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Notwithstanding its popularity and apparent plalliyh the idea that
the value of equal respect could justify the digtire features of democratic
institutions has never received a thorough treatmenthe academic
literature. The impression one gets from the relewaxts is that the idea is
actually much less clear and thought-through thamight appear at first
sight. It is puzzling, actually, that this claim made by authors who
advocate deeply divergent theories of what demgciawmplies at the
institutional level. Some authors have indeed ssiggkethat the notion of
equal respect for people is too vague and loosave specific implications
for democratic theory

The present essay represents a first step towéadfyiog the idea that
the value of equal respect can constitute a joatifry ground for the
egalitarian political institutions that are endardey the democratic ideal.
The claim that equal respect for persons justifilgsnocracy requires
clarifying three main notions: the notion of demamyr (what do we mean
by "democracy" in this context?), the notion oftfiisation (in which sense
equal respect for people is the grounding or jusiif principle of
democracy?), and the notion of equal respect fosgpes (which notion of
equal respect for persons justifies democracy?dmxsas it may sound, the
plan | will follow will consist in examining thermiturn. In the next section
| will offer an interpretation of the first two ids, while the rest of the essay
will be devoted to the interpretation of the thifiche three notions will be
examined in turn, but not independently of eactegtive could conceive
the following enquiry, indeed, as an exercise fteotive equilibrium: if we
want to make sense of the idea that the principlegoal respect justifies
the principle of democratic government, we shonjdd interpret each term
of this justificatory relation in a way that fitisd other.

! See Beitz 1989.



Democracy and the idea of its justifying principle

As already mentioned, what we are considering isettee claim that the
Principle of Equal Respect for persons (from nowP&R) is the grounding
value of democracgs a form of governmentVhat is specific to democracy
as a form of government? Typically, by "democraayorm of government
is meant in which the law-making power is contrdltirectly or indirectly
by the citizens and equally shared by them. Cemtralemocracy, then, is
the value ofpolitical equality This last notion is notoriously controversial.
Sometimes it is specified in terms of equality palitical power or of
political rights. But, as Charles Beitz has correctly noticed, thgsy of
stating the meaning of political equality is miglewy: political power is not
something that can be distributed among individuaisl when assessing its
implementation we should consider a broad framevadrgrocedural rules
and background conditions of their operation, nathiean bits of a
distribuendum to be bestowed on every single indiaf.

A less controversial and very comprehensive wagpefcifying the idea
of political equality, which | will assume as theéartsing point of our
discussion, is what we can call the Principle oti&@dParticipation. In the
following discussion | will rely on the concise angeful definition
provided by John Rawls:

Principle of Equal Participation (PEP): all citizehave an equal
right to take part in, and to determine the outcowfe the
constitutional process that establishes the lavis which they have
to comply.

The nature and implications of the principle of &gparticipation are
far from being clear and undisputed. To mentiort pusew issues that are
still open to discussion, we could list the issdembether the principle
should be interpreted as mandating equal politroglact or equal political
influencé; whether majority rule is strictly required by d@r indeed it is a
bad instantiation of the principle; whether mingbnscious redistricting
Is compatible with it; whether the principle recggrequal worth of political
liberties as a necessary complement to their edjg&ibution; and, as the
debate on deliberative democracy has highlightedhetiner the
"participation” the principle refers to is partiaipon in the mere formality
of the vote, or is a more active participation e tdeliberative process
issuing in the vote.

All these are highly debated topics. Indeed, it hige hoped that,
besides providing an explanation of the value angammg of PEP,
elucidating the idea that PER is the main justdyground of PEP could
help to establish what the exact institutional iicgtions of the principle

Z Beitz 1989. See also Thompson 2002.
3 Rawls 1971: 194.
4 Dworkin 1988.



are: if the inspiring principle of PEP is PER, louk at what PER entails
should help us to see how PEP should be transiateda set of specific
principles for institutions.

If we understand our enterprise as an exerciseflactive equilibrium
that could serve as a clarification of the institnél implications of PEP,
then starting with a full-fledged definition of PBERould not serve our
purpose; on the other hand, there is some minimateat of PEP that we
should take for granted in order to start our ingabout its relation to the
principle of equal respect for persons. | will assuhere that the minimal
content of PEP includes the principle "one man, oo&e", and the
requirement that the political agenda be Sp&to institutional setting that
fails to instantiate these two requirements carcdleed an instantiation of
PEP. Accordingly, no notion of PER that fails tostjfy this minimal
content can be said to provide a justification REP. A more detailed
specification of PEP, and of the institutional agaments that it implies,
should come only after we have better defined teanimg of PER as the
grounding principle of PEP.

Now, there are different levels at which PER caterean argument for
PEP. The principle of equal respect can be themgliog principle of a
moral theory on which an account of the value aatlire of democracy is
ultimately founded. The clearest example of thistificatory pattern is a
contractualist theory in which the value of equespect for people is
instantiated by the equal position and contracp@hver granted to the
contracting parties. This kind of theory might jysthe adoption of PEP at
the institutional level, if the parties agree onBut in this contractualist
framework the adoption of PEP might be agreed upprhe parties not
because it instantiates PER, but for other reaslike,the fact that it
provides a good guarantee against abuses of ponttre fact that it is more
likely than other principles of government to issmgust legislation, and so
on. In this kind of theory PER does an importantkvo the argument for
justifying PEP, but it does it, so to speak, indile PEP is not chosen
because it instantiates PERut because it would be agreed upon in a
contractual position that instantiates PER.

Another way in which the principle of equal respeculd enter a
justification for PEP is as a requirement aboutdbtent of the outcomes
political decisions. For example, it could be adjtigat adopting PEP is the
best way to promote decisions that will be respgdtiwards citizens. If the
best way to respect the value of persons is piotethem by a system of
rights, for example, democracy could be justifiesl the most efficient
means to insure that those rights will be affirrmed implemented.

