
associations, is far from being a law. At best we can say Michels accuratcly described
the situation in the SDP in 1911, but the conclusions he drew cannot be taken out of this
context. At worst we can say Michels’ argument is incohcrent becausc it confuses
revolutionary change with democracy. Either way, it is not a lJaw as the empirical
evidence suggests, and does not prove the impossibility of achicving internal democracy

1N associations.

4.4 Empirical Restrictions
There are empirical restrictions of size and time, which threaten the possibility of

democratising the internal structure of associations. These problems are made more
acute by the need to incorporate the norms of deliberative democracy, as this requires
debate among the participants, it is more demanding of their time and requires them to
gather together.

The larger the association the more power it might maintain in the public sphere due to
more people and resources. However, the larger the association the less power an
individual member can have.” A smaller fecling of efficacy within an association can
effect participation. The larger the association, the harder it becomes to develop a
common identity. Furthermore, the larger the association the less opportunity pcople will
have to contribute to collective deliberations (providing the meeting length does not
increase or meetings do not increase in number in proportion to membership size). There
1s then a trade-off in size of the association between the overall power of the association,
and the power of the member within the association. One of the incvitabilitics of a very
large association is structures of representation either with representatives from each
region/ locality gathering for meetings afier being informed by their local membership or
through splitting into autonomous committees with distinct areas of control. However, it
does seem 1nevitable that larger associations will have to combine top-down and bottom-

up styles of internal democratisation, such as the Christian Coalition.

? This is in facf only true in one sense of power i.e. voting for the final decision. Jfowever, in deliberative
democracy, an individual’s argument can still influence the whole membership.
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Some associations will not only be large, but geographically dispersed as well. Once
again this can lead to inequality of power as it concentrates into the hands of a few
associations members, who will have authority to make more decistons, have greater
influence over other members, which will stem from their ‘central location in the
communication network’ (Gastill, 1993, p. 131). Much relies on having democratic

procedures to constrain the power of the representatives and the activity of the ordinary

members, to ensure these procedures are enforced, both of which will hold the

representative accountable to the members.

Geographically dispersed groups then are not particularly compatible with deliberatively
democratic decision-making, because there is little or no opportunity for ordinary
members to engage in face-to face collective deliberation, accept perhaps at an annual
meeting. If groups are 1o be geographically dispersed, there needs to be enough
members locally for people to meet with and discuss the issues with. They can then elect
a member to represent the results of these deliberations at another level within the
association. However, the structure of the system that 1 have outlined for associational
democracy will discourage the development of a completely dispersed membership. 1f
decision-making authority is to be devolved to local and regional forums, then there will
not be much advantage of a dispersed membership. Perhaps it is a fault of the system
that it will discourage such associations, as it will reduce the autonomy of those who

would wish to form such an association.

If high levels of panticipation are to be maintained in an associative democracy, then

participatory demands must not be too excessive, both in the number and duration of

meetings. 1f meetings are too frequent or too long then this will put off some people
from participating regularly, or even at all. The length of meetings, will also eflect
equality within the meeting ‘since members do not grow weary at the same rate, their
participation levels also begin to diverge’ (Gastill, 1993, p. 104). People who arc tired
lose interest and participate less, which will effect the collective deliberations. Political
participation is a scarce good because it requires time, and participation in a deliberative
democracy is more costly in comparison to other forms of participation e.g. voting.

Participation will then always have to trade-off with other goods (Warren, 2001, p. 126).
The 1mportant thing from the perspective of deliberative democracy, as Blaug informs us
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is that trade-offs between the ideal and practice need to be made, as this is incvitable. But
rather that these trade-offs be based upon democratic deliberation between the members

themselves, if it 1s to be a legitimate trade-ofT:

“The process (of democratic debate) might need to be speeded up, hicrarchical arrangements
might be required, and communication might just need to be unfair for 2 moment. Normative
theories of discursive democracy assert that legitimacy is the product of fair debate. If
participants seck a legitimate trade-off between procedural fairness and efficiency, then it too
will require fair discussion, agreement and review. ‘Good’ procedure is therefore characterised
by opportunities for the discursive redemption of trade-offs’ (Blaug, 1996, p. 67, brackets arc
mine).

For advocates of deliberative democracy, innovative procedural designs arc required to

help overcome these problems. However, these are problems that will be unique to each
individual association and must be addressed by the association. No blueprint can be
applied to such problems, as different measures will suit different associations. What this
discussion of empirical restrictions should demonstrate, is that there arc obstacles to be
overcome if associations are to be intemally democratic, but they do not demonstrate the
impossibility of this democratisation. However, they do highlight the fact that not all

assoctations will be able to democratise their internal structure to the same degrec.

4.5 Conclusion

From this discussion 1 have tried to establish the normative necessity for associations to
have an internal democratic structure, if they are to play a role in a deliberative
democracy. 1 have argued that even where there are good opportunities for exit,
members should engage in democratic deliberation. [ have further suggested that it 1s
legitimate to regulate associations in this manner as neutrality towards associations 1s
impossible, and internal democracy will enhance autonomy, the most important political

value in liberal democracies. I have also tried to establish the empirical possibility of

this project. Michels® “iron law of oligarchy’ is not a law, but was based upon the
specific context of the SPD, however mechanisms arc necessary to ensurc the
accountability of representatives to the membership. Finally, 1 have considered the
empincal restrictions of size, time and disparity all of which influcnce the potential of an
association to democratise internally. However, this means that not all associations will
be able to meet the same level of democratisation, but does not rule out democratisation

itself. Instead innovative procedures are required 1o overcome these practical exigencies

and these innovative procedures should be devised internally by the membership itself.
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CHAPTER FIVE: A DUALIST MODEL OF ASSOCIATIVE DEMOCRACY

5.0 Introduction

The relationship between secondary associations and the state is an important one in any
democracy, but in an associative democracy this relationship takes on even greater
importance, as associations take a more prominent political role. The intention of this
chapter is to review what the state’s relationship with associations should and can be, in
order to enable an associational ecology to approximatc the idcal of deliberative
democracy. In the two preceding chapters, it has already been suggested that the state
should devolve more powers to associations and regulate their internal structurc to

ensure that they are internally democratically deliberative to a certain degree. However,
there are many more aspects of the relationship between the state and civil society that
must be explored.

Although associations have the potential to fulfil many democratic functions, as
outlined in chapter three, this does not mean that they will fulfil that potential as the
discussion of the state and associations in this chapter should indicate. There arc many
examples of associations acting in ways that are incompatible with democracy.
Associations can gain access to the state by lobbying, policy implementation,
negotiation between group leaders and public officials, affiliation with a political party
(Dryzek, 2000, p. 86). Relations between associations can be strategic and based upon

competition rather than co-operation and based upon public reason. Furthermore, socto-

economic inequalities can offset all the above functions.

In present liberal democracies one of the main incentives for the formation of groups 1s
the possibility of receiving benefits provided by that state (and therefore paid by
collective taxation), but that benefit the association’s members. This is duc to the fact
that the costs are spread throughout society, but the benefits are received by a small
number in comparnison: ‘The clear incentives for groups to demand such benefits are
typically not matched by public concerns to limit them.” Furthermore, the supply of
benefits for certain associations is a way of gaining the support of the associations, for
politicians, both in political capital and financial capital. Through forming alliances
with such politicians, associations are then capable of ‘capture’ of various legislative

committees (Cohen and Rogers, 1995, p. 16). Hayek argues that such consequences are
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‘the inescapable result of a system in which government has unlimited powers to take
whatever measures are required to satisfy the wishes of thosc on whose support it relics’
(Hayek in Cohen and Rogers, 1995, p. 16). The mode of decision-making at the heart
of the politics of associational regulation is bargaining. An association will offer
support, political or financial in exchange for favourable policy, through a process of

bargaining,

As Cohen and Rogers argue, the idea of an ‘ideal of fair bargaining’ is totally
indeterminate: Would only interests be incorporated into the bargaining process? What
would be the classification of an interest? Would there be a threshold level of interest

intensity in order to be included? How would strategic manipulation of the process be

