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4. Thematizing Inclusion

Democratic theory has not sufficiently thematized a problem that people frequently identify with democratic processes that formally satisfy basic normative conditions of the rule of law, free competitive elections, and liberties of speech, association, and the like. Many criticize actually existing democracies for being dominated by groups or élites that have unequal influence over decisions, while others are excluded or marginalized from any significant influence over the policy-making process and its outcomes. Strong and normatively legitimate democracy, on this intuition, includes all equally in the process that leads to decisions all those who will be affected by them. Theorists and political actors might call this theme of inclusion into question, however, from several points of view.

Some might object to a discourse of inclusion because they suspect that it presupposes an already given set of procedures, institutions, and terms of public discourse into which those excluded or marginalized are incorporated without change. In this image of inclusion, the particular interests, experiences, and ways of looking at things that the formerly excluded bring to politics make little difference to its processes or outcomes. On this image, bringing about political 
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equality consists in extending already constituted institutions and practices to people not currently benefiting from them enough, and thereby expecting them to conform to hegemonic norms.

I agree that this is indeed an attitude implicit in the discourse and behaviour of some well-meaning people who both consider themselves included and advocate greater inclusion of particular groups or individuals in a political process. The arguments of this book continue some of those of earlier work, however, to the effect that inclusive political processes should not be thought of as enfolding its participants in a single public with a single discourse of the common good.3 Thus Chapter 2 argues that political inclusion specifically requires openness to a plurality of modes of communication, and Chapter 3 argues that inclusive political discussion should recognize and attend to social differences in order to achieve the wisest and most just political judgements for action. On this view, one of the purposes of advocating inclusion is to allow transformation of the style and terms of public debate and thereby open the possibility for significant change in outcomes. Chapter 6 perhaps most directly addresses the sorts of worries behind this objection, by arguing that some interpretations of the ideal of racial integration are overly assimilationist and obscure the most important harms of residential segregation. The image of inclusive politics this book aims to conjure, then, is that of a heterogeneous public engaged in transforming institutions to make them more effective in solving shared problems justly.

Others might object that an ideal of inclusion is itself both under- and over-inclusive. On the one hand, a concept of inclusion presupposes some bordered unit into which those excluded can be included. As a concept it thus depends on some continued exclusion. On the other hand, accusations of exclusion and calls for inclusion are often vague, and seem to cover every form of injustice and remedy.

In his critique of the discourse of inclusion Robert Goodin makes both these points, though he concentrates on the first.4 The ideal of inclusion presupposes bounded states whose function is as much to exclude some people as to include others. Calls for inclusion rarely question this nation-state form, and merely aim to rectify political and social inequalities among people already dwelling under the jurisdiction of a nation-state. Goodin argues that those concerned with relations of privilege and disadvantage should question this nation-state system and conceive instead a system of multiple, overlapping 
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sovereignties each of which is open to others and which does not subject individuals to the vulnerabilities of having only one jurisdiction within which to appeal to redress injustice.

As I indicated earlier, the third major question this book takes up concerns the scope of the polity. I agree that societies and political institutions enact some of their most grievous exclusions by the way they define political jurisdictions themselves—who has a right to influence their operations and who does not. Chapter 6 examines how local politics often perpetuates segregation and other harms by allowing discrete autonomous municipalities within regions of significant interdependence. Chapter 7 argues along with Goodin and others that the nation-state is an inappropriately exclusive political form, and that inclusive politics in our world normatively requires a more open system of global regulation and local and regional interaction.

There is also some point to the objection that much of the way contemporary social critics call for inclusion seems to cover too much. Especially in Europe a myriad of problems seem to come under the general umbrella of ‘social exclusion’, and this language of exclusion sometimes seems to be a euphemism for the presence of misfits, particularly immigrants experienced as racially or culturally different and unemployed youth. The promotion of inclusion in some of this discourse, or ‘social cohesion’, as it is sometimes called, refers to a diverse set of policies, social services, and civic education aimed to support such populations and ease their interaction with better-off citizens. Policies and policy proposals in this context, however, sometimes appear to aim at making social and economic deviants fit into dominant norms and institutions, as well as to give them opportunities for political participation, educational development, and welfare benefits. Suspicion of such attitudes that require adjustment returns us to the first objection.

The concepts of exclusion and inclusion lose meaning if they are used to label all problems of social conflict and injustice. Where the problems are racism, cultural intolerance, economic exploitation, or a refusal to help needy people, they should be so named. My subject in this book is political exclusion and marginalization in particular, and I aim to theorize principles and ideals of political inclusion based on common critical reactions to such political exclusion. I focus on political processes that claim to be democratic but which some people reasonably claim are dominated by only some of those whose interests are affected by them. If inclusion in decision-making is a core of the democratic ideal, then, to the extent that such political exclusions exist, democratic societies do not live up to their promise. Cultural 
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intolerance, racism, sexism, economic exploitation and deprivation, and other social and economic inequalities help to account for these political exclusions. For the most part this book assumes such causal relations between social and economic inequality, on the one hand, and political in equality, on the other, without theorizing those other inequalities in any detail.

5. Situated Conversation

I do not present the chapters of this book as constituting a single, self-enclosed, logically integrated theory. While there are many arguments in the book, moreover, and more than one extends over several chapters, I do not think of the book as putting forward one major argument where each chapter contains one step towards the conclusion. Instead I think of these chapters as contributing to a set of overlapping conversations with people of diverse interests and backgrounds whose writing has stimulated me to think or with whom I have spoken over time. In these discussions I aim to advance both my own thinking, and the thinking of those with whom I have engaged and other readers, about issues crucial to democratic practice. In some places my intention is to bring certain interlocutors into conversation with one another. In others I wish to turn the attention of interlocutors and listeners towards some issues I think they have not attended to sufficiently.

Critical theory, as I understand it, abjures the stance of theoretical universality that academic writing sometimes adopts. Normative theorists sometimes speak from a position abstracted from social context, and assert general principles that they claim have the same meaning in all contexts. Such abstraction is sometimes useful, and I rely on some of this work in my discussion. Nor would I deny that some general principles can meaningfully be asserted across social contexts. The approach of critical theory, however, suggests that there are dangers in abstract and generalized normative theorizing, involving, for example, importing into supposedly general theories assumptions derived from the particular socio-historical context in which one thinks, or from the structured social positions conditioning one's own life in that context. Once having adopted a stance of abstraction and generality, furthermore, normative theorizing often has some difficulty in showing its relevance to engaged political action.

For the most part the book stays closer to particular contemporary social contexts and the problems for democratic theory and practice 
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they generate. Since I am writing from the context of the United States, this situatedness means that the scholarly interlocutors, social conditions, and political debates that most influence these pages are from the United States. I very much hope, however, that the questions I raise, and the reflections, analyses, and arguments I offer to address these questions, may fruitfully contribute to the thinking of those concerned to further democratic practice anywhere in the world. Thus I have tried in many places in these pages to refer to issues, writers, and social conditions in other places with which I have some familiarity, where I have had conversations with colleagues and have had some opportunity to follow current affairs—particularly Canada, New Zealand, Australia, Germany, South Africa, and Northern Ireland. No doubt my work falls short of a complete engagement with issues of inclusion and democracy in any context, but I hope that it provides enough stimulus to begin a conversation in many.

Chapter 4 Representation and Social Perspective

Few advocates of a deliberative or communicative model of democracy would assert that this model applies primarily to situations where people are present to one another on one occasion in the same place to face one another and speak directly. Both in theory and in practice, however, there is nevertheless a tendency to associate communicative democratic processes with face-to-face interaction. Whether they take the site of democratic discussion to be a legislative session or the meeting of a citizens' action group, advocates usually present the process of democratic communication as centred in some place where participants are present to one another.