The relevant level at which we should considerriiationship between
the principle of PER and PEP is a distinctive ameich lies in between the

® These requirements can be considered as sumngabahl's descriptive definition of a

polyarchy. The idea of openness of the agenda,, hisrénterpreted as entailing the

requirement of recurrent opportunities for peoplecast their vote on relevant issues. In
other words, if no elections are ever held, thendgés closed.



grounding level at which PER grounds morality imgel and the outward
level at which it shapes the outcomes of democpaticedure’s The idea |
am trying to make sense of here is the idea thatodeacy is aespectful
form of governmenti.e. the idea that the principle of equal respect
people provides direct justification for the principle of equal participan.
One way to make this specification clear is théofeing: PER should enter
the justification of democracy as requiring resgectheactual people who
are participating in the law-making process, anoughdemand respect for
themas decision-makers. This rules out that the princgade be applied to
hypothetical or ideal individuals at the basic leeemoral theory or to the
individuals asrecipients of the decisions made through the law-making
proces$

In which sense should we understand the idea hiegprinciple of equal
respeciustifiesthe principle of equal participation? If we arkitgy the idea
that PER justifies PEP at the constitutional level, as a principle that
constrains the kind of procedures that could beptadbfor law-making,
then it would be extremely implausible to assuneg ER can do all the
work in justifying specific institutional settingsFor any normative
constitutional theory will presumably be comprisetl other important
principles and values besides PER, which will havdimiting or a
concurring role in shaping political institutionsnda constitutional
arrangements. For example, an important limitinig ia determining the
distribution of political power and the scope ot tprinciple of political
participation will be played by the principles dfet rule of law, or the
principles protecting fundamental rights like thght of association, the
freedom of economic enterprise, and so on.

What we should ask of an explanation of the ided PER justifies
PEP, then, is not that PER justill the institutional features of a
democratic constitution, but that it should expliésdistinctive features.e.
those features that distinguish it from non-demicfarms of government.
It must tell us why, other things being equal, & wherish the value of equal
respect for people we should prefer a form of govent that instantiates
PEP to one that does not.

The meaning of equal respect for persons as a gféonPEP
Now we can turn to the central notion of this d&sian, i.e. the notion

of equal respect for persons as the grounding iptenof PEP. The principle
of equal respect for persons is liable to differenérpretations and bears

® |t could be argued that Risse's objections agaWeidron's argument for majority rule
(see Risse 2004) are grounded on the confusioneleetwthe idea of majority rule as
conducive to respectful outcomes and the idea gbrniba rule as respecting people's
opinions about what outcomes to implement.

" For a distinction between the application of PEFha ground level of moral theory and
its application at the level of the relations besweactual people, see Hill 2000.



different implications depending on which aspectitaf considered. Our

main purpose here is to specify what it must mewhvehat it must entaif

it must serve as the justificatory ground for PEFhe best way to

understand what is specific to PER as the groundahge of PEP is perhaps
a negative way, by looking at what forms of diseztpr what violations of

equal respect for people those governments thatIER are guilty of.

There are various ways of not respecting peopleneSof them involve
treating them as less than human, like animalshanimate objects. The
specific form of disrespect that non-democratic egaments have for
people does not necessarily involve these formeeifitation. A political
regime in which some of the people are not alloteedote might aowledge
that all the subjects are to be treated differetithn animals or inanimate
objects, and that they are bearers of a digniftatus that requires special
and respectful treatment; nevertheless, by excjudiome of the citizens
from the participation in the ruling of the countsych a regime would
manifest a serious form of disrespect for them. Paeticular form of
disrespect that is involved in these cases, | sybiminot a form of
reification, but a form ofnfantilization it involves treating people as less
than capable of full agentyWhatever respect for persons implies in other
contexts, the distinctive duty of respect thattishe core of democracy is
the duty to respect people as capable of full ageneating people with
equal respect, in this context, means treating takras endowed with the
same nature of agents, and with the same skillscapdbilities required by
agency.

w1 The notion of full agency, in this context, is tela to what we
consider the normal skills and capabilities of atluiman beings: it does not
require perfect knowledge, or the capability toas make the right choice,
or the skills required to successfully carry oute'snplans in all
circumstances. Failure, risk and error are constdéuof human agency.
What equal respect for people as agents requirésatsnone of them is
recognized as capable of a lesser capacity forcggwan others, whatever
the normal level of agency is taken to be.

It is important to stop for a moment in order ty jgaie attention to the
nature of this way of interpreting the principle exfual respect for people.
According to this interpretation of PER, respectipgople means
recognizing them as bearers of some valuable dagmthat are distinctive
of persons, and treating them accordingly. This whynterpreting PER
could be called guality-responsiveriew of respect: it makes the respectful
treatment which is due to people depend on and bdelad by the
recognition of their possessing a valuable qualich needs to be
honored in the appropriate way. In the account weehjust offered the
relevant feature is the capacity to be a full ageiice it is the salient
capacity in the context of the normative theorydefmocracy. In other

8 For an account of the complex and sometimes paiealorelations between thses
different dimensions of disrespect for people, deegalit 1996.



speculative contexts, in which other aspects opeets for persons are
involved, different interpretations might be offéréocusing on different
features of human beings as deserving respectiH&eapacity to feel pain
or the capacity to have interests.

