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I. Introduction

Deliberative politics are moving to the forefront of contemporary political theory. Deliberative politics imply that political and societal actors, instead of merely aggregating their initial preferences and isolated interests, should listen to each other, reasonably justify their positions, show mutual respect, and be ready to re-evaluate and eventually revise their initial preferences in a reasonable deliberation or discourse about validity claims (Habermas 1992, 1996; Gutmann/Thompson 1996; Chambers 1995, 1999). From a philosophical point of view, reasonable deliberation or discourse ethics is seen as a necessary means to arrive at legitimate decisions in modern pluralistic societies where a common religious view or a comprehensive moral outlook no longer exists and where the authority of tradition has greatly weakened (Chambers 1995: 244; Benhabib 1996). Yet, what is lacking so far is a systematic translation of the philosophical conception of deliberative politics into empirical analytical political science. 

This paper provides an overview of a research project which attempts to explore both the favourable conditions of deliberation and its substantive outcomes in real world politics. Firstly, starting from the premise that political actors cannot easily transcend constituent interests and comply with the Habermasian ‘non-coercive coercion of the better argument‘, we will analytically and empirically examine a number of conditions that might be favourable to a more deliberative mode of policy making: (1) consensus settings (grand coalition, veto points) which reduce the magnitude of political competition and create a situation of interdependent decision making where elements of discursive rationality might be required; (2) non-public policy-making arenas in which the pressure of representation is lowered; and (3) the nature of the policy issue under scrutiny. Secondly, we will confront deliberative democratic theory with its own claims regarding the decisional outputs of deliberative processes. In other words, we will test whether the deliberative quality of a debate has a significant effect on the resulting decision, and if so, whether this effect is reconcilable with the normative premises of deliberative politics. The analysis will namely include the normative premises that deliberative politics (1) generate a consensus among the participants, at least in approximation, and (2) lead to ‚better‘ policy outcomes, i.e. to decisions that approximate normative ideals of distributive justice. The empirical tests of the research project will be based upon an investigation of the discourse quality of debates in parliamentary committees as well as full sessions of parliament in Switzerland, the United States, the United Kingdom, and Germany.

In this paper, we proceed as follows. The next section reviews the concepts of deliberative democracy and makes a critical assessment of what can be realistically expected of deliberation in real world politics. The third section puts forward a system of indicators representing an attempt to assemble and operationalise the diverse concepts of deliberative politics; this will be the basis to construct an actual ‘discourse quality index’ (DQI) for the empirical tests for the two main parts of the project. These are presented in the two subsequent sections: The fourth section asks for the favourable conditions of deliberation and presents an analytical framework that explores potential links between normative theory and empirical-analytical science, and the fifth section outlines a research design for the investigation of potential effects of deliberative politics on formal and substantive decisions. Finally, the sixth section concludes this paper with some critical thoughts on the attempted research project. 

II. Deliberative Politics: From the Ideal to the Real

The ideal of deliberative democracy
 is ”an association whose affairs are governed by public deliberation of its members”, an association whose members ”share a commitment to the resolution of problems of collective choice through public reasoning” (Cohen 1989: 17, 21). Deliberative theorists, while differing in many respects, are in general agreement on at least this: the political process should be based on ”talk-centric” style of decisionmaking rather than on a “voting-centric” style; outcomes should be determined by reasons rather than numbers (Bohman/Rehg: 1997: xiii; Chambers 1999: 1). Many central aspects of deliberative democracy originate in the republican view of democracy, with which the predominant liberal model of democracy has been challenged. Yet Jürgen Habermas (1982; 1992: 324-98; 1996: 277-305) introduces a procedural model of deliberative democracy by placing it in the middle ground of the liberal and republican alternatives of democracy. His deliberative model shares with republicanism the vision of an active, talk-centric participation of possibly all citizens. However, in accordance with liberalism, Habermas believes in a pluralistic character of modern societies and thus rejects the republican premise of a shared community ethos and of citizenry united and actively motivated by a shared conception of the good life as being unrealistic in a modern pluralist context. But, in turn, Habermas rejects liberalism’s interpretation of the political process as being primarily the competition among, and aggregation of, private and fixed preferences. Generally, Habermas’s theory of communicative action can be characterized a cognitive ethics in the neo-Kantian tradition that sets out to articulate the modern moral point of view of impartiality, but replaces the Kantian monological universalization test of the categorical imperative with a dialogical universalization test. Habermas defines communicative action when the action orientations of the participating actors are not coordinated via egocentric calculations of success, but through acts of common understanding.; they pursue their individual goals under the condition that they can co-ordinate their action plans on the basis of shared definitions of the situation. Participants are themselves prepared to be persuaded by the ‚non-coercive coercion of the better argument‘; interests and identities in such a discourse are no longer fixed, but subject to interrogation and challenges and, thus, to change. The goal is to find a reasoned consensus about validity claims which remains valid until challenged by good reasons by some other group. Even though Habermas (1992: 369) opposes the universal character of Joshua Cohen’s (1989) deliberative democracy, he basically accepts his ideal deliberative procedure (Habermas 1992: 370-2).
 It mainly consists of the following principles: no one with the competency to speak and act may be excluded from discourse; all have the same chances to question and/or introduce any assertion whatever as well as express their attitudes, desires, and needs; no one may be prevented, by internal or external coercion, from exercising these rights; all have the right to question the assigned topics of conversation; and all have the right to initiate reflexive arguments about the very rules of the discourse procedure and the way in which they are applied or carried out (Cohen 1989: 23; Benhabib 1996: 70; Chambers 1995: 233). In practice, discourse ethics means that actors listen to diverse standpoints and respond to them, show empathy by seeing things through the eyes of others, reflect upon and evaluate their interests and needs from the point of view of their generalizablity, and are primarily interested in resolving the normative dispute to the satisfaction of all.

In the conception of Habermas, an ideal discourse leads -- through the ”non-coercive coercion of the better argument” -- to a reasonable, genuine consensus; yet, there are also less ambitious conceptions of deliberative democracy. A second model which is clearly more concerned with ‚real-world‘ politics was introduced by Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson (1996). Gutmann and Thompson’s model is characterized by norms of reciprocity, accountability, and publicity. Reciprocity is at the core of their version: citizens and their representatives must reason beyond their narrow self-interest and consider what can be justified to people who reasonably disagree with them. Although discussion should aim not just at policies that can gain a bare majority, but at policies on which there can be a consensus, Gutmann and Thompson accept disagreement, as long as it is conducted in an atmosphere of mutual respect: ”mutual respect ... requires an effort to appreciate the moral force of the position of people with whom we disagree” (Gutmann/Thompson 1990: 85). Being aware of the limits of practical discourse in terms of time and space (Müller 1993: 70-1), a final vote is usually considered necessary in order to come to a decision. 

However, even such moderate conceptions of deliberative democracy are not immune to substantial criticisms. The criticism most frequently levelled against models of deliberative democracy is that of utopian irrelevance. A fundamental criticism was formulated by postmodernist theorists. Michel Foucault (1978; 1991) raises objections against the possibility of an ‚ideal speech situation‘ that go deeper and do not just concern the possibility that power relationships external to the discourse might influence actors engaged in arguing. According to Foucault, power as a social structure resides in the discourse itself; the rules of the discourse prescribe which arguments can legitmately be used by the participants. In a similar vein, Chantal Mouffe (2000: 13ff.) sees one of the key shortcomings of the deliberative approach that it postulates the availability of a public sphere where power would has been eliminated and where a rational consensus could be realized. In her view, the Habermasian model is unable to acknowledge the ineradicable dimension of antagonism that the pluralism of values entails. According to Mouffe, a change of opinion then is more a sort of conversion than a process of rational persuasion, similar to a paradigm change in science as described by Thomas Kuhn. Thus, every so-called consensus exists as a temporary result of a provisional. Yet, even authors who do not adopt a postmodernist standpoint, criticize that due to irreconcilable value pluralism a rational consensus might not necessarily ensue even assuming unlimited time for discussion (Elster 1997: 14; see also Gerhards 1997: 11).

Another line of critique is directed against the internal validity of Habermas’s theory of communicative action. Building on speech act theory as proposed by J. L. Austin and J. R. Searle, Habermas tried to demonstrate the primacy of communicative action, oriented toward reaching common understanding, compared to strategic action, oriented toward egocentric goal achievement. If this original-mode thesis were true, then the usage of language would per se mean that interlocutors adopt an orientation toward a common understanding, even if they violate the requirements of communicative action. In a critical evaluation of this claim, Jens Greve holds that Habermas fails to demonstrate his original mode thesis. He holds that performing an illocutionary speech act, oriented toward common understanding, is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for communicative action (as performing a perlocutionary speech act, oriented toward goal achievement, is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for strategic action). Not only do strategic actors also need to rely upon an illocutionary speech act to successfully perform a perlocutionary speech act (see also Schiemann 2000: 6ff.), one might even be confronted with a situation where actors see through the perlocutionary speech act and the related egocentric intentions of a speaker but still consent to it; this, however, contradicts Habermas’s assumption the open declaration of egocentric intentions leads to their performative failure. Greve therefore concludes that action orientations are analytically independent from speech acts, i.e. a logic of arguing cannot be categorically separated from a strategic action orientation.

Focusing more concretely on deliberations in real world politics, James Johnson (1999: 165ff.) furthermore assigns political discussion a fundamentally different character from academic discussion. Referring to Karl Mannheim and his pessimistic view regarding German interwar politics, Johnson notes that in politics parties frequently seek to challenge one another at a quite fundamental, even ‚existential‘ level. They do not just attack their opponent’s values, interests, or preferences, but the broader understandings and commitments - in short, the worldview - that sustain them. In a similar vein, Michael Walzer (1999: 171) observes that political debates often do not produce anything like a deliberative process: a debate is very often a contest between verbal athletes with the object to win the debate. The means are the exercise of rhetorical skill, the mustering of favourable evidence (and the suppression of unfavourable evidence), and the discrediting of the other debaters. Political debate thus exhibits a sociopsychological rather than a cognitive function as postulated by the theory of communicative action.