avoided? (Cohen and Rogers, 1995, p. 32). These problems are intensificd by the fact
that certain groups are over-represented in the bargaining process owing to inequalities
in opportunities to organise and to gain access to the relevant bargaining arenas.
Warren argues that this is because associations can gain powers that ‘enable them to
deprive individuals of autonomy, or to bypass accountability to the publics affected by
their actions, or to dominate representative institutions.” This then allows for the
domination of certain groups in society, and is undemocratic, as it does not cultivate
autonomy equally. For example the C.B.I have greater access to government than most
assoclations, the B.M.A has been extensively incorporated into the recent govemment
proposals for reforming general practice, where associations like the Faculty of
Occupational Medicine and associations representing the interests of users have been
completely excluded. However, he goes onto argue that these powers can be ‘balanced
by countervailing associational powers, state regulations, or public scrutiny’ (Warren,
2001, p. 208). Mansbridge certainly thinks that the biggest associations nced some form
of state regulation, if we are to prevent ‘too great a distortion of the wishes of the
citizens’ (Mansbridge, 1995, p. 134). Warren suggests that this excess of power, that
certain associations have, can be externally checked and balanced, providing there is the
night institutional relationship between the state and associations scrutiny’ (Warren,
2001, p. 208). This chapter seeks to establish what these external checks and balances
need to be, and what the institutional requirements are, to ensure that an associational
democracy is in fact democratic as stipulated by the norms of deliberative democracy.

The institutional design of associations therefore attempts to face the ‘problem of

inventing an institutional framework that is capable of checking the democratically
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undesirable consequences of associative action, while preserving the features that

contribute to the democratic quality of citizenship and governance’ (Offe, 1995, p. 122).

The key question then is whether Warren or Hayek is right: Are the undemocratic
consequences of associations inevitable? 1 side with Warren and will argue in this
chapter that given the right institutional mix, the democratic potential of associations
can be achieved and the undemocratic consequences softened duc to a change in the
relationship between the state and civil society. What scems undeniable 1s that
currently associations do play a role in the formation of policy and that this is
undemocratic as it allows for the unequal influence of powerful associations and

dominant interests:

‘Reforms of associability in the direction of a more associative democracy would make explicit a
condition that is already a standing feature of even the most liberal societics, namely that
secondary associations do in fact perform a variety of functions that affect the conditions of
political order’ (Cohen and Rogers, 1995, p. 76).

There 1s no point 1n 1gnoring this process or pretending that it does not exist. What we
must do 1s to democratise this process and aim to unleash the full democratic potentials
of associations, within a structure that enables deliberatively democratic participation
and deciston-making. This is how autonomy will be best cultivated and I suggest in this
chapter that a dualist model of associational democracy would best achieve these aims.
As deliberation occurs firstly in associations and then in forums, it is an institutional
method similar to what Goodin terms “serial’ or ‘disjointed deliberation’ (Goodin, 2003,
p. 56).

The chapter starts in section 5.1, with a consideration of various justifications and
criticisms of dualism in the recent literature. Bearing in mind these criticisms and the
strengths and weaknesses of other dualist models the two central features of my dualist
model are proposed. In section 5.2 the public sphere is first considered as a democratic
agenda setter and opinion transformer and whether we can ensurc communication here
approximates deliberatively democratic communication and what problems must be
overcome to ensure this e.g. inequality and pluralism. In section 5.3, territorially and
functionally devolved mediating forums are then proposcd as the location for
institutionalised, formal deliberatively democratic decision-making between

representatives from the associations and whether the problems of rcprescntation,
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pluralism and transmission can be overcome arc considercd. The dualist model of
associations outlined here does then bear many similarities with the associationalist
tradition of G.D.H Cole (1920ab) and H.J Laski (1925) in the sensc that it sees co-
ordination and co-operation between associations and decentralised state agencies as the
best method for co-ordinating state activity. Finally, in section 5.4, a more dctailed
discussion of the state follows and its various methods, possibilitics and legitimacy of
intervening in overcoming barriers of inequality and aiding in the transition to the
dualist model is considered. 1 conclude that the state certainly has an important and
essential role to play, but that the impetus for change is more likely to come from new
social movements. However, the evidence of whether such changes are likely to occur

is decidedly mixed and insufTicient to draw any firm conclusion.

5.1 Justifications of Dualism

If deliberative democracy is to be effectively institutionalised then ‘it must link
deliberation and decision-making with the citizenry’ (Bohman, 1996, p. 177). 1f only
those in representative assemblies carry out deliberation then democracy would not be
deepened. If deliberation is located only in the public sphere then we must be sceptical
as to whether dectsions could be actualised. 1f they cannot, then popular sovereignty 1s
lost: “The facts of complexaty seem to present deliberative democracy with a Webenian
dilemma: either decision-making institutions gain effectiveness at the cost of
democratic deliberation or they retain democracy at the cost of cffective decision-
making. In either case, citizenship, deliberation, and decision-making fail to be linked
together” (Bohman, 1996, p. 178). A dualistic democracy is seen as a possible method
for overcoming this Weberian dilemma and connecting the deliberations of citizens with
decision-making institutions. In Iris Marion Young’s interpretation in *Social Groups in
Associative Democracy’ (1995), an associational democracy can also be seen as an

attempt to achieve this:

‘I see the model of associative democracy as a means of linking state policy formation and

imple{nentatioy more strongly with the needs and interests expressed in civil society. Though
such lml::age nsks sacrificing the autonomy of groups and movements in civil society, the model
of associative democracy, as I read it, aims to preserve that autonomy’ (Young, 1995, p. 208).

A ‘dualistic model’ involves two dimensions for associations. The first is their

participation in the communicative processes of the public sphere; the second is their

incorporation into the institutionalised and formal decision-making processes. There
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are scveral different advocates of dualism which this scction will review: Habermas
(1996a), Bohman (1996), Cohen and Arato (1992) and Wainwright (1994). Each of
these will be reviewed in tumm with the hope of approximating a model that will most
accurately approximate the norms of deliberative democracy and enable associations to
fulfil thetr functions. Finally I will consider Dryzek’s criticism of dualism, which is
that 1t will lead to the co-option of associations by the state, which is the threat Young
alludes to above, as the loss of autonomy in civil society. Part of Squires’ resistance to
a dualist model of deliberative democracy is that it depends upon whether the two
approaches can form a coherent model, and this is dependent upon the relations between

the approaches, which she feels deliberative democrats have left this unspecified. This
chapter 1s an attempt to put this right (Squires, 2002, p. 139).

5.1.1 Habermas® *Two Track® Model

In Between Facts and Norms, Habermas revises his original diagnosis of the public

sphere and accepts the Cohen and Arato argument, that actors in the public sphere can
have a dualist orientation:

“Social movements, citizen initiatives and forums, political and other associations, in short, the
groupings of civil society, are indeed sensitive to problems, but the signals they send out and the
impulses they give are generally too weak to initiate leamning processes or redirect decision-

making in the political system in the short run’ (Habermas, 1996a, p. 373).

Habermas advocates “two tracks’ of decision-making, the first in the informal arcnas of
the public sphere and the second in formal institutions. However, thesc formal

institutions must still aim at promoting democratic deliberation (Habermas, 1996a,
chapter 8).

In Habermas® ‘two track® model, parliament would still remain the central focus for
decision-making, but would be supported by decentred deliberation in the public sphere,
which would potentially include all citizens. Deliberation then js not restricted to
representative assemblies, or to the public sphere, but a combination of both informal
citizen settings, and formal representative institutions. Due to the multiplicity of
arguments that will exist in the public sphere there will be a diverse sclection of
reasons, and therefore associations will be able through communication networks to test

the publicity of these reasons. Such a process will also help citizens to form collective
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identities, preferences and needs. The justification of this model of dualism 1s that
’public opinion’ generated through this democratic public communication in the public
sphere will be ‘taken up’ by the representative institutions. As Judith Squires
recognises, in ‘Deliberation_and Decision-Making: Discontinuity _in_thc_Two-Track
Model’ (2002), the informal public sphere will then act as a ‘context of discovery and
the formal public sphere as ‘contexts for justification” (Squires, 2002, p. 138).

