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Introduction ςWhat do we mean when talking about deliberative and 

participatory democracy?

Thehistoryof democraticinstitutionsrunsparallelto theoreticalandconceptualdebateson itsΨŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΩΣas

well asits constantΨŎǊƛǎƛǎΩ. Democracy,asan open-ended,idealisticproject,canneverbe fully realized,thus

the ΨŎǊƛǎƛǎΩis its inherent feature. Theconstantdebate,criticism,doubt, and hope are what keep it alive,

ever-transforming and adapting, for better or worse. Today democratic states coexist or clash with

authoritarian or totalitarian regimes,but also deal with their own structural and economic injustices,

colonial and post-colonial heritage,and systemicflaws suchas corruption, legal dysfunctions,discursive

manipulations,or socialanomy. Not only statesassuch,but alsogovernmentson all levelsςfrom local to

internationalςmakedifficult andnot alwaystransparentor ethicaldecisionson a dailybasis. Onthe other

hand,ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩengagementin the democraticprocesstakesdifferent forms,but mostlythroughelectionsor

the public consultationprocess. While more participativeand deliberativeforms of governanceare being

introduced throughout democratic countries, their use is still rather small in scaleand instances,and

practical implementationsreveal flaws and difficulties that are not accountedfor in the theoretical and

politicalexpectations.

Thiscomplicatedpicture of democracyςdespitebeing rendered in a very generaland superficialwayς

alreadyindicatesseveralreasonswhy the debateon democracymust occur. TheΨŎǊƛǎƛǎΩΣor rather multiple,

intermingling,and entangledΨŎǊƛǎŜǎΩΣare not only of empiricalnature, but they alsoconstitute conceptual

ΨŦŀŎǘǎΩin theoreticaldebateson their roots, symptoms,effects,and possiblesolutions. Thosefour aspects

of the debateon the state of democracyare both influencedby and reconstitutingdemocracyin practice.

We conceivethem as inseparableelementsof every democraticendeavor, especiallyin empiricallyand

practicallyorientedresearchprojectssuchasEUARENAS.

To capture the variety of conceptsand understandingsof deliberationand participationςkey conceptual

componentsof the project ςwe asked15 participants representingvarious groups (academia,NGOs,

policy-makers)during the 1st project meeting in Helsinki(November2021) to share with us how they

conceptualizethese terms. Duringthe workshop,we intentionally askedparticipantsto write down short

definitions without consulting their peers, textbooks, or project documents in order to grasp their

immediate connotationsand intuitions. The results of this short survey reveal interesting conclusions

regardingcommontraits anddifferencesin understandingof theseterms.

Asfor the first termςdeliberationςalmostall of the givendefinitionsunderlinethe intrinsic link between

deliberationand somesort of discussion. But where the main differenceoccursis how this discussionand

its role are understood. Herewe recognizetwo main traits in thesedefinitions: somestressits rationality,

responsibility,anddepthof argumentation,e.g.:

ÅTodiscussin a deepway,basedon differentwaysof thought, in orderto takea decision;

Å It is a form of personaldecision-making,where a personalopinion is shapedover reflectingon

variousoptions;

ÅReachinga decisionthroughdiscussion,argumentation,andthenreachinga sort of consensus;

ÅThinkingaboutor discussingsomethingandthencarefullydecidingandactingaccordingly;

ÅAgreementbetweenpartners/stakeholdersthat they go into the discussionwithout predefined

statementsand red lines,but the understandingof the situation and possible; solutionsare co-

definedandthe consensus(Χ) is found.
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Theother maintrait is inclusionandcarefor underrepresentedvotesto be heardandunderstood. Inclusion

takes the form of being invited to the decision-making process,but also of making sure that the

represented interest or excludedposition/narrative will be taken into account in the decision-making

process. In the given definitions inclusion is indicated either as a main feature of deliberation, or a

complimentaryelementof rationaldiscussion:

ÅBeinga part of discussions/decision-making/settingthe agenda;

ÅBeinga part of discussionsanddecision-makingin politics,community,etc.;

ÅDeliberationshould include effective co-creation of decisionsthrough influenceand adoption

mechanisms;

ÅA responsibledecision-making processbasedon the inclusionof the subjectsof the decision=

citizens;

ÅListeningandunderstanding.

Additionally,a few definitionsalsofocusedon deliberationasa way to enablecollectivethinking and the

creation of commongood as somethingthat goesbeyonda simpleaggregationor negotiationof private

interests:

ÅArgumentationenablingCollectiveAction;

ÅDeliberationis the ability to find the balancebetweenintereststowardsa commongoal.