We should notice here that theasonfor treating people respectfully in
the sense specified, i.e. in ways that are mod®aldte presumption of their
possessing a valuable quality that deserves dogmémon, does not have to
be that wedo positively recognize people as bearers of thalitguadve
might treat people respectfully in a quality-resgiva sense, i.aas bearers
of a valuable quality deserving due recognitioncause someone has
commanded to do so, or because we believe thale®olb be pleased to
receive such a treatment, and so on. A fully dexadotheory of the relation
between PER and PEP, presumably, should comprisacemunt of the
reasonswhy people should be treated respectfully, i.ebaarers of the
capacity for full agency In the present context, though, | shall not pdevi
such an account. The most pressing issue that ned#saddressed, in fact,
concerns so to speak tbententof the PER, and not iteasonsfor only by
offering an adequate account of what treating peogdpectfully means we
can provide an argument for believing that PER gdsuPEP. In other
words, | am taking for granted, in the present uson, that weshould
equally respect people, without further inquiririgpat the reasons for doing
so, and my efforts here are devoted to finding wliat respecting people
meansif the principle of equal respect for people mgistund a democratic
form of governmerif.

The relevance of a quality-responsive definitiortted meaning of PER,
and more specifically of the quality-responsive inigbn according to
which respecting people implies, among other thimigsating them as full
agents, is best supported by looking at the inaa®guf two popular

° Most likely, publicity conditions and other coratits imposed by liberal principles will
rule out so to speak "insincere" reasons for tngafieople according to the presumption
that they are full moral agents, i.e. reasons which not grounded on the sincere
assumption that thegctually are full moral agents, or that they cannot be proventa be
so. This would rule out the account of the dutytrefting people respectfully that Rawls
offers as an explanation of the priority of theelities inA Theory of JusticeSuch an
account makes the duty to treat people respectéldiyendent on the positive effects that
the required treatment has on their psychologys Tloiuld be seen as a deceitful way of
treating people respectfully, and a way that vesdahe publicity condition: if people knew
the actual reason why they are treated respectftiilgy would feel offended, and the
purpose of the relative institutional arrangemewtsild be defeated. These troubles derive
more in general from Rawls' account of self-respeach good that is offered mTheory of
Justice | am trying to develop a critique of it in a pageecifically devoted to this topic.
91t might be thought that the two issues (why weuth honor PER, and what PER
means) cannot be kept separate, since the assangbtooduty to comply with PER should
have a role in defining its meaning: we might assuhmat the limits imposed by what a
moral principle can reasonably ask to people shaaldstrain from the start our work
aimed at disclosing its meaning. | have decidedtagbroceed in this way, though, but
rather to follow the opposite path: first | willtto provide an interpretation of the meaning
of PER, and only then | will check whether suchiaterpretation is compatible with the
duty to comply with PER.



alternative interpretations of PER that often appeathe literature on
democracy.

The first of these alternative interpretations &RPas the ground for
PEP might be called thexpressiventerpretation of PER. According to this
interpretation, treating people with respect mdagating them in ways that
express their equal status. Equal vote and the otlqeirements of PEP, on
this view, are justified by PER because they argswa which the equal
status of citizens is publicly stated and expres$hd interpretation of PER
does not mention any particular positive quality tok people to be
respected; it seems to model the content of PERIgion the need to make
a public statement about their equality of statds.first sight it might
appear that this view could work better than angligpsresponsive view of
respect, since it does not make respectful tredtmefar to presumptive
judgments about people's capacities, that mightieissm embarrassing
comparisons between them. If we assume that peopked for being
recognized as having equal status is equallytfedty we have a justification
for giving them equal respect independently of rtheerformances and
personal qualities.

The main problem with this view of PER is thatsitviacuous. For, once
we have established that people have an equal tweddve their equal
status recognized, and that this is a sufficientigd for recognizing it, we
still have to establish what kind of treatmentaguired to manifest such an
equal status. Why equal status should be exprdssedual political rights
rather than, say, being all given a free microwawven or a discount card at
the local supermarketfdzWhat we need in order to explain the special
importance of equal vote as an instantiation of RERn account of the
special meaning of universal franchise; the bestdickate for such an
explanation, | submit, is an account in terms of #gual capability of
citizens to participate in the political processgsally competent agents.

The same kind of difficulty arises with another ammtly quality-
independent interpretation of PER that can be faarttie literature, which
could be calledequality-presumptive According to this interpretation,
treating people with equal respect means treatieghtequally unless there
are good reasons for doing othendtséOn this view, PEP is justified by
PER because PER mandates an equal distributioolivical rights, there
being no good reason for distributing them unegu&lut here, again, we
can see that the argument is vacuous unless a snbetantive premise is
added. There are many areas of social organizatiowhich unequal
competence and skill are acknowledged as a goosbmefor unequal
treatment. These areas are not subject to therexg@int that each citizen
should be assigned an equal role and equal rigbtsguse it is recognised
that efficiency or the reward of merit call for anequal distribution. Why
does not this argument apply to political rightdfeTonly answer we can

! See for example Gaus 1996: 253. Against this &frfdrmal interpretation of equality in
general, see Raws 1971: 447.



offer is that, as far as political rights are caneel, calling for unequal
competence is not a good reason for unequal disivilp, since equally
respecting people exactly means treating them dowpto the assumption
that they are equally capable of the level of agenmhich is required by
their participation in the law-making process. Umg political rights
violate PER because they ignore this requirememtwihstanding the
apparent formal character of this argument, theurapton that PER
responds to people's equal competence as agameded also in this case,
if PER must offer a sufficient ground for PEP

The claim that PER is too vacuous and abstract iaciple for
grounding a theory of political rights is usualyuhded on the assumption
that PER must be interpreted according to the aspre or the equality-
presumptive view. These views are in fact vacuond acapable of
justifying PEP, unless a more substantive spetifinaof the content of
equal respect is added. As | suggested, such #ispon is offered by the
idea that people should be equally respected asallgagcapable of full
agency.