Strong democracy certainly requires many occasions when public officials and citizens meet to discuss experiences and issues with each other. Theorizing democracy as a process of communication to arrive at decisions, however, has not sufficiently grappled with the need to conceptualize democracy as decentred in large-scale mass societies. In a complex polity of many millions democratic communication consists in fluid, overlapping, and diverging discussions and decisions, dispersed in both space and time. What are inclusive communicative relations in such flowing, decentred, mass politics?

In the context of complex mass politics, a frequently heard complaint of exclusion invokes norms of representation. People often claim that the social groups they find themselves in or with which they claim affinity are not properly represented in influential discussions and decision-making bodies, including legislatures, commissions, boards, task forces, media coverage of issues, and so on. Such claims recognize that in a large polity with many complex issues formal and informal representatives mediate the influence people have.

For these reasons many recent calls for greater political inclusion in democratic processes argue for measures that encourage more representation of under-represented groups, especially when those groups 
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are minorities or subject to structural inequalities. Women's movement activists in many parts of the world, for example, claim that legislatures peopled mostly by men cannot be said properly to represent women. In response to such claims, some governments have enacted legislation designed to encourage more women legislators, usually requiring that party lists include a certain portion of women.1 Women's agitation for similar provisions in their countries is increasing in many places without such provisions. Even where the law does not require it, many parties around the world have decided that their lists are not properly representative without certain numbers of women.

In the United States similar discussions take place about the specific representation of racial or ethnic minorities. Some districts have been drawn or voting processes adjusted to make the election of African Americans or Latinos more likely. Both the idea and practice of promoting specific representation of minorities are controversial, but the issue will not fade from the American public agenda. Many other countries of the world have or discuss schemes for specific social group representation, whether in the form of corporatist councils, reserved seats, party list rules, commissions, and so on.

Policies, proposals, and arguments for the special representation of groups, however, face many objections. One of these is particularly relevant to the issues treated in earlier chapters, because this objection presumes a commitment to attend to rather than submerge social difference. The idea of group representation, this objection claims, assumes that a group of women, or African Americans, or Maori, or Muslims, or Deaf people has some set of common attributes of interests which can be represented. But this is usually false. Differences of race and class cut across gender, differences of gender and ethnicity cut across religion, and so on. Members of a gender or racial group have life histories that make them very different people, with different interests and different ideological commitments. The unifying process required by group representation tries to freeze fluid relations into a unified identity, which can re-create oppressive exclusions.2 
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This objection to policies and arguments for special representation of groups which tend otherwise to be excluded from discussion and decision-making coheres with the critique of a logic of identity referred to in Chapter 3. On one interpretation of this critique, no single representative could speak for any group, because there are too many intersecting relationships among individuals. Yet calls for special representation of marginalized groups do not seem to be muted by these critiques, because in the context of practical affairs many people believe that such measures are the best way to gain voice for many wrongly excluded issues, analyses, and positions.

The chapter aims to clarify the meaning of such group representation, and to provide further arguments for such differentiated representative practices as an important enactment of political inclusion. Doubts about such practices derive in part from misunderstandings about the nature of representation more generally. Implicitly much discourse about representation assumes that the person who represents stands in some relation of substitution or identity with the many represented, that he or she is present for them in their absence. Against such an image of representation as substitution or identification I conceptualize representation as a differentiated relationship among political actors engaged in a process extending over space and time. Considering the temporality and mediated spatiality of the process of representation decentres the concept, revealing both political opportunities and dangers.

After theorizing representation in general terms, I return to the question of group representation. Many objections to practices of the specific representation of structurally disadvantaged groups derive from the assumption that groups do not have one set of common interests or opinions. Building on the discussion of structural positioning and situated knowledge in Chapter 3, I argue that being similarly positioned in the social field generates a social perspective the inclusion of which in public discussion processes of group representation can facilitate. I conceptualize a distinction between interests, opinions, and perspectives and the role of each in political participation. After making arguments for the special representation of otherwise excluded or marginalized social perspectives, I briefly evaluate several institutional means for enacting such group representation.

Before we turn to this chapter's general account of the meaning of representation and arguments for group representation, however, I review reasons that some democratic theorists have for saying that representation is incompatible with authentic democracy. The first task of the chapter is to rebut those reasons, and to explain why 
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representation need not undermine inclusive participation. Indeed, in large-scale mass society, representation and participation mutually require each other for politics to be deeply democratic.

1. Participation and Representation

Radical democrats frequently distrust institutions of political representation. They often present representation as violating the values of democracy themselves. Representation, they suggest, ‘alienates political will at the cost of genuine self-government’, ‘impairs the community's ability to function as a regulating instrument of justice’, and ‘precludes the evolution of a participating public in which the idea of justice might take root.’3 

Without question a strong democracy should have institutions of direct democracy such as referendum as part of its procedural repertoire. As society is more deeply democratic, moreover, the more it has state-sponsored and civic fora for policy discussion at least some of which ought procedurally to influence authoritative decisions. The anti-representation position, however, refuses to face complex realities of democratic process, and wrongly opposes representation to participation.

Representation is necessary because the web of modern social life often ties the action of some people and institutions in one place to consequences in many other places and institutions. No person can be present at all the decisions or in all the decision-making bodies whose actions affect her life, because they are so many and so dispersed. Though her aspirations are often disappointed, she hopes that others will think about situations like hers and represent them to the issue forum.4 

One might object that this argument presupposes a large-scale society and polity which a preference for direct democracy rejects. A democracy without representation must consist of small, decentralized, self-sufficient units. Robert Dahl gives a compelling set of arguments, however, that even this vision of decentralized direct 
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democracy cannot avoid representation. The equal participation of everyone in political deliberation, he argues, can occur only in small committees. Even in assemblies of a few hundred people most people will be more passive participants who listen to a few people speak for a few positions, then think and vote. Beyond the small committee, that is, features of time and interaction produce de facto representation. But such de facto representation is arbitrary; in fact direct democracies often cede political power to arrogant loudmouths whom no one chose to represent them. Thus even in relatively small units of political decision-making like neighbourhoods or workplaces, political equality may best be served by institutions of formal representation, because the rules concerning who is authorized to speak for whom are public and there are some norms of accountability. Dahl also argues, I think plausibly, that in the normal course of social life small decentralized political units are likely to grow larger by means of either conquest or coalition. As soon as scale returns, then, representation also returns.5 

Critics of representative democracy might object that this enhanced participation, to the degree that it exists, comes at the expense of citizen participation in the deliberative process. Citizens vote for their representatives, and then there is no further need for them. The institutions and culture of some representative democracies do indeed discourage citizens from participating in political discussion and decision-making. One can argue, however, that if they do, so they are not properly representative, because under such circumstances representatives have only a very weak relation to their constituents. Under normative ideals of communicative democracy, representative institutions do not stand opposed to citizen participation, but require such participation to function well.6 Below I develop an account of representation as a process of anticipation and recollection flowing between representative and constituents' participation in activities of authorization and accountability.

2. Representation as Relationship

The claim that authentic democracy is not compatible with representation implicitly relies on the logic of identity I referred to in Chapter 3, 
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or what Jacques Derrida calls a metaphysics of presence.7 It imagines an ideal democratic decision-making situation as one in which the citizens are co-present. Like at a town meeting, in this image of authentic democracy citizens meet in one place and make their decisions on one occasion.