A constructive theory with the aim to bridge the preserves of philosophical theory and empirical-analytical science needs to question why presumably instrumentally rational actors, i.e. actors who ”take actions not for their own sake, but only insofar as they secure desired typically private ends” (Chong 1996: 39), would take the trouble to engage in deliberation. Or put differently: what place can Habermasian discourses realistically have within democratic politics? The challenge of the Habermasian theory of communicative action has led rational choice theorists to an inspection of their methodological apparatus. In a bridge-building effort, Otto Keck (1995) argues that as soon as the ”common knowlegde” assumption of orthodox game theory is relinquished, one can incorporate meaningful communication into rational choice theory. Actors who are confronted with incompatible situation definitions might need to adopt argumentative rationality to solve their problems. As a result of such an interaction process, they learn about unforeseen consequences of their actions and might even change their utility functions.
 In a similar vein, Thomas Risse (2000) proposes that as soon as ‚common knowledge‘ is absent in international negotiations, argumentative rationality becomes necessary for developing trust in the authenticity of the speech acts of other participants; for advancing an argumentative consensus on the definition of the situation; and for acquiring a collective understanding of the underlying normative framework, i.e. the principles should guide the efforts at finding a cooperative solution (p.13). Risse also assumes that a logic of argumentative rationality is likely to take over if actors are uncertain about their own identities, interests, and views of the world. Moreover, if purely rhetorical arguments are subject to scrutiny and counterchallenges, this may lead to a process of ‚argumentative self-entrapment’ (p.23). Thus, far removed from the ideal speech situation, actors may be forced into a dialogue, which nevertheless develops all the characteristics of a true argumentative exchange. And when actors need to make rhetorical concessions and cease denying the validity of certain claims, a discursive opening is created for their critics to challenge them further. Elster (1997: 12), furthermore, notes that it is virtually impossible in public debates to make self-serving arguments or to justify one’s claims on self-interested grounds. Over time, something like dissonance reduction might induce such actors to actually adopt ‚reasonable‘ positions to which they earlier paid only lip service. This amounts to what Elster calls ‚the civilizing force of hypocrisy’. Generally, most critics agree that a plausible argument for deliberation cannot be utopian in the sense that it makes heroic assumptions about participants: it would be, for instance, unreasonable to anticipate that deliberation will massively transform the preferences, capacities, or character of participants in normatively attractive ways (Johnson 1999: 174). Chambers (1999: 249) also urges us to step back from the model of single conversation. She holds that reevaluating one‘s position occurs between conversations rather than within them, and that one reevaluates fragments of one’s world-view rather than one’s entire view of life. Accordingly, the argument for deliberation in the real world has to be restricted: what deliberation can primarily do is engender ‚good faith‘ among participants and enable them to reach a shared understanding of what is at stake in a particular political conflict even if they continue to disagree over how best to resolve it; furthermore, deliberation might help to find compromises that at least rest on greater mutual understanding and respect (Knight/Johnson 1994: 285; Nelson 2000: 202); and finally, deliberation is also a method for discovery, with the goal to have input from various people to discover better ways of accomplishing various ends (Benhabib 1996). However, a plausible argument for deliberation must not - in the effort to differentiate deliberation from bargaining - categorically eschew either self-interested claims or the conflicts that such claims might generate from the range of admissible topics that participants to deliberation might address (Johnson 1999: 174).

So far, we have delimited the range of possible applications of deliberation in real world politics; yet we have not yet catered to the more fundamental objections as exhibited by postmodernist theorists. However, in our opinion, these objections partly miss their point. Postmodernist theory is wrong in assuming that people are completely devoid of reflexive capabilities; to the contrary, people are not puppets of social structure, and they can actively challenge the validity claims inherent in any communicative action. (Nevertheless, as we will argue later, Foucault’s objection that such discourses establish boundaries of how arguments will be framed may be fruitful for an analysis of real world argumentative processes.) Mouffe’s presentation of the a world immersed in ineradicable antagonism and value pluralism ignores that disagreement, conflict, dispute, argumentation, opposition, in short, naysaying, are essential aspects of the discourse process. Pluralism, diversity, and difference, far from being antithetical to discourse ethics, furnish the very conditions that make universalized norms possible (Chambers, 158-59). Moreover, it would be equally wrong to assume that people would never enlarge their perspectives or would be incapable of transfiguring - though not transcending (see Stoker 1992) - their interests and needs and reconcile them with the interests and needs of others.

We conclude that there might indeed be a logic of arguing in real world politics, but what can be realistically expected will certainly not be the display of a pure argumentative logic as assumed in the ideal speech situation. Rather, what we will probably observe is a mix of simultaneous arguing, bargaining, and voting (Elster 1999a: 7) In this respect, Frank Schimmelpfennig’s conception of “rhetorical action” (1999; 2001) might be helpful to delimit a baseline of arguing in real world politics. Rhetorical action differs from communicative action insofar as rhetorical actors do not engage in a “cooperative search for truth” but seek to effectively justify their own standpoint and are not prepared to change their own beliefs or to be persuaded by the “better argument” (p.63). However, rhetorical action can be surpassed. Along with Keck and Risse, we assume that a true logic of arguing might be a necessary condition for coping with certain situations in interdependent decision-making; furthermore, rhetorical speech acts held in public which are subject to counterchallenges might lead to rhetorical self-entrapment and to the development of true argumentative exchanges. And, finally, arguing processes might also help actors to learn about unforeseen consequences of their actions and to overcome bounded rationality. These propositions, however, are rather minimal, partly functionalist variants of communicative action fully compatible with a strategic action orientation. We propose to go one step further and assume that actors might indeed have the willingness to engage in genuine discursive behaviour without being primarily oriented toward their own success. But, similarly to Chambers, we think that such a discursive willingness may be greatly discouraged or furthered according to different contextual factors (particularly institutions); this will be the topic of the fourth section. In the next section we will present our operationalization of discourse.


III. Towards a Discourse Quality Index

Systematic empirical studies of deliberative processes are not yet common in the social sciences. One of the few exceptions is Jürgen Gerhards’s (1997) quantitative investigation of the public discourse in German mass media on abortion. He tries to observe whether the public sphere functions in terms of Habermas’s discourse ethics, or rather according to the liberal model. He does this by measuring and evaluating three indicators of ”Diskursivität” which he distilled mainly from Habermas’s work: mutual respect of the participants, response and justification of statements, and the level of rationality in the discourse.

Our own project involves a more complex conceptualisation of deliberative politics. Deliberation, especially in existing democratic institutions such as parliamentary committees and full sessions in parliament, must be seen as being determined both by formal institutional factors and by actor-related influences. The institutional level of deliberation in a real world parliamentary setting differs substantially from the ideal of a Habermasian ”unconstrained discourse”. A reasonable consensus is probably quite rare, and concluding majority votes as well as the representation of group interests are perfectly legitimate and necessary elements of any basically representative democracy (see Habermas 1990: 42; 1992: 210, 371; Chambers 1995). 

We intend to develop a system of indicators to judge the quality of deliberation in a given debate independently from the institutional particularities, i.e., we want to measure the discursive quality of a debate as purely as possible on the actor level. On the one hand, the system of indicators should be complex enough to capture the concept of deliberation in its most important dimensions (internal validity). On the other hand, the indicators must be observable in the debate itself, and this in an intersubjective manner (reliability). 

In our attempt to pursue these elementary goals of any operationalisation, we developed seven indicators. They are based upon broadly shared key concepts of the theoretical literature on deliberative democracy and discourse ethics, and are focused on the parliamentary arena. Despite the considerable complexity of parliamentary debates, we attempt to keep the coding instructions relatively easy, so as to ensure a high level of reliability. The following is an elaboration on these indicators, followed by an overview over the indicators and their codes. It is the foundation for the development of a discourse quality index (DQI). We discuss the seven indicators under four headings.

(1) Fundamental for a deliberation to develop is participation within the debate. In western democracies, this type of basic participation can usually be seen as given in a parliamentary setting. Normal participation is only assumed to be impaired if a speaker is cut off by a formal decision, or if she or he feels explicitly disturbed in the case of a verbal interruption by other actors. 

(2) A more complex concept is the type of justification offered to defend a conclusion of content. Since the ideal speech situation itself has no content, one cannot apply external standards to what constitutes a good reason; the only way out of this impasse is to explore different levels of justification. In order to understand the rationale behind this concept, we have to characterise  speeches in the parliamentary context in linguistic terms. Such a speech can be seen as an argumentation, i.e. a process in which ”someone tries to convince someone of something by citing evidence and drawing, or suggesting, inferences from this evidence and from other beliefs or assumptions (hypotheses)” (Sebeok 1986: 50-1). Within this definition, inference means a ”semiotic process in which from something given (the premises), something else (the conclusion) is derived on the basis of certain relations between premises and conclusion” (Sebeok 1986: 51). In a speech in the parliamentary context, the crucial conclusion is not so much the final conclusion to vote ‘yes’ or ‘no’ with respect to a certain demand, but the conclusion of content—which is in itself part of an inference toward the final conclusion. In short, at the centre of our concept of justification is the inference in which the conclusion of content is derived from the premises (i.e. primarily reasons). The relations (links) between premises and conclusion may contain argument connectives such as ‘since’, ‘for’, ‘so’, ‘therefore’, ‘because’ (Angell: 1964: 4-15). Yet argument connectives can also be made implicitly. ”Economies of speech” may lead speakers to leave out even other elements of an argumentation, since they may be so obvious it is unnecessary to state them (Angell 1964: 368-9). This is the main reason why we ignore the inference toward the voting decision (i.e. the final conclusion): it is such an obvious part of a parliamentary speech that it is often only latently made.

(2.1) Thus the first indicator of the concept of justification—the level of the justification—follows from the above linguistic characterisation of parliamentary debates, applied to the guidelines of deliberative theory (e.g., Cohen 1989: 22; Chambers 1999): Reasonable deliberation is fostered if speakers offer a conclusion of content which is embedded in a complete inference as defined above. This is what we call a qualified justification. Reasonable deliberation is fostered in that case, since rational critique by other speakers is easily possible.
  A qualified justification can be topped with what we call a sophisticated justification: multiple conclusions of content, each embedded in a complete inference. On the other hand, a justification is inferior if the inference made lacks either (a) reasons (premises) or (b) relations between reasons and conclusion, or both. Inferior justifications inhibit reasonable deliberation, since rational critique is hardly possible. 

(2.2) The second aspect of the second key concept is the content of the justification. This indicator measures whether the argumentation within a statement is cast in terms of a conception of the common good or in terms of narrow group or constituency interests. The importance of referring to the common good is mainly stressed by deliberative theorists drawing on John Rawls (e.g., Cohen 1989; Gutmann/Thompson 1990, 1996). According to Rawls (1971: 65-83), a utilitarian conception of the common good with its inherent idea of Pareto-efficiency is morally inferior to his second principle of justice with its inherent difference principle. The latter states that ”social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are [...] to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged” (Rawls 1971: 83). In our view, however, it would contradict the principles of discourse ethics to assume a priori one conception of the common good to be superior to another. We should not normatively judge these conceptions independently of the context. Finally, we have to be aware that a given reference to the common good may be not much more than ‘cheap talk’, being purely rhetorical and intended to attract potential voters. It should also be noted that the reference to even narrow group interests is perfectly legitimate in a deliberative arena. 