The validity of this specification of PER as thegnd for PEP, though,
must be tested and proven more positively by dgtbaiilding an argument
from PER (so specified) to PEP. Now, the buildifigsach an argument is
made troublesome by the fact that the idea of whktagency is and
implies supports different interpretations. In wtialows, | will sketch
three different arguments from PER as implying rdguirement of treating
people as equally capable of full agency to PERhEd these three lines of
argument is grounded on a different interpretaeomd normative theory) of
what full normal agency should consist of, and ¢edd a different
interpretation of the minimal content of PEP wedatated before. Each of
these lines of argument, in addition, can be fdkyeloped into a detailed
theory of what PEP, as inspired by PER, entaitainstitutional level.

Equal respect for people's capacity to be creatdrends

The first way in which PER can justify PEP is byded) an essential
specification to the principle of equal consideratof people's interests as a
principle of good government. It is often said tdatmocracy is a principle

2 The vacuity and manipulability of this argumentem no further assumption is made
about the need to recognize people's capabilityafgency as the ground of PER, is
evidenced by the fact that it could ground eliisthon democratic forms of government.
Unless we assume that people rightly feel offenddutn their equal capacity to act
competently in the political arena is not recogdjz®lill's argument for plural vote goes
through very smoothly. Actually, Mill's argument exactly a malign version of the
equality-presumptive view of PER: people cannot &fended if the superior competence
of someone else is recognized. On the same groiindigght be argued that people should
not feel offended if the difference in competenedwgen them and other people were so
wide to justify their exclusion from the franchigkogether. For a recent example of how to
abuse in a similar way of the expressive concepifa@gual respect, see Wall 2006.



of government that displays equal considerationamatern for all citizens.

By this it is meant that their values, goals, antérests are given equal
weight in making decisions that affect all of theBqual consideration,

though, is not distinctive of democracy: a fair dr@hevolent autocrat might
instantiate the principle of equal consideratiorcimbetter than democratic
procedures. Democracy can be distinguished frorardbenevolent forms

of government only if another important principle added to equal

consideration of all interests, i.e. the princitflat each individual is the best
judge of his own interests. This is where the ppilec of equal respect

comes in: recognizing the principle that each imhial is the best judge of
his own interests is a fundamental way of respgdtidividuals as agents.

There are two different ways of interpreting theddhat people are the
best judges of their own interests. The first athat people are in the best
position toknow what their interests and goals are; after ally e those
most likely to know the countless details about ¢ireumstances of their
actions. When we recognize this fact we show rdsped recognition for
people as capable of making sensible judgmentstabeuconditions of
their own welfare and happinédsBut there is a deeper sense in which we
show respect for individuals in taking their stagens about their interests
and values as authoritative. What is recognized;oraing to this
interpretation, is the capacity that human beingsspss of being sources of
ends, i.e. otonstitutingends and values. In building a plan of life we are
not merely selecting and assembling according ta\arall strategy pre-
existing goals and ends endowed of independentatorenvalidity. At least
partially, we give meaning and value to those dmgselecting them and
embroiling them into the pattern of our existence.

If people have the normative power to set endshieyr tactions, then
people's word about what they cherish the mostvamat is most important
in their lives is not merely a descriptive stateméuit is a performative or
declarative statement made authoritative by thatiee endeavor through
which individuals build a meaningful life. Respeciindividuals as the
final authorities about what their interests ahent is a way of respecting
them as agents equally capable of setting ends.

In a prosaic but very robust way this idea of eqeapect for people as
sources of value is the one that in social chdieety is usually represented
through the formal requirement of democratic decisprocedures that is
calledunrestricted domainUnrestricted domain requires that no system of
preferences can be excluded as an input of a dacmiocedure. In other
words, no individual can be denied the right toeyair have his vote not
counted, because of the content of his systemejémnces. The system of
values of every citizen must be given equal redogmiand taken into
account in the social calculus, independently efcontent. This could be
seen as a way of translating the idea that alviddals are sources of valid
normative claims; their systems of values have legqoah, and there is no

13Dahl 1989, ch. 7.



external judge who can select some of them outusecthey do not respond
to a pre-constituted normative ortfeNot only people's interests and goals
have to be considered equally; they have to beidersd equallyin their
own term&’. Unrestricted domain easily translates into thipiirement that
the political agenda should be open.

This feature of respect for people as agents calsld explain a deeply
controversial feature of PEP, i.e. the principla€anan, one vote" which is
usually associated to it. This principle seemséaacbmpletely blind to the
differences in the intensity of people's preferenddow, this seems to
contrast with the idea that democracy treats pewpleequal consideration.
Treating people with equal consideration appearbetdhardly compatible
with the idea that in the social calculus a minom@ance for one
individual can be put on the same footing as a ndgmage to the interests
of another person. But the adoption of the prircifdne man, one vote"
seems to imply exactly this kind of unbalanced jndgt. How can this
principle be justified?

Respect for people's preference orderings is paddpciated with the
rejection of what in Arrow's words can be termethtéhism". Platonism is
the idea that there is an objective point of vieanf which we can make
judgments about the relative weight of people'sragts. This possibility is
ruled out if we take seriously the idea that eaxhvidual is the final judge
of his own interests. From this idea it follows tthreo full interpersonal
comparisons between the relative value of thoserasts are possible;
people's systems of values and ends are opaqueacto @her, and no
Archimedean point from which we can compare anésssthem is ever to
be found. Given this very strict epistemic consifiathe only way to give
equal consideration to each one's interest is gitophssume a default equal
right to influence the social decision procedur&e Trormal features of
democratic decision procedures usually associateddBP respond to this
principle: anonimity, neutrality, and non-dictatioigs are the most obvious
ways in which the idea that all interests must rethe procedure on an
equal footing can be implemented.