Habermas defines the public sphere as ‘a communication structure rooted in the
lifeworld through the associational network of civil society.” The polhitical public sphere
is then ‘a sounding board for problems that must be solved clsewhere.” Hence ‘the
public sphere 1s a warning system with sensors that, though unspecialised, arc sensitive
throughout society.” As well as detection the public sphere, if it is to fulfil its
democratic potential must also; ‘convincingly and influentially thematize them, furnish
them with possible solutions, and dramatise them in such a way that they are taken up
and dealt with by parliamentary complexes’ (Habermas, 1996a, p. 359). This 1s

achieved through forming networks of communication for information, needs and

perspectives, which integrate into clusters of relevant public opinion.

Specifically the public sphere ‘refers neither to the functions nor to the contents of
everyday communication but to the social space generated in communicative action’
(Habermas, 1996a, p. 360). Habermas acknowledges that the public opinion is not
representative of all the population’s individual preferences, as it is distinct from
preference aggregation mechanisms like voting and opinion polls. However,
communication in the public sphere has the important aspect of preference and identity
(trans)-formation: “Political opinion polls provide a certain reflection of “public
opinion’ only if they have been preceded by a focused public dcbate and a
corresponding opinion-formation in a mobilised public sphere’ (Habermas, 1996a, p.
362). This does not mean to say that public opinion is not affected by power
discrepancies. Where inequality of power does exist in the public sphere (and it 1s
contaminated by it in modern liberal democracies) then public opinion 1s oficn the
product of illegitimate influence. However, the ideal of a procedurally democratic
public sphere provides us with a normative standard by which to judge empirical public
opinion emerging from the public sphere (Habermas, 1996a, p. 362-3). The public

opinion generated in the public sphere is separated from policy, as it is formed away
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from the decision-making institutions. The fact that the public spheres are separate
from legislative arenas means they can provide influence, but surely in order to cultivate

political autonomy, the public reasoning must be translated into collective decisions
(Warren, 2001, p. 61).

Bohman is critical of Habermas® ‘two track® model for three main reasons. Firstly, 1t
still separates the potential of power to decide and power to influence deliberation.
Actors in the public sphere will have the opportunity to influence, but not to decide.
This power is still located at the centre and undermines self-rule and thercfore citizen

autonomy (Bohman, 1996, p. 179). Habermas® model has a very limited notion of
popular sovereignty, guarantecing the key powers of decision-making and what he
terms ‘will formation’ to current liberal democratic institutions of the welfare-capitalist
statc. The public then are separated from key decision-making arenas. Their
deliberation’s that are located in the public sphere are then only advisory or critical in
‘opinion formation’. The results of citizens’ deliberations will not be made into
decisions. Habermas himself acknowledges that such public opinion cannot rule, but
instead ‘points administrative power in specific directions’ (Bohman, 1996, p. 186).
We must agree with Bohman’s analysis of Habermas® ‘two track” modcl. He argues
that it involves an excessive ‘separation of public opinion and formal decision-
making...” which ‘undermines popular sovereignty and cffective public deliberation’
(Bohman, 1996, p. 182). In fact it is hard to see what the differences are between
Habermas® two track model and the present arrangements dominant in most liberal
capitalist-welfare democracies and is a poor approximation of the ideal of deliberative
democracy as Gould realises: “In effect it becomes all talk and no action, in the sense of

effective decision-making. We may say that while decision without delibcration 1is
blind, deliberation without decision is empty’ (Gould, 1996, p. 176).

Secondly, Bohman points out that due to the complexity and plurality of the public
sphere there will be a myriad of sub-publics with incomplete discourses that are
disjointed through which; ‘many groups of individuals arrive at partial insights into
issues through discussion’ (Bohman, 1996, p. 182). Habermas® analysis seems 1o
suggest that public reason arises from this diverse network of public spheres. The
problem though is to ensure that all hear these public reasons. Bohman argucs that the

anonymity of such public reasoning is also a problem, as public reasons will only alter
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others’ preferences if they are connected with a specific subject. For example, evidence
of disadvantage of a certain social policy will be more convincing if those at the
receiving end of the unequal policy iterate it. Furthermore, Habermas fails to deal with
the plurality of the arguments and interests that will exist in a public sphere. These can
develop into what Fraser terms ‘subaltern counter-publics’. In short a conscnsus of
opinion will not form and there is no mechanism for establishing a deliberative majonty
opinion. It will then not be clear which public opinion should be ‘taken up® by the
representative institutions (Bohman, 1996, pp. 179-180). However, if these publics do
compete rather than communicate then the public sphere will not fulfil i1ts function of
‘filtering out non-public reasons’ (Bohman, 1996, p. 180). Even if a majonty opinion
can be formed through democratic deliberation in the public sphere, there is still a need

for what Habermas terms “discursive structures’ that link the ‘two tracks® of the public

sphere and parliament/ decision-making institutions that will allow for influence and
channel communication between the deliberative opinion formed in the public sphere
and the decisions taken in the institutions. However, Habermas leaves these ‘discursive
structures’ virtually unspecified, in an attempt not to lay down a bluc print for a
deliberative democracy (Habermas, 1996a, pp. 226-8). Wec must conclude that
Habermas® “two track’ model does not offer a solution to the Webernian dilemma. It
offers little to suggest how the deliberations in the public spherc will be translated into

decistons democratically.

5.1.2 Bohman
Despite his criticisms of Habermas® ‘two-track” model, Bohman still sces the necessity

for a dualistic model that provides more direct powers to citizens, enables democratic
communication within the various public spheres and that is not reliant on a single
public opinion arising and yet still enables deliberative majorities to form within
specific publics:

‘On the one hand, institutions and their resources cannot remain under democratic contro
without some mechanism for giving public input the ultimately determining role. On the other
hand, the public cannot form itself into deliberative majorities without the methods and
constraints of democratic institutions. Thus the state requires constant public input in order to
solve problems and to be legitimate; but some institutional structure is needed to collect the
drverse inputs from civil society’ (Bohman. 1996, pp. 197-8).

Bohman provides several conditions an institutional structure would have to meet 1o

ensure a democratic ‘collection’ from civil society.
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Both secondary associations in civil society, and representative and legislative
institutions are presently locations for the formation of deliberative majorities, but the

present focus of the relationship between these two spheres is:

‘Almost exclusively on the free and equal choice of aggregatively sclected representatives who
will form policies and binding laws. The problem is that the mechanisms of this interchange
with the public are not adequate for ensuring deliberation, even in legislative
institutions...Indeed, the interchange between public and bureaucratic and administrative
institutions constitutes the biggest challenge for public deliberation’ (Bohman, 1996, pp. 187-8).

New 1nstitutions are required then to ensure the relationship between decision-making

and civil society is based upon deliberation.

Bohman argues that each public institution needs a public sphere, in order to hold the
representatives accountable, and force them to make decision based upon public

reasons. Bohman suggests public spheres around all public forms of administration
could be created through the deployment of public hearings and local meetings with the
participation of all those affected. Such public hearings do cxist, but they are not
necessarily based upon deliberatively democratic decision-making principles, and there
1s no guarantee that the conclusions that arise will form the eventual decisions, as it is
still the bureaucrats that hold the power and not the ordinary citizens. Because
subsidianity to secondary associations enables functional decentralisation, it also creates
the conditions to enable the development of a public sphere between these associations

to develop on each function.

Bohman suggests associations cannot pursue a dualist strategy, as it allows for a
separation between democratic deliberation in “opinion formation” in the public sphere
and “will formation’ in decision-making institutions, a distinction he borrows from
Habermas. Fraser makes a similar distinction between “strong’ and ‘weak® publics
depending on their decision-making powers (Fraser, 1992, p. 134). According to this
analysis, then, associations’ deliberations can contribute to the formation of public
opinion even if they are isolated from decision-making structures, and such opinions
can be focused towards holding decision-makers accountable. If this is the case,
modern conditions of complexity mean that the public spheres can only criticise and

recommend, but not actually make decisions themselves (Bohman, 1996, p. 153).
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Bohman (1996, p. 276) argues that Habermas® ‘two track’ model provides a basis for
criticising associational theories of democracy, as they provide an excessive focus on
civil society:

‘A vibrant associative life is a necessary condition of a strong public sphere, but not a sufTicient
condition. It does not by itself ensure that citizens will be able to engage in the sort of
deliberation about interests that is necessary for the larger, civic public sphere of pluralist
societies.’

