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Communication and the Other: Beyond
Deliberative Democracy

IRIS MARION YOUNG

A numser of political and legal L,Soimwm in aw.omﬂmov\wwﬂwdwwummm MWMMMM”MMWM %Mm
cept of deliberative democracy as an a ternative to 2 e omoe
. In this essay I endorse such a Emnamwos-vwmn .H ea .
WMMMOMUMMM two wﬁozmsmm. however, with the way ﬁEm R.Hm& m. zmc“wowﬂwwﬂ
lated. First, by restricting their nodom?.& %Eoﬂm:n aHmnsmmHouBm e
critical argument, most theorists of %WGQMHZMmQﬁMQMWNMM Mwmmm/\&cm -
iased conception of discussion that ten . :
MMM%WN mﬂocv% Deliberative theorists, 303042, :M&. HM%WMMMMMSWMM
assume that processes of discussion that aim to reach umn mHM " Emmﬂ v
either begin with shared understandings or ﬁ.mWa a 83&%5 goo QmBOnEw »W
After exploring these shortcomings om.&m ideal om. deli mﬂmsﬂm democracy &
usually formulated, 1 propose some revisions nm E.rn. m@%Smn o democtene
theory, which I call communicative democracy. .m:mr Eo.ﬁow that we o
derstand differences of culture, monw&r@mﬂmwmmﬁzwm MMWMMHW”M Maoﬂwmn o
sources to draw on for reaching unders
MMMoM Mmm;pmﬂ than as divisions that must be o.<m~.83m. mmowsm. WMMMmeM MM
expanded conception of democratic .noBBE.:nmso.n” QRQEWL Mﬂ el oomﬁv-
storytelling are forms of communication that in addition to arg

ute to political discussion.

The Model of Deliberative Democracy

ir vi ith what I
Theorists of deliberative democracy usually noswamm their SQM g%m e
shall call the interest-based model of democracy.” Interest-base conc @osmw
of democracy consider democracy primarily as a process of mxﬂamwm:mm. .
preferences and demands, and registering them in a vote. Mwm _m.o.m ° ill best
. wi
; i ing i de what leaders, rules, and policies
cratic decision-making is to deci fnes hi her own
le. where each person defines his or
serve the greatest number of people, X o individuals and inter-
: tic decision-making, individuals
interests. In the process of democra de . i ﬂ.
est groups determine and vote for policies that will best serve their own pe
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ceived interests, including in their calculations the knowledge that the others
in the polity do the same. Democratic decisions are the outcome of successful
completion of ideas and coalitions for self-interested votes.

Deliberative critics of the interest-based model of democracy object to what
they perceive as its irrationality and its privatized understanding of the politi-
cal process. In this model, citizens never need to leave their own private and
parochial pursuits and recognize their fellows in a public setting to address
one another about their collective, as distinct from individual, needs and
goals. Each citizen may reason about the best means for achieving his or her
own privately defined ends, but the aggregate outcome has no necessary ra-
tionality and itself has not been arrived at by a process of reasoning.’ People
need not leave their own subjective point of view to take a more objective or
general view of political issues. Thus the interest-based model of democracy
also presumes that people cannot make claims on others about justice or the
public good and defend those claims with reasons.*

By contrast, the model of deliberative democracy conceives of democracy as

a process that creates a public, citizens coming together to talk about collec-
tive problems, goals, ideals, and actions. Democratic processes are oriented
around discussing this common good rather than competing for the promo-
tion of the private good of each. Instead of reasoning from the point of view
of the private utility maximizer, through public deliberation citizens trans-
form their preferences according to public-minded ends, and reason together
about the nature of those ends and the best means to realize them. In free and
open dialogue others test and challenge these assertions and reasons. Partici-
pants are careful to sort out good reasons from bad reasons, valid arguments
from invalid. The interlocutors properly discount bad reasons and speeches
that are not well argued, and they ignore or discount rhetorical flourishes and
emotional outbursts. Putting forward and criticizing claims and arguments,
participants in deliberation do not rest until the “force of the better argument”
compels them all to accept a conclusion.