It is important to notice that this way of interfing PER necessarily
supports the principle "one person, one vote" andeatral aggregation
procedure, but does not necessarily support mgjouie. It is true that
majority rule seems to fulfill the requirement tiridute the same weight to
each person's interests. In an important sentkas into account what can
be called "separateness of persons": it countydkes of each individual in
favour of a given outcome as an additional reasorihfat outcome. On the
other hand, there is something discomforting toitlea that some people
might happen to be on the losing side every timeta is taken, and never
see any of their interests fulfilled. Given a sbektting in which persistent
majorities are likely to occur, adopting majorityle amounts to

1 For a careful statement of this view, see Ferefi#88.
> Williams 1962.



permanently ignoring the interests and wishes efitlsers. The aggregation
of votes that is carried out by majority rule, imlese cases, does not seem to
implement the principle of equal consideration oferests in the right
way'™. This may justify the adoption of a principle afgregation that can
take into account the weight of the interests afarities. Two typical ways
of reaching this goal are responsive lottéfiemnd, more commonly, the
institution of some power-sharing form of governmerrrom the
institutional point of view, this conception of deamacy typically mandates
proportional representation and an active role epresentatives in
bargaining and negotiating among the differentregts, constrained by the
requirement that their bargaining power actuallflects the numerical
strength of the people who voted for tHé€m

This interpretation of the relationship between P&Rl PEP satisfies
the desiderata set up as the minimal content of: RE#plains in which
sense PEP, as requiring the principle "one man, vate" and an open
agenda, is mandated by the equal respect we owedple as agents. In
addition, it specifies an interpretation of PEPt theandates more detailed
principles for institutions than the ones requipgdts minimal content.

But this interpretation of the relation between P&l PEP might leave
us somehow unsatisfied. It seems to express rekpean important feature
of human agency, i.e. the capacity people haveet@isds and to be "self-
originating sources of valid claims", but it utierynores another important
aspect of personal autonomy, which might be consttlessential to human
agency: respect for people is due not only to tlejpacity to build a
meaningful life by validating ends and goals, debdo their capacity to be
responsible moral agents.e. people who can make moral decisions
according to a sense of justice and a due recogniti moral requirements.
In the interpretation of PER we have just considetes reconciliation of
people's interests and values is done through ai-quechanical device.
Citizens do not actually participate in collectidecisions but merely
provide the inputs to an aggregation procedureyimja a purely
informational role. It is true that recognizing theinique position in
providing that information is an important way especting them as agents.
But no one can be considered as a full moral ageall the important
decisions concerning the right balance betweeroWwis interests and other
people's interests are made, so to speak, behisdb&ack. The full
appreciation of this important feature of humannagds at the center of the

'8 For a convincing statement and explanation ofdkisn, see Jones 1983.

" Responsive lotteries are lotteries in which thenivig outcome is selected by lot, but the
chances that a given outcome is selected are propalr to the number of people who
favor it. A typical proceeding is the following: @ele cast their vote by writing the
preferred outcome on a piece of paper. Then alpibees are collected in a basket, and the
winning one is selected through a random device fsilerman 1980).

18 This means, typically, that institutional devic®uld be put in place in order to insure
that small parties at the center of political spgatdo not acquire a disproportionate

power because of their strategic position.



interpretation of the relation between PER and B we will consider
next.

Equal respect for people's capacity to act as magants

The recognition of people'moral agencycan take place only in a
context in which the citizendecideabout the collective issues, each one
exercising his moral capacity as someone who cdnsawilling to judge in
fairness which social states should be selecteddear to respond to justice.
The final decision should not be carried out thtoupme mechanical
device that is not controlled by people (like a&dot selecting the winning
interest), nor through the silent work of reprea@més carrying out
bargains grounded on the relative weight of thelitigal parties, but by the
joint effort of all citizens to devise the rightipciples of justice and their
right implementation.

If we adopt this way of considering the principld political
participation, then the value of equal respectpeople concerns a different
object than their capacity to assess their owrrésts and values. What is
respected when political power is diffused is evag/s capacity to issue
adequate judgments about justice. Here the comeepfivoting is different
from the one assumed in the interest model; byhggteople do not express
their bare preference for a set of ends they wabetfurthered, but express
a thoughtful judgment on the just policy to follow.

Of course fairness and justice have to do with réeonciliation of
different interests. The interests and goals ofofedlow citizens will be
taken into account by each voter and will constitiso to speak, the raw
material of the decision process. And it might elerthe case that the right
or fairest way to reconcile them will be to useragple very similar to the
one just considered in the interest-based conaepfidlemocracy: but it is
not interests themselves that constitute the inmftsthe democratic
procedure, and the respect that is due to peopladrcase is not respect for
individuals' interests, but for their capacity aidging what the best
reconciliation of them is.