I contend that this suggestion is based on an inaccurate interpretation of Cohen and

Rogers (1995), as Bohman suggests that they only see deliberation occurring among
citizens in associations and not between representatives, however thcy scc

communication between associational representatives as also being essential.

5.1.3 Cohen and Arato
Cohen and Arato also advocate a “dualist’ strategy in Civil Society and Political Theory

(1992). In their conception associations would remain located in the public sphere,
where they could challenge and oppose the state, organise and form opinion, and (rc)-
define their collective identities away from excessive state power, as well as secking
state power to see their aims or at least opinions incorporated into decision-making. In
their analysis of social movements, they draw upon Tilly’s categories of collective
action that have changed over time. In the eighteenth century, collective action fell into
two brackets either ‘competitive” or ‘reactive.” Competitive action occurs when there is
competition over resources. Reactive collective action occurs in response 1o a threat
from the state or market to take excessive control of resources. Both actions were
pursued by °‘pre-existing solidary communities.” From the mid-nineteenth century

onwards ‘proactive’ collective action becomes dominant. This involves claims to power
and resources that have been previously unavailable or not in existence. Due to the fact
that proactive action aims at control rather than resistance, ncw special purpose
organisations such as voluntary associations form. Such groups can also pursue
‘reactive’ collective action, which brings a new distinction. Reactive collective action is
defensive, protecting from an external threat. Proactive actions are offensive and aim at
gaining a larger stake of power.! This is done through attempts at agenda setting,
proposing solutions to the agenda, and offcring reasons 1o support them, cnticising

current practices and supplying information, all aimed at achieving specific policies

It 1s important to note that certain actions can be both reactrve and proactive e.g. a demonstration.
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(Habermas, 1996a, p. 370). The change to proactive action occurred due to the market
and the state gaiming excessive control over resources previously controlled by
communities and families. Furthermore, mass media made large-scale mobilisation for

associations much more accessible and mass electoral politics made the institutional

system more amenable to associational action (Cohen and Arato, 1992, pp.500-502).

Proactive and reactive action is then used to transfer associational goals into legislation,
fulfilling one half of the dualist strategy.

Cohen and Arato highlight the fact that Tilly’s resource-mobilisation theory, although
accurate about the type of collective action it details, ignores other important aspects of

how social groups can gain a broader influence through collective action. Through
participating in the public spherc groups are potentially at least able to contribute to

political discourse, which in turn can potentially effect ‘social norms and political
cultures’: ‘It 1s possible for collective actors in political society, to make use of public
speech not only to gain power or money, but to restrict the role of the media of power
and money in the lifeworld in order to secure autonomy and to modemise (democratisc
and liberalise the Institutions and social relations of civil society” (Cohen and Arato,
1992, p. 504). In short then, Tilly’s idea of collective action, aiming at influencing
political institutions and outcomes is t00 narrow, since collective actors can also affect

identities and preferences of actors, which in turn has a significant political effect. 1f

people’s identities and preferences are altered, if the public become convinced of the
justness of a group’s cause, then political possibilities are expanded, or altered. This is
not to say that associations should try and foster a particular identity onto people, but
rather provide the opportunitics and resources necessary for autonomous identity

formation. Cohen and Arato argue that social movements have alrcady achicved

significant results in this area, by:

“Articulating the formal principle of an equal chance for all to participate in group processes
through which identities are formed, and they have become self-reflective regarding the social
processes of identity formation. This increased self-reflection is also applied 1o existing socictal

norms and to the structures, of domination involved in their maintenance® (Cohen and Arato,
1992, p. 511).

Although the actions carried out by organisations in civil society may be similar to those
of the past, they can take on new meaning, a point that Tilly scems to miss. Modem

collective action is not simply proactive or reactive, but includes a creation, usc and

defence of spaces in the public sphere to influence the identity and preferences of the
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participants, to make them more autonomous. This mcans that; ‘while they arc
associationally organised, the associations are trecated not as interest groups but as ends
in themselves’ (Cohen and Arato, 1992, p. 505). There arc obviously associations whosc
sole focus is to gain political representation and bencfits, but this ts not the sole focus of
many associations. Cohen and Arato indicate that this is the distinction between interest
groups and organisations from social movements, because the use of public discourse 15
the ‘differentia specifica’ of contemporary social movements (Cohen and Arato, 1992,
p. 506-507). Cohen and Arato therefore argue that social movements and their
associations both do and should pursue a dualistic strategy that involves aiming at
inclusion into the polity, but also the transformation of civil society, which is achicved
through democratising social relations and therefore aiding more autonomous identity
formation. Without political inclusion for previously excluded actors, then it still
becomes difficult for these groups to gain benefits and progress would be “tenuous’. To

achieve this, there needs to be institutional reform, to make them more open and
accessible to the identities that are being created in civil society (Cohen and Arato,
1992, p. 526). Civil society is therefore the focus and the ficld of collective action of
certain associations. Without the strategy to gain access to decision-making institutions,
only influence and not power will be achieved. This influcnce is significant, but;
‘public influence is transformed into communicative power only afier it passes through
the filters of the institutionalised procedures of democratic opinion and will-formation
and enters through parliamentary debates into legitimate Jawmaking. The informal flow
of public opinion issues in beliefs that have been tested from the standpoint of the
generalisability of interests. Not influence per se, but influence transformed into
communicative power legitimates political decisions” (Habermas, 1996a, p. 371).
Political power is achieved then when the associations can affect the decision-making

processes of policy making.

Cohen and Arato offer an example of the feminist social movement to demonstrate how
a dualist strategy can be successful. They distinguish between the older branch of
feminism which organised through interest groups and sought political and economic
inclusion and equal rights and the younger branch which emerged from the New Lefl
and civil rights movement, organised through grass roots organisations and sought
equality in private and public spheres of civil society. The latter adopted a strategy of

‘defensive’ collective action concerned with identity formation and challenging
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gendered perspectives. The formers proactive methods sought political inclusion.

Cohen and Arato provide an example that supports their criticism of Habermas® analysis
of social movements, while it is the opposite to that of Tilly’s resource-mobilisation
theory. Habermas has correctly acknowledged the role associations in the public sphere
play in terms of identity formation and social reproduction of valucs, but he 1gnores
their potential to alter institutions and make appeals for political inclusion, due to the
new identities that are formed form the collective action in the public sphere. In Cohen
and Arato’s dualistic approach, then we have defensive action that involves creating and
preserving spaces for public sphere communication and expression, whereby
autonomous identities can be formed, and sccuring institutional changes that arc
compatible with the new identities. The offensive collective action of association aims
at changing the nature of mediation between the economy, state and civil society. This
involves making demands for inclusion into decision-making processes and then once
included the extraction of benefits through the decisions (Cohen and Arato, 1992, p.
531-532).

5.1.4 Wainwright
Wainwright advocates a similar ‘dualist’ strategy. Both methods support each other ina

dualist approach with ‘a strong base of voluntary public organisations working for

democratic transformations’ is necessary to prevent the dynamism of civil society being
overwhelmed by the ‘conventional Western model of parliamentary parties whose all
consuming priority is electoral politics’ (Wainwright, 1994, p. 191). On the other hand
to sce the progressive ideas resulting from civil society fulfilled e.g. economic equality,

ecological safety and sustainability then ‘democratic decision-making with binding

national and international authority’ is required (Wainwright, 1994, p. 195).
Organisation in civil society therefore provides the idcas, but organisation into the state,
provides the power to achieve and implement the aims: ‘Social activities that are not
pulled into some relation to state institutions or lulled into acquiescence with the
consensus by which it is governed can easily be marginalized® (Wainwright, 1994, p.
196). Without this relation to state institutions, civil society movements require an
‘extraordinary activity of thousands’, and this extent of mobilisation is hard to maintain.