(3) The third key concept of deliberative politics is respect. (3.1) First, it is important to see if speakers show respect toward the groups which would be helped with the demand under discussion. This indicator is a translation of Habermas’s (1991: 73) postulation of empathy into the parliamentary context: Here, empathy toward the other participants of the debate is less significant than empathy toward the social groups which have a right to be represented in parliament. (3.2) In a similar sense, deliberation requires, secondly, that both sides respect the demands under discussion, at least as long as they can intersubjectively be seen as justified. Macedo (1999: 10), e.g., regards the recognition of the ”merit in [the] opponents’ claims” as being one of the principal purposes of deliberation. In situations where only one type of demand is pitched against the status quo, this indicator is only applicable to speakers who argue on behalf of the status quo. (3.3) Thirdly, discursive participants need to respect the counterarguments to their own position. As the actors can usually exchange their points of view before the debates, and since these debates are usually rigorously structured, we should not merely measure responses to counterarguments expressed in the debate itself. Instead, we also have to measure respect toward long-standing counterarguments brought forth in other settings before the current debate. Our measure is an indicator for Gutmann and Thompson’s (1990: 85) concept of ”mutual respect”.
 In important, i.e. conflicting, debates, there are always substantial counterarguments to one’s own conclusion of content. Thus it can be expected of a discursive actor to include in his/her own argumentation at least one such counterargument without degrading it immediately. Since the critique of a counterargument often becomes an element of  justification of one’s own position, the level of rationality of the critique is measured within indicator 2.1 (level of justification).

(4) The last indicator is constructive politics. It is, on the one hand, based upon the principal goal of Habermasian discourse ethics to reach a genuine consensus. Translated into real world politics, this means that discursive participants should at least attempt to reach a general agreement. In this respect, actors proposing mediating arguments and solutions would qualify for the fourth and highest level of rationality within the concept of Gerhards (1997: 22).
 On the other hand, positional politics, in which actors do not actively search for consensus or compromise, can be seen as perfectly legitimate as long as participants show respect to the people with whom they disagree. This is the position of Gutmann and Thompson, who argue that seeking agreement is not always possible, whereas mutual respect is possible and desirable in any debate (Gutmann/Thompson 2000: 243). 

Based upon the above elaboration, we derive the following seven indicators of discourse quality, which we will use to investigate the debates and which is the foundation for the development of a discourse quality index (DQI).
 

Table 1: Indicators of Discourse Quality 

1  Participation 

0: interruption of a speaker: a speaker feels explicitly disturbed, or interruption occurs through a formal decision.

1: normal partipation is possible.

2  Justification

2.1  Level 

0: no justification 

1: inferior justification: conclusion(s) embedded in (an) incomplete inference(s).

2: qualified justification: one conclusion embedded in a complete inference; additional conclusions embedded in incomplete inferences may be present.

3: sophisticated justification: more than one conclusion, each embedded in a complete inference. 


2.2  Content

0: explicit statement concerning constituency or group interests.

1: neutral statement: no reference to constituency or group interests nor to common good.

2: explicit statement in terms of a conception of the common good:
2a: explicit statement in utilitarian or collective terms.
2b: explicit statement in terms of the difference principle.

3  Respect

3.1  toward group in general (‘empathy’)

0: no respect: explicitly negative statement concerning the group which would be helped. 

1: implicit respect: no explicitly negative statement concerning the group which would be helped.

2: respect: explicitly positive statement concerning the group which would be helped.

3.2  toward demands

0: no respect: explicitly negative statement concerning the demand. 

1: implicit respect: no explicitly negative statement concerning the demand.

2: respect: explicitly positive statement concerning the demand.

3.3  toward counterarguments 

0: counterarguments are ignored

1: counterarguments are included but explicitly degraded.

2: counterarguments are included, but neither explicitly degraded nor valued. 

3: counterarguments are included and explicitly valued.

4  Constructive Politics

0: positional politics: speaker sits on his/her position.

1: alternative proposal: proposal for a different agenda

2: mediating proposal: proposal within the same agenda

We intend to dis-aggregate the parliamentary debates into smaller units, to code these smaller units and then to re-aggregate these codes for the parliamentary debates at large. The smaller units into which we dis-aggregate the parliamentary debates are the speeches within a debate. The seven indicators of deliberation are conceptually independent from each other. Whether or not it makes sense to combine them to construct a single-dimensional index to measure the deliberative quality of a debate must be left open at the present stage of the project. Attempts to determine the number of relevant dimensions for this variable will include theoretical considerations as well as principal components analyses.  In addition, we are aware that it is not unproblematic to compare these measures across different debates. No claim in the real world is exactly the same as another, and thus it is natural that, for example, the indicator ‘respect toward the demand’ will correlate strongly negatively with the perceived extremity of the claim. It is thus important to choose debates which include claims of a certain extremity so that comparisons across debates are easier to make. A first set of pre-tests among students who had coded samples of Swiss and US-American parliamentary debates as well as of a German conference committee debate have resulted in a satisfactory ‘inter-coder reliability’.


IV. The Favourable Conditions of Deliberative Politics

”If we allow that there is such thing as communicative rationality ..., then the political challenge becomes one of constructing institutions for its promotion ...” (Dryzek 1992: 411). John Dryzek’s appeal serves as a starting point for our study: we are interested in institutional designs that are favourable to a more deliberative mode of decisionmaking. However, our attempt is rather an exercise in retrieval, seeking to lay bare the deliberative dimensions of existing institutional arrangements. The focus of the analysis will be on parliamentary settings, for two reasons: first, theorists of deliberative democracy have repeatedly hinted at parliaments as one important sphere of deliberation in real world politics (see Chambers 1996: 194; Nanz 2001?: ) where legitimizing and social integrative functions are performed (Habermas 1996: 369); second, from an institutional point of view, parliaments offer a unique opportunity to directly compare the impact of different institutional configurations on actors’ behaviour while holding the basic setting constant. By institutions, we understand the ‚rules of the game‘ that structure the costs and benefits that an actor can expect when following a certain course of action (Thelen/Steinmo 1992: 2; also Hall/Taylor 1996: 938). With respect to such an institutional conception of deliberative politics, Bo Rothstein (1998: 117-18) notes that the establishment of democracy per se institutionalizes elements of a deliberative political setting: democratic institutions force actors to justify their positions publicly and at the same time let them discover the common good more easily.
 This is certainly true, but when looking at deliberations in real world institutions such as parliaments, it is obvious that democracy is not a sufficient condition for the additional requirements of deliberative democracy -- such as respectful treatment of others and the search for consensual solutions -- to become effective. Focusing on debates in parliamentary settings, we shall propose that it is primarily the properties of consensus institutions -- grand coalition, institutional veto points -- combined with the absence of party discipline that might make real world political actors more discursive. This rejoins Arend Lijphart’s (1999: 293) ”so what?” question regarding the differences of operation between consensus and competitive majoritarian democracies with the basic claim that consensus democracies are the ”kinder” and ”gentler” ones. Besides the type of democracy, the type of arena might matter for deliberation too: effective deliberation might only be possible behind closed doors and in ‘parlour rooms’. And finally, while institutions do indeed structure actors‘ behavior, they do not determine it and they do not prescribe the exact course of action (Scharpf 1997: 42). Therefore, we will go beyond the study of formal institutions and add cultural factors to the analysis; here we will look how a specific discourse formation surrounding a policy issue affects the way of how political actors deliberate. We will now elaborate on these favourable conditions for deliberative politics in turn.

Consensus democracies. At the craddle of the consensus model of democracy lies communication. The premodern German political philosopher Johannes Althusius (1577-1645) developed a political theory revolving around the pact, the covenant, or the ‚consociatio‘, which he conceived as a concept of living together in mutual benevolence characterized by communication and consensus. The existence of social conflicts was not denied, but Althusius accentuated the priority of communication and coordination over subordination (Hueglin 1985). Remaining forgotten after the French Revolution, when the Westphalian order of centralized and unitary nation-states, combined with a majoritarian and competitive political model, fully developed, the idea and notion of ‘consociatio’ was readopted by David Apter and Arend Lijphart and built in a new empirical type of democracy: consociational democracy (see Andeweg 2000). Consociationalism set out to explain the puzzle of Gabriel Almond‘ s universe of democratic regime types, namely that the smaller European democracies remained stable despite societal segmentation. Lijphart solved the puzzle by adding a variable that could account for the stability in the smaller European democracies: the cooperative behavior of the political elites. (Lijphart 1969). Consociational democracy was subsequently defined according to the following characteristics (Lijphart 1977, Chapter 2): (1) grand coalition where all segments share power in the cabinet, (2) the principle of proportionality used for elections and appointments, (3) mutual veto granting each group the right to veto decisions involving its vital interests, and (4) segmental autonomy. Yet, in line with contemporary behaviouralism, the essential characteristic of consociational democracy was not so much any particular institutional arrangement as the willingness of the elites to transcend cleavages and accommodate the divergent interests and demands of the subcultures. Similar to Althusius’ ‘consociatio’, it was mentioned at an early stage that deliberation might play a role in consociational democracies, involving the idea that segmental elites have to talk until unanimous consent is reached (Steiner 1974: 5). However, consociationalism was (and still is) plagued by a number of conceptual problems and empirical anomalies (see Barry 1975; Halpern 1986; Lustick 1997) which, in our view, primarily stem from its voluntaristic base. The stress on elites’ willingness to cooperate does not only make it extremely difficult to properly classify countries; moreover it has never been satisfactorily clarified where this willingness comes from (Daalder 1971; Lehmbruch 1993; 1996). Thus, instead of meddling with the complex problem of willingness, we suggest that one better focuses on the structuring effects of institutions in order to understand why the political processes lead to cooperation in some cases and to impasse in others (see Kaiser 1997: 430). The conceptual difficulties of consociationalism were also recognized by Lijphart (1984; 1999) who broadened the theory when he introduced the concept of ‘consensus democracy’. Consensus democracy is explicitly defined in terms of institutional variables and implicitly turing away from an actor-related perspective (Kaiser 1997: 433). Based on a macropolitical typology, Lijphart identifies two distinct types of democracy: the majoritarian or Westminster model, best exemplified by the United Kingdom and New Zealand (until 1996) and the consensus model, best exemplified by Switzerland and Belgium. The consensus model is characterized by an executive power-sharing in broad coalition cabinets, an executive-legislative balance of power, a multiparty system, proportional representation, interest group corporatism, federal and decentralized government, strong bicameralism, constitutional rigidity (i.e. the requirement for supermajorities to change the constitution), judicial review, and central bank independence. Yet, philosophers of social science have repeatedly emphasized that theories of social behavior should specify the mechanisms that translate social structures into individual and group actions. Thus, when one is concerned with the deliberative potential of institutional settings, it becomes necessary to depart from Lijphart’s macropolitical typology to a micropolitical conception based on agency theory. This can be done according to the veto player framework as proposed by George Tsebelis (1995); yet the veto player framework might function well when the dependent variable is the potential for policy change, but it is underspecified when analyzing structuring effects on discursive behavior in parliamentary settings. With its exclusive focus on the constraining effects of veto players it overlooks that the same institutional arrangements also involve enabling properties for deliberation. Therefore, we suggest to unpack Lijphart’s schemes of consensus democracy and to undertake a micropolitical reformulation of its components. Looking at its deliberative aspects, two criteria can be seen as the ‘lubricants’ most conducive to a more deliberative mode of decisionmaking: institutional veto points (in Lijphart’s scheme constitutional rigidity and bicameralism) and grand coalitions. The existence of institutional veto points creates a logic of interdependent decision comparable to international negotiations, where Risse considered argumentative rationality a necessary condition to achieve a common situation definition and to acquire a collective understanding of the underlying normative framework. Institutional veto points might also induce those actors who are interested in reaching an agreement to approach the debate from the point of possible agreement and subsequently frame their arguments in a way that also appeals to their opponents. This might be particularly the case when actors are confronted with fundamental or highly symbolic issues, which -- contrary to distributive issues – are less prone to be solved by bargaining techniques and require that the positions of potential veto players are respected and included in the decision. Grand coalitions, in turn, involve both constraining and enabling properties regarding deliberation: on the one hand, members of the grand coalition can be viewed as partisan veto players whose interests and needs have to be substantively as well as discursively integrated for the coalition to remain intact. On the other hand, grand coalitions also involve enabling properties for deliberation: not only have they been installed to lower the magnitude of political competition and to make actors more cooperative, grand coalitions also diffuse policymaking responsibility which reduces the possibility that actors can use political successes for partisan electoral advantages (see Powell/Whitten 1993: 410); these two factors might allow actors to deliberate in a less politicized way and to find policy solutions that transcend short-term political goals. Compare this to a competitive setting where both the majority and the opposition parties have a competitive interest in defeating their respective initiatives in order to undermine each other‘s reputation for competent and successful political action (Scharpf 2000). Certainly, one might claim that all political actors in liberal democracies are involved in electoral and party politics, but in settings with a grand coalition, the incentive to undermine the political opponents’ positions is much reduced - and it might even be costly to do so. 