People, though, have different opinions about whatright decisions
should be; how should the final decision be made®elvalue and respect
people's judgments equally, the answer seems tthdtethey should be
counted as equally relevant to the final decisiBat how should we
aggregate them? Here the compromise solution #&ahs adequate in the
interest case does not look as promising. Whenopwaions are conflicting,

¥ How would voters get the necessary informationualiee numbersof people backing a
given option or the other, if people would not Heowed to vote according to their
interests? We might think that this information icbemerge through the political debate; it
is not unusual, indeed, to hear appeals to numbetscussing matters of justice, also in
the most fair-minded political debates.



a compromise solution does not seem to be the ppate answéf.
Majority rule, here, seems to be the right way eadr the equal weight of
each citizen's vote as expressing a sincere arallggqompetent judgment
about the correct way to make the relevant deciion

Given that compromise and bargaining should noeltey place in this
conception of PEP, this view of democracy does remjuire strictly
proportional representation and the other instndl settings that are
needed to insure the equal consideration of peopiérests. Rather, the
institutions fit to the ideal of political particion that is inspired by this
second interpretation of the citizens' equal cdpdor agency are typically
those of deliberative democracy. The law-makingcess should make
room for a free and open discussion in which theakdignity of all voices
is assumed and the divergence in citizens' opinamesattributed to the
nature of human reason (the burdens of judgmetierahat to people's
inadequacy of some of them to act as moral affer8srictly proportional
representation, in this context, is not called ®ince the transformative
power of discussion among people who are aimindgnaling the right
principles of justice is in any case meant to ugsetoriginal opinions of the
representatives. All that is needed is that all tbezes can be heard and
contribute to public discussioh The political agenda should be open in the
sense that all opinions about justice must recaifagr hearing.

All this, though, should not lead us to think thatwe follow this
interpretation of PEP the problem of persistentantres should be ignored
at the institutional level. If we assume that theumding principle of PEP is
the respect we owe to people as capable of acingaaal agents, then the
existence of a persistent majority is not compatiblith this model. If
people are equally capable of issuing moral judgmeire. they have an
equal capacity to discern what is right an to eséadt without being led
astray by personal interests and biases, then waldshexpect that the
probability of being on the losing side should laly distributed. The
existence of a persistent minority, then, is alagrevidence that something
has gone wrong with the institutional process thlabuld guarantee the
citizens' free and equal exercise of their senspigifce through political

20 Dworkin on integrity.

L On this conception, see especially Waldron 198% sometimes claimed that majority
rule is respectful towards citizens since it allanmorities to comply with the law while
retaining their views about justice and their imiggas moral thinkers (see for example
Meyers 1990, Waldron 1999). | will not considerstargument here, since | believe it does
not highlight any specific virtue of majority rul€he same effects on citizens' integrity can
be obtained by any principle of government thatsdoet require people to always match
their personal convictions with those implementggabsitive legislation.

22 Gutmann and Thompson 1996, Gutmann and Thomps64, Zryzek and Niemeyer
2006.

23 Empirical political science has provided detaitethlyses of what it takes for an opinion
to be appropriately heard and discussed in theipdebate. In representative assemblies,
for example, this requires the presence of a dafismber of representatives holding that
opinion.



participation. Given the nature of this interpretatof the meaning and
value of PEP, the existence of a persistent minasitnot something that
can be amended by merely adopting institutionalicgsv that insure
negotiation and bargaining, or some form of respenbttery*. The fact
that a group of citizens persistently finds itseli the losing side will
presumably call for a deeper revision of the coodg of law-making
decisions and of the other institutional means fosuring free
deliberatior®.

Here, again, we have an interpretation of the nmgpoif the relation
between PER and PEP that satisfies the minimalddega we have
established earlier: the principle "one man, ong'vand the requirement
that the agenda be open are justified on the shgnadhd of the principle
that mandates to treat all persons as equally tadbfull agency, when
this time full agency is conceived as the capabibtissue judgments about
justice and the common good.

This second interpretation of the relation betwé#R and PEP is
grounded on a richer or more ambitious conceptioth® equal capability
of being full agents than the interpretation weéh@veviously considered.
The third and last interpretation of PER we arengoio sketch next is
grounded on an even more comprehensive and morandkng conception
of the equal capacity for full agency.

Equal respect for persons' capacity to advancer thiens and claims

Our last interpretation revolves around the ideat tan essential
component of people's agency is their capacityeisgnally promote their
ends and claims. Being an agent does not only reetiimg one's ends or
issuing practical judgments; it also implies engggpersonally in the
pursuit of one's goals and claims of justice, degisthe best way of
furthering them, thinking of strategies for gettiother people care about
them when their help is needed, defending thenvelgtiwhen they are
threatened, and so on. According to this idea,e@spy people is respecting
their capacity to be full social actors, capabléuothering their aims, values

24 Gutmann (2003: 190) seems to advocate, in thesescshe mere adoption of super-
majoritarian aggregation procedures that improwepbsition of persisten minorities. But
this solution seems to be appropriate only to theecin which we are assuming that
people's vote on matters of justice is strictlyedetined by their identity or affiliation. This
is exactly what should be denied if we believe thedple are capable of full moral agency
as participants in the law-making process. If sammeditions that inabilitate this capacity
exists, then they should be removed.

% The existence of a sharp and persistent divisiaheé voting patterns of the majority and
the minority, if we assume that all citizens areualy willing and capable of voting
according to their sense of justice, might mean dsample that the communication
between the two parties has been hampered in say®mthe other, and that there has not
been enough exchange of information between thdrasd problems can be corrected at
the institutional level by creating more occasifordiscussion and exchange.



and ideas about justice on the public scene. Tamdty is exercised by
people when they vote and engage in deliberativevitaes, but it is
exercised by them as well when they march for gtot@hen they join a
political party, when they vote strategically inder to further their long-
term political interests, and when they engage dtioas as political
activists®.

There are two main sides of this way of conceivaggncy. The first
one is the willingness to stand for one's ideats goals and to take care of
them personally. There is an important literatuteatt portrays the
willingness to state and advocate one's rights @aiins in public as an
essential component of self-resgéctt might be argued that the willingness
to fight for one's values and beliefs more in geherso when they concern
broader interests than one's own, is an esseet#lire of self-respect. This
idea of self-respect could be considered as thgnpaic counterpart of the
recognition of one's interests, claims, goals ane of justice as worthy of
being pursued. An agent who merely states hisastgrand claims is not
taking himself seriously as a source of moral cithe only way in which
we can develop our full agency, and express oun@gledgment of the
importance of our aims, is by trying to securertlsaccess.