[ agree with these critics of an interest-based model of democracy that it is
better to have a conception of democracy that understands politics as the
meeting of people to decide public ends and policies in a rational way.
Though the interest-based model of democracy corresponds most to current
practice and attitudes in contemporary Western democracies, norms of public
reason sometimes do appear in the actual processes of liberal democracies as
we know them. Such deliberative democracy appears most often in our cur-
rent experience in the decision-making structures of voluntary associations
outside the state. But processes of state policy formation in legislatures or
public hearings sometimes exhibit features of the deliberative model. To the
degree that contemporary democracies discourage deliberation and encourage
a privatized consumer orientation toward politics on the part of citizens, they
ought to be reformed to create more opportunities for deliberation. In what
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follows, however, I raise two criticisms of nr.m model of &.nEum.SﬁZm. QQM.VOMMNQH
as usually articulated. Its tendency to restrict democratic @mnc.mmﬂosmﬁann me
ment carries implicit cultural biases that can .ﬂmma to manmMEm in an &mmcm-
assumption that unity is either a mmmﬂ.adm point or goal of democra

sion, moreover, may also have exclusionary consequences.

Exclusionary Implications of the Deliberative Model

A primary virtue of a deliberative me& of mmﬁwwmmﬂwww MWMMNMMWMM HWMW nmwmﬁm...
i it promotes a conception of reason . litics.
Mcmﬂmﬁwﬁvm adopted not because the most powerful :.zmamwmm.gﬂ Wﬁh%mnwmw
the citizens or their representatives together mmﬁmﬂaﬁw their Mm hess 2ot
hearing and criticizing reasons. While there are some m::wﬁ teny mmﬂm esin e
ditional republicanism, most contemporary @m_&ﬁwﬁ:\m t monmﬁ belleve !
a deliberative democracy is potentially more inclusive and egalitar than 2
interest-based democracy’ Whereas an Eﬁnnmmﬁ-g.mwa democracy e
preclude money and numbers from influencing mmn_.mposm. for mxmﬁmnm delit,
erative theorists usually assert that democracy requires an equal vo
citizens to press their claims, regardless of social .ﬁ.oﬂ:oﬂw or w%éwwm i
Joshua Cohen gives a clear picture of the nongsosm ° mﬂ% mmm o
tive democracy.® His formulation is close to Emdwz,:mm.m ideal o HMn urse et
aims to reach understanding, égnrmﬁwwsrUQMnm Mmmrmwmwﬁwﬂwn MMBonSQ
tion of discursive democracy.’ In the 1dea . . acy,
WMWMME&S come to a political problem ,Sﬁr. an open mind »w&%ﬁ.%ﬂwﬁ%ﬂ
they are not bound by the authority .om prior norms or R@W rern mﬂwm .
process of political discussion consists in reasoned argument. ra nEWmod e
forward proposals and criticize them, and mm.,nr assents to a con sion on
because of the “force of the better argument. For such mmmmzﬂa to be o :w
participants must be free and equal. mwnw must rm<.m Em. equa o%MMmﬂmm mwoa
make proposals and criticize, and their speaking situation chr v
domination. No one can be in a position to .Q:,mmﬁ,ms or coerce others smmdw:m :
or reject certain proposals. The goal of deliberation is to arrive mW nm sen m
even when this is not possible and participants resort to <ozdmm. thei i
a collective judgment rather than the aggregate of @3&8 pre M..z.wst .sm o
Deliberative theorists tend to assume that USnWQﬂm political 2 g oy
nomic power is sufficient to make speakers equal. This mwmﬁﬂusom i
notice that the social power that can prevent people W.oB GmEm equa WE =
derives not only from economic dependence or political domination e
from an internalized sense of the right one has to speak or not to M@m ! .n g
from the devaluation of some people’s style of speech and the % eva ”o o
others. The deliberative ideal tends to assume mrmn. when we e :SM.E musa
influence of economic and political power, people’s ways of speaking
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understanding will be the same; but this will be true only if we also eliminate
their cultural differences and different social positions. The model of delibera-
tive democracy, that is, tends to assume that deliberation is both culturally
neutral and universal. A theory of communicative democracy that attends to
social difference, to the way that power sometimes enters speech itself, recog-
nizes the cultural specificity of deliberative practices, and proposes a more
inclusive model of communication.