This image of authentic democracy also assumes an identity of the rulers and the ruled. The critic rejects representation because its institutions separate power from the people; those who make the rules are not identical with all those who are obliged to follow them. Once again, Benjamin Barber's words are particularly strong: ‘Men and women who are not directly responsible through common deliberation, common decision, and common action for the policies that determine their common lives are not really free at all.’8 

On this image of democracy, representatives could only properly express the ‘will of the people’ if they are present for their constituents, and act as they would act. On this image, the representative substitutes for the constituents, stands for them in a relation of identity. Critics of representation rightly note that it is not possible for one person to be present in place of many, to speak and act as they would if they were present. It is impossible to find the essential attributes of constituents, the single common good that transcends the diversity of their interests, experiences, and opinions. The objection that some people make to the notion of specific representation for marginalized gender or ethnic groups in fact can be extended to all representation. Political representatives usually have a large constituency that is diverse in its interests, backgrounds, experiences, and beliefs. It is perhaps even more difficult to imagine a shared will for the residents of a metropolitan legislative district than for members of an ethnic group.

If we accept the argument that representation is necessary, but we also accept an image of democratic decision-making as requiring a co-presence of citizens, and that representation is legitimate only if in some way the representative is identical with the constituency, then we have a paradox: representation is necessary but impossible. There is a way out of this paradox, which involves conceptualizing representation outside a logic of identity. Taking seriously the decentred nature of large-scale mass democracy entails discarding images of the co-presence of citizens or that representatives must be present for citizens, and instead conceiving democratic discussion and decision-making as mediated through and dispersed over space and time. 
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Rather than a relation of identity or substitution, political representation should be thought of as a process involving a mediated relation of constituents to one another and to a representative.

I rely on the Derridian concept of différance to formulate another account of representation. Where the metaphysics of presence generates polarities because it aims to reduce the many to one identity, thinking of entities in terms of différance leaves them in their plurality without requiring their collection into a common identity. Things take their being and signs take their meaning from their place in a process of differentiated relationships. Things are similar without being identical, and different without being contrary, depending on the point of reference and the moment in a process. As emphasizing process and relationship more than substance, différance foregrounds intervals of space and time. Oppositions such as substance–accident, cause–effect, presence–absence, reality–sign locate authentic being in an origin, an always earlier time for which the present process is a derivative copy. Derrida proposes to rethink such oppositions in terms of the idea of the trace, a movement of temporalization that carries past and future with it. The moment in the conversation, this moment in the being of the mountain, and, as we shall see, this moment in the representative relationship each carry traces of the history of relationships that produced it, and its current tendencies anticipate future relationships.9 

Conceptualizing representation in terms of différance means acknowledging and affirming that there is a difference, a separation, between the representative and the constituents. Of course, no person can stand for and speak as a plurality of other persons. The representative function of speaking for should not be confused with an identifying requirement that the representative speak as the constituents would, to try to be present for them in their absence. It is no criticism of the representative that he or she is separate and distinct from the constituents. At the same time, however, conceiving representation under the idea of différance means describing a relationship between constituents and the representative, and among constituents, where the temporality of past and anticipated future leave their traces in the actions of each.

Conceiving representation as a differentiated relationship among plural actors dissolves the paradox of how one person can stand for the experience and opinions of many. There is no single will of the people that can be represented. Because the constituency is internally 
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differentiated, the representative does not stand for or refer to an essential opinion or interest shared by all the constituents which she should describe and advocate.10 

Rather than construe the normative meaning of representation as properly standing for the constituents, we should evaluate the process of representation according to the character of the relationship between the representative and the constituents. The representative will inevitably be separate from the constituents, but should also be connected to them in determinate ways. Constituents should also be connected to one another. Representation systems sometimes fail to be sufficiently democratic not because the representatives fail to stand for the will of the constituents, but because they have lost connection with them. In modern mass democracies it is indeed easy to sever relations between representatives and constituents, and difficult to maintain them.

3. Anticipating Authorization and Accountability

In her classic work on representation Hanna Pitkin analyses several meanings that attach to the term. Some writers understand what constitutes a representative as the fact that he or she is authorized to act by a set of official institutions that also bind together the represented group. Others focus on demands that a legitimate representative must be accountable to those whom he or she represents; otherwise the agent who claims to represent is simply acting on his or her own.

Pitkin discusses the debate about whether a representative is properly a delegate who carries the mandate of a constituency which he or she advocates, or rather ought to act as a trustee who exercises independent judgement about the right thing to do under these political circumstances. Pitkin argues that the debate is misconstrued. Both sides are correct in their way; the specific function of legitimate representation consists in exercising independent judgement but in knowledge and anticipation of what constituents want.

Conceptualizing political representation also raises the question of whether representative bodies ought to mirror the population represented, and whether the interests represented in such bodies should be construed as objective, or simply as a product of the subjective perceptions and preferences of constituencies. Pitkin concludes that all 
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these concepts and issues are aspects of the complex relationship called representation, and that both theory and practice require understanding that the agency of the representative ought to stay within the several limits bounded by these diverse issues.11 

The account of political representation I give below owes much to Pitkin's. I follow her in theorizing representation as involving both authorization and accountability, and agree with her that the dichotomy of delegate–trustee is a false polarization. Pitkin asserts that all of these apparently divergent conceptualizations of representation are in fact diverse aspects of a complex set of institutions and practices. She does not fully theorize how to bring them together, however. I suggest that emphasizing representation as a process differentiated and mediated in space and time provides a way to think these different aspects together.

Thinking of representation in terms of différance rather than identity means taking its temporality seriously. Representation is a process that takes place over time, and has distinct moments or aspects, related to but different from one another. Representation consists in a mediated relationship, both among members of a constituency, between the constituency and the representative, and between representatives in a decision-making body. As a deferring relationship between constituents and their agents, representation moves between moments of authorization and accountability. Representation is a cycle of anticipation and recollection between constituents and representative, in which discourse and action at each moment ought to bear traces of the others.

Thus the account proposed here is primarily normative. I aim to identify ideals of well-functioning representation, which promotes democratic legitimacy and political inclusion. In accord with a concept of democracy as a matter of degree, good representation itself is a matter of degree. In the next section I suggest one measure of good representation as the number of aspects or modes through which people are represented. Here I consider the extent of connection between constituents and representative as a measure of the degree of representation. Conceptualized as difference, representation necessarily involves distinction and separation between representatives and constituents. Representation is a differentiated relationship between constituents and representative where disconnection is always a possibility, and connection maintained over time through anticipation and recollection in moments of authorization and accountability. A representative 
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process is worse, then, to the extent that the separation tends towards severance, and better to the extent that it establishes and renews connection between constituents and representative, and among members of the constituency.

Pitkin agrees that authorization is an important sign of representation. One who represents others in an official institutionalized sense must be authorized to speak for and perhaps bind them. Elections are the most common and obvious means of authorizing representations, but other forms of delegate selection to discussion and decision-making bodies sometimes obtain. The delegate model of the representative's responsibility is one interpretation of authorization. On this interpretation, a constituency is an already formed cohesive group with a single will that can be conveyed to the representative as a mandate. Such an image relies on an identity interpretation, where the many people represented are identical with one another in at least the respect that they agree on this mandate, which the delegate can carry to a representative body untransformed.12 

In fact, however, in most situations the specific constituency exists at best potentially; the representative institutions and the process of authorization themselves call its members into action.13 Anticipating the moment when representatives will claim to act at their behest and on their behalf, individuals in the defined constituency go looking for each other. They organize and discuss the issues that are important to them, and call on candidates to respond to their interests. While there is usually a moment when they authorize representatives, in doing so the constituency rarely brings itself to affirm a common will. The constituency is usually too large, or the varying activities of its members are too dispersed, or its definition and borders too vague, to expect a time when the constituency at one moment arrives at a collective will. Instead, in a well-functioning process a public sphere of discussion sets an issue agenda and the main terms of dispute or struggle. For parliamentary processes to be effective as representative, and not merely as a stage on which élites perform according to their own script, the 
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democratic process of the authorization of representatives should be both participatory and inclusively deliberative.