As such the two sides of the dualist strategy complement cach other.
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5.1.5 The Danger of Co-option
Cohen and Arato and Wainwright envision the cntry into the state through

parliamentary parties, where [ am suggesting that the same association can fulfil a role
in the public sphere and participate in making legislation. The possibility of the same
association carrying out both parts of the dualist strategy though requires an appropriate
institutional framework, which is not present in liberal-democracies. The type of

institutional framework required is the decentralised system, whereby much of the
power of decision-making is decentralised to local and regional government who hold
forums where representatives from relevant associations participate in dcliberatively
democratic decision-making, to create binding legislature. The preferences the
representatives will express will derive from deliberatively democratic decision-making
of the members of the association. The importance of Wainwright’s and Cohen and
Arato’s dualist models 1s that they recognise that public communication between
associations can launder preferences and form new identities which transforms the
relation between state and civil society. Dryzek accepts these arguments himsclf, but

feels this function of civil society is in danger of being climinated by the ‘inclusion

strategy’ of dualism, a phenomenon he terms ‘co-option.’

One theory that suggests 1t would be impossible for an individual association to pursuc
a dualistic strategy simultaneously even within the institutional framework outlined, is
the Michelsian dilemma. It is argued that inclusion and institutionalisation of
associations will necessarily result in ‘cooptation, deradicalisation, professionalisation,
bureaucratisation and centralisation’ and eventually the dilution of the aims. This

theory is the iron law or oligarchy (Cohen and Arato, 1992, p. 557).2

Such phenomena are said to occur because associations would incvitably reproduce
organisational structures of the state when they interact directly with it. Cohen and
Arato suggest that a phenomena can be avoided if the relationship between political
society and civil society is altered, so that groups that aim to be incorporated into the

decision-making mechanisms of the state do not do so at the cost of burcaucratisation:

2 This theory has already been criticised and considered in terms of the possibility of the internal

demogra_ﬁsaﬁon of associations, but now it must be considered in terms of creating democracy between
assoclations.
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‘A higher level of self-retlection, rooted in a dialogue bctween theory and its movement
addressees, holds the possibility of diminishing these antagonisms. The program of sclf-limiting
radical democracy involves a critique of democratic fundamentalism typical of collective actors
based in civil society and a critique of democratic elitisin typical of those based in political
society. Thus theoretical critique will be impotent, however, unless actors move forward to a
politics capable of influencing political actors instead of rctreating to the other side of

fundamentalism, which is passivity’ (Cohen and Arato, 1992, p. 561).

For Dryzek the public sphere is the politicised civil socicty, and;

‘consists of self-limiting political associations onented by a relationship to the state, but not
secking any share in state power...They do not pursuc power as interest groups through
electorally-oniented parties; yet they are of coursc concerned with public affairs. Often this
concern casts them 1n opposition to the state and prominent economic actors, though somctimes
state and corporate power can be ignored’ (Dryzek, 2000, p. 100).

He accepts the public sphere dynamic of the dualist strategy as ‘it is important to
maintain a public sphere autonomous from the state, for discursive interplay within the
public sphere 1s always likely to be less constrained than within the state. It is within
the public sphere that insurgent discourses and identities can first establish themselves’
(Dryzek, 2000, p. 79). However, he rejects the inclusion dynamic of the dualist strategy.
In fact Dryzek is against the inclusion of associations in the statc altogether. He sces
such a system as exclusive and unable to challenge inequalities even if all associations
were included, because there is a distinction between authentic and symbolic inclusion
(Dryzek, 2000, p. 85). He argues that having groups excluded can aid democracy as
public officials will be threatened less, when oppositional groups enter the state than
when they remain excluded in public protest: ‘There may be democratic gain in this
entry, but there is also democratic loss in terms of a less discursively vital civil society,
the erosion of some existing democratic accomplishments, and a reduced likelihood of
further democratisation in future’ (Dryzek, 2000, p. 87-88). This decline in the

democratising potential of civil socicty is termed ‘co-option’, and defined by Selznick

as; ‘the process of absorbing new elements into the leadership or policy-determining
structure of an organisation as a means of averting threats to its stability or existence”
(Selznick in Dryzek, 2000, p. 88). This is because entry of the group will only occur,
when the state recognises the interest of the group as a challenge to its legitimacy, not
because it recognises the interest as legitimate in its own right. The group is
Incorporated if and only if the state is pursuing a certain public policy that overlaps with
the claims of the group. In this sense there is no real transfer of power to the groups,

nor does the group remain as a challenge to the states legitimacy in the public sphere.
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Overall then the public sphere s sanitised with little democratic transfer of power away

from the state has been achieved.

Dryzek provides the example of the Salinas administration of 1988-94 in Mexico, who

introduced PRONASOL (National Solidarity Campaign), which combined grassroots
participatory democracy and centralised guidance, which resulted in co-option (Dryzck,
2000, pp. 92-93). Young also warns of the dangers for associations and movements of
being ‘absorbed into the interest group process’, which she argues is a de-politicised
arena dealing mainly with issues of distribution. Consequently the Black Liberation
Movement in operating in the USA in the 1930s.? neighbourhood movements of the
Mission District in San Francisco towards the end of the seventics,’ the ‘New Populism®
movement,” all of which were widely supported were unable to bring about the
institutional change they initially sought, due to co-option (Young, 1990, pp. 89-90). In
a dualist strategy, certain associations would have to maintain the identity of the
association, while also acting strategically to achieve their goals. New Social
Movements, such as the German Greens and the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) in the
USA, provide examples of how these two imperatives conflict. Warren argues they
gained a strategic victory at the expense of core principles that motivated its members
(Warren, 2001, p. 121).

The 1dea implicit in the principle of including all relevant associations into state
decision-making processes is that public policy is undetermined. However, this is truc
only up to an extent. Firstly all states must fulfil certain imperatives. This mcans that
groups in opposition to the state will be incorporated impotently, and only when their
interest is directly related to a state imperative. The only clements of public policy to be
decided is how best to mect the state imperative and how to achieve a balance between
incompatible imperatives, for which the group can help with ideas, information and
enforcement to ensure the effective meeting of the state imperative, but there is no real
transfer of power: ‘Unfortunately for advocates of state-sponsored group rcpresentation

such as Cohen and Rogers and Young, promoting the organisation of disadvantaged

3 For more_infonnation on this example, see Katznelson (1980), chapter 7.
For more information see Castells (1983), chapter 13.

5 - .
For more information see Boggs (1987), chapter 4 and Gottdiener (1985), pp. 180-190.
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groups is not one of them, and I can imaginc no scenario under which it becomes onc’
(Dryzek, 2000, p. 93).

Nevertheless, Dryzek does accept state imperatives do change over time, and therefore
it is possible that inclusion could become an imperative. If lepitimation is alrcady a
state imperative, then it is truc to say that the state would be more democratically

legitimate if it did include all groups, rather than excluding some. It is possiblc 1o

imagine that if these groups were to put significant pressure onto the government to be
included, it could become part of the states imperative of legitimation to include these
groups. However, if due to that present cxclusion these groups are in a subordinate
position, to the extent that they do not have the resources to gain effective mobilisation,
then how are they to pressurise the government? 1f it is not going to be excluded groups
who are the agency for change then who will it be? I presume that it is this typc of
analysis that has led Dryzek to claim he cannot think of a scenario under which
inclusion would become a state imperative. However, my argument here is supported
by Warren whose analysis suggests that in very conflictual policy arcas the relcvant
state agencies imperatives of increasing legitimacy may provoke an interest ‘in the

democratic mix of associations’ (Warren, 2001, p. 217).