The deliberative model of communication derives from specific institu-
tional contexts of the modern West—scientific debate, modern parliaments,
and courts (each with progenitors in ancient Greek and Roman philosophy
and politics, and in the medieval academy). These were some of the aspiring
institutions of the bourgeois revolution that succeeded in becoming ruling
institutions. Their institutional forms, rules, and rhetorical and cultural styles
have defined the meaning of reason itself in the modern world. As ruling
institutions, however, they have been elitist and exclusive, and these exclu-
sions mark their very conceptions of reason and deliberation, both in the
institutions and in the rhetorical styles they represent. Since their Enlighten-
ment beginnings they have been male-dominated institutions, and in class-
and race-differentiated societies they have been white- and upper class—domi-
nated. Despite the claim of deliberative forms of orderly meetings to express
pure universal reason, the norms of deliberation are culturally specific and
often operate as forms of power that silence or devalue the speech of some
people.

Parliamentary debates or arguments in court are not simply free and open
public forums in which all people actually have the right to express claims and
give reasons according to their own understanding. Instead of defining discus-
sion as the open reciprocal recognition of the point of view of everyone, these
institutions style deliberation as agonistic. Deliberation is competition. Parties
to dispute aim to win the argument, not to achieve mutual understanding.
Consenting because of the “force of the better argument” means being unable
to think of further counterargument, that is, to concede defeat.? The agonistic
norms of deliberation reveal ways that power reenters this arena, even though
deliberative theorists may claim to have bracketed it.

Restricting practices of democratic discussion to moves in a contest where
some win and others lose privileges those who like contests and know the
rules of the game. Speech that is assertive and confrontational is here more
valued than speech that is tentative, exploratory, or conciliatory. In most ac-
tual situations of discussion, this privileges male speaking styles over female.
A growing literature claims to show that girls and women tend to speak less
than boys and men in speaking situations that value assertiveness and argu-

ment competition. When women do speak in such situations, moreover, they

tend to give information and ask questions rather than state opinions or initi-
ate controversy.’
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In many formal situations the better-educated white middle-class people,
moreover, often act as though they have a right to speak and that their words
carry authority, whereas those of other groups often feel intimidated by the
argument requirements and the formality and rules of parliamentary proce-
dure, so they do not speak, or speak only a way that those in charge find
“disruptive.” Norms of assertiveness, combativeness, and speaking by the con-
test rules are powerful silencers or evaluators of speech in many actual speak-
ing situations where culturally differentiated and socially unequal groups live
together. The dominant groups, MoTeover, often fail entirely to notice this
devaluation and silencing, while the less privileged often feel put down or
frustrated, either losing confidence in themselves or becoming angry.

The norms of deliberation also privilege speech that is formal and general.
Speech that proceeds from premise to conclusion in an orderly fashion that
clearly lays out its inference structure is better than other speech. It is also
better to assert one’s position in terms of generalities and principles that apply
to particular instances. These norms of “articulateness,” however, must be
learned; they are culturally specific, and in actual speaking situations in our
society exhibiting such speaking styles is a sign of social privilege. Delibera-
tion thus does not open itself equally to all ways of making claims and giving
reasons. In formal situations of discussion and debate, such as classrooms,
courtrooms, and city council chambers, many people feel they must apologize
for their halting and circuitous speech.