As Pitkin maintains, conceptualizing the representative either purely as a delegate with a clear mandate, or entirely as a trustee who acts only according to his or her own lights, dissolves the specific meaning of representative activity. Well-functioning representation stands between and incorporates both. The representative's responsibility is not simply to express a mandate, but to participate in discussion and debate with other representatives, listen to their questions, appeals, stories, and arguments, and with them to try to arrive at wise and just decisions. Different groups and segments of the polity best talk across their difference through representatives who meet together and listen to one another, open to the possibility of changing their positions.

During these sustained moments of independent action and judgement, however, the representative ought to recollect the discussion process that led to his authorization and anticipate a moment of being accountable to those he claims to represent. The representative is authorized to act, but his judgement is always in question. Whether he acted on authority is a question deferred to a later time, when he will be held accountable. The representative acts on his or her own, but in anticipation of having to give an account to those he or she represents. While there is no authorized mandate for many decisions, representation is stronger when it bears the traces of the discussion that led to authorization or in other ways persuasively justifies itself in a public accounting.

In the process of calling representatives to account for what they have decided, citizens continue to form themselves into a constituency, and they engage anew in debate and struggle over the wisdom and implications of policy decisions. Such renewed opinion formation may bear the traces of the process of authorization, but it also has new elements, because previously the constituents did not know just how issues would be formulated in the representative body, and what expression, appeals, and arguments would be offered there. The responsibility of the representative is not simply to tell citizens how she has enacted a mandate they authorized or served their interests, but as much to persuade them of the rightness of her judgement.14 
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In most actually existing democracies, the moment of accountability is weaker than the moment of authorization. For many systems of representation, the only form of being held to account is re-authorization by means of re-election. The cycle that returns to authorization is indeed important for motivating accountability. Strong communicative democracy, however, also requires some processes and procedures where constituents call representatives to account over and above re-authorizing them. As with authorization, accountability should occur both through official institutions and in the public life of independent civic association. All existing representative democracies could be improved by additional procedures and fora through which citizens discuss with one another and with representatives their evaluation of policies representatives have supported. Official means of accountability distinct from election campaigns can include civic review boards, implementation studies, and periodic official participatory hearings following the policy-making process. Public spheres of civil society can further accountability by means of independent questioning, praise, criticism, and judgement.

The major normative problem of representation is the threat of disconnection between the one representative and the many he or she represents. When representatives become too separated, constituents lose the sense that they have influence over policy-making, become disaffected, and withdraw their participation. Establishing and maintaining legitimate and inclusive processes of representation calls up responsibilities for both officials and citizens. Citizens must be willing and able to mobilize one another actively to participate in processes of both authorizing and holding to account. Representatives should listen to these public discussions and diverse claims, stay connected to constituents, and be able to convey reasons for their actions and judgements in terms that recollect their discussions. Such mobilization, listening, and connectedness can be either facilitated or impeded by the design of representative institutions.

Thus I can here cash in on the claim made earlier that representation and participation are not alternatives in an inclusive communicative democracy, but require each. Institutions of representation help organize political discussion and decision-making, introducing procedures and a reasonable division of labour. Thereby citizens have objectives around which they can organize with one another and participate in anticipatory and retrospective discussion, criticism, and evaluation. Without such citizen participation, the connection between the representative and constituents is most liable to be broken, turning the representative into an élite ruler. For their part, representatives should 
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respond to such participatory process. Public spheres of civil society, which I will discuss in Chapter 5, serve as important arenas for citizen participation that help maintain these connections.

4. Modes of Representation

The representative should not be thought of as a substitute for those he or she represents, I have suggested, nor should we assume that the representative can or should express and enact some united will of the constituency. The representative can stand for neither the identity of any other person nor the collective identity of a constituency. There is an inevitable difference and separation between the representative and constituents, which always puts in question the manner and degree to which constituents participate in the process that produces policy outcomes. Yet representation is both necessary and desirable in modern politics. Rather than devaluing representation as such, participatory and radical democrats should evaluate the degree to which processes of authorization and accountability exist, are independent, and activate the constituency-inclusive participatory public opinion.

Another measure of the degrees of democracy, I suggest, is whether people are connected through relationships of authorization and accountability to a plurality of representatives who relate to different aspects of their lives. The assumption that representatives should in some fashion be identical to constituents implicitly carries the impossible requirement that a person is represented only if everything about her potentially has a voice in the political process. Since the representative is necessarily different from the constituents, a democracy is better or worse according to how well those differentiated positions are connected. Democracy can also be strengthened by pluralizing the modes and sites of representation. Systems of political representation cannot make individuals present in their individuality, but rather should represent aspects of a person's life experience, identity, beliefs, or activity where she or he has affinity with others. Potentially there are many such aspects or affinity groups. I propose to distinguish here three general modes through which a person can be represented: according to interest, opinion, and perspective. Within a particular political context, a person may be represented in several ways within each of these modes. Explication of what it means to represent perspective in particular provides arguments for the special representation of oppressed or disadvantaged social groups while avoiding the problem of attributing to all members of those groups common opinions or interests.
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What do I mean when I say that I feel represented in the political process? There are many possible answers to this question, but three stand out for me as important. First, I feel represented when someone is looking after the interests I take as mine and share with some others. Secondly, it is important to me that the principles, values, and priorities that I think should guide political decisions are voiced in discussion. Finally, I feel represented when at least some of those discussing and voting on policies understand and express the kind of social experience I have because of my social group position and the history of social group relations. I will discuss interest and opinion only briefly, because these have been much discussed in political theory. I will focus more attention on representing perspectives because this idea is less familiar.

Interest. I define interest as what affects or is important to the life prospects of individuals, or the goals of organizations. An agent, whether individual or collective, has an interest in whatever is necessary or desirable in order to realize the ends the agent has set. These include both material resources and the ability to exercise capacities—e.g. for cultural expression, political influence, economic decision-making power, and so on. I define interest here as self-referring, and as different from ideas, principles, and values. The latter may help define the ends a person sets for herself, where the interest defines the means for achieving those ends.

Interests frequently conflict, not only between agents, but also in the action of a single agent. Where agents need resources to accomplish a variety of ends, they are likely to find some of the resources they need to be relatively scarce. Sometimes the means one agent needs to pursue a certain end implies directly impeding another agent's ability to get what he needs to pursue his ends. It is important to note, however, that interests do not necessarily conflict. The pursuit of ends in society and the setting of political frameworks to facilitate that pursuit need not necessarily be structured as a zero-sum relationship among agents.