There does seem to be more scope for associations included into the state, to affect
public policy than Dryzek gives credit for. The state imperatives of legitimation and
accumulation, although restricting, are very broad and leave plenty of scope and plenty

of alternatives for public policy, particularly as thesc two impcratives can be

compatible. This means associations can play a relevant role in deciding where the
trade-offs between these imperatives should be made, even if they cannot abandon onc
altogether. Furthermore, there are many areas of public policy that have little relevance
to either of the state imperatives, so the role of associations here scems cven less
constrained, a point that Dryzck accepts, but dismisses as peripheral zones of public
policy, which must still not transgress the state imperatives. He gives an example of
gay and lesbian groups campaigning for legal recognition of homosexual rclationships,
on a par with heterosexual relationships. Dryzek argues that this example does not have
implications for the core imperatives, unless the financial costs e.g. health benefits,

mortgage rates, tax rates etc provide a substantial strain on companies or the
government (Dryzek, 2000, p. 97). However, surely the issue of whether homosexual
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partners should be treated equally to heterosexual partners by the statc is once of
legitimation. In which case this is a poor example by Dryzck, as both core imperatives
are at play here, so it is more of an issuc of a trade-ofl between the imperatives.

Associations both could and should be deciding where this trade-off is made, and that
decision should be the outcome of deliberative democracy involving all the relevant
actors. In fact this example of Dryzek shows how much scope for action there is for

public policy despite the imperatives of the state. Granted, those groups whose interests
do not coincide with the state imperatives will find it very difficult to affect public

policy in a meaningful way. Consequently, Dryzek advises that they would be better off
not being incorporated into the state, because they would have to modify their claims in
order to comply with state imperatives, and sacrificc a ‘rclatively unrestricted
democratic interplay and deliberation in the oppositional public sphere® (Dryzek, 2000,
p- 97). 1t 1s for this reason that Dryzek (2000, p. 110) also rejects the *dualistic® strategy
of Cohen and Arato and Wainwright. Any association deciding between the state and
civil society or a ‘dualistic’ strategy therefore should base their decision on whether
their interests can be incorporated to an existing state imperative. If it cannot, entry to
the state even in dualistic terms is an inadvisable strategy, as they will gain little power
at the expense of the freedom of opposition offered by civil socicty. But surely the
point of the dualistic approach is that there is no loss of a vigorous civil socicty, because

the groups still remain there, whilst also gaining state access. Dryzek fecls that a

“dualistic’ strategy may be appropriate when some but not all of a movement’s interests
can be assimilated to state imperatives e.g. liberal feminism should aim to gain access to
the state, whilst cultural feminism should remain in the public sphere (Dryzek, 2000, p.
112). As in Cohen and Arato and Wainwright then, implicit in Dryzek’s argument is
that the same association cannot achieve both clements of a dualistic strategy, but [ am

not convinced this is true and depends on the institutional framework, that incorporates

associations into the state.

Dryzek does acknowledge that democracy does require ‘a vital civil society
characterised by the contestation of discourses® and ‘in addition that these reflective
preferences influence collective outcomes, and so both an orientation to the state and
discursive mechanisms for transmission of public opinion to the state are required’
(Dryzek, 2000, p. 162). It is precisely because of this then that a dualistic model is

absolutely necessary. I think that if power is transferred from the state to associations in
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a democratic forum, the associations will not be powerless, even if they will be
restricted by the state imperatives. The question though does remain whether it is or
ever would be a state imperative to include the groups into deliberatively democratic

decision-making.

From the vanous justifications of dualism reviewed, 1 hope it has been established that a

dualist strategy with communication in the public sphere and between the public sphere

and the state based upon the norms of deliberative democracy, is the best strategy for
institutionalising a deliberative associational democracy. However, present institutions
are inadequate to ensure this, as the relationship between civil socicty and the state is

too distant and based upon bargaining and aggregation. Locations of decision-making
must be more open to associations and based around thc multiple public spheres.
Essentially the two components of the dualist system 1 outline below aim to meet

Squires concemn that ‘unless a direct link can be established and maintained between
informal deliberation and formal decision-making the decisions made cannot
realistically benefit from the legitimacy generated by the deliberation alone’ (Squircs,
2002, p. 142). The direct link is made between the same secondary associations
fulfilling both parts of the dualist strategy.

5.2 External Relations and the Public Sphere

As mentioned above, a key element of the dualist approach is the ‘public opinion’
creating mechanism of the public sphere. For Cohen this is the “normative core of civil
socicty’, which should be recognised by any theory of democracy (Cohen, 1999, p.
216). Following Habermas, Warren defines the public spheres as; ‘spaces within which
public opinion and public judgements are formed through argument, as distinct from the
spaces of political judgement that are designed into liberal-democratic constitutional
states by providing for legislative dcbate. Public spheres generate the force of
persuasion, as distinct from the forces of coercion and money” (Warren, 2001, p. 34).°
The role of associations as communicators in the public sphere is an intrinsic one, as
they are established through communication between individuals themselves (Warren,
2001, p. 78). The public sphere then mediates between these associations (Cohen, 1999,

p- 215). Neither do associations have to consciously intend 1o contribute to the

¢ Following Habermas, Fraser (1992, p. 110) has defined the public sphere as; ‘the space in which citizens
deliberate about their common affairs, and hence an institutionalised arena of discursive interaction.”
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formation of public sphercs, they achieve this when they try and represent and voice the
views and interests of their members. Associations arc central to the public sphere as
they are the vehicles and organisations, which help constitute and represent the voices

and intcrests of individuals and transform them into public assertions, they thercfore

‘reproduce the norms of public influence themselves’. This is because the public sphere
is an arena for communication and to influence the preferences of the general public and
members of other associations these assertions must be public in nature, so
communication is the dominant media rather than money and coercion (Warren, 2001,
p. 80; Habermas, 1996, p. 369). Warren provides many cxamples of how

communication between associations has gencrated public reason:

* Associations have emerged as the central, even pivotal players in exposing human rights abuses,
detecting potentials from famines, documenting problems of nutrition and discase, monitorng
compliance with laws and treaties (especially in the areas of labour, environment and consumer
protection), as well as providing consumers with information about the environmental and Jabour

practices of firms and governments' (Warren, 2001, p. 78).

It is then associations that provide the ‘social infrastructure’ that cnables this opinion
formation, that can question and hold accountable present sources of authority, generalc
new issues, new beliefs, solutions, perspectives and ideas through public discourse. The
public sphere then is the location for public discourse so must be the location for the
institutionalisation of deliberative democracy. Public spheres are then dependent upon
the flows of communication between associations and other organisations. These
functions are then fulfilled away from the control of the state and market. However, the
media of power and money do still constrain opportunitics for democratic

communication in the public sphere. What is required then ts:

‘A plurality of modes of association in which all affected can have the nght to articulate thetr
point of view. These can range from political partics, to citizens' initiatives, to social
movements, to voluntary associations, to conscious-raising groups, and the fike. It is through the
interlocking net of these multiple forms of associations, nctworks, and organisations that an

anonymous “public conversation” results. It is central to the model of deliberative democracy

that it privileges such a public sphere of mutually interlocking and overlapping networks and
associations of deliberative, contestation and argumentation’ (Benhabib, 1996, pp. 73-74).

If associations are to be successful in influencing public opinion thcy must be able to
convince the ‘general public’ of the validity of their concerns and preferences and
therefore must be able to ‘employ and appeal to norms of publicity.” This limits their
potential to act as strategic actors due to the requircment to maintain public dialogue
between all the participants. Influencing the agenda so that an issuc becomes a topic for
public deliberation is very hard to achieve especially in stratified socicties. Inequality is
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enhanced when the public sphere is inflicted with the influences of money due to the
market and commercial mass media and power through state participation; ‘both of
which will tend to seck and represcent a mainstream conscnsus- a conscnsus that will, for
that very reason, often exclude the weakest and most poorly organised members of
society’ (Warren, 2001, p. 81). Following the analysis of Cobb, Ross and Ross, who
have developed models of how new issues get onto the agenda, Habermas demonstrates

the various ways in which the public sphere and political system can influence each

other to establish an agenda. These models are inside access model, mobilisation

model, outside 1nitiative model:

1. Inside Access Model: Here the initiative to put an i1ssue on the agenda comces

from officeholders and political leaders. Here the public is excluded from

having an influence over the issue.

2. Mobilisation Model: Again the initiative comes from officcholders and political
leaders, but in this model the political lecaders scek to mobilise the public sphere
as the policy needs the support of kcy associations for successful
implementation.