However,most definitions combined at least two of the above elements, with one being particularly

complexandcoveringall threeaspectsin a precisemanner:

ÅPeoplecoming together to discussissuesand make decisionsthrough means of discussion.

Arrivingat a decision(at best,a consensus)together by sharingideasand arguments,trying to

persuade,but alsounderstand,eachother in the process.

When it comes to participation, none of the definitions directly invoked discussion(i.e. what was

fundamentalfor deliberation)asa mainor exclusivemeansof participation. Theyrather treat participation

assomethingmore than deliberation,usuallyby involvingmore meansof political actionssuchasprotest,

strategic influence on the outcome of the decision-making process,or through economic and social

empowerment:

ÅContribution to representative democracy but also collective action and economic self-

empowerment;

ÅTheability to havea real impacton a processandits outcomes;

ÅAll meansto beengagedin decisionmakingςmeaningarticulateneeds,campaigning,discussion,

compromising,voting,beingvotedinto positions,implementation,andfollow-ups.

ÅEngagingin a politicalprocessandhavingsomesayoverthe process/termsof participation.

Oneelementthat often occursin givendefinitionsof participationthat wasnonexistentwhenreflectingon

deliberation is the recognitionof participation as engagingin ΨŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ-ǇǳōƭƛŎǎΩor the creation of parallel

structuresalternative to the official, systemicones. Almost half of thesedefinitions directly acknowledge

that, statinge.g.:

ÅPoweris everywhere. citizens,organizations,and politiciansunderstandthe transactionalnature

of powerandhoweverybodycaninfluencethe situation;

ÅParticipationpolicymustidentifythe leversto makeconfrontationandcivicprotagonismpossible.

Introduction
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Finally,in 2/3 of proposeddefinitionsparticipationis intrinsicallyconnectedto the agency,i.e. direct, even

if limited, impacton policy:

ÅBeingableto act,beinginvolved,andin a waydirect the decisionmadeby the administration;

ÅTheability of an individualto beincluded,to beableto participatein (political)decisionmakingor

at leastin givenpartsof decisionmaking.

Therest of the definitionsthat did not stressthe agencyandpolicyimpactfocusedon the representationof

politicalviewsandbringingthem into publicdiscourse:

ÅExpressionof opinionson howgovernanceshouldwork;

ÅBringingthe interestsof a part, of a territory, or an ethicalview

ÅPoliticalparticipationbringspoliticalreasoningssocialinto a multistakeholderarena;

ÅRepresentingpoliticalviews.

To deepen our understandingof how deliberation and participation are understood in the EUARENAS

project we alsoexamineddeliverablesanddocumentspublishedprior to this report. Similarlyto the results

of the Helsinkiworkshop,we found a variety of different usesand meaningsfor these concepts. What

comesforth in the revieweddocumentsis a centralplaceof inclusion,becomingalmostsynonymouswith

deliberativeandparticipatorydemocracy. However,there aredifferent waysto defineinclusionandits role,

e.g.:

ÅWe argueherethat, if the designof the methodologydoesnot take carefullyinto accountethics,

diversity,and inclusiveness,this canalsopotentially lead to a lackof effectivity in the processes,

which will not result in increasingthe levelof social,economicand climate justiceat the urban

level(D2.1: 11);

ÅTherefore,a deliberativeprocessassumesfree public reasoning,equality, inclusion,and mutual

respect(D2.1: 14);

ÅDeliberativedemocraticinitiative mustbe developedstarting from a seriesof corecharacteristics

that can also be used to group phasesand tools needed to achieve them. (Χ) The core

characteristicsarediversity,engagement,inclusionandinfluence(D2.2: 18);

ÅOur Toolkit offers tangible solutionsthat include in decisionmaking or governanceprocesses

peoplethat otherwisewouldbeleft out from thesedecisionsall together. TheToolkitaimsto offer

waysin whichthiscircleof actorscanbeextendedthroughmeansof participation(D4.1: 6);

ÅThefinal versionwill encompassat least20 toolsand casesofferinga detailedviewof how given

participatoryartifacts work and what considerationsshouldbe followedwhenchoosingthe right

tool to facilitateparticipationandthuscitizeninclusion(D4.1: 18);

Å It is well establishedthat publicparticipation is a coreaspectof an effectiveimpact assessment

(D8.2: 4);

ÅMoreover, the participatory characteristicsof both deliberativedemocracyand co-governance

allow for the active and continuousmonitoring of theƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜΩǎobjectivesand impacts (D8.2:

14);

Å{ǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩinclusionisa preconditionto successfullydeliveranydesiredchange,broadeningits

impacton societyeffectivecontributionto decision-makingandcommunitystewardshipon urban

commons(D7.1: 3).
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The last quotation comesfrom a deliverableentitled StakeholdersInclusionGuidelines, which is a clear

indicatorthat it is one of the mainprinciplesof deliberativeandparticipatorydemocracyin the EUARENAS

project. It is consideredan ethicalpre-requirementof just deliberation,but alsoits aim andobjective. This

hints at a double role that inclusiontakesin the process: first, we desireto foster bottom-up, grassroots

engagementin the political process. On the other hand,for developingpolicy recommendationswe need

tools that will assessinclusionand impact from aΨǘƻǇ-ŘƻǿƴΩperspective,i.e. to what extent the political

authoritiesare readyto implementŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩrecommendationsor demandscomingfrom deliberativeand

participatorysites.

Participationis further problematizedin the project documents. What is consideredis, e.g. the relation

betweenparticipatoryanddeliberativedemocraticpractices:

ÅParticipationhas beentreated as a key method for improvingthe dialogueamongcitizensand

authoritiesandasa remedyfor the shortcomingsof representativedemocracyandits institutions.

In recentyears,the useof participatorymethodshasstartedto besupplementedwith deliberative

methods. Theyare seenas more representativein expressingsocialopinionsand needs,and as

moreeffectivein bridgingthe divide(D3.1: 4);

ÅDifferent meansof participationare alsooften employedwhen a needoccursto strengthenthe

peoples'voice in representativesystems. Participationinitiated both by authorities and citizens

canhaveeither a consensualor adversarialapproach. In the first case- similarly to deliberative

participation- the goalof engagementis to focuson the commongoodandsolutionsthat expand

the range of resources(material and symbolic)available to the community. The adversarial

approachappliesa different visionof politics, i.e. suchwhere the interest of a particular group

needsto be satisfiedat the expenseof othersor securedin a radicalstruggleagainstthe status

quo(D4.1: 9; seealso: D1.1: 20)

different levelsat whichit canoccur:

ÅThedegreeor levelof participationisoneof the most important dimensionswhenlookingat tools

aimedat somehowincludingcitizensinto decisionmakingprocessesor into the managementof

publicgoods. Throughidentifyingthe levelof participation,we canget an ideaof how meaningful

aregiventoolsat delegatingpowerto citizens(D4.1: 9)

or time framesin whichparticipationshouldbedescribedand/or planned:

ÅWhenit comesto the cooperationof variousactorsin co-creating,cogoverning,co-managing,etc.

publicresourcesit is crucialto highlight that while in manycases,a participatoryprocessis time-

bound,in the caseof cooperativeprojectsparticipationneedsto be seenasa continuousprocess

(D4.1: 10).

When it comes to deliberation, the project documents usually refer to the most classicaltakes and

approachesin the literature, invokingworksof JurgenHabermas,JohnRawls,JoshuaCohen,JohnDryzek,

RobertGoodin, andJohnGastil. Froma morepracticalperspective,experimentsof JohnFishkinor the mini-

publicapproachof ArchonFungarealsomentioned. Theselectionof literature anddefinitionsis consistent

with the mainstreamapproachto deliberation as an ethical (inclusive)and effective (epistemic)tool for

democratic policy-making, especially considering the broader systemic approach (see: D1.1: 16-17).

However,any seriousconcernsraisedagainstdeliberationare usuallypresentedas not much more than

technicalissues,e.g. in termsof randomizationof participants,upscaling,ensuringimpactand,onceagain,

inclusion:

Introduction
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ÅHowcanexperimentation-basedprocessesbasedon participatory,deliberative,collaborativeand

co-governanceprinciplescontribute to [the quality of democracy]at the urban level, is the

questionraisedby this report. (Χ) EUARENASidentified severalpilot sites addressingdifferent

territorial scales as well as different urban challenges, in order to develop a replicable

methodologyof just deliberativeco-governance(D2.1: 5);

ÅThemain issuesare relatedto the assembly-basedmodels'capacityto mobilizepeopleand their

degreeof inclusiveness. This leadsto reflectionsabout the sizeof the deliberativearenasand

about its openness. Scholarshighlight that participation in collaborative initiatives aimed at

deliberative processesis highly influenced by the ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩeducational level and selection

techniquesdifficultyavoidto wider the typeof peopleinvolved(D2.2: 12-13);