Decomposing Lijphart’s scheme of consensus democracy in its integral parts allows us to better cope with the enormous variety of existing regimes when analyzing discourse quality: not only can we understand that his clear-cut divide between consensus and majoritarian democracies is overdrawn -- for instance, many so-called majoritarian democracies include institutional veto points in certain decision situations, turning them into ”half-consensual” democracies. Moreover, the type of power relationships and the presence of institutional veto points cannot be unequivocally lined up along a single index of consensus or majoritarian democracies; rather they form a two-dimensional surface of possible combinations and interactive effects have to be modelled explicitly: we expect discursive crosspressures when a competitive system (i.e. majority-opposition relationship) is confronted with institutional veto points: on the one hand, political competition gives actors incentives to attack the political opponent; on the other hand, the need to find a common solution might induce at least those parties interested in achieving an agreement to frame their arguments in a more inclusive and respectful way. The second interaction -- grand coalition and institutional veto points --, in turn, seems to be conflated at first glance: as one property of grand coalitions is turning actors into veto players, there seems to be no need to account for institutional veto points, too. Yet, one might still hypothesize that coalition partners might be more easily bypassed or played off against each other when they have no institutional veto points to deploy. Therefore, we propose that the quality of deliberation might deteriorate when actors are not compelled to include all standpoints. To be sure, regarding deliberative processes, the expectation is not that a full-fledged consensus system leads to full-fledged ethical and moral discourses; rather, we claim that such a constellation enhances the chances that actors engage in such discourses and, for instance, show respect to demands of other political actors. This leads to the first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The more consensual a political system, i.e. when the features of grand coalition and institutional veto points are present, the higher the quality of discourse.

Party discipline. Regarding debates in parliamentary settings, one institutional detail -- also associated with Lijphart’s consensus model -- might have an important effect on the quality of deliberation: the presence or absence of strong party discipline
. When the executive is dependent on legislative confidence, we have a situation coming close to bound mandates, which Elster (1998a: 3) considered to be deleterious for deliberation: actors in parliament have a strong pressure to defend the proposals of their government, whereby argumentative lines often have been fixed before the debate. To the contrary, when the executive is not dependent on legislative confidence (as is the case in presidential systems), parliamentary actors have more leeway to transcend party boundaries, to be open to argument and, for instance, to show respect for the demands of others (see also Becker 2000: 219). 

Hypothesis 2: The absence of strong party discipline leads to a higher level of discourse.

Arena Type. Observing parliamentary debates in the French national assembly of the 18th century, the conservative philosopher and advocate of more tranquil politics, Edmund Burke found it anything but deliberate. He considered it a shame, playing ‘the farce of deliberation with as little decency as liberty. They act like the comedians of a fair before a riotous audience; they act amidst the tumultous cries of a mixed mob of ferocious men, and of women lost to shame, who, according to their insolent fancies, direct, control, applaud, explode them, and sometimes mix and take their seats amongst them, domineering over them with a strange mixture of servile petulance and proud, presumptuous authority.’ (Burke [1790] 1987: 60; cited in Sanders 1997: 357). In accordance with Burke’s observations, Hardin (1999: 115) notes that popular democracy in a large society with representative government subverts deliberation. Instead we find posturing and slogan-politics virtually demanded by the effort to reach a large public audience. Thus, in full sessions of parliament, one can expect that most actors are primarily interested in effectively justifying their positions with the means of rhetorical action. In contrast, legislative bodies where politicians can sit face-to-face and deliberate without much external interference make it easier for them to be reflective, to show respect for the claims of others, or even to change one’s opinions. In a study on the constituent assemblies in Philadelphia in 1787, Paris in 1789-91, and Frankfurt in 1848-9, Elster (1998b) found that speaking in the public was not conducive to calm and impartial deliberation; behind closed doors, however, actors talked much more seriously, although the non-public character simultaneously enhanced bargaining.

Hypothesis 3: Non-public arenas enhance the quality of deliberation, but they also further bargaining.

Issue Specifity. As recent trends in institutionalist theory have emphasized (e.g. Powell and DiMaggio 1991; March/Olsen 1989: 126; see also Thelen/Steinmo 1992: 27; Hall/Taylor 1996: 939; Rothstein 1998: 138; also Giugni/Passy 2000), a narrow conception of institutions as mere ‘rules of the game’ might not be sufficient to fully grasp political processes. The claim is that one brings ‘culture’ back in by looking at informal constraints embodied in ideas, norms of behavior, and internally imposed codes.
 While sociological institutionalists mostly put the stress on how institutions affect actors’ cognitive scripts, our study takes social constructivism as a starting point and centers the analysis on the discourses surrounding certain policy issues. The focus is on the ideas and messages and narratives such discourses convey.
 To obtain a simple dichotomous variable, the issues and their related discourses are boiled down to the familiar distinction between ‘valence’ and ‘positional’ issues (Stokes 1963): ‘valence’ issues mean that elites share a discursive consensus regarding certain values and goals, whereas in positional issues this is not the case. Transposing this distinction to deliberative processes, we expect that when problems have to be regulated within valence issue domains, actors can deliberate more calmly and they might treat each others’ arguments more easily with respect. Moreover, even those actors whose self-interest is in conflict with the values of the discursive consensus might be rhetorically constrained as it is difficult and costly to undermine a prior discursive consensus. This, of course, is quite a radical departure from the Habermasian discourse model with its emphasis on liberal neutrality. It harkens back to the republican conception of democracy where people share a common conception of the good and have a community ethos. Nevertheless this conception matches well Stanley Fish’s (1999) contention that fundamental gulfs of opinion will hardly lead to a calm and respectful debate.

Hypothesis 4: Valence issues, i.e. policy issues that involve a basic discursive consensus on key values and goals, lead to a higher the quality of discourse (especially with regard to respect). 

Yet testing all hypotheses (a total of 5) in all combinations would lead to an almost unmanageable universe of potential constellations (25=32 constellations in a matrix). However, one can significantly reduce the number of testable hypotheses and constellations. As Habermasian discourses only refer to the management of disagreements, we need settings where disagreements are really debated. Regarding the parliamentary context, we might find constellations which are far less interesting to analyze in this respect. Assume an idealtypical constellation of large multiparty coalitions and parliamentary systems with strong party discipline. In most cases, conflicts will not be resolved in the parliamentary arena; rather, compromises have been made in inter-party talks and the parties in the parliament will only defend the compromise reached before; the idea to look at the management of conflicts within parliaments therefore becomes obsolete. A second reduction can be made when looking at competitive systems with strong party discipline and the presence of institutional veto points. In such a situation, it can be expected that opposition parties decide beforehand if they accept the proposal of the majority or not; if they accept it, we cannot observe the management of disagreement within the parliament and we are in the same situation as sketched before; if they reject it, why should a majority make an effort to frame its arguments in a more inclusive and respectful way knowing that the proposal will be vetoed anyway? Thus, from the point of view of deliberation, we equal a situation as if there were no veto points. Certainly, negotiations between majority and opposition actors will take place, but these will rather be among party leaders and not among actors in parliament. This leaves us with the following constellations:
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Note: +++  = very high discourse quality; --- = very low discourse quality; the expectations, however, are very provisional and need to be refined.

We predict the highest discourse quality -- that is arguing and responding to others, respect toward the demand of others and their arguments, empathy, and constructive politics -- when a valence issue is debated in a closed arena in a consensus democracy with high institutional veto points; we predict the lowest discourse quality -- that is posturing, not responding to others, or if so, discrediting their arguments, not showing empathy, and not making constructive proposals -- when a positional issue is a debated publicly in a competitive democracy with strong party discipline and no institutional veto points. In competitive democracies with high institutional veto points, we expect, as mentioned before, crosspressures between political competition and the need to find a common solution. In consensus democracies with low institutional veto points, we hypothesize that actors might be less willing to listen to the standpoints of others, particularly when an issue is a positional one. In competitive settings with low veto points, we predict that actors play the competitive game, but there may be differences between systems with high and low party discipline: in the former, we expect actors to be slightly more discursive.

Research Design

Methodology.  A comparative case study approach will be used to test the model. Comparison is the closest substitute for experimentation in political science and in social research at large (Peters 1998: 1), so that it enables the researcher to draw (limited) generalizations. We first discuss the criteria that a sound selection of cases should meet, and then propose the countries and cases to be analyzed.