3. OQutside initiative model: Here the initiative comes from a mobilised public
sphere, which applies pressure upon the formal political system to consider the
1ssue. This model varies in three ways. A group can: A) articulate a Grievance,
B) communicate with other groups so that they take on board the interest, if
enough groups share the interest it becomes casier to establish it on the public
agenda. As Warren correctly notes for an association to be able to participate in
public deliberation they must be recognised by other associations as legitimate
spcakers, so that these other associations will respond to the information they
articulate, so that equality as a participant in dialogue is then achieved.
However, it is very difficulty for new and less powerful associations to gain this
recognition and therefore achieve equality in dialogue. This is why it makes it
so hard for such associations 1o get new issues onto the agenda in the public
sphere: ‘It is always to the disadvantage of those who benefit from the status quo
to recognise a discursive challenge, since responding to an argument alrcady
legitimises it as an argument, thus bringing benefits and privileges into question’
(Warren, 2001, p. 81). This allows them to C) pressure the decision-makers to
deal with the issuc and put it on the formal agenda. Cobb, Ross and Ross claim
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that ‘this model of agenda building is likely to predominate in more cgalitarian

societies.” However, they also acknowledge that just because an issue makes it
onto the formal agenda ‘does not necessarily mean that the final decisions of the
authorities or the actual policy implementation will be what the gricvance group
originally sought’ (Cobb, Ross and Ross, 1976, p. 132). Conscquently thosc
associations that do not receive recognition as a discursive participant will

employ other methods to have their voice heard and get an issuc onto the agenda

e.g. demonstrations, protests, civil disobedience and could be classified as

‘subaltern counter publics’ in Fraser’s analysts (Fraser, 1992, p. 123).

It is the ‘outside initiative model” that a dualist model of associational democracy must
implement and favour as in the ‘inside access model’ associations are entircly excluded
and in the ‘mobilisation model’ the relationship between the public sphere and the state
is one based upon bargaining. It is only the ‘outside initiative model’, which endorses
communication in the public sphere. It is through this method then that the agenda must
be set and is certainly something, which the public sphere is capable of. The public
sphere can change institutions, forcing them to adapt to new publics offering new
visions, interpretations, issues and beliefs. Institutions must somchow interact with
these new publics, even if they are simply trying to suppress them rather democratically
communicate with them: °‘In the process, institutions are changed in a variety of ways:

in their concemns, in their ongoing interpretation of rules and procedurcs, in their

predominant problem-solving strategies and so on’ (Bohman, 1996, p. 201).

On association’s agenda forming ability, Rosenblum comments that ‘voluntary
associations are indispensable for nudging issues into the public consciousness or
offering reasons that supplement, reinforce, or oppose the terms dominant in public
discussion’ (Rosenblum, 1998, p. 206). Associations will be delighted if they can force
an issue on to the agenda, even if they do not then get to change actual decisions, they
force government organisations, corporations and powerful associations to justify their
position on the issue through public reasons. Making an issuc a topic for public
deliberation is a significant achievement, and gaining participation to this deliberation 1s
also a significant achievement, as it requires other associations or organisations

recognising the association as a legitimate speaker, which will then encourage them to

listen to and respond to their assertions: ‘It is always to the disadvantage of those who
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benefit from the status quo to recognise a discursive challenge, since responding to an
argument alrcady legitimises it as an argument, thus bringing benefits and privileges
into question’ (Warren, 2001, p. 81). Associations that arc not recogniscd as
deliberators are unable to influence debate through dialogue and therefore resort (0
other methods to achieve recognition and to gain influcnce e.g. demonstrations and civil

disobedience such as Fraser’s sub-altern publics.

Dryzek (2000, pp. 101-103) outlines four ways in which the public sphere can assert
power over socicty. The public sphere can change political discourse, which in tum
affects policy e.g. racial equality and feminist movements: “The communicative power
that the public sphere can exert over the state is diffuse and pervasive, felt in the way
terms are defined and issues are framed, not in the dircct leverage of onc actor ovcer
another’ (Dryzek, 2000, p. 101). This communicative power can also influence political
culture without affecting public policy but still affecting power relationships, and again
the women and racial equality movements are excellent examples of this. Secondly, the
public sphere can establish its own policy forums e.g. the Global Forum, which ran
against the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development. Such forums
do not have the power to institutionalise their conclusions, but can place pressurc on
those that do and hold them accountable at the same time. Thirdly, protest located in
the public sphere can pose the threat of political instability, causing the government to
react in some way. All these factors help lead to the fourth, which is the establishment
of issues on the political agenda, whether this is achieved on a permanent or temporary

basis. It is important to note that all four of these powers can be exerted in democratic

or undemocratic ways.

Habermas argues that it is usually through the first two models that issucs arc placed on
the agenda. Again he places the blame on the mass media techniques of drawing
information from powerful and organised elites, pursuing strategics that lower the
discursive level of public communication (Habermas, 1996a, p. 380). Nevertheless, he
still maintains that civil society can have a ‘surprisingly active and momentous role...”
by reversing ‘the normal circuits of communication in the political system and the
public sphere. In this way they can shift the entire system’s mode of problem solving’
(Habermas, 1996a, p. 381). Due to the location of associations in civil socicty, and their

proximity to people and availability of participation, the public sphere ts more sensitive
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to problems, needs, preferences and issues that arise ¢.g. opposition to: nuclear arms and
power, genetic enginecring, ccological threats, third world debt, gender incquality has
all arisen from the public sphere. It is various associations, opcrating here that have
motivated the media to pay attention to these issucs, which in turn puts them on the
public agenda. This is often sufficient to put the issucs on the formal agenda, put ofien
further processes of mass protests and campaigning are required before political partics

give them serious consideration (Habermas, 19964, p. 381).

The question remains whether it is possible to ensurc that it is thc ‘outside initiative
model’ that sets the agenda. The dualist model helps achieves this in two main ways:
Firstly, by making associations a key locus of political participation and represcntation
the media and state will be automatically encouraged to give the public sphere more
attention.” Secondly, the dualist model needs to outlaw lobbying and private bargaining
relationships with state representatives to reduce the chances of the ‘inside access
model’ and ‘mobilisation mode!’ by-passing the communication in the public sphere.
However, this would be hard if not possible to achieve, it may be possible to prevent
associations lobbying, but not individuals as they will have every right to contact their
member of parliament. Nevertheless, an associational democracy should increase the
chances of the agenda being set through the ‘outside access model.” However. as

already mentioned this model itself is not necessarily democratic and certainly docs not

necessarily approximate the norms of deliberative democracy. The key problem anses
therefore, of how to ensure that the relationships in the public sphere will be democratic
and approximate the norms of delibcrative democracy. Below I will investigate the

possibility that networks of associations can help achieve this.

S.2.1 Networks of Associations

Despite my advocacy of associational legislative forums, this will not be the only arena
where associations form relationships and communicate. In the public sphere,
associations will form informal connections between themselves. The public sphere

consists of complex and overlapping networks that opcrate on international, national,

7 *h X . - ", . . » Tnle
This is obviously a circular argument, however, what it is suggesting is that once an associational

democracy has been achicved the ‘outside initiative model’ of agenda sctting, will be much more

predominant than it is now. The problem rcmains though of how to achieve the associational model in

the first place, so that this phenomenon can occur. This problem will be considered in more detail below
In section 5.4,
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regional, local and sub-cultural arenas e.g. scicnce, literature, religion, art, feminism,
social welfare and environmentalism (Habermas, 1996a, p. 373-374). Arc these
relationships based upon co-operation or compctition? (Co-operative rclationships
would involve networks where information is shared; resources were pooled and joint
programs and processes initiated). If it is the norms and procedures of deliberative
democracy that ensure respect and co-operation between associations in the forum, how

will the relationships outside the forum, be encouraged to be civic and other regarding?
In Chapter Two, following Festenstein, 1 argued that deliberative democracy requircd

srounding for its necessary deliberative obligations. In Chapter Three, I argued that
associations could provide the civic virtue necessary 1o ground these obligations
between members of a particular association, although it was further acknowledged
certain associations would be more suitable to achicve this than others. Despite the
assertions of Putnam, 1 was sceptical that this civic virtue would necessarily be
generalised between associations. Is it possible then for the deliberative obligations to
be grounded between associations, if not what are the consequences for an associational

democracy that aims to approximate the norms of democratic deliberation?”