The norms of deliberation, finally, privilege speech that is dispassionate and
disembodied. They tend to presuppose an opposition between mind and
body, reason and emotion. They tend falsely to identify objectivity with calm
and absence of emotional expression. Thus expressions of anger, hurt, and
passionate concern discount the claims and reasons they accompany. Simi-
larly, the entrance of the body into speech—in wide gestures, movements of
nervousness or body expressions of emotion—are signs of weakness that
cancel out one% assertions or reveal one’ lack of objectivity and control. De-
liberative norms tend to privilege “literal” language over figurative language
such as hyperbole, metaphor, and so on.

Once again, in our society these differences of speech privilege correlate
with other differences of social privilege. The speech culture of white middle-
class men tends to be more controlled, without significant gesture and expres-
sion of emotion. The speech culture of women and racial minorities, on the
other, tends to be more excited and embodied, more valuing the expression
of emotion, the use of figurative language, modulation in tone of voice, and
wide gesture.'’

I conclude from these considerations that this discussion-based theory of
democracy must have a broader idea of the forms and styles of speaking that
political discussion involves than deliberative theorists usually imagine. I pre-
fer to call such a broadened theory communicative, rather than deliberative,
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.mmBoQ.mox to indicate an equal privileging of any forms of communicative
interaction where people aim to reach understanding. While argument is a
necessary element in such effort to discuss with and persuade one another
about political issues, argument is not the only mode of political communica-

tion, mﬂ&.mﬂmzamsﬁ can be expressed in a plurality of ways, interspersed with
or alongside other communicative forms.

Deliberative Model Assumes Unity

Unlike the interest-based conception of democracy, communicative democ-
racy emphasizes that people’s ideas about political questions often change
S.rmn ﬁ.rm% interact with other people’s ideas and experiences. If in a @cUMn
discussion about collective action or public policy people simply say what
%m.% want, without any claims of justice or rightness, they will not be taken
mmqozmq. Instead, they must appeal to others by presenting proposals the
n_m:s. are just or good and that others ought to accept. In this process peo _m.M
own initial preferences are transformed from subjective desires to ov.mnﬂ,\m
claims and the content of these preferences must also often change 8_ make
.9»3 publicly speakable, as claims of entitlement or what is right. People’s
ideas about the solution to collective problems are also moBmﬁB.mm ﬁwsm-
formed by listening to and learning about the point of view of others
Deliberative theorists commonly write about this process of Boﬁ.s from
subjective self-regarding preferences to more objective or general o miozm
m,co..:.ﬁwm solution to collective problems as a process of discovering m~ con-
structing unity among them. [ see two approaches that deliberative theorists
EWW in discussing such unity. Some take unity to be a prior condition of
m.mEumSzos. Michael Walzer, for example, argues that effective social criti-
cism _.onmﬁmm and appeals to a community’s prior “shared understandings.”
Sometimes Jurgen Habermas writes as though reaching csmmamﬁm%&.ﬁ
through discourse about norms depends on restoring a disrupted consensus _m
. .—.rﬁ..n are at least two problems with this way of constructing the process .om
discussion. First, in contemporary pluralist societies we cannot assume that
there are sufficient shared understandings to appeal to in many situations of
8&:2 and solving collective problems. Second, the assumption of prior
unity obviates the need for the self-transcendence, which I cited earlier Ww an
important component of a communicative model of democracy. If discussion
succeeds primarily when it appeals to what the discussants all share, then
none need revise their opinions or viewpoints in order to take mnnomsﬂ of
perspectives and experiences beyond them. Even if they need the others to see

- what they all share, each finds in the other only a mirror for him- or herself.