The second side of the idea that full agency insppersonally taking
care of one's interests, values and goals is thagent must display the
necessary strategic wisdom that is required inraa&irther one's aims and
goals, i.e. the capacity to devise the best wagyutdanto practice and further
them. Agency is not just about setting ends in ra gbpragmatic void in
which no trade-offs between them are ever to bedat is about setting
short-term and long-term ends in the specific cante which one acts,
taking into account the feasibility and the oppoity costs of one's
decisions. Furthering one's aims has to do withngaknto account the
circumstances of one's action and decision.

Especially if referred to political action, theseot sides of full agency
might appear at odds with each other, in that itts¢ $eems to constitute an
exercise of moral integrity, while the second seénise the exercise of the
kind of Machiavellian cleverness that is neededdal with the dark side of
politics. But this is a misleading impression. Agtiin support of one's
ideals does not necessarily mean acting in anigiiealvay; it is true that
sometimes the right kind of action to undertakéhis one which is inane
from the point of view of the achievement of comerpolitical results, at
least in the short run; but actinggr se implies engaging in the exercise of
some sort of strategic skills. Giving up cherislaeils for the sake of an
important goal that can be presently achieveddmgllong-term strategies
that imply compromises and changes of plans, acamtating the requests
of other people that might help us to reach ouserspart of what carrying
out our plans and furthering our goals normallyuiesg. Integrity places

% A full account of these activities is offered irel¥er 2005.
" For some classical examples, see Feinberg 1980l 8876, Hill 1991, Thomas 2001.



some important limits on the ways in which we camy our plans, but the
exercise of some pragmatic cleverness is const&utf agency as the
personal engagement in the advancement of onds goa

Respecting people, according to this interpretatrneans recognizing
their willingness and capacity to fight for and gmrally engage in the
pursuit of their ideals and their views about jeestilt means, in other words,
recognizing their capacity to act as statesmenirecting and influencing
public policies. Of course not all citizens can éeected to possess the
kind of dexterity, knowledge and expertise thatls#ipoliticians have, and
wherever representative institutions are in plaespecting citizens as
statesmen cannot obliterate the distinction betwwefessional politicians
and their voters. Nevertheless, citizens must lwegmized the kind of
wisdom and competence which is necessary, for ebeampt to be tricked
by politicians, or at least, like in Lincoln's fao® statement, not to be
tricked by them forever; the wisdom which is neeegdso sense when it is
time not to vote for their preferred program ortpan order to guarantee
political stability to their country or keep an gdate balance between
political forces; when to engage in costly politicampaigns and forms of
protest and when to keep quiet in order to achigkrer long-term goals.

What does this kind of equal respect imply at tistifutional level? Of
course, equally respecting the members of the tspdrethe sense we are
considering, implies giving each of them an equgiitrto vote: taking part
in the formal procedure though which political dgons are made is in fact
one of the most important deeds that one can perfor the purpose of
advancing one's goals and ideals. But here theepbionn of voting is
different from the one instantiated by the two ping views of PER.
While according to the first two conceptions of PHfat we have
considered strategic voting is to be avoided byrahns, according to this
last conception it is perfectly admissible and stdonsidered a normal
feature of democratic politics. According to thiew voting is not — or is
not always — stating one's preferences or onevgsyii is the exercise of a
political power through which one tries to influenthe public policies in
the directions that he deems appropriate, and dakito account all the
circumstances that can influence and affect thetiqgall results of such
political act®,

%8 For these reasons no form of responsive lottecpispatible with this view of PER.
In the literature on the topic it is often claimiet the main reason for avoiding lotteries as
a substitute for majoritarian aggregation is thatyt would remove the incentives to
political discussion; when policies are decideddiythere is no point in trying to convince
one's fellow citizens of one's views (see for exaniuflik 1997, Ackerman 1980). This
claim is actually mistaken; even if one knows tttet final outcome will be decided by lot,
one will still have a strong incentive to try tons@rt as many people as possible to one's
view, since this will rise the chances that theesild outcome will be the one he prefers.
The form of political activity that is seriously plessed by lotteries, rather, is strategic
voting. Lotteries tend to guarantee that votes esrsincerely people's views about the
desired outcome. citare l'articolo su mixing... rd& Importante: bisogna separare la
guestione del logocentrismo da quella della capadit partecipazione. Bohman fa una



A clear example of what could never be justifiedtbis third view of
PER is the use of citizens' juries and deliberagigls in order to create a
safe environment in which people can discuss arné yolitical issues
without being exposed to the deceitful tricks adinary politics. The resort
to this kind of devices has gained some populantypng the advocates of
deliberative democracy, since it seems to guaramtezutral space in which
citizens can vote according to their considerediops about justice. In a
way, then, these institutional instruments seemcdostitute the best
instantiation of the idea that, given the apprdprieonditions, people are
perfectly capable of acting as responsible morahtgy From the point of
view of the third interpretation of PER we are ddesng, though, these
proposals show a deep disrespect for citizenscaphacity for agency: they
are grounded on the assumption that, given the alooincumstances of
politics, most people would be the prey of ruthlpsditicians, would be
unable to collect the relevant information, and ldobe unable to make
their voice heard by the rest of the pubilic

More generally, any attempt to equalize politigd#luence through the
creation of a sanitized space in which each citigefnee to act as a moral
deliberator tends to be a serious violation ofitlea that people need to be
respected not only as issuers of moral judgmentglso as political actors.
Equality of political influence is often argued agd because of the
restrictions it imposes on fundamental libertidss freedom of association,
freedom of expression, or freedom of economic enie. Focusing on the
idea of respect helps to highlight another impdrtaggative effect of the
pursuit of equality of political influence: it dowlays a fundamental
dimension of agency, i.e. people's capability anlingness to affect the
political space personally engaging in the buildoighe agenda and in the
creation of coalitions and affiliations accordimgtheir political wisdom and
prudence.