ÅThesuggestedsizeof DMPscouldprobablynot beinggeneralizedasscholarshighlight the trade-

offs between inclusion that benefits from the maximization of ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩinvolvement and

deliberativequality, favored by small group discussions(Shortallet al., 2021). Criticismfrom a

participatory perspective(Chambers,2012; Pateman, 2012) is related to the contradiction

betweenpursuinga deliberativeintentionandonly includingof a smallportionof affectedcitizens

(Pow,2021). Theriskof disconnection(Parkinson,2006) from the world of politicsis exacerbated

by randomselection(D2.2: 13);

ÅA social exclusionanalysiscould be envisionedprior to the starting point of any deliberative

democracyinitiative as part of the preliminary discoveryactivity focused on who is being

excluded,who isdoingthe excluding,andwhy. Thisstudyshouldleadto selectspecifictechniques,

for examplefrom the onespresentedin this guide, to avoid that exclusionwould threaten the

effectivenessof deliberativedemocracyprocessesarising the risk that the innovationsadopted

exacerbateexistinggaps jeopardizingthe socioeconomicstability of a city or local community

(D7.1: 5).

Thisapproachis consistentwith the goalsand objectivesof each deliverable,whether it is oriented at

empiricalcasestudies,practicalexperiments,foresight,or policy recommendations. Thus,our aim in this

deliverableςand in the whole Work Package1 focusedon the conceptualdevelopmentof the projectςis

to provide the theoretical and ontological depth to these debates. The questions asked in other

deliverablesare crucialto the EUARENASand this report will addressthem from a critical perspective,by

linking them to fundamental debates in the field of political and social theory and philosophy. We

reconstructthe current state of debateon democracynot only to identify theoretical lacunasthat canbe

filled by the action research conducted in other Work Packagesbut also as an essential step in

understandingpracticalopportunitiesand limitations for participativeanddeliberativepracticeswithin the

broadercontextof democraticachievementsςandtheirΨŎǊƛǎŜǎΩ.

To reach our goal we divide the following report into four chapters. Theyconcentrateon analyzingand

summingup the most recent debatesthat underlinethe main topicsof the EUARENASprojectςcities as

particulararenasof political life, and deliberativeand participativedemocracyasremediesto the crisisof

liberalandrepresentativedemocraticinstitutions. Themaingoalof thesechaptersis to presentdiscussions

on the main challengesto democracyand how to addressthem. We do not, however,give any definite

answers. It is rather our aim to point out that solutions proposed in literature ςdifferent concepts,

justifications,models,or tools of deliberationand participationςare not assimpleand straightforwardas

somescholarsmight want to think. Instead,we presentparadoxesanddogmas,someof whichareperhaps

inevitable,ascertainlimitations to deliberativeandparticipatorydemocracy,or evento democraticpolitics

Introduction
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in general. By presentingmultiple and sometimescontradictory approacheswe do not want to wage

reasonswhetheroneapproachismore legitimatethan othersςon the contrary,we believethat adoptinga

pluralismof approaches,concepts,and assumptionsis the only viable way for suchcomplexprojects as

EUARENAS. With the variety of stakeholdersinvolved in conceptual,methodological,and action-oriented

researchandpractice,acknowledgingthe varietyof paradigmsandapproachesis not only the best way of

reachingthe ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎobjectivesbut is also a democraticway to approachour internal differencesand

diversity.

Introduction
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1 Democracyin crisis

Thefirst objectivelisted in the EUARENASGrantProposalisΨǘƻbetter understandchallengesto democratic

culturesand the economic,political and cultural factors influencinglocal responsesto theseŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎΩ

(GP: 7). A broad rangeof factorsmentionedaboverequiresan equallybroad introduction of critical study,

both of the object of democracyand its subjects. We start from an assumptionthat crisisis an inherent

part of democracy,one that constantly questionsdemocratic justice and legitimacy,but also inspires

debateand change. We start the deliverablewith a chapterdedicatedto challengesto democracyas we

believethat the broaderwe describedoubtsandconcernscomingfrom scholarsin different fieldsof social

sciencesand humanities, the more inspired and creative can our approachbecome in tackling more

particularchallengesconnectedto deliberativeandparticipatoryurbanpractices. Thischapterstartswith a

more detailed elaboration on the notion of democracyas being permanently in crisis and portrays

subsequentambiguitiesand disagreementsthat occur on the verge of political theory, cultural studies,

socialpsychology,andempiricalpoliticalresearch.