. WmnomEN.Em such problems, some theorists of discussion-based democracy
conceptualize unity not as a starting point but as a goal of political dialogue.
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On this view, participants transcend their m.cE.nQ.Zm. mm.:.ﬂmmmﬁ&zm%mﬁmmm-
tive on political issues by putting aside their vmﬂzn&mﬁ .SSMmmﬁm an H.mnﬂ.:m M
the good of the whole. Participants in a communicative .msponSH pw foies®
change often begin with differences of culture, ﬁm.nmwmocﬁw, Sﬁmﬂ.m , u
goal of discussion is to locate or create common interests that a nmw e H“
To arrive at the common good it may be necessary to work ﬁwﬂoﬂm. iffe :
ences, but difference itself is something to be transcended, because it is partia
13
mﬁ%%wﬁwwwwma with this conception of the unity .om mmBonS.an %m%ﬁmwm“oﬂ
that it may harbor another mechanism of m.onmSP >mm¢55maw wmn selon
situation in which participants are differentiated by mﬂos@-gmw cultur o
social position, and where some groups have mﬂmwﬁmﬂ mﬁmv_o ic or EME»S
privilege than others, appeals to a ,,noaaos.mooa are likely 6 NQM uate
such privilege. As1 argued in the previous section, evern BHBJES J. e
tions that bracket the direct influence of economic or political Snnﬂw ity o
ertheless can privilege certain cultural styles and <&cm.m. /ﬁ.pnm rmnMM,Mm:
participants aim at unity, the appeal to a noBBod good HM i ic H mwwm o
supposed to leave behind their particular mu.%mﬂmbnm mdm .immﬂmmmmmﬁmﬁ oMB.
spectives of the privileged are likely to dominate ﬁ.rm definition of o
mon good. The less privileged are asked .8.@5 aside .%m m.xﬁammwﬁoﬂ.zmsma
experience, which may require a different idiom, or their claims o g&H e
or interest must be put aside for the sake of a common good whose definition.

is biased against them.'*

Considering Difference a Resource

There is no reason or structure for differently &Em.ﬁma groups to engage in
democratic discussion if they do not live Smmﬁrm.a ina @o:n.%. F sz mmﬂmn
some unity is of course a condition of %Bo.ﬂuﬁn noBBﬁEom:MJ._u Em a<M
unity of a single polity is a much weaker unity, 1 suggest, .ﬁrmb mmp .ma.ﬁ ;
theorists usually assume. The unity that Bocﬁﬁwm.@o:znm is &J actici %:
people being thrown together, finding Eanm.?mm in mmomﬂwmgow ﬁaox:m M
and economic interdependence such that activities m.sa @Em.ﬁ:m om moBN a Moo
the ability of others to conduct their activities. A polity consists ol people W
live together, who are stuck with one another. _——
If a polity is to be a communicative democracy, even 59&m unity e
sary. lts members must have a commitment to equal respect lor one a ;

in the simple formal sense of willingness to say that mz.rm./\m aright to waﬁnmmm :
their opinions and points of view, and all ought to listen. Hﬁm.ﬁmﬂ ers Of
the polity, furthermore, must agree on procedural rules of fair discussion

and decision-making. These three conditions—significant interdependence

formally equal respect, and agreed-on procedures—are all the unity necessary -
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for communicative democracy. They are much thinner conditions than
those of shared understandings or the goals of finding common goods. Within
the context of this minimal unity that characterizes communicative democ-
racy, a richer understanding of processes of democratic discussion results if
we assume that differences of social position and identity perspective function
as a resource for public reason rather than as divisions that public reason
transcends.

I have already argued that one of the problems with assuming unity as a
starting point or goal of deliberative democracy is that such a conception
cannot account well for the transformation the communicative process should
often produce in the opinions of the participants. If we are all really looking
for what we have in common—whether as a prior condition or as a result—
then we are not transforming our point of view. We only come to see our-
selves mirrored in others. If we assume, on the other hand, that communica-
tive interaction means encountering differences of meaning, social position,
or need that I do not share and identify with, then we can better describe
how that interaction transforms my preferences. Different social positions en-
counter one another with the awareness of their difference. This does not
mean that we believe we have no similarities; difference is not total otherness.
But it means that each position is aware that it does not comprehend the
perspective of the others differently located, in the sense that it cannot be
assimilated into one’s own. There is thus something to be learned from the
other perspectives as they communicate their meanings and perspectives,
precisely because the perspectives are beyond one another and not reducible
to a common good. This process of mutual expression of experience and
points of view that transcend the initial understanding of each accounts for a
transformation in their opinions.