The representation of interest is familiar in political practice, and there exists more theory of interest representation perhaps than any other kind. I do not here wish to review the huge literature on interest groups and the means by which they can achieve political influence. I only note that it is a part of the free associative process of communicative democracy that people have the freedom to press politically for policies that will serve their interest and to organize together with others with similar interests in order to gain political influence.
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Opinions. I define opinions as the principles, values, and priorities held by a person as these bear on and condition his or her judgement about what policies should be pursued and ends sought. This is the primary sphere of what Anne Phillips refers to as the ‘politics of ideas’,15 on which much contemporary discussion of pluralism focuses. Rawls's recent discussion of the principles and problems of political liberalism, for example, concentrates on the fact of plural ideas and belief systems in modern societies, how these legitimately influence political life, and how people with differing beliefs and opinions can maintain a working polity.16 By opinion, I mean any judgement or belief about how things are or ought to be, and the political judgements that follow from these judgements or beliefs. Opinions may be religious, or derive from religious reasons, or they may be culturally based in a world-view or history of social practices. They may be based in disciplinary or knowledge systems, as might be political opinions derived from certain premisses of neo-classical economics, or based in a set of normative principles such as libertarianism or radical ecology. While I doubt that most people's opinions on public matters all derive from a single ‘comprehensive doctrine’, I do assume that most people make judgements about particular social and political issues with the guidance of some values, priorities, or principles that they apply more broadly than that case, if not to all cases. Opinions are certainly contestable, and often some can be shown to be more well founded than others. A communicative democracy, however, requires the free expression and challenging of opinions, and a wide representation of opinions in discussions leading to policy decisions.

Political parties are the most common vehicle for the representation of opinions. Parties often put forward programmes that less express the interests of a particular constituency, and more organize the political issues of the day according to principles, values, and priorities the party claims generally to stand for. Smaller or more specialized associations, however, can and often do form to represent opinions in public life and influence public policy. Traditionally interest group theory has treated such associations as another kind of interest group, and for most purposes this is a harmless conflation. I think it important to distinguish, however, in general between kinds of political association 
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motivated by an instrumentalist interest, on the one hand, and kinds of association motivated by commitment to beliefs and values, on the other. Whereas the former sort of motivation is selfish, even if selfish for a group, the latter often takes itself to be impartial or even altruistic. Perspective. In Chapter 3 I argued against the claim that structural social groups should be thought of in a substantial logic that would define them according to a set of common attributes all their members share and that constitute the identities of those members. Social group differentiation should be understood with a more relational logic, I argued, and individuals should be understood as positioned in social group structures rather than having their identity determined by them. Contrary to those who find that group-differentiated politics only create division and conflict, I argued that group differentiation offers resources to a communicative democratic public that aims to do justice, because differently positioned people have different experience, history, and social knowledge derived from that positioning. I call this social perspective.

Because of their social locations, people are attuned to particular kinds of social meanings and relationships to which others are less attuned. Sometimes others are not positioned to be aware of them at all. From their social locations people have differentiated knowledge of social events and their consequences. Because their social locations arise partly from the constructions that others have of them, as well as constructions which they have of others in different locations, people in different locations may interpret the meaning of actions, events, rules, and structures differently. Structural social positions thus produce particular location-relative experience and a specific knowledge of social processes and consequences. Each differentiated group position has a particular experience or point of view on social processes precisely because each is part of and has helped produce the patterned processes. Especially in so far as people are situated on different sides of relations of structural inequality, they understand those relations and their consequences differently.

Following the logic of the metaphor of group differentiation as arising from differing positions in social fields, the idea of social perspective suggests that agents who are ‘close’ in the social field have a similar point of view on the field and the occurrences within it, while those who are socially distant are more likely to see things differently. While different, these social perspectives may not be incompatible. Each social perspective is particular and partial with respect to the whole social field, and from each perspective some aspects of the reality of social processes are more visible than others.
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Thus a social perspective does not contain a determinate specific content. In this respect perspective is different from interest or opinion. Social perspective consists in a set of questions, kinds of experience, and assumptions with which reasoning begins, rather than the conclusions drawn. Critiques of essentialism rightly show that those said to belong to the same social group often have different and even conflicting interests and opinions. People who have a similar perspective on social processes and issues—on the norms of heterosexual interaction, for example—nevertheless often have different interests or opinions, because they reason differently from what they experience, or have different goals and projects.

Perspective is a way of looking at social processes without determining what one sees. Thus two people may share a social perspective and still experience their positionality differently because they are attending to different elements of the society. Sharing a perspective, however, gives each an affinity with the other's way of describing what he experiences, an affinity that those differently situated do not experience. This lesser affinity does not imply that those differently positioned cannot understand a description of an element of social reality from another social perspective, only that it takes more work to understand the expression of different social perspectives than those one shares.17 

Social perspective is the point of view group members have on social processes because of their position in them. Perspectives may be lived in a more or less self-conscious way. The cultural experiences of distinct peoples or religious groups, as well as groups responding to a history of grievance or structural oppression, often offer refined interpretations of their own situation and their relations to others. Perspective may appear in story and song, human and word play, as well as in more assertive and analytical forms of expression. Let me give an example.
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For more than fifty years the Pittsburgh Courier has been an important newspaper for African Americans in the city of Pittsburgh and for many of those years in other parts of the United States as well. I think that this newspaper illustrates well the difference between perspective, on the one hand, and interest and opinion, on the other. In the pages of this newspaper each week appear reports of many events and controversies that exhibit the plurality of interests, not all of them compatible, that African Americans in Pittsburgh and elsewhere have. On the opinion pages, moreover, appear editorials that cover the range from right-wing libertarianism to left-wing socialism, from economic separatism to liberal integrationism. Despite this variety of interests and opinions, it is not difficult to identify how the Pittsburgh Courier nevertheless speaks an African American perspective. Most of the events discussed involve African Americans as the major actors, and take place at sites and within institutions which are majority African American or otherwise specifically associated with African Americans. When the paper discusses local or national events not specifically identified with African Americans, the stories usually ask questions or give emphases that are particularly informed by issues and experiences more specific to African Americans.18 

One might object that the idea of an African American perspective, or a female gendered perspective, is just as open to criticism as the idea of a single group interest or opinion. Isn't it just as inappropriately reductive to talk about one American Indian perspective as one American Indian interest? To be sure, each person has his or her own irreducible history which gives him or her unique social knowledge and perspective. We must avoid, however, the sort of individualism that would conclude from this fact that any talk of structured social positions and group-defined social location is wrong, incoherent, or useless. It makes sense to say that non-professional working-class people have predictable vulnerabilities and opportunities because of their position in the occupational structure. The idea of perspective is meant to capture 
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that sensibility of group-positioned experience without specifying unified content to what the perceptive sees. The social positioning produced by relation to other structural positions and by the social processes that issue in unintended consequences only provide a background and perspective in terms of which particular social events and issues are interpreted; they do not make the interpretation. So we can well find different persons with a similar social perspective giving different interpretations of an issue. Perspective is an approach to looking at social events, which conditions but does not determine what one sees.

Suppose we accept this claim that individuals positioned in similar ways in the social field have a similar group perspective on that society. What does this imply for individuals, who are positioned in terms of many group-differentiated relations? Since individuals are multiply positioned in complexly structured societies, individuals interpret the society from a multiplicity of social group perspectives. Some of these may intersect to constitute a distinctive hybrid perspective, a Black woman's perspective, perhaps, or a working-class youth perspective. But individuals may also move around the social perspectives available to them depending on the people with whom they interact or the aspect of social reality to which they attend. The multiple perspectives from which persons may see society may reinforce and enhance one another, or it may be impossible to take one without obscuring another, as in a duck-rabbit figure. The perspectives available to a person may be incommensurable, producing ambiguity or confusion in the person's experience and understanding of social life; or their multiplicity may help the person form a composite picture of social processes. However they are experienced, the availability of multiple perspectives provides everyone with the resources to take a distance on any one of them, and to communicate in certain ways with people with whom one does not share perspectives in others.