The selection of cases for a comparative analysis will be driven by a ”most similar systems design” (MSSD) (Przeworski and Teune 1970; see also Peters 1998: 36-41). Based on John Stuart Mill’s (1843) method of difference, MSSD seeks to compare political systems that share a host of common features in an effort to neutralize some differences while highlighting others. The MSSD research design is also consonant with the stress of King et al. (1994: 128-149) on avoiding selection bias, whereby it is primarily important to let the independent variable vary, and thus not to select cases on the basis of a particular value of the dependent variable. But why not choose a variable-centered approach with a large-n statistical analysis? First, our study on the discourse quality in parliamentary settings is an explorative study in a terra incognita where there are no straightforward theories and where neither the independent variables nor the dependent variable have been empirically tested before. Moreover, there are no secondary sources from which this study could draw; this means that every single debate has to be coded (including reliability tests) which means that only a restricted number of debate can be included; and finally, due to limitations in the knowledge of language, one cannot include debates from a large sample of countries. In such a situation, Lijphart suggests that ”the most fruitful approach would be to regard the comparative analysis as the first stage of research, in which hypotheses are carefully formulated, and the statistical analysis as the second stage, in which these hypotheses are tested in as large sample as possible.” (Lijphart 1971: 685) 


The selection of countries and cases.  The country selection follows the analytical scheme developed in the third section. To test our hypotheses, we need a consensus democracy with low party discipline, a competitive democracy with low party discipline, and a competitive democracy with high party discipline. For the first constellation, Switzerland represents the best approximation -- Lijphart also denotes it one of the model cases of consensus democracy. Switzerland has an institutionalized grand coalition (the so-called ‘magic formula’ since 1959), combined with strong veto points arising mainly from the institutions of direct democracy. The referendum produces a steady danger of a veto in a popular vote which, in turn, forces political actors to adopt cooperative strategies and build large supporting coalitions for policy proposals (see Linder 1999: 295-97). Moreover, party discipline is rather low in the Swiss political system (Kriesi 2001): although members of Parliament elect the government (the Federal Council), the legislature cannot stage a vote of no confidence during that period. If a government proposal is defeated by Parliament, it is not necessary for either the member sponsoring this proposal or the Federal Council as a body to resign (Steiner 1974: 43); accordingly, members of Parliament are quite independent in drawing legislation. For the second constellation, we choose the United States. The United States is the classical presidential democracy with low party discipline and with a competitive two-party system, but involving strong institutional veto points. For constitutional changes or for overriding a president’s veto, a two-thirds majority in both houses of Congress is required; moreover veto points also arise from the bicameral system where each house has a veto over each other’s actions. For the third constellation, we choose the United Kingdom. The United Kingdom is the paradigmatic case of the ”Westminster model”: there is strong party competition with the opposition having no veto rights; thus the governing party has all the power and can impose its will by majority votes in parliament. Moreover, party discipline is very high.

For each of the three countries, we select decision cases from the 1980s and the 1990s. In order not to muddy the research design, we will only look at debates in the first houses. The logic of Habermasian communicative action requires that one primarily focuses on constitutional and regulative issues rather than on day-to-day politics and mere distributive issues (Chambers 1999: 11). The selection of the decision cases follows the criterion of issue specifity as defined before: we thus need positional and valence issues. Regarding the category of positional issues, we will look at two kinds of decisions cases: (1) issues involving social justice (e.g. minimum wage debates); (2) issues with strong value conflicts (e.g. abortion), which are topical in the literature on deliberative democracy. To make the distinction between valence and positional issues, we will utilize ”thick descriptions” of the surrounding discourse(s). In sum, the model requires that one looks at a total of 30 debates (15 decision cases).

V. Deliberative Politics and Substantive Outcomes

While the first part of the project evaluates favourable conditions for deliberation, the second part focuses on the output dimension of deliberative processes. Thus while before, deliberation was the dependent variable which was to be explained by institutional configurations, deliberation now becomes the main explanatory variable. The goal will be to evaluate whether substantive outcomes are to a certain degree influenced by the deliberative quality of the preceding debates. 

Theory and Research Questions

Although much has been written about possible effects of deliberation, systematic empirical studies on actual political outputs are widely lacking. The theoretical literature mainly elaborates on the increased legitimacy of deliberatively reached decisions (Manin 1987; Cohen 1989; Chambers 1995). Studies which examine effects of deliberation concentrate either on discourses in citizen forums or in the (media-led) public sphere (including the empirical analyses of Dryzek/Braithwaite 2000; Mendelberg/Oleske 2000; Gastil/Dillard 1999; Kim et al. 1999; Gerhards 1997; Gerhards et al. 1998). Debates of representative democratic bodies such as the parliamentary arena are, however, neglected.  

In such representative debates of real world politics, we identify two dimensions of a decision which can be influenced by the discourse quality of the preceding debate: a formal dimension and—more important—a substantial dimension. Regarding the effects on both of these dimensions, the literature is quite unspecific, and as far as certain effects are proposed, there is still wide disagreement, as we attempt to show below:

(1) Concerning the formal dimension of decisions, Habermas and other theorists close to his discourse ethics have a clear notion of whereto an ideal deliberation leads: to a genuine, rational consensus of all participants, due to the “non-coercive coercion of the better argument” (see Habermas 1992: 138-9, 371). In contrast to compromise, a genuine consensus is not simply a negotiated agreement of the participants but includes a transformation of preferences (Chambers 1995: 246). Even by accepting the limits of practical discourse especially in terms of time, ‘hard core’ discourse ethics would expect a tendency to consensus and thus in the real-world case of a vote which tends to result in a unanimous decision. 
In contrast, other theorists argue that deliberation leads to a radicalisation of an initial moderate dissent. Ian Shapiro (1999: 31) makes the point for this kind of reasoning: ”People with opposed interests are not always aware of just how opposed those interests actually are. Deliberation can bring differences to the surface, widening the political divisions rather than narrowing them. [...] This is what Marxists hoped would result from ‘consciousness-raising‘“. Thus according to this argument, we would expect a more polarised voting decision relative to a case without or with less deliberation.—In between these extremes is the model of Gutmann and Thompson (2000; 1996; 1990). They argue that consensus may never be reached even in an ideal deliberation. In their view disagreement is normatively acceptable as long as it is conducted in an atmosphere of mutual respect. Thereby ”mutual respect [...] requires an effort to appreciate the moral force of the position of people with whom we disagree“ (Gutmann/Thompson 1990: 85) 
(2) Regarding the substantive dimension of deliberately reached decisions, the pertinent literature is—if it advances an opinion at all—surprisingly vague. In general, theorists simply assume that a decision after deliberation is legitimate, since the process of deliberation is argued to be more legitimate than any other process of decision making (most explicitly: Manin 1987). With such a view, the actual substantive quality of a decision becomes a minor question. However, John Rawls shows convincingly that the deliberative model of democracy cannot generate the legitimacy of its policies through the legitimacy of its deliberative procedure alone: „Legitimacy allows an undetermined range of injustice that justice might not permit“ (Rawls 1995: 428).
  This seems to be especially true in a reality in which an ideal deliberation is virtually impossible and a genuine consensus can hardly be reached not least because of time limits. In the long term, unjust decisions could corrupt the legitimacy of the procedure. In order to prevent this,  ”we always depend on our substantive judgements of justice” (Rawls 1995: 429) — in a deliberative democracy as much as in Rawls’s (1996) conception of political liberalism. Rawls’s argument implies that in the short or medium term, deliberative forums are not necessarily inclined to produce substantially just decisions. Even proponents of deliberative democratic theory demand in the meantime that the discourse principle needs to be controlled by higher substantial principles (Cohen 1996).

However, most other theorists of deliberative democracy imply that genuine deliberative processes do produce ‘good’ decisions of a certain kind. Gutmann and Thompson (1996: 208-18) for instance make an argument for a „deliberative perspective on opportunity“. This involves two principles which are strongly related to the difference principle of Rawls (1971: 75-80) and are thus generally concerned with distributive justice. Yet Gutmann and Thompson integrate their principles of opportunity into the deliberative procedure. Thus in their view an ideal deliberation involves by definition a deliberative perspective on opportunity—the link between the two elements is not a question of causality. Although they promote a model concerned with real world politics, they do not take into account the possibility that in less-than-ideal deliberations, participants could talk extensively about distributive justice, but could still decide otherwise.—At least Gutmann and Thompson make clear that their conception of deliberative politics involves the normative imperative to further the substantial objective of distributive justice. 

Unlike Gutmann and Thompson, Gambetta (1998) does not construct a detailed conception of justice or of the common good, but he attempts to justify why deliberation can have a positive effect on decisions, also in the real world: Even by assuming that many arguments within a debate which are based upon principles of the common good (instead of principles of self-interest) are hypocritical, the presence of such arguments can lead to an increased readiness to make concessions to the other side. This could in turn enable decisions which increase the common good. Similar arguments are made by Elster (1998a: 12; “the civilizing force of hypocrisy”) and Fearon (1998). 

In short, the link between discourse and substantial decisions are formulated very vaguely in the theoretical literature on deliberative politics. Such links can be made more plausible when we include further deliberative virtues. In this sense it is to assume that a simple accumulation of common good arguments will not be sufficient to surmount initial self-interests. Rather it needs to be combined with the will (and capability) to listen to each other, resulting in mutual respect towards the other demands, propositions and arguments. In addition, the institutional context has to make sure that cheap talk and contradictory argumentation are negatively sanctioned.  

Because of these unspecific and to a certain extent conflicting views in regard to the effects of deliberation on political outcomes, this part of the project is largely exploratory in character. Instead of precise causal hypotheses it will thus be led by more general research questions. The four principal research questions are, based upon the above elaboration, the following: 

(Q1) Does deliberation have a direct, independent effect on the formal dimension of a decision? Thus, do debates which approach the ideal of a rational discourse to a sufficient degree lead to a consensus or at least to a compromise? 

(Q2) Does deliberation have a direct, independent effect on the substantial dimension of a decision? Thus, do debates which approach the ideal of a rational discourse to a sufficient degree lead to distributive justice by implementing the difference principle?

(Q3) Is there an inherent connection between the two dimensions of a decision? Ideally, deliberative politics would produce an approximation to consensus and to distributive justice at the same time.

(Q4) Which elements or dimensions of deliberative politics have a particularly substantial effect on the two dimensions of a decision—either isolated or in a certain combination with each other? Which elements of deliberative politics do not have an effect on the decisions?

Research Design

Like the first part of the research project, this part will employ a comparative analysis of case studies to answer the research questions: The units of analysis are debates in the parliamentary context which will be coded in terms of their discourse quality (explanatory variable) and aspects of the following decision (dependent variable). Again we have to cope with the important constraint that we have to collect the complex data of our cases ourselves by means of the content-analytical tool of the DQI (see section III). These restrictions again lead to a most similar systems design (MSSD) or ‘comparable cases strategy’, defined by Arend Lijphart (1975: 165) as „the method of testing hypothesized empirical relationships among variables on the basis of the same logic that guides the statistical method, but in which the cases are selected in such a way as to maximize the variance of the independent variables and to minimize the variance of the control variables“.

However, this premise leads to a somewhat different choice of the level of analysis than in the first part of the project. We have shown above that we expect institutional factors to have an important effect on the discourse quality, and thus indirectly, but also directly, on the substantial decisions. Yet in this part of the project we are not interested in any institutional effects as such, but on the contrary in the effect of the discourse quality on decisions ceteris paribus. Since such strong and complex institutional effects are difficult to control, we simply attempt to keep them constant. 