1.1 Crisisasa permanentstateof democracy

While awarenessthat democracyis in crisisseemswidespread,there is a lack of reflection on what the

term ΨŎǊƛǎƛǎΩitself means and what implications the use of the term has for understandingwhat is

happeningin democraticsocieties. It seemsthat sucha conceptualreflection would help to significantly

sort out the symptomsof the stateof collapseof the democraticsystemmentionedby expertsandhelp to

makeat leasta preliminarydiagnosisregardingthe causes. Therefore,we havedecidedto turn to perhaps

the most systematicanalysisof the conceptof ΨŎǊƛǎƛǎΩas presentedin his work by the eminent German

historianReinhardKosselck.

OutstandingGermanhistorianReinhardKosselck, in hisconceptualanalysisof the termΨŎǊƛǎƛǎΣΩlistsseveral

meaningsof the term that havebecomeestablishedin the Europeantradition. Hepointsout thatΨ¢Ƙǳǎthe

conceptpotentially registeredall the decisionsituationsof inner and outer life, of individualhumansand

their communities. It wasalwaysa questionof definitivealternativesabout whichan appropriatejudgment

hadto be passedandwhosealternativeconsummationwasalsodeterminedby andin connectionwith the

particular issuesǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎΩ(Kosselck2002, 237). He notes that there are three semanticmodels for

understandingthe categoryof ΨŎǊƛǎƛǎΩThe first is the belief that the world is in a permanent crisis. The

second,άΧcan characterizea singular,acceleratingprocessin which many conflicts,bursting the system

apart, accumulateso as to bring about a new situation after the crisishasǇŀǎǎŜŘΩ(Koselleck2002, 240).

The third, on the other hand, can mean purely and simply the final crisisof all history that precedesƛǘΩ

(Koselleck2002, 240). What we call the ΨŎǊƛǎƛǎof ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΩseems to meet the second and third

definitionsof crisisgivenby the Germanhistorian. Certainly,democracyisΨǳƴŘŜǊŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΣΩandno one

questionsthe needfor a profound changein its structureand functioning. However,someexpertsbelieve

that the crisisof democracymay have further-reachingimplications. It could lead to the replacementof

liberaldemocracywith a shamdemocracy,which,while maintaininga facadeof democraticrules,will have

nothing to do with it. Such,for example,is the view of NadiaUrbinati, who arguesthat populism,while

distinctivefrom fascistor other totalitarian regimes,stretchesthe boundariesof liberal democracyso far

that it approachesan authoritarian system(Urbinati 2019). In our further considerations,we will try to

identify someaxial featuresof democraticsystemsas they havebeen formulated in political philosophy,

and in the followingsectiondescribethe sourcesandsymptomsof the crisisthat the systemis undergoing.

Democracy in crisis
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Thiswill allow us to moveon in the followingsectionsof our paperto showthe most important viewsthat

postulatechangesin the democraticsystemto preventits collapse.

Democracyis a uniquesystemthat, by its nature, hasno fixed forms and rules,but is a placeof constant

experimentationandsearchfor new solutions. Thisfeatureof the democraticsystem,noted asearlyasthe

1920s, found its conceptualizationin the formula of FrenchphilosopherClaudeLefort, stating that the

peculiarity of democracylies in the fact that it is organizedaround ΨŜƳǇǘȅǎǇŀŎŜΩ(Lefort 1991), so

everythingin it must be constantlyredefined. Thesearchfor new solutionsto socialandpolitical problems

requires imaginativework, which is crucial for the survival and developmentof a democratic society.

Therefore,the first of the valuesthat characterizea democraticsystemis creativity. Creativitymeansthat

democracyis oriented towards the future, towards the realizationof socialutopias. However,unlike the

socialutopias built in totalitarian states,which were basedon doctrinal assumptions,the utopianismof

democracyis alwayssocialandcommunal,becauseit growsout of a similarlyunderstoodcreativity. These

two values complement and reinforce each other. The third highest value of a democratic society is

autonomy. Herewe follow in the footstepsof the eminentGreek-FrenchphilosopherCorneliusCastoriadis,

who wrote:ΨtƻƭƛǘƛŎǎis the project of autonomy. Politicsis a reflectiveand explicit collectiveactivity that is

directedto all institutions of society. It refers to everythingin societyin which we participateandwhich is

commontoǳǎΩ(Castoriadis1989, p. 169). Autonomyandcreativity,however,cannotbe realizedif societyis

not united by solidarity. Solidaritywould thusbe the fourth valuenecessaryfor democracyto function. The

four aforementionedvaluesarecloselyintertwined: autonomyimpliesthat peoplecreatesocialinstitutions

that direct their actionstoward buildinga new and better world at all levelsin which they function, from

their immediateenvironmentto attempts to createa better globalorder. Tobuild it, creativityis necessary,

but one that is primarilysocialin nature,allowingthe potential energyof a communityto be released. This

energycanonlybeunleashedthroughsolidarity,whichtranslatesinto both collectivethinkingandaction.