Hirst believes the natural character of the associations will cnsure co-opcration between
associations occurs voluntarily, providing there is not excessive interference form the
state (Hirst, 1995, p. 112). As Dryzek appreciates, this is perhaps not as implausiblc as
it may sound as the real strength of the public sphere, particularly where deliberative
democracy is concerned, is that it is a relatively unconstrained arca of political action:
‘If we think of political action in civil socicty in terms of the contestation of discourscs
rather than voting across alternative positions, then strategic action... looms less large.
Thus deliberation need not be muffled in the interests of strategic advantage’ (Dryzek,
2000, p. 103). In contrast, Schmitter believes the external character of associations must
be regulated in the same way as the internal character, through an associations’ charter,
which should ensure prohibition against advocating violence, racism and any criminal

behaviour. No citizens could be excluded from membership, and associations would

% One possibility is the civilising force of hypocrisy discussed in chapter two. Through regular intcraction
within the forums, members from various associations will form co-operative relationships, and will not
want to sour their image through selfish actions outside of the forum. This will affect how their arguments
are perceived within the forum and how honest the information is scen. However, as Festenstan
appreciates, if it is due to instrumental reasons that an association will be civic, then when it is in their
interests to, civility will be abandoned (Festenstein, 2002, p. 97-98).
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have to publicly disclose their financial arrangements.” Cohen and Rogers, also scc it as
the state’s role encourage associations to be other-regarding. It is then indcterminate as
to whether the most suitable type of relationship will be gencrated naturally or through

state intervention, or 1f the relationship can be guaranteed at all.

Networks of association can operate as effective mechanisms for co-ordination and co-
operation, in ways that the state and market cannot. Cohen and Rogers arguc that
associational networks can contribute to securing agreement among associations and
their members 10 new laws and decisions. Furthermore they enable the development of
trust between associations, which is essential to co-operation in any democratic system,

but perhaps even more necessary in a deliberative democracy, which is dependent upon
participants showing commitment to thc norms and procedures of decliberative
democracy. The trust established through nctworks of communication between

associations can ‘provide assurances to members that their own willingness to co-

operate will not be exploited by others’ (Cohen and Rogers, 1995, p. 44).

Fraser classifies interaction in the public sphere as a contestation of publics, as opposed
to a contestation of discourses. Contestation is distinct from deliberation in Fraser's
analysis, consequently she sces no reason why deliberation will predominate in the
public sphere: ‘The discursive relations among differently empowered publics are as
likely to take the form of contestation as that of deliberation® (Fraser, 1992, p. 125).
However, Dryzek points out that this analysis rests on an overly narrow dcfinition of
deliberation.  As 1 asscrted in chapter two, as long as preference reflection is gencrated
by communication, deliberation has occurred, and contestation can gencrate this
reflecion (Dryzek, 2000, p. 76). By this analysis it scems the public spherc will
inevitably induce deliberation. Achterberg is similarly confident that in an associative

democracy, co-ordination will be achieved through negotiation:

"The establishment of priorities within a certain area of public policy or social activity will come
about on the basis of ncgotiation among the associations (or associations of associations)

concemed with the social sphere, or between such concemed associations and the relevant
branches of government’ (Achterberg, 1996).

’ . .
These are complex networks between interest groups, private organisations, business

? A_s aln_:ady discussed, Schmitter’s associational charter, would in fact infringe on the principles of
deliberative democracy, as these norms require that no argument be formally excluded from decision-

making, as it seeks to filter out irrational and unjustifiable discourses through its process.
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associations, unions and public agencies, as they currently stand they co-ordinate
functions bctween the associations, but are opaque. Such networks nced to be
distinguished from the networks that exist between associations and ‘give voice to
social problems, make broad demands, articulate public intcrests or needs, and thus
attempt to influence the political process more from normative points of view than from
the standpoint of particular interests.” The relationship of the latter arec more associated

with corporatism, and are based upon exclusion.  They tend to involve groups with

clearly defined group interests who aim to effect policy. The latter Habermas defines as
‘public-interest groups’, which aim at the promotion of a common good. Such
associations do not have clearly defined interests, and involve identity formation and

aim at “public influence’ (Habermas, 1996a, p. 355). It is this type of relationship that is

key to the communication of the public sphere and the democratisation of the ‘agenda

setting role’, but will it occur naturally?

Evans and Boyte comment upon how small voluntary associations with internally
democratic structures have contributed to democratic social movements in the USA e.g.
African American resistance to slavery, the civil rights struggle, working class protest,

the suffragist and ERA movements and the 1880s populist movements:

“They build networks and seek contacts with other groups of the powerless to forge a more
heterogeneous group identity. And this whole process in tumn helps to darify basic power
relations in society. In sum people deepen the meaning of what they are doing, from
understanding politics merely as a protest against threat to coming to scc the nced for a struggle

for new conceptions of rights and participation and power’ (Evans and Boyte in Gastill, 1993, p.
262).

Dryzek and Young provide more current examples. Dryzek gives an example of such a
network in the USA, the ‘United States environmental justice movement’. The network
has always been democratic and decentralised in character, and has been based upon
local action and information sharing against waste dumps, incincrators, pesticides,
uranium mining etc, which was co-ordinated by associations within the network such as
the Citizens’ Clearinghouse on Hazardous Wastes and the Southwest Network for
Environmental and Economic Justice. Overall their discourse has been co-ordinated
around ‘the gencration and distribution of environmental hazards’ (Dryzck, 2000, p.
78). Dryzek argues that the Network has been able to extend deliberative democratic

control on issues such as the redefining of what are environmental issucs and risks and

social justice, against ‘entrenched environmentalist discourses that conceptualise risks
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in terms of their collective and common character’ and ‘industrialist discourses that
deny the severity of risk, or subordinate risk to the pursuit of material prosperity’
(Dryzek, 2000, p. 77). Young highlights how insurgent groups which tend to be varied
and localised form loose networks with newsletters and conferences, but without unified
aims or central organisation e.g. peace movements in the USA which include feminist,
Christian, socialist and ecological associations. However, she docs warn that the vancty

of groups means there is conflict over aims and beliefs (Young, 1990, p. 83)." Warren

argues that the internet will help the development and sustenance of nctworks of
communication between associations because it has aided associations in the
development, dissemination and organising of information (Warren, 2001, p. 78). The
current Stop the War Coalition, an umbrella association, which aims to mobilise support
against war on Iraq, has predominantly fostered nctworks between a diverse ranges of
associations through the Internet. Howecver, Wainwirght wams that, ‘rarcly have
movements activists devoted much attention to how to crcate lasting forums and
connecting mechanisms between movements’ (Wainwright, 1994, p. 196). The Carc
Forum is an exception, and has organised forums in Bristol, South Gloucestershire, Bath
and North East Somerset and North Somerset, with the aim of cnsuring that voluntary
organisations participate in the planning and implementation of services. Similarly, the
Brighton and Hove community and Voluntary Sector Forum, hold a vancty of forums
e.g. Dialogue 50/5 and local strategic partnership, for all voluntary associations in the
area to participate, though representation. The MCAN Network is composed of local
and statewide groups that have joined together in a cooperative effort. There arc fifteen

local groups and four statcwide or regional environmental groups in MCAN at

present.”’

Some types of association have a greater capacity to be able to co-operate and co-
ordinate within associational networks. Warren has identified the characteristics that an
association requires for co-ordination and co-operation. Associations that aim to sccurc
public material goods will inevitably feel an incentive towards co-operation in order to
achieve these and those aiming for inclusive social goods will want to co-operate with

other associations out of principle. Associations pursuing individual matenal goods

10 . v g e : : . .
Howeyer, as mentioncd above, if this contestation causes reflection, then there is evidence of
democratic deliberation occurring.

limateaction 22/03/2003).