Melissa Williams objects to an earlier statement of the distinction between interests, opinions, and perspectives that perspectives and interests cannot be neatly separated. ‘My understanding of the relationships between perspectives and interests is rather that a group's shared perspective helps to define the boundaries within which different interpretations of interest are possible.’19 It is useful to regard social perspective as helping to set a framework of interpretation. Doing so may indeed help individuals reason through what they find to be in their interests. Nevertheless, theorizing in this regard ought to 
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recognize that sometimes individuals similarly positioned in social structures find that there are many interests they do not share. Representing an interest or an opinion usually entails promoting certain specific outcomes in the decision-making process. Representing a perspective, on the other hand, usually means promoting certain starting-points for discussion. From a particular social perspective a representative asks certain kinds of questions, reports certain kinds of experience, recalls a particular line of narrative history, or expresses a certain way of regarding the positions of others. These importantly contribute to the inclusion of different people in the decision-making process and nurture attention to possible effects of proposed policies on different groups. Expressing perspective, however, does not usually mean drawing a conclusion about outcomes.

Let me give another example to illustrate the expression of perspective. Several years ago US Senator Robert Packwood was accused of sexual harassment of several of his aides. After the story broke, many in the Senate seemed disinclined to bring the matter to hearing for potential ethics sanction. Packwood had a distinguished record serving in the Senate, and many of his colleagues took the attitude that this tawdry accusation was not worth taking a Senate committee's time. In response nearly all the women legislators in both the House of Representatives and the Senate held a joint press conference to demand that the Senate hold hearings seriously to consider the charges against Packwood. These women did not agree on political values and they had many divergent interests; they did not agree in their opinions of whether Packwood was guilty of harassment. Their purpose was to influence the Senate's agenda, and in doing so they expressed a similar perspective on the meaning and gravity of accusations of sexual harassment, a perspective that many of the men seemed not to understand, at least at first.

Interests, opinions, and perspectives, then, are three important aspects of persons that can be represented. I do not claim that these three aspects exhaust the ways people can be represented. There may well be other possible modes of representation, but I find these three particularly salient in the way we talk about representation in contemporary politics, and in answering the conceptual and practical problems posed for group representation. None of these aspects reduce to the identity of either a person or a group, but each is an aspect of the person. None of these aspects of persons, moreover, is reducible to the others. They are logically independent in the sense that from a general social perspective one can immediately infer a set of neither interests nor opinions.
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Unlike interests or opinions, moreover, social perspectives cannot easily be thought of as conflicting. Put together they usually do not cancel each other out, but rather offer additional questions and fuller social knowledge. Perspectives may often seem incommensurate, however. An account of post-war America from the perspective of those now in their eighties cannot be made in the same language and with the same assumptions as an account made from the perspective of those now in their twenties.

5. Special Representation of Marginalized Groups

Few would deny that members of less privileged structural social groups are under-represented in most contemporary democracies. As I discussed in Chapter 1, structural social and economic inequality often produces political inequality and relative exclusion from influential political discussion. Thus poor and working-class people often do not have their interests and perspectives as well represented as the rich or middle-class. In most political systems women occupy a small proportion of elected offices, and relatively few positions of power and influence in public and private life more generally. Minority cultural groups and those positioned in devalued racial positions usually also lack effective political voice. Many people regard this political exclusion or marginalization of subordinate groups and persons as wrong because it undermines promises of equal opportunity and political equality implied by democratic commitments. As I suggested in Chapter 1, such judgements about the injustice of political inequality can be used to break the circle by which formal political democracy tends to reproduce social inequality. More inclusion of and influence for currently under-represented social groups can help a society confront and find some remedies for structural social inequality.20 

One important way to promote greater inclusion of members of under-represented social groups is through political and associational institutions designed specifically to increase the representation of women, working-class people, racial or ethnic minorities, disadvantaged castes, and so on. Techniques of quotas in electoral lists, proportional representation, reserved seats, the drawing of boundaries for electoral jurisdictions, have all been proposed and many implemented to promote group representation. Social movements increasingly call for forms of group representation not only in legislatures, but also in 
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various kinds of commissions and boards, private corporate governing bodies, and in civic associations, as well as state institutions. Although proposals for group representation are nearly always controversial, structural exclusions that lead to such proposals do not seem to fade away. As Anne Phillips points out, however, specific representation of otherwise marginalized groups does not follow immediately from commitment to political equality.21 Additional normative arguments are required.

Many doubt the justice or wisdom of efforts at the specific representation of social groups. Some claim that individuals should relate directly to political institutions without the mediation of groups, and that districts aggregating individual votes to obtain one representative is the only way to implement such political individualism.22 As I discussed earlier, others object to group representation because they suspect it of invidious and false essentializing. Several theorists raise objections to what is called ‘descriptive’ or ‘mirror’ representation.

A conception of ‘descriptive’ or ‘mirror’ representation says that a representative body ought to appear as a copy of the whole polity. Thus it should contain members of obvious social groups in the proportions they are found in the general public. Pitkin argues that such an image of mirror representation considers representation only as a function of substitution or ‘standing for’, rather than asking about representation as an activity.23 If to be properly representative all that matters is that legislators have specific attributes, furthermore, then random sampling might be a more effective means of choosing representatives than election.24 

Many who advocate the specific representation of women, or African Americans, or classes, or Aboriginals, however, would find absurd the suggestion that the physical or membership attributes of people as such are grounds for their representing those with similar attributes. Instead, they argue that women, or Aboriginals, have similar experiences that only others of the group can understand with the 
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same immediacy. Others worry, however, that justifying group representation in terms of experiences, interests, or opinions allegedly shared by all members of the group obscures differences within the group, wrongly reduces all members of the group to a common essence, and thereby also divides groups so much from each other that understanding and co-operation across the differences may become impossible.25 

The theory of representation I have offered above can respond to some of these worries about group representation. Whatever it is, group representation is not properly conceived as an attention only to attributes people share, nor is it a making present of some set of opinions, interests, or experiences that all members of the group share. As I discussed earlier, such an interpretation follows a logic of identity rather than conceptualizing representation as a differentiated process relating the representative and constituents.

This theory of representation, on the other hand, rejects the assumption implicit in many objections to group representation: that a person's participation in large-scale politics can somehow be individualized. All systems and institutions of representation group individuals according to some kind of principles, and none are innocent or neutral.26 Any form or system of representation poses the problem of the one and the many, and, in my view, this problem is best addressed by active relationships of authorization and accountability between constituents and representatives. Whether the principle of constituency is geography, residence, belief, financial interest, organizational or occupational interest, or social group position, members of the constituency are better represented when they organize together to discuss their agreements and differences with each other and with officials. In the first place, any constituency is internally differentiated and has to be organized in relation to a representative. Individuals are better represented, furthermore, when representative bodies are plural, and when individuals have plural relationships to representatives, in both political and civic organizations. The distinction drawn above among modes of representation by opinion, interest, and perspective describes such pluralization. The notion of representing a perspective in particular aims to respond to objections to group representation which claim that social groups cannot be defined by common interests or opinions. To the extent that what distinguishes social groups is structural relations, particularly structural relations of 
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privilege and disadvantage, and to the extent that persons are positioned similarly in those structures, then they have similar perspectives both on their own situation and on other positions in the society.