This is why this part of the analysis is conducted in a single institutional context and involves a comparison of several debates within the same context. For the analysis to make sense we not only have to find a relatively high level of discourse quality, but also a minimal degree of variation of that same variable. To choose an institutional context which meets both of these conditions, we use the guidance of the framework of ‘actor-centred institutionalism’ (ACI; Mayntz/Scharpf 1995). The second condition—a certain variation of discourse quality between debates within a single institutional context—might at first sight seem to be a contradiction to our argumentation above that it is exactly the institutional context which influences discourse quality the most. However, to state that institutions have an important effect does not mean that this effect is deterministic. Arguing in terms of ACI, “we must remain aware of the fact that although institutions constitute composite actors, create and constrain options, and shape perceptions and preferences, they cannot influence choices and outcomes in a deterministic sense. Institutionalised rules, even if they are completely effective, will rarely prescribe one and only one course of action. Instead, by proscribing some and permitting other actions, they will define repertoires of more or less acceptable courses of action that will leave considerable scope for the strategic and tactical choices of purposeful actors“ (Scharpf 1997: 42). While the institutional context is an important but remote cause of action, the proximate causes of action remain on the actor level. Thus by choosing an institution which constitutes a ‘discourse-friendly’ context of action, we expect both a relatively high average of discourse quality and a sufficient degree of variation between different debates. These expectations are also backed by Jon Elster, who makes the point that “[i]n practice, one cannot create the conditions for arguing without at the same time opening up a possibility for bargaining” (Elster 1998a: 14).


Cases.  These premises have led to the selection of the German conference committee (Vermittlungs​ausschuss) as institutional context for the analysis. It is a body to reconcile conflicts between the two parliamentary chambers (Bundestag and Bundesrat) and is equally borne by the two legislative organisations. The conference committee is thought to create incentives for rational deliberation because of the following reasons: 

· It is a deliberative body by its own definition; besides, at least one study concludes that the conference committee has a high capacity for deliberation (Lhotta 2000).

· Its participants are numerically limited and are usually senior politicians who are experienced in finding bipartisan political solutions; thus the principle of symmetrical communication can relatively well be approached.

· Public pressure is relatively low, since its debates are confidential; thus the participants can act as trustees (Thompson 1988), and they are thus, although they are still representatives of their constituencies, more likely to change their opinion in the light of alternative arguments. 

· In contrast to analogous organisations in other countries, the German conference committee is thoroughly institutionalised (Tsebeliy/Money 1997: 176-208); it thus has an important weight both within the parliamentary arena and—Germany being a parliamentary democracy—in the political system as a whole. 

The actual cases (debates) to be analysed are chosen by a criteria-led process in two steps. Firstly, a time period is defined which will provide the universe for the actual case selection. The minutes of the conference committee debates are publicly available up to 1994. Depending on the political constellation, the conference committee was active in different ways and played a different role. For our purposes it is crucial that it treats issues of a minimal scope which goes beyond a federal-unitary dimension of conflict. These conditions are met best in periods when different partisan majorities rule the two parliamentary chambers, or at least when no party or coalition clearly dominates both houses. In the period in which minutes are available, this was the case between October 1969 and September 1982.—Secondly, out of this universe the cases are selected according to three criteria: 

· Content: issues of justice, labour and social policy; in regulative issues an evident (re-)distributive dimension has to be present (excluded: purely federal-unitary conflicts).

· Size: at least 10 pages of actual debating.

· Process: the debate is held in the conference committee at all times (no sub-committees)

The goal is to select between 30 to 40 debates which can be compared in a controlled context. 


Operationalisation.  The now explanatory, independent variable generally corresponds to the dependent variable of the first part of the project. Thus its measurement is also based upon the DQI-Coding-Scheme as described in section III. As in part one, we will code each speech of the debate and then aggregate these codes for the debates at large (source: Protokolle VA: various volumes).

The two dimensions of the dependent variable—the formal dimension and the substantial dimension of the decisions of the German conference committee—are operationalised as follows:

(1) The formal decisions are measured by way of the voting results at the end of each debate (source: Protokolle VA: various volumes). The two principal categories are defined by the observation whether a decision is reached (almost) unanimously or by a marginal majority.  Exact criteria for category limits have yet to be defined, either by means of data structure or of content. It is crucial to take the actual majority in a given debate into account. The goal is to create an ordinal indicator with at most four categories, which, where required, could be transformed into a dummy variable. — A similar indicator will be constructed for the decisions in the two parliamentary chambers, when Bundestag and Bundesrat have to decide whether or not to accept the mediating proposal (Vermittlungsvorschlag). This indicator wont be easy to judge in terms of deliberative democracy. It will, however, allow for inferences in terms of the parliamentary requirements towards the conference committee, i.e. to mediate between the two chambers. This is the case when the mediating proposal is accepted in both chambers. An interesting question is whether or not the parliamentary requirements toward the conference committee are in contrast with the requirements of deliberative politics. 

(2) The substantial dimension of decisions is operationalised mainly by the prospective of deliberative politics to generate distributive justice. It is possible to add an indicator for efficiency in a later stage of the project. The principal theoretical claims concern the distributive justice of policies, more exactly the consideration of the difference principle in policies. Thus we conceptualise distributive justice as ‘weak egalitarianism’, which defines social equality not as an objective as such, but as a means to improve the situation of the least advantaged (Shapiro 1997: 128-9). 

The categorisation of policy action also draws on William N. Dunn. In contrast to Theodore Lowi’s (1964) famous three impacts of public policies (regulative, distributive, and redistributive), Dunn (1981: 281) identifies only two types of policy actions which he defines in terms of their major purposes, i.e. regulation and allocation: „regulative actions are those designed to ensure compliance with certain standards or procedures [...]. By contrast, allocative actions are those which require inputs of money, time, personnel and equipment“. The crucial point is that both of these actions may have consequences that are distributive as well as redistributive (Dunn 1981: 281). Our selection of cases makes sure that this is not only a fact as soon as an action has an impact on target groups and beneficiaries in the form of a policy output, but that the legislators can recognise certain (re)distributive consequences of the policy action at the moment they decide whether or not to pass an act (see ‘case selection’ above). 

The indicator shall not measure the (re)distributive consequences of a policy action in an absolute sense, but relative (re)distributive consequences of the action of the conference committee. This is required since we want to isolate the influence of the conference committee alone on a given policy action. The German conference committee is institutionalised such that it can only conciliate between the proposals of the two parliamentary chambers. Usually it is the Bundesrat  that appeals to the conference committee in order to change parts of a bill which was passed in the Bundestag. The operationalisation involves the coding of these ‘invocation objectives’ (Anrufungsziele) in terms of their rough (re)distributive impact (‘more or less equality’ by standards of the difference principle). By comparing the (re)distributive impact of these invocation objectives with the final decision of the conference committee (‘invocation objectives generally accepted’ or ‘rejected’), we can generate an indicator of the substantial decisions (source: Periodische Übersichten über die Tätigkeit des Vermittlungsausschusses; in: BAnz: various volumes).


Methodology.  The almost experimental research design as described above should allow for the development of a parsimonious statistical model. Parsimony is not least necessary because the qualitative content analysis will limit the causal analysis to less than 40 debates. Despite of this research design, there will be various possible factors which are likely to have an effect on the decision, but cannot be held constant. Such intervening variables are in particular effects which directly relate to the bill under debate, e.g. the scope and impacts of the bill. Moreover, partisan majorities both in the meetings of the conference committee and in the two legislative chambers need to be accounted for. These factors are on the same level as the actual cases (the debates) and could be modelled with a simple multivariate regression. Yet in addition, there are intervening variables which are on the actor level. On this micro-level, specific attributes of the speakers should be included, such as party and chamber membership, experience, gender, or properties of their constituencies.

For such a situation a two-level analysis seems to be adequate. This complex version of regression model allows for an interactive connection of both levels of observation and for an interpretation of otherwise unexplained variance (Hox/Kreft 1994). Properties of whole debates form the macro-level, properties of the participants of these debates form the micro-level of the model. Since most members of the committee participate in several debates, a multiple membership structure will be established (Best et al. 1996). The level of measurement will demand a logistic model (Rodriguez/Goldman 1995).

Although the focus of the analysis will be on statistical models, the distinct properties of the cases shall not be sacrificed to a purely variable-centred approach. In this sense, particular debates which prove to be especially informative to understand the phenomena under analysis shall additionally be analysed by a qualitative, hermeneutic approach. The aim will be to attain, at least partially, a methodological triangulation (see Todd 2000). The background to this is that a result which is confirmed or at least indicated by more than one method is more robust than a result generated by a single method. 


VI. Conclusion

In this paper we sketched, on the one hand, a conceptual framework arguing for a certain causality between institutional settings and the mode of decision making, namely between consensus institutions and deliberative politics. On the other hand, we presented a research design regarding causal links between deliberative politics and actual decisional outcomes. It must be stressed, however, that these frameworks are speculative to a certain extent, and the research project must mainly be seen as exploratory in the sense that it attempts to incorporate the presently rather isolated conceptions of deliberative politics into more traditional frameworks of empirical-analytical science. 

Thus we have to be prepared that, empirically, the deliberative quality is influenced by forces other than the described institutional settings, maybe even by phenomena which are constant across all countries. For instance, one might only sporadically find actors with a willingness to deliberate; thus one would come to the conclusion that deliberation is basically a voluntaristic phenomenon.  Likewise, if deliberation remains at a very low level—even in an explicitly discursive organisation like a conference committee—potential effects of deliberative politics on decisions would hardly be measurable in real world politics. Or one might even find that party competition and strategizing are so prevalent in politics that deliberative politics have to be classified as an interesting, but irrelevant phenomenon.

However, even being aware of such limitations and dangers, we believe that our research project can contribute significantly to both conceptions of deliberative politics and more traditional approaches of political science—by attempting to bridge some of the methodological and conceptual gaps between these two fields of political science. 

References

Andeweg, Rudy B. 2000. “Consociational Democracy”. Unpublished manuscript. Leiden University. 

Angell, Richard B. 1964. Reasoning and Logic. New York, N.Y.: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Avio, Kenneth L. 1997. „Constitutional Contract and Discourse Ethics. The Agreement Theories of James Buchanan and Jürgen Habermas“. Journal of Theoretical Poltitics 9(4): 533-553.

BAnz (Bundesanzeiger). Bundesminister der Justiz (Hrsg.). Köln: Bundesanzeiger-Verlagsgesellschaft. 

Barry, Brian. 1975. “Review Article: Political Accommodation and Consociational Democracy”. British Journal of Political Science 5: 477-505

Baynes, Kenneth. 1995. „Democracy and the Rechtsstaat: Habermas’s Faktizität und Geltung“. In: White, Stephen K (ed.). The Cambridge Companion to Habermas. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Benhabib, Seyla. 1996. Toward A Deliberative Model of Democratic Legitimacy. In: Benhabib, Seyla (e.). Democracy and Difference. Contesting the Boundaries of the Political. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Best, N.G., et al. 1996. “Bayesian analysis of realistically complex models”. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society A  159: 323-42.     

Beyme, Klaus von. 1997. Der Gesetzgeber. Der Bundestag als Entscheidungszentrum. Opladen Westdeutscher Verlag.