This view of PER adds a further element of procaliyrto the views
we have considered so far: it does not only recthia¢ the process through
which the different interests of the citizens ageanciled is controlled by
the citizens themselves; it also requires thatvlry process issuing in the
formation of the citizens' opinions, of the policagenda and of the

teoria della democrazia deliberativa in cui la ubs effettiva di partecipare e
importante, ma la partecipazione € immaginatarimité di deliberazione.

% This lack of trust in people's capacities is aiged to a suspicious attitude towards
the social and interpersonal dimension of politieat is instantiated by political parties,
pressure groups, lobbies, and other forms of palitctivism. All these forms of political
activity, by their nature, tend to "bias" and ctine expression of individual judgments and
preferences; as such, they tend to appear inam t@conciled with the model of political
agency which is associated to the idea that deltlmer and voting is about expressing one's
considered opinions about justice. But politicatiatization is indeed one of the highest,
most complex and most enriching forms of agencyvitich citizens can engage in the
public sphere; downplaying their importance mean$ tnusting people's capacity to
interact in this social dimension without fallingey of ideological deceit, political trickery
or corruption.



grounds for deciding be in the hands of the citizebiven this element of
procedurality, nothing guarantees that each citiz#inexercise an effective
equal influence on the decision process. This agm¢smean, though, that
the process should be controlled by the relativenemic strength of the
citizens, by their unequal social position or bye tlother uneven
circumstances of their life. The very rationaletlus way of understanding
PER as the ground for PEP mandates an equal disbrib of the
opportunitiesfor affecting the political process and behavirgy aa fully
capable political actor. This implies, for examablic funding of political
campaigns, the adequate support for political agBons, the provision
public spaces and adequate technology for the gatioe of political
activists coming from economically disadvantagediremments, and so
on®’. This way of understanding ER does not rule out mstitutional
intervention directed to the equalization of th@apunities of influencing
the political process; what it rules out, insteaiit certain ways of insuring
equal influence. More specifically, it rules oub$le institutional devices
that respond to the unequal participation of citizéo the political process
by postulating their incompetence in taking cararad further their political
ideals, rather than to systemic disadvantages thake irrational or
unrewarding any attempt to engage in the polifocatess. When facing the
unequal participation of the citizens in the poéti process the last
explanation that should be sought is the one thsiiraes the incompetence
of the less active ones, and the last solutionghatld be resorted to is the
equalization of their influence through the settimj a controlled
environment in which the effects of spontaneoustipal mobilization are
cancelled odt.

Conclusion
If the above analysis is correct, then the idea #umal respect is the

grounding principle of democracy is capable of ndng at least three
different interpretations, which are associatechwdifferent views of what

%0 James Bohman (1997) argues convincingly for theokal of all forms of "political
poverty" that can affect people's effective oppuaitiuto participate in the law-making
process. The kind of participation he has in mthdugh, seems to be centered especially
on deliberative activities, while what | have innahiis a wider range of political capabilities
and competences than those required by deliberation

%1 This view could explain the feeling of loss andsafipointment that some people
experience when quotas are adopted as a remethe tonequal participation of minority
groups. Quotas reestablish to a certain degreedhal opportunity for all the groups to
make their voice heard in public; to such exteeythatisfy the requirements of the second
interpretation of PER we have considered. But #tiep make explicit and somehow ratify
the unequal capability of the members of those ggda mobilize and to personally engage
in the promotion of their claims and goals. Frone thoint of view of this third
interpretation of PER as the ground for PEP, qustemild represent the last resort after
that all the feasible ways to establish the cooddifor a real equal opportunity of
participation have been tried.



democracy (PEP) requires at the institutional leVéé might have hoped
that the exercise in reflective equilibrium we hdeen engaged in would
leave us with a more determined result, i.e. aumioterpretation of the
principle of equal respect capable of groundinghgle and detailed view of
what democracy entails at the institutional level.

From the explanatory point of view, though, theutes/e have reached
is not as disappointing as it may look. The acconinthe relationship
between PER and PEP we have offered points to wiede different
interpretations have in common, i.e. the idea thatform of equal respect
that is proper to democracy is respect for peoplgscity for full agency.
In addition, it explains why the idea that PERhe grounding principle of
PEP is appealed to by authors who advocate de@gpdygeént conceptions
of democracy: depending on the conception of fg#reey one assumes as
the proper one, PER as the principle that requodseat people as equally
capable of full agency acquires a different meaniagd different
implications at the institutional level as the gnding principle of
democracy.

From the normative point of view, the above analys@ surely
incomplete. We have sketched three interpretatminghe idea that the
principle of equal respect is the justifying grouiod the principle of equal
participation. Which view of equal respect of p&isoand consequently
which view of democracy as its institutional ingtation, should we adopt?
On which grounds? If we want to keep conductings timquiry as an
exercise of reflective equilibrium, more elementsd anotions should
probably be brought in at this point.
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[u1]But what do we mean by full agency, and what dseeas distinctive of it, as opposite to lessemalerdeveloped
forms of agency, like the ones we attribute todreih and to people who are kept in a minority ctowl?

[u2]0ne might think that the symbols that are assursdukarers of the expression of equal status aeemlieied
historically. The special meaning of equal vote,égample, depends on the role enfranchisemenéeglaytre
transition from feudal regimes to democratic ofg.during the same period other changes occunwtcgll of them
have acquired the same meaning as the expresstba efjual status of citizens.