Arguments for the special representation of structural social groups that would otherwise be under-represented, therefore, appeal to the contribution such practices can and should make to inclusive political discussion and engagement with those who are different and with whom there may be conflicts.27 First, when there has been a history of the exclusion or marginalization of some groups from political influence, members of those groups are likely to be disaffected with that political process; they may be apathetic or positively refuse to try to engage with others to solve shared problems. Under such circumstances, the specific representation of disadvantaged groups encourages participation and engagement.28 Secondly, where some structural social groups have dominated political discussion and decision-making, these social perspectives have usually defined political priorities, the terms in which they are discussed, and the account of social relations that frames the discussion. At the same time these perspectives are not experienced as only one way to look at the issues, but rather often taken as neutral and universal. Special representation of otherwise excluded social perspectives reveals the partiality and specificity of the perspectives already politically present.29 Special representation of marginalized social groups, finally, bring to political discussion and decision-making the situated knowledges I discussed in Chapter 3. Because of their social positioning, members of structurally 
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differentiated groups often have different understandings of the causes of the problems and conflicts and the possible effects of proposed solutions. They have differing perceptions of one another and different understandings of the society's history and current relationships. If only a few of those understandings influence discussion and decision-making, political actors are more likely to perpetuate injustice or take imprudent action.30 

Will Kymlicka endorses two arguments for the special representation of social groups which are likely to be marginalized without such measures. He claims, first, that such group representation is justified to combat systematic discrimination, both in the political system and in the society more widely. This set of reasons coheres with the arguments I have just made. Kymlicka's second reason, however, is rather different. Group representation is also justified, he argues, on grounds of self-government. Some groups, which Kymlicka calls nations, have rights to self-government; indigenous peoples are his paradigm of such groups. In multicultural societies many groups that deserve self-government are and should be parts of larger polities with whom they ought to stand in complex federated relationships. Groups that have a right to self-government but are also part of larger polities ought to be represented as groups in the decision-making bodies of these larger politics, as well as in intergovernment commissions, boards, and negotiations.31 

Kymlicka is right to distinguish these two justifications for group representation, and I agree with him that self-government in the context of larger political relations offers a justification additional to those I have made above. As I suggested in Chapter 3, however, distinct peoples with claims to self-government also often stand in relations of structural inequality or potential domination with other groups. I will take up the question of distinct people, self-government, and group representation in federated polities most directly in Chapter 7, though some of the arguments of Chapter 6 begin to address these issues.
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It should be noted, furthermore, that neither Kymlicka's reasons nor those I have offered above amount to justifying group representation on simple grounds of diversity, recognition, or the assertion of group identity.32 As I argued in Chapter 3, the process of mobilizing the members of a group for their participation in representative institutions and their entrance into discussion of the society's issue agenda often rightly invokes self-images of group distinctiveness and pride. Groups do not deserve special representation in inclusive decision-making bodies, however, just so they can express their culture in public discussion or be recognized in their distinctiveness.33 

Do these arguments for the representation of otherwise silenced social perspectives also imply that minority or disadvantaged interests or opinions should be specially represented? Before deciding that the same sort of reasoning applies to interests and opinions, we should recall their differences from perspectives. Social perspectives arise from broad social structures that position many people in similar ways whether they like it or not. This makes social perspectives basic in a way that many interests and opinions are not. Interests and opinions may be shared with a large number of others, or they may be quite idiosyncratic. Many are voluntarily formed and organized, and the potential number of interests and opinions in a given society is vast.

The primary relevant difference, however, between interests and opinions, on the one hand, and social perspectives, on the other, is that some asserted interests or opinions may be bad or illegitimate, whereas a social perspective is not in itself illegitimate. In a society of white privilege, for example, the social perspective of white people usually wrongly dominates the making of many public discussions, and it should be relativized and tempered by the social perspectives of those positioned differently in the racialized social structures. But the social perspective of white people is not itself wrong or illegitimate. White supremacist opinions, on the other hand, which would call for the forced segregation of all people of colour, are illegitimate, because they assert a refusal to recognize some members of society as equal participants in their society. A liberal society in which such opinions are held by a small minority might be obliged to let them express the opinions, but it is not obliged to give any special support to them just because they are at a disadvantage in getting a hearing.
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In general, liberal principles of free speech and association ought to govern the representation of interests and opinions. Everyone should have the freedom to express opinions and organize groups to publicize them. Everyone should be free to organize groups to promote particular interests. Both freedoms should be limited by rules that enable a similar freedom for others and which prohibit activities that wrongfully harm others. The content of this harm principle is notoriously contested, of course, and I will not enter that controversy here. The point is that, on the whole, maximizing liberty of speech and association should be the general principle guiding the representation of interests and opinions.

Some critics of interest group liberalism, however, observe that unbridled freedom of expression and association leads to gross unfairness in an economic system where some interests and opinions have much greater access to resources than others. In response to this concern, some of the reasoning used to argue for special measures to ensure that representation of perspectives might also support special measures to ensure the representation of interests or opinions in public debate. Political equality may require guaranteeing media access to interest groups with few resources, or limiting the ability of richer groups to dominate public influence. As Joshua Cohen and Joel Rogers suggest, moreover, a fair system of interest group representation ought to subsidize self-organization by those with legitimate interests but few resources.34 

The argument that the perspective of differentiated social groups should all be represented in political decision-making does not specify who does the representing. Here two questions might be relevant. First, is it necessary that the person who represents a social group perspective in a particular political context be a member of that group? Secondly, does the proposal to represent group perspective rather than, say, group interest, go very far in addressing the problem of the one and the many? To close this section I will briefly consider each of these questions.

Can only persons with certain ascriptive attributes represent the perspective of a structural social group? If representation consists in a relationship between a constituency and representative in which the constituency contests within itself about the issues to be represented and calls the representative to account, then a social group constituency certainly can and should ask how well a person with the 
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presumed descriptive attributes in fact represents a social perspective. It may be possible, furthermore, though I would argue not very common, for persons without the descriptive attributes to represent a perspective. To do so, however, the person should stand in social relations that provide him or her with similar experiences and social knowledge to those with the descriptive attributes. An Asian American man who grew up in a predominantly African American neighbourhood, who has many African American friends, and who now works for a community service in a neighbourhood with many African Americans, for example, might be able to represent an African American perspective in many discussions, but most Asian American men could not because they are rather differently positioned.

The second question asks whether we have really transcended the problem of the one representing the many by moving from representing group interest to representing group perspective. I argued earlier that the idea of perspective is more fluid and open than the idea of interest, because a perspective is a general orientation on the political issues without determining what one sees, and without dictating particular conclusions. Nevertheless, there are good grounds for questioning an assumption that a social perspective is unified to the extent that all those positioned by structures in a similar way will express issues conditioned by this situated perspective in the same way. For this reason a scheme of group representation would do best to pluralize group representation. Representation of the perspective of women in a commission or legislative body would be better done by means of a small committee of women rather than just one woman, for example. A committee can contain some of the perspectival differences that cross the group, as well as the differences in individual experience, skill, and judgement that can better enable the committee to analyse social situations from the gendered perspective of women and express this perspective to a wider public.35 

6. Application of the Argument for Group Representation

I have argued that commitment to political equality entails that democratic institutions and practices take measures explicitly to include the representation of social groups whose perspectives would likely be excluded from expression in discussion without those measures. They 

end p.148

are either a relatively small minority, or they are socially or economically disadvantaged, or the prevailing political discourse is dominated by other perspectives. Social groups should be recognized and included in their specificity in communicative democratic processes.