Bohman, James and William Rehg. 1997. „Introduction“: In: Bohman, James and William Rehg (eds.). Deliberative Democracy. Essays on Reason and Politics. Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Bohmann, James. 1996. Public Deliberation: Pluralism, Complexity and Democracy. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Chambers, Simone. 1995. „Discourse and Democratic Practices“. In: White, Stephen K. (ed.). The Cambridge Companion to Habermas. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Chambers, Simone. 1996. Reasonable Democracy: Jürgen Habermas and the Politics of Discourse. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.  

Chambers, Simone. 1999. Talking versus Voting: Legitimacy, Efficiency, and Deliberative Democracy (Draft). Unpublished manuscript. University of Colorado.

Chong, Dennis. 1996. “Rational Choice Theory’s Mysterious Rivals”. In: Fiedman, Jeffrey (ed.). The Rational Choice Controversy. Economic Models of Politics Reconsidered. New Haven, London: Yale University Press. 

Cohen, Joshua. 1989. „Delibaration and Democratic Legitimacy“. In: Hamlin, Alan and Philip Pettit. The Good Polity: Normative Analysis of the State. Oxford and New York: Basil Blackwell.

Cohen, Joshua. 1996. “Procedure and Substance in Deliberative Democracy”. In: Benhabib, Seyla (ed.). Democracy and Difference. Contesting the Boundaries of the Political. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.  [reprinted in Bohman/Rehg 1997]

Cohen, Joshua and Joel Rogers. 1983. On democracy. New York (N.Y.): Penguin Books.   
Cooke, Maeve. 2000. “Five Arguments for Deliberative Democracy”. Comparative Political Studies 48/5.

Daalder, Hans. 1971. „On Building Consociational Nations: the Cases of the Netherlands and Switzerland“. International Social Science Journal 23 (3): 355-70. 

Deutsch, Morton. 1975. “Equity, Equality, and Need: What Determines Which Value Will Be Used as the Basis of Distributive Justice?”. Journal of Social Issues 31: 137-49.  

Deutsch, Morton. 1985. Distributive justice: a social-psychological perspective. New Haven (Conn.), London: Yale University Press.

Döbert, Rainer. 1996. “§218 vor dem Bundesverfassungsgericht. Verfahrenstheoretische Überlegungen zur sozialen Integration”. In: Daele, Wolfgang van den und Friedhelm Neidhardt (Hrsg.). Kommunikation und Entscheidung. Berlin: Sigma.

Dryzek, John S. 1990. Discursive democracy: politics, policy, and political science. Cambridge [etc.] : Cambridge University Press. 

Dunn, William N. 1981. Public Policy Analysis. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.      

Egstroem, O. and C. Joensson. 2000. „Negotiation in the European Union: bargaining or problem-solving?“. Journal of European Public Policy 7/5: 684-704.

Elster, Jon. 1991. “The Possibility of Rational Politics”. In: Held, David (ed.). Political Theory Today. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Elster, Jon. 1994. „Argumenter et négocier dans deux Assemblées constituantes“. Revue française de science politique 44/2: 187-256.

Elster, Jon. 1997. “The Market and the Forum: Three Varieties of Political Theory”. In: Bohman, James and William Rehg (eds.). Deliberative Democracy. Essays on Reason and Politics. Cambridge: MIT-Press.

Elster, Jon. 1998a. „Introduction“. In: Elster, Jon (ed.). Deliberative Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Elster, Jon. 1998b. „Deliberation and Constitution Making“. In: Elster, Jon (ed.). Deliberative Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fearon, James D. 1998. “Deliberation as Discussion”. In: Elster, Jon (ed.). Deliberative Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Fish, Stanley. 1999. “Mutual Respect as a Device of Exclusion”. In: Macedo, Stephen (ed.). Deliberative Politics. Essays on ‘Democracy and Disagreement’. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fishkin, James S. 1991. Democracy and Deliberation. New Haven: Yale University Press.     

Flyvbjerg, Bent. 1998. ”Habermas and Foucault: thinkers of civil society?”. British Journal of Sociology 49/2: 210-33.

Foucault, Michel. 1978. Dispositive der Macht. Berlin: Merve Verlag.

Foucault, Michel. 1991. „Politics and the Study of Discourse“. In: Burchell, Graham, Colin Gordon, and Peter Miller (eds.). The Foucault Effect. Studies in Governmentality. London: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Fraser, Nancy. 1992. “Rethinking the Public Sphere: A Contribution to the Critique of Actually Existing Democracy”. In: Calhoun, Craig (ed.). Habermas and the Public Sphere. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.   

Gambetta, Diego. 1998. „Claro!“. In: Elster, Jon (ed.). Deliberative Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gastil, John and James P. Dillard. 1999. ”Increasing Political Sophistication Through Public Deliberation”. In: Political Communication 16: 3-23.     

Gerhards, Jürgen. 1997. “Diskursive versus liberale Öffentlichkeit. Eine empirische Auseinandersetzung mit Jürgen Habermas”. Kölner Zeitschrift für Psychologie und Sozialpsychologie  49/1: 1-34.

Gerhards, Jürgen, Friedhelm Neidhart, und Dieter Rucht. 1998. Zwischen Palaver und Diskurs. Strukturen öffentlicher Meinungsbildung am Beispiel der deutschen Diskussion zur Abtreibung. Opladen/Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Graeser, Andreas. 1999. Philosophie und Ethik. Düsseldorf: Parerga Verlag    

Greve, Jens. 1999. “Sprache, Kommunikation und Strategie in der Theorie von Jürgen Habermas”. Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie 51: 232-59.

Gutmann Amy and Dennis Thompson. 1990. ”Moral Conflict and Political Consensus”. Ethics 101: 64-88.    

Gutmann Amy and Dennis Thompson. 1996. Democracy and Disagreement. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Harvard.  

Gutmann Amy and Dennis Thompson. 2000. “Why Deliberative Democracy Is Different”. Social Philosophy & Policy 17: 161-80.

Haase, Martin. 1994. Respekt: Die Grammatikalisierung von Höflichkeit. München, Newcastle: Lincom Europa.

Habermas, Jürgen. 1982 [1981]. Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns. 2 Bände. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.

Habermas, Jürgen. 1983. Moralbewußtsein und kommunikatives Handeln. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.

Habermas, Jürgen. 1990 [1960]. Strukturwandel der Öffentlichkeit. Untersuchungen zu einer Kategorie der bürgerlichen Gesellschaft. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp. 

Habermas, Jürgen. 1991. Erläuterungen zur Diskursethik. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.    

Habermas, Jürgen. 1992. Faktizität und Geltung: Beiträge zur Diskurstheorie des Rechts und des demokratischen Rechtsstaats. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.  

Habermas, Jürgen. 1995. “Reconciliation Through the Public Use of Reason: Remarks on John Rawls’s Political Liberalism”. Journal of Philosophy 92/3 (March). 

Habermas, Jürgen. 1996. Die Einbeziehung des Andern: Studien zur politischen Theorie. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.   

Hall, Peter A. and Rosemary C. R. Taylor. 1996. “Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms”. Political Studies 44: 936-957.

Halpern, Sue M. 1986. “The Disorderly Universe of Consociational Democracy”. West European Politics 9: 181-97.

Hardin, Russell. 1999. “Deliberation: Method, Not Theory”. In: Macedo, Stephen (ed.). Deliberative Politics. Essays on ‘Democracy and Disagreement’. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hox, Joop J. and Ita G.G. Kreft 1994. “Multilevel Analysis Methods”. Sociological Methods and Research 22: 283-99.   

Johnson, James. 1998. „Arguing for Deliberation: Some Skeptical Considerations“. In: Elster, Jon (ed.). Deliberative Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Kaiser, André. 1997. „Types of Democracy. From Classical to New Institutionalism“. Journal of Theoretical Politics 9(4): 419-444.

Kant, Immanuel. 1984a. Grundlegung der Metaphysik der Sitten. Werkausgabe, Bd. VII. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.

Kant, Immanuel. 1984b. Zum ewigen Frieden. Ein philosophischer Entwurf. Werkausgabe, Bd. XI. Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp.

Keck, Otto. 1995. „Rationales kommunikatives Handeln in den internationalen Beziehungen. Ist eine Verbindung von Rational-Choice-Theorie und Habermas‘ Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns möglich?“ Zeitschrift für Internationale Beziehungen 2 (1): 5 -48.

Kim, Joohan, Robert O. Wyatt, and Elihu Katz. 1999. “News, Talk, Opinion, Participation: The Part Played by Conversation in Deliberative Democracy”. Political Communication 16: 361-85.

King, Gary, Robert O. Keohane and Sidney Verba. 1994. Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative Research. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Knight, Jack and James Johnson. 1994. “Aggregation and deliberation: On the possibility of democratic legitimacy. Political Theory 22: 277-96. 

Kriesi, Hanspeter. 2001a. Die Rolle der Öffentlichkeit im politischen Entscheidungsprozess. Ein konzeptueller Rahmen für ein international vergleichendes Forschungsprojekt. Veröffentlichungsreihe der Arbeitsgruppe „Politische Öffentlichkeit und Mobilisierung“ des Wissenschaftszentrums Berlin für Sozialforschung.

Lasswell, Harold D. 1936. Politics: Who Gets What, When, How. New York: McGraw Hill.  

Lehmbruch, Gerhard. 1967. Proporzdemokratie: Politisches System und politische Kultur in der Schweiz und in Österreich. Tübingen: J.C.B.Mohr. 

Lehmbruch, Gerhard. 1993. “Consociational Democracy and Corporatism in Switzerland”. Publius 23 (Spring): 43-60.

Lehmbruch, Gerhard. 1996. “Die korporative Verhandlungsdemokratie in Westmitteleuropa”. Schweizerische Zeitschrift für Politische Wissenschaft 2 (4): 19-41.

Levett, Anne, A. Kottler, E. Burman and I. Parker (ed.). 1997. Culture, Power and Difference: Discourse Analysis in South Africa. London: Zed Books.   

Lhotta, Roland. 2000. „Konsens und Konkurrenz in der konstitutionellen Ökonomie bikameraler Verhandlungsdemokratie : Der Vermittlungsausschuß als effiziente Institution politischer Deliberation“. In: Holtmann, Everhard und Helmut Voelzkow (Hrsg.). Zwischen Wettbewerbs- und Verhandlungsdemokratie. Opladen, Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag.

Lijphart, Arend. 1969. “Consociational democracy”. World Politics 21: 207-25.

Lijphart, Arend. 1971. “Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method”. American Political Science Review 65: 682-98.

Lijphart, Arend. 1975. “The Comparable-Cases Strategy in Comparative Research”. Comparative Political Studies 8(2): 158-77.

Lijphart, Arend. 1977. Democracy in Plural Societies: a Comparative Explanation. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Lijphart, Arend. 1999. Patterns of Democracy. Government Forms and Performance in Thirty-Six Countries. New Haven: Yale University Press.

Linder, Wolf. 1999. Schweizerische Demokratie: Institutionen—Prozesse—Perspektiven. Bern, Stuttgart, Wien: Haupt.

Lowi, Theodore. 1964. “American Business, Public Policy Case Studies, and Political Theory”. World Politics 16.      