It is clear today that democracyis in a deep crisis,which accordingto some experts may threaten its

existence. More than 30 years after the collapseof the communist system, when FrancisFukuyama

declaredthe end of history and the eternal reign of liberal democracy(Fukuyama1989, 1992), people in

almostall democraticcountriesare expressingtheir deepdissatisfactionwith the democraticsystem. This

disillusionmentis evident not only inΨƴŜǿΩdemocraciesbut alsoinΨƻƭŘΩΣΨŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘΩdemocraciesin the

West. Someexpertspredict that it mayleadto the emergenceof a new type of political organization,such

asΨƛƭƭƛōŜǊŀƭŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΩό½ŀƪŀǊƛŀΣ2004), which is in fact a form of authoritarianism. Thus,it is clear that

democratic societiesmust seek new ways of political organizationby reconceptualizingthe ideas and

dichotomiesaroundwhichthesesocietieswereorganized.

Thecausesand symptomsof the crisishavebeen describeddifferently by variousexpertsin the field of

political theory, but a consensusseems to be emerging on the main problems plaguing democratic

societies. Themost obviousfactor causingthe crisisis the growinginequality in the globalizedworld even

in the most equal democraticsocieties( Piketty 2014, Therborn2013). However,it is also clear that the

crisisand growinginequalityhaveexposedexistingflaws in the democraticsystem,evident at least since

the 1970s, when the post-war economic and political consensuswas broken by neoliberal economic

doctrine and the expansionof the (neo)conservativeagenda. Theychallengedthe welfare-state idea that

social solidarity is an essential element of any democratic society, so the political institutions of a

democraticstateshouldservethispurpose.

Thereaction to this developmentwasthe idea of post-politics and theΨǘƘƛǊŘǿŀȅΩdevelopedby Anthony

GiddensandUlrichBeckin theory (Beck,GiddensandLash,1994), but implementedin political practicein

Democracy in crisis
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the government of Tony Blair and later by some social democratic parties in Europe, such as the

governmentof GerhardSchroederin Germany. Theideais, in theory, to abandonthe traditional conceptof

politics as a strugglefor power in favor of the idea of efficient administration,and in political practiceto

blur ideologicaldifferencesbetween political parties. As a result, some layersof the electoratehavenot

found a good way to expresstheir demands(Wilson and Swyngedouw, 2014). Post-politics has been

accompaniedby a crisisof party politics (Mair, 2013). Theyare no longer acting as purveyorsbetween

governmentand society,turning, in essence,into governmentinstitutions. Theyare organizedin order to

governor prepareto governrather than to mobilizetheir membersandsupportersto political action. Asa

consequence,the referendum model and the electoral system presupposingaccountability of the

politiciansto the votersrather than to partiesbecamesuchalternativedemocraticoptions.

Therefore,in the 1990s,neoliberaleconomicpolicies,aswell asthe new conservatismcombinedwith post-

politicsanda crisisin party politics led to the explosionof populistmovements,whichhavealwaysexisted

on the marginsof official democraticpolitics but havesincebecomean increasinglyimportant player in

democraticcountries(Hayward,1996). Populistmovementsarise outside and beyondestablishedliberal

democraticinstitutions and elude the paradigmswithin which political and socialdevelopmenthasbeen

analyzedso far, one of which is the revivalof authoritariandiscoursesin politicsandreligion(Weiß, 2017).

Populistmovementstend to changethe traditional relationshipbetween different elementsin the public

sphere. In the liberal publicsphere,there is a balancebetweenpolitical institutionsand civil society,while

the demandsof the massesare expressedthrough and by civil societyorganizations. Thepopulist model

assumesa conflictbetweenpolitical institutionsandcivil society,whichcanonlybe resolvedthroughdirect

massprotestsaimedat changingpolitical institutions. Massdemandsandprotestsare seizedupon by civil

societyandthen passedon to political institutions,whichresponddirectlyto thesedemands.