Communication among perspectives that transcend one another preserves
the plurality that Hannah Arendt understood as a condition of publicity. The
plural standpoints in the public enable each participant to understand more
of what the society means or what the possible consequences of a policy will

be by each situating his or her own experience and interest in a wider context

of understanding something in other social locations. By “understand” I mean
something somewhat different from what some deliberative theorists mean,
Frequently in communicative contexts when people say they have come to an
understanding or they understand one another, they think that this implies a
mutual identification. People have reached understanding, in this conception,

~ when they have transcended what differentiates and divides them and now

have the same meaning or beliefs or principles.

If communicative democracy is better conceived as speaking across differ-
ences of culture, social position, and need, which are preserved in the process,
however, then understanding one another and reaching understanding does
not imply this identification. Understanding another social location can here
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i i rspective,
mean that there has been successful expression of mﬁumﬂmﬂnm m%@ mnz % cnte.
i iti they understa
s learn, and part of what
so that other social position . . s that
there remains more behind that experience and perspective that tran
. e 15
their own subjectivity. . N e
Preserving MSQ listening across such differences of position and persp e
i i recom-
causes the transformation in preference that deliberative &wodmﬁm& oo
mend. This transformation occurs in three ways. 1) ﬁﬂ&ogmﬁﬁﬁw Mmﬂ iy o
' . -
ive, i d cultural meanings teacnes m
ent perspective, interests, an . : e
m Wéﬂwﬂmé&m to me my OWN experience as perspectival. 2) Nﬁmé_m%mmmﬁoa
. i i ve di
1 WB in a situation of collective problem solving with oﬁﬂnﬂm Hérw ; MB .
i t cultures and value ;
i the problems and differen
ot v h laims and arguments, forces me
ight to challenge my clal ces |
and that they have the righ ; and o
to Qm:mmgawav\ expressions of self-interest and desire into mw@m%m. ﬁﬁ wmmﬂ <
interest,
Proposals for collective policies need not be mxvmmmmm as mmﬂmﬁwwm B
: . 0
i ; be claims about an obligation 0 :
interest all can share; they may . o o aated
i i ide for some unique needs O q
ublic to recognize and provi . . ; et
Wmﬁmosm Nevertheless the plural public perspectives ﬂmo,EﬁM mﬁﬁnw&ﬂﬂ e
claims to appeal across difference, to presume a lack of un lersta cam%oamm
bridged, thus transforming the experience itself. 3) mﬂwﬂmmMMm. q o mon._mw
, i s to
i i tuated knowledge, finally, 2
and challenging differently si . e e M perapec-
icipants. While not abandoning
knowledge of all the participan a T O B
i isteni difference each position can co :
tive, through listening across : sl
i osals and claims affect othe i
something about the ways prop s allect oot O 1o some
. iz] is mediated understanding ot plural p !
ated. By internalizing this me o LA
ici i ider picture of the social proce
extent, participants gain a wi . ; e i vebles, o
wn @mwn& mMﬁmimdnm is embedded. This greater social objectivity incr
O . .
their wisdom for arriving at just solutions to collective problems.