The question now arises of how such specific group representation should be accomplished. Melissa Williams points out that many objections to the general principle of group representation actually object to particular forms of the implementation of group representation, such as reserved legislative seats.36 There are many ways that democracies can apply the principle that discussion and decision-making should take special measures to include social groups whose perspectives would likely be excluded without those measures. Which are best depends on the political situation, on the nature of the structural cleavages of the polity, possible trade-offs with other political values, and the institutional context for representation. While many criticisms of group representation appear to have only national legislatures in mind, representing social perspectives may also occur in local legislatures, official political committees and commissions, organs of political parties, and in the wider world of corporate and civic associations. The goal of bringing more members of marginalized groups into such bodies can be achieved by many means, moreover, such as by designating places, electoral schemes, lotteries, designating functional constituencies, and so on.

Mindful that there is no general formula for applying a principle of inclusive representation, I can nevertheless review briefly some issues connected with several prominent implementation options. Although I think that many contexts additional to legislatures are at least as important for implementing these principles, this review will concentrate on proposals to increase group representation in legislatures. This is the context in which issues of group representation are most contested, both in public life and in academic literature.

One means of group representation is to reserve a specific number of seats or positions in a representative body for representatives of a particular group. Although in previous writing I have endorsed this opinion among others, some writers raise plausible and serious doubts about the method of reserved positions. Reserving seats for particular groups can tend to freeze both the identity of that group and its relations with other groups in the polity. Some more fluid procedure is desirable for adapting to changing social relations. At the same time, reserving seats can tend to freeze the specially represented group 
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members out of additional representational opportunities in other contested seats. Thus the specially represented group may be isolated and marginalized at the representational level. If groups know they have reserved seats, finally, they may not be very active in the process either of authorization or of accountability, the representatives can tend to be disconnected from the group constituents, and the seats liable to capture by parties or interests. If only the members of the group have a right to choose for the reserved seats, furthermore, this method generates difficult problems of determining who has the right to choose those representatives. One can argue, I think, that all of these problems beset the system of representation which reserved seats for Maori in New Zealand before the change to a system of proportional representation made it easier for a Maori party to elect Maori in general parliamentary elections.

These problems lead to the conclusion, it seems to me, that reserving seats in authoritative decision-making bodies should be a last resort and temporary option for representing otherwise excluded perspectives. Having group-designated seats in non-elected bodies such as commissions, however, seems less problematic, because these bodies usually are temporary and have a limited charge. These are representative bodies in a political sense, of course, only if there are some organized constituencies which claim the commission should be accountable to them.

Quotas for women in party lists, or rules about a certain proportion of racial or ethnic minority group members in party conventions, are often acceptable and desirable ways of promoting the inclusion of diverse perspectives and interests. This method does not ghettoize group members, but includes them in wider party deliberations. Depending on the number of parties and the voting procedures, voters from all groups continue to have several candidate options.

David Ryden argues that strengthening the formation and active deliberation of political parties is the best way to foster the representation of politically interested social groups with different perspectives. Special measures for social group representation in the formal state representative institutions, he argues, would tend to freeze group identity and fragment politics, and it is better to use party politics as the vehicle for contesting and constructing group representation.37 I agree that political parties can be an important tool for applying principles of the inclusive representation of social perspectives. Without affirmative measures in party practices to attend to social group representation
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in decision-making bodies, candidate lists, convention representation, and so on, however, especially large and established parties with some political power are likely to suffer the same biases towards representing the interests and perspectives of more privileged social segments that state institutions have. To promote the inclusion of all social perspectives in political communication and decision-making, then, political parties usually will require special attention to groups and compensatory measures for under-representation.

In the United States in recent years making claims on state officials and courts to create legislative districts with majorities of African Americans or Latinos has been one of the only methods tried to promote the representation of groups whose perspectives would otherwise be absent from public debate. The justice of drawing district boundaries specifically to ensure group representation is hotly contested, and I will not try to summarize the debates here. The weight of the debate brings me to the conclusion that geographical districting for the purposes of group representation is not the preferred option, but that it is not wrong or unjust to use this method. In a political system that relies on single-member, winner-take-all legislative districts, designing the districts so that structurally or culturally differentiated and socially disadvantaged minority groups are in the majority may be the only way that members of these groups will appear as representatives, and in most situations the social perspectives of the groups given voice in public discussion. Because political equality involves inclusion in this sense, such districting solutions are not wrong.38 

Nevertheless, I agree with Lani Guinier's critique of majority–minority districts as the preferred solution to social group representation.39 Districting presupposes that the marginalized groups are sufficiently spatially segregated to make a relatively homogeneous territory. Even in the United States, where this solution to the representation of racialized groups predominates, however, it is nearly impossible to construct a homogeneous district. When distinct lines have been drawn explicitly to promote the representation of a particular group's perspective, then the minority in the district less affiliated with that group may well feel justly that they are under-represented. Such feelings are less likely to obtain through a voting system that gives everyone more choices about what their vote means and with whom they ally in casting it.
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Guinier argues, I think cogently, that multi-member legislative jurisdictions with some form of cumulative voting and proportional representation best maximize such choices and encourage cross-group coalitions, at the same time that they provide organizational opportunities for marginalized or disadvantaged groups to be represented. In majority–minority districts, furthermore, results can be similar to reserved seats, in that they become ‘safe’. The representatives from those districts are then liable to become separate from the constituents, and the citizens relatively passive in relation to the representatives. In a system with multi-member districts and proportional representation, citizens must be active to promote the representation of the interests and perspectives that most matter to them. Multi-member political units with proportional representation obviously provide a better solution for representing the perspectives of spatially dispersed groups.

Several recent discussions of political equality offer similar and well-developed arguments for voting schemes using one method or another of proportional representation based in multi-member districts. Proportional representation tends to increase party competition and enable more parties to obtain legislative seats than do winner-take-all systems. Systems of proportional representation, some argue, also allow voters more opportunity to join with others in ‘communities of interest’, such as a structural social group. I find these arguments persuasive as grounding the claim that proportional representation provides more opportunity for differentiated representation than does a system based on single-member, winner-take-all districts.40 

Legislatures are not the only governmental bodies, however, in which arguments for group representation can and should be applied. Courts, public hearings, appointed committees and commissions, and consultative processes are among the other deliberative and decision-making bodies that should be candidates for inclusive representation, even when citizens do not directly vote on their composition. In recent decades more attention has been devoted to the representation of diverse groups in bodies and procedures such as these. A more democratic representative government would have various layers and sites of elected, appointed, and volunteer bodies that discuss policy options, make policy decisions, or review policy effectiveness. In such bodies it is possible and desirable to give specific representation to particular 
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social group perspectives which might not otherwise be present. If more attention had been paid to special representation of oppressed or disadvantaged groups in the process of setting up the citizens' discussions that led to Oregon's health care rationing plan in 1990, for example, those discussion groups would probably not have been so dominated by white middle-class and college-educated perspectives.41 

The processes of authorization and accountability that constitute the representative function, finally, should not be confined to official government bodies. I have already discussed how the free associative life of civil society contributes to the formation and expression of interests and opinions. Civil society is also an important site for the consolidation and expression of social perspectives. Organization and agitation in the public spheres of civil society, furthermore, are among the best methods of maintaining connections between representatives and constituents, and insisting that representatives be accountable. We deepen democracy when we encourage the flourishing of associations that people form according to whatever interests, opinions, and perspectives they find important. Strong, autonomous, and plural activities of civic associations offer individuals and social groups maximum opportunity in their own diversity to be represented in public life. Accordingly, the next chapter outlines a theory of how civil society contributes to inclusive communicative democracy.
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