All of these events render the old trajectories of democracytheory obsolete, and the contemporary

conceptualizationsof democracy emphasizeits precarious position and inherent conditionality. This

correspondsto more generalobservationsaboutour post-modernpredicament,in whichuncertaintyis the

organizingprinciple. Thereare manynamesfor the uncertainconditionwe experiencetoday: Lefort (1988)

(dissolutionof the determinantsof certainty),Walzer(1995) (societyof alienation),and Beck(1992) (risk

society). Theyarealsotranslatedto all subfieldsof politicalscience. In the field of democratictheory,which

is crucial to the EUARENASproject, ever sinceRobertDahl'sfamousdistinction between democracyand

polyarchy(Dahl,1971), there hasbeena widespreadbelief that theΨŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎƛŜǎΩwe witnessin the world

are only approximationsof the ideal. Hence,contemporarydiscussionswithin democratictheory can be

seenasdisputesoverwhat promiseswe shouldmake,i.e., what idealwe shouldpursue,sincedemocracyis

always only a promise, as in Derrida's Democracyto Come (Derrida 2005, 2006). Perceivedas such,

democracyis necessarilyassociatedwith a senseof disillusionmentand disappointment. One recurring

disappointmentconcernsthe imperfect nature of representation. Suchfeelingscan spur political action,

i.e., action oriented toward changingthe state of perfectibility (Norval,2007, Thomassen, 2010). In this

perspective,democracycanbe understoodasa form of popularmobilizationboth toward controlling the

government,as conceptualizedby Rosanvallonin the notion of counter-democracyand reevaluationof

distrust (Rosanvallon, 2008), i.e., reactive mobilization,but also as an impact on political decisionsin a

more proactivemanner,for example,to transformthe systemor to self-actualizein the broadestsenseof

constituting oneself,expressingone's will and desires. Therefore,counter-democraticpublicsorganizing

protests or holding politiciansaccountable,are at the sametime indicatorsof crisisand mechanismsof

democraticresilience.
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These theoretical transformations concern not only democracyunderstood as a system of political

institutions, but also civic society as an essentialelement of the public sphere. Civic society gained

momentumafter the fall of communism(Cohen& Arato 1992; Walzer1995; Staniszkis1991; Ekiert1996).

Most studieshave focusedon associationallife (the so-called neo-Tocquevilleanorientation, revived by

Putnam(1993) with its variousdegreesof formalization. However,the most interestingstudiesare those

that attempt to restore the concept of the public sphereto civic society research(e.g., Edwards2009;

Alexander2006). Of interestareboth of thoseinspiredby the consensualvisionsof Habermas(1991, 2001)

and more contestedvisionsin the Gramsciantradition, i.e., civic societyas both a sphereof consensus-

oriented communicative action and a space of dynamic clashesbetween hegemonic and counter-

hegemonic positions. However, as we argue, despite much inspiration regarding the role of extra-

parliamentarypoliticsandthe logicof organizingprotestmovements,civil societystudieshavelargelyfailed

to take into accountthe importanceof the collectivemobilizationof socialpassionsin democraticsocieties,

whicharecurrentlybeingcanalizedbypopulistmovements.

1.2 Citizenshipand the death of the subjectof democracy

Themodern idea of democracywhich started gainingmomentumwith the ageof Enlightenmentand the

FrenchRevolutionoriginatedwith a philosophicalassessmentof the universalityof citizenship. Article I of

TheDeclarationof the Rightsof Man and of the Citizenfrom 1789treated all HumanBeingsasborn free

andequal. However,at first, thisΨŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΩcouldhaveonlybeenexercisedby wealthymales,i.e. thosewho

werepropertyowners(CenserandHunt,2001: 55; Doyle,2003). So,despitebeingunderstoodasuniversal,

the categoryof citizenshipwasactuallyexclusiveςof women,the workingclass,slaves,non-white people,

andmanymore. It wasonly throughpolitical strugglethat theseother groupswere ableto becomecitizens

andacquiresomelawsinitially reservedfor the white, male,bourgeois. But is this a processleadingto full

inclusion and equality? As Iris Marion Youngnoted already in 1989, ΨƳŀƴȅamong the excludedand

disadvantagedthought that winning full citizenshipstatus (Χ) would lead to their freedom and equality.

Now in the late twentieth century, however,when citizenshiprights have been formally extendedto all

groups in liberal capitalist societies,some groups still find themselvestreated as second-classŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ

(Young,1989: 250). Youngwasespeciallyconcernedabout the exclusionof women and ethnic minorities,

which resemblesthe strategic coalitions of the Left of that time. Despite both black and feminist

movementsin the UShavemadecertainprogressbeyondthe field of legalstatus,the problemof treating

them as second-classcitizensis still pertainingto societiesacrossthe world. Thedynamicsof discourses

andmovementstodaysalsochanges,andmore perspectivesopenedto the questionof sexualorientation,

gender,ecologyand others are joining the emancipatorystruggle. Recognitionof these discoursesand

understandingmeansof their inclusion into deliberative and participatory urban spacesis one of key

problemsthat we want to study and implement in the EUARENASproject (D2.2: 18; D3.1: 16; D4.1: 12

D5.2: 16; D7.1; D8.2: 10).