The Breadth of Communicative Democracy

—.:. H_.Nﬂow QQ_ as, mon.nmﬁmm QH cusse e Vi V1 ol T Tl
mﬂ 5 SSes H_U rtues Nsﬁw ces m rﬂﬁo C 2:.:
. o o i .
MH;QN.:HM Om ﬁwww mNHH—OCm H.:W_nOHwOwNHF m:.&. W _.H_P QOHmwu.m ._”:H:mﬂﬂm. WOOHNHWM mugm_nwmm
)
m
w:m u.H_.ﬁW._;OOGHOHm to MNNW a Q._.mﬁ.wnwnﬂ.—.o.: UNHEWWHF HT.N art Om ar .C.HH_.NH:.. Hr.m.—.. Hmcﬂﬂﬂm
) mere WH—NOW O* ﬁWHMENm.—OHw ﬁwwmﬁ OH—..—w ﬂHOQ.gﬁNw
ﬁHcHT. on —..:W one 5NH~&.. N.D.Q
2 m
N.MVCNNHNH_.OWM on ATW O_..—_.WH. awmﬁOHpn is a mere WHHN.DHA Oﬁ HA.:Occ mn :O w to @#NNmﬂ
m mm il
N.:Q :Nﬁﬁmm an m_.“_.ﬁw.—mcﬁﬂ. HT.W Qwﬂﬂo ue su ests, 1 OOth.nNMH to H.rﬂ OHHH#ON# ﬁ_n:..:,—ﬁ
H.:.m Om @ﬁzﬂowOTw— Y, W TPOT. MON:Wﬁwﬁ:Wm Q..—w@._.mmmﬁm wag Q.HMOOHHHmOnHm ﬁ#wﬂ N—HQ.HN.DGO
m.g
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OWWQM 1t _UWDOA:.WW O.—WNH- .—UOccchH. ﬁwwmﬁ monﬁmﬁmm Nﬁ—ﬁw w:.m ::..NH._.OO_HHOHM DNH:HOﬁ
C tween ﬂHﬁﬁs NBQ HT@HOH.HO; NﬂWCHH_.NHFﬁ m.—mo TNHI
sustain MCO.T. a Q.—m‘\.wﬂw tion UW
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trates the untenability of the distinction. Socrates engages in flattery in order
to motivate his interlocutors to continue the discussion. He uses countless
thetorical tricks, from humor to irony to ridicule to self-effacement. Here as in
nearly every other of Plato’s dialogues, Socrates recites a myth, a poetic story
1 that passes over argument to pull on intuition.

: Following recent feminist accounts of dialogical reason,'® as well as male
1 African-American and Latino articulations of cultural biases in dominant
& conceptions of deliberation,'” I propose three elements that a broader con-
ception of communicative democracy requires in addition to critical argu-
ment: greeting, rhetoric, and storytelling. Because they recognize the embodi-
ment and particularity of interlocutors, these three modes of communication
help establish and maintain the plurality that I have argued, following Arendt,

is necessary to the meaning and existence of publicity. Where such a pub-

lic contains group-based cultural, social perspectival, and valuative differ-

ences, moreover, these communicative forms supplement argument by pro-

viding ways of speaking across difference in the absence of significant shared

understandings.

Greeting. With the term “greeting” I wish to present the virtuous form of
the communication mode that the Gorgias presents as the vice of flattery. A
logical and motivational condition for dialogue that aims to reach understand-
ing is that the parties in the dialogue recognize one another in their particular-
ity. I call this moment of communication “greeting” to evoke the everyday
pragmatic mode in which we experience such acknowledgment. Here is
speech necessary to communication that does not say anything—it makes no
assertion and has no specific content:*® “Good morning,” “How are you,”
“Welcome,” “See you later,” “Take care.” In the category of greeting I also
include such expressions of leave taking, as well as the forms of speech that
often lubricate ongoing discussion with mild forms of flattery, stroking of
egos, and deference.

Especially when parties to dialogue differ in many ways, either in their
culture and values or in the interests and aims they bring to discussion, their
effort to resolve conflict or come to agreement on a course of action cannot
begin without preliminaries in which the parties establish trust or respect.
These preliminaries often consist in various forms of flattery; introductory
speeches that name the others with honorific titles, acknowledge the greatness
of their achievements and ideals, and so on."

Communicative interaction in which participants aim at reaching under-
standing is often peppered with gestures of politeness and deference, the ab-
sence of which is felt as coldness, indifference, insult. Discussion is also
- wrapped in nonlinguistic gestures that bring people together warmly, seeing

conditions for amicability: smiles, handshakes, hugs, the giving and taking of
food and drink.” In this respect bodies, and care for bodies, must enter an
“ideal of communicative democracy. Theorists of deliberative democracy,




DEMOCRATIC THEORY
130
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speech embody and color the arguments, making the discussion pull on

thought through desire.