Lustick, Ian S. 1997. “Lijphart, Lakatos, and Consociationalism”. World Politics 50: 88-117

Macedo, Stephen. 1990. “The politics of justification”. Political Theory 18: 280-304.  

Macedo, Stephen. 1999. “Introduction”. In: Macedo, Stephen (ed.). Deliberative Politics. Essays on ‘Democracy and Disagreement’. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mackie, Gerry. 1998. “All Men Are Liars: Is Democracy Meaningless?”. In: Elster, Jon (ed.). Deliberative Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Malmkjaer, Kirsten (ed.). 1991. The linguistics encyclopedia. London, New York: Routledge. 

Manin, Bernard. 1987. “On Legitimacy and Deliberation”. Political Theory 15: 338-68.  

Mansbridge, Jane. 1980. Beyond Adversary Democracy. Basic Books: New York.

Mansbridge, Jane. 1992. “A deliberative theory of interest representation”. In: Petracca, Mark P. The politics of interest: Interest goups transformed. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 

Mansbridge, Jane. 1996. „Reconstructing Democracy“. In: Hirschmann, Nancy J. and Christine Di Stefano (eds.). Revisioning the Political: Feminist Reconstructions of Traditional Concepts in Western Political Theory. Boulder (Col.): Westview.

March, James G. and Johan P. Olson. 1989. Rediscovering Institutions. The Organizational Basis of Politics. New York: Free Press.

Mayntz, Renate and Fritz W Scharpf. 1995. “Der Ansatz des akteurzentrierten Institutionalismus“. In: Mayntz, Renate and Fritz W Scharpf. Gesellschaftliche Selbstregelung und politische Steuerung. Frankfurt a.M. und New York: Campus. 

Mendelberg, Tali, and John Oleske. 2000. “Race and Public Deliberation.” Political Communication 17: 169-91. 

Mouffe, Chantal. 1999 ”Deliberative democracy or agonistic pluralism?” Social Research: 745-58.

Müller, Harald. 1995. „Spielen hilft nicht immer. Die Grenzen des Rational-Choice-Ansatzes und der Platz der Theorie kommunikativen Handelns in der Analyse internationaler Beziehungen“. Zeitschrift für Internationale Beziehungen 2 (2): 367-79.

Müller, Jörg-Paul. 1993. Demokratische Gerechtigkeit. Eine Studie zur Legitimität rechtlicher und politischer Ordnung. München: dtv wissenschaft.

Müller, Jörg-Paul. 1999. Der politische Mensch—menschliche Politik. Demokratie und Menschenrechte im staatlichen und globalen Kontext. Basel et. al.: Helbing & Lichtenhahn; München: C.H. Beck.    

Nelson, William. 2000. “The Institutions of Deliberative Democracy”. Social Philosophy & Policy 17: 181-202.

Offe, Claus and Ulrich K. Preuss. 1991.  “Democratic Institutions and Moral Resources”. In: Held, David (ed.). Political Theory Today. Cambridge: Polity Press. 

Ostrom, Elinor. 1998. “A Behavioral Approach to the Rational Choice Theory of Collective Action”. American Political Science Review 92 (1): 1-22.

Perczynski, Piotr. 2000. Associo-deliberative democracy and qualitative participation. Unpublished manuscript. Leiden University.

Peters, B. Guy. 1998. Comparative Politics. Theory and Methods, London, Macmillan.

Powell, Bingham G., Jr., and Guy D. Whitten. 1993. A Cross-National Analysis of Economic Voting: Taking Account of the Political Context. American Journal of Political Science 37(2): 391-411.

Protokolle VA (Protokolle des Vermittlungsausschusses des Deutschen Bundestages und des Bundesrates). Sekretariat des Bundesrates (Hrsg.). München: C.H. Beck, K.G. Saur. [Mikroform].

Rawls, John. 1971.  A Theory of Justice. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Rawls, John. 1985. „Justice as Fairness“. Philosophy and Public Affairs  14: 223-51.

Rawls, John. 1995. “Reply to Habermas”. Journal of Philosophy 92/3 (March). [Reprinted in Rawls 1996; page numbers refer to this publication.]

Rawls, John. 1996 [1993]. Political Liberalism. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Rehg, William. 1994. Insight and Solidarity. The Discourse Ethics of Jürgen Habermas. Berkeley et. al.: University of California Press.  

Risse, Thomas. 2000. “Let’s argue!: Communicative Action in World Politics”. International Organization 54: 1-39.

Rodriguez, G. and N. Goldman. 1995. “An assessment of estimation procedures for multilevel models with binary responses” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society A  158: 73-89.    

Rothstein, Bo. Just Institutions Matter. The Moral and Political Logic of the Universal Welfare State. Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press. 

Sanders, Lynn M. “Against Deliberation”. 1997. Political Theory 25: 347-75.

Scharpf, Fritz W. 1972 [1970]. Demokratietheorie zwischen Utopie und Anpassung. Konstanz: Universitätsverlag.

Scharpf, Fritz W. 1997. Games Real Actors Play. Actor-Centered Institutionalism in Policy Research. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.   

Scharpf, Fritz W. 2000. „Institutions in Comparative Policy Research“. MPIfG Working Paper 00/3, March 2000.

Schauer, Frederick. 1999. “Talking as a Decision Procedure”. In: Macedo, Stephen (ed.). Deliberative Politics. Essays on ‘Democracy and Disagreement’. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schmalz-Bruns, Rainer. 1995. „Die Theorie kommunikativen Handelns - eine Flaschenpost? Anmerkungen zur jüngsten Theoriedebatte in den Internationalen Beziehungen“. Zeitschrift für Internationale Beziehungen 4 (2): 219-54.

Schmid, Carol L. 1981. Conflict and Consensus in Switzerland. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Sebeok, Thomas A (gen. ed.). 1986. Encyclopedic dictionary of semiotics. Berlin, New York, Amsterdam: Mouton de Gruyter. 

Shapiro, Daniel. 1997 [1995]. „Can old-age social insurance be justified?”. In: Ellen Frankel Paul, Fred D. Miller, Jr., and Jeffrey Paul (eds.). The just society. Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University Press.

Shapiro, Ian. 1999. “Enough of Deliberation. Politics is about Interests and Power”. In: Macedo, Stephen (ed.). Deliberative Politics. Essays on ‘Democracy and Disagreement’. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Skyrms, Brian. 1990. The dynamics of rational deliberation. Cambridge, Massachusetts [etc.] Harvard University Press.   

Steiner, Jürg. 1974. Amicable Agreement Versus Majority Rule. Conflict Resolution in Switzerland. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.

Steinmo, Sven and Kathleen Thelen. 1992. “Historical institutionalism in comparative politics”. In: Steinmo, Sven and Kathleen Thelen (ed.). Structuring politics. Historical institutionalism in comparative analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Thompson, Dennis F. 1988. ”Representatives in the Welfare State”. In: Gutmann Amy (ed.). Democracy and the Welfare State. Princeton: Princeton University Press.     

Todd, Z. 2000. Mixing Methods. London: Routledge.

Tsebelis, George. 1995. “Decision Making in Political Systems: Veto Players in Presidentialism, Paliamentarism, Multicameralism and Multipartyism. British Journal of Political Science 25: 289-325.

Tsebelis, George, and Jeannette Money. 1997. Bicameralim. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Walzer, Michael. 1999. “Deliberation, and What Else?”. In: Macedo, Stephen (ed.). Deliberative Politics. Essays on ‘Democracy and Disagreement’. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

� The terms seems to have been first coined by Joseph Bessette (1994).


� Hence, the principal currents of deliberative democracy, which are usually either based upon John Rawls (e.g. Gutman/Thompson 1990, 1996; Nelson 2000) or on Habermas (e.g. Chambers 1996, Bohmann 1996), but only very rarely on both, maintain a common core after all. This is so, since Cohen based his conception of deliberative democracy on Rawls’s (1971) ”Theory of Justice”. Additionally, Habermas and Rawls themselves have approximated their respective conceptions in a dialogue (see Habermas 1995; Rawls 1995).


� Keck’s attempt to merge communicative action in rational choice theory, however, has been severely criticized. Harald Müller (1995) points out that interest-based behaviour and communicative behaviour can never be fully equated and that in rational choice theory communication eventually always comes down to mere signal exchange which is not consonant with true argumentative behaviour (Müller 1995: 374-75). In a similar vein, Rainer Schmalz-Bruns (1995) claims that expanding the universe of rational choice theory to domains other than the analysis of egoistic and fixed preferences involves the risk of concept stretching. According to Schmalz-Bruns, this does not mean that real actors would not switch between different logics of action; yet it may not be advantageous to merge these logics already at the conceptual level (p.356). However, when Greve’s argument is taken seriously and an argumentative logic cannot be categorically separated from strategic action, Keck’s bridge-building attempt becomes more difficult to dismiss. On the other hand, one might certainly agree with Müller and Schmalz-Bruns that Keck’s approach is limited and does not exploit the full spectrum of communicative action.


� Rational critique as defined by Angell (1964: 23): ”provided that the conclusion is meaningful and self-consistent, rational critique of an argument is directed towards (a) the acceptability of the reasons and/or (b) the connections between the reasons and the conclusion”, thus not toward the conclusion itself. Thereby, Angell’s notion of ‘argument’ is comparable to Sebeok’s (1986) notion of ‘inference’, and the notion of ‘connections’ is interchangeable with Sebeok’s notion of ‘relations’.


� It would be problematic to include personal respect as another aspect of respect. This would have to be largely based upon indicators of politeness. In most Parliaments codes of conduct are institutionalized, such as the expression of ”My honourable Gentleman” or ”My honourable friend” in British debates. Yet the more a formulation of politeness is used in a setting, the less it represents genuine respect (see also Haase 1994: 98).


� Gerhards’s levels of rationality draw heavily on Rainer Döbert (1996), who in turn developed his conception on the basis of Jürgen Habermas and Jean Piaget.


� For a fuller description of the indicators with illustrative examples see the web site of the project: www.ipw.unibe.ch/discourse.


� A similar argument is forwarded by Habermas (1996: 361) who views the principles of the constitutional state (Rechtsstaat) as fundamental for his deliberative model. Again, the Rechtsstaat can be seen as a necessary, but not sufficient condition for political actors to engage in genuine discourse. The legal protection of free speech, for instance, does not enforce the reciprocal requirements of discourse, namely that one has to listen to what others have to say or to engage in a cooperative search for agreement.


� Lijphart calls this is the ‘executive-legislative balance of power’.


� That a focus on ideology is important, is underpinned by a recent study of Tsebelis (2001) who demonstrates that it is the interaction of veto points and ideological distance that largely accounts for explaining the production of significant laws.


� Carol Schmid (1981), for instance, has identified strong historical myths of understanding between the different language communities in Switzerland.


� The notion of ‚justice‘ hereby relates to Rawls‘s (1996: 11-15) „idea of a political conception of justice“, and thus to his conception of „justice as fairness“ (Rawls 1985).