Storytelling. In a communicative democracy participants in discussion aim
at reaching understandings about solutions to their collective problems. Al-
though there is hardly a speaking situation in which participants have no
shared meanings, disagreements, divergent understandings, and varying per-
spectives are also usually present. In situations of conflict that discussion aims
to address, groups often begin with misunderstandings or a sense of complete
lack of understanding of who their interlocutors are, and a sense that their
own needs, desires, and motives are not understood. This is especially so
where class or culture separates the parties. Doing justice under such circum-
stances of differences requires recognizing the particularity of individuals and
groups as much as seeking general interests. Narrative fosters understanding
across such difference without making those who are different symmetrical, in
at least three ways.

First, narrative reveals the particular experiences of those in social loca-
tions, experiences that cannot be shared by those situated differently but that
they must understand in order to do justice to the others. Imagine that wheel-
chair-bound people at a university make claims upon university resources to
remove what they see as impediments to their full participation, and to give
them positive aid in ways they claim will equalize their ability to compete with
able-bodied students for academic status. A primary way they make their case
will be through telling stories of their physical, temporal, social, and emo-
tional obstacles. It would be a mistake to say that once they hear these stories
the others understand the situation of the wheelchair-bound to the extent that
they can adopt their point of view. On the contrary, the storytelling provides
enough understanding of the situation of the wheelchair-bound by those who
can walk for them to understand that they cannot share the experience.

Narrative exhibits subjective experience to other subjects. The narrative can
evoke sympathy while maintaining distance because the narrative also carries
an inexhaustible latent shadow, the transcendence of the Other, that there is
always more to be told.

Second, narrative reveals a source of values, culture, and meaning. When
an argument proceeds from premise to conclusion, it is only as persuasive as
the acceptance of its premises among deliberators. Few institutions bring peo-
ple together to face collective problems, moreover, where the people affected,
however divided and diverse, can share no premises. Pluralist polities, how-
ever, often face serious divergences in value premises, cultural practices and
meanings, and these disparities bring conflict, insensitivity, insult, and misun-
derstanding. Under these circumstances, narrative can serve to explain to out-
siders what practices, places, or symbols mean to the people who hold them.
Values, unlike norms, often cannot be justified through argument. But neither
are they arbitrary. Their basis often emerges from the situated history of a
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people. Through narrative the outsiders may come to understand why the
insiders value what they value and why they have the priorities they have.
How do the Lakota convey to others in South Dakota why the Black Hills
mean so much to them, and why they believe they have special moral warrant
to demand a stop to forestry in the Black Hills? Through stories—myths in
which the Black Hills figure as primary characters, stories of Lakota individu-
&mmsamﬂocwmwﬁﬂmﬂmgsﬁo those mountains. Values appear as 2 result of a

history, by which a group relate “where they are coming from.”
Finally, narrative not only exhibits experience and values from the point of
view of the subjects that have and hold them. It also reveals a total social
knowledge from the point of view of that social position. Fach social perspec-
tive has an account not only of its own life and history but of every other
position that affects its experience. Thus listeners can learn about how their
own position, actions, and values appear to others from the stories they tell.
Narrative thus exhibits the situated knowledge available of the collective
from each perspective, and the combination of narratives from different per-
spectives produces the collective social wisdom not available from any one

position.

There are two general conclusions to draw from this account of the role of

narrative communication in which people aim to solve collective problems
through discussion. First, narrative can often play an important role in argu-
ment in democratic discussion. Where arguments about policy or action de-
pend on appeals to need or entitlement, narrative provides an important way

to demonstrate need or entitlement. Narrative also contributes to political

argument by the social knowledge it offers of how social segments view one
another’s actions and what are the likely effects of policies and actions on

people in different social locations.*
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