However,the ideaςor a mythςof universalcitizenshipremainsthe bedrockof the Westernconceptof

democracy. Michael Ignatieff traces it back to Aristotle and hisΨƛŘŜŀƭof public realm in which through

participationthe citizentranscendsthe limits of hisprivateƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΩ(Ignatieff,1987: 399). Thisvisioncomes

closeto a republicanideal of the community basedon the ΨƎŜƴŜǊŀƭǿƛƭƭΩand closeties of all citizensς

peoplewho willinglyenteredthe publicsphereto takeanactivepart in its creation. Onthe other hand,this

noblevisionis juxtaposedto a more cynicalone of the public realmby HobbesandLocke,for whomΨaŀƴ

(Χ) isa bundleof passionsandinterestswhichhesatisfieschieflyin marketrelationsandprivatesociability:
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the political or public realm is a necessaryevilςthe institutional arrangementsnecessaryto protect and

enhanceprivateŦǊŜŜŘƻƳΩ(Ignatieff,1987: 400). Herea liberal stanceis preferred,where market relations

andprivate associationsare the only meansthat canrealizeactualfreedomandequality,and the state, its

institutions, and politics in generalwhile necessaryto maintain security and basicsocialorder, pose a

threat to the individual. Citizenshipis thereforeseenasa right to beprotectedfrom the influenceof others,

especiallyfrom political institutions. Also, through privatization of the sphere of (human) rights and

freedoms,it becamean arena of influenceand distortion by market relations. ConsumerismΨƛƴŦŀƴǘƛƭƛȊŜΩ

citizensand makethem retreat to their private livesand giveup politics to ΨǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ(Barber,2008),

andalsolesslikely to contributeto the commongood,or evenimaginesuchan idea(Sandel,2020).

Thesetwo modelsremainrelevantand createtensionin moderndemocraticdebatesup until today: from

Benjamin/ƻƴǎǘŀƴǘΩǎTheLibertyof AncientsComparedwith that of Modernsto Isaiah.ŜǊƭƛƴΩǎTwoConcepts

of Liberty (Cromartie,2022; Dimova-Cookson,2022); from republicanand communitarianto liberal and

individualistic models of democracy(Habermas,1994; Held, 2009); from (neo-)corporatism to (neo-

)pluralistic models of citizen participation (Sintomeret al., 2020); from equality of participation to the

equality of legalstatus(Bellamy,2008: 31ς42). All thesedebatesarrive at conclusionsthat sucha binary

distinctionbetweenΨDƻƻŘvs 9ǾƛƭΩorΨŀƭǘǊǳƛǎǘƛŎvsŜƎƻƛǎǘƛŎΩvisionsof citizenshipis doomedto fail. An ideal

model of democratic politics based on only one of these assumptionsis limited in its scope and

incorporatesa certain amount of exclusion. Republicanmodels basedon positive freedom and active

citizenshipunderstoodas a participation in the creation of common good tend to excludegroups and

particular positions that are ΨƧǳŘƎŜŘnot capableof adopting that general point of ǾƛŜǿΩ; while liberal

approachbasedon the depoliticizedpluralismandfreedomof competitionof particularinterestsΨǇǊƛǾŀǘƛȊŜǎ

policy-making,consigningit to back-room dealsand autonomousregulatoryagenciesandƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ(Young,

1989: 251).

We quote authorsfrom asearlyasthe 1980s to showwhere thesedebatesoriginated,but the questionof

citizenship remains valid until today. Ideas of universalist citizenship are widely debated by the

constructivistapproach,onethat seescitizensasbecomingmembersof the societythroughthe recognition

of theΨhǘƘŜǊΩΣthe recognitionthat comeseitherΨǇŀǎǎƛǾŜƭȅΩastheir birthright (basedon gender,race,class,

and nationality)or through an activestruggleto be includedin a rangeof rights of citizens. Contemporary

argumentsfocusboth on the normativecontent of citizenship,i.e. what rightsandobligationsare ascribed

to citizensand how they changeover time; and on the empiricalscopeof it, i.e. who is a citizenand why

somegroupshavebeenincludedin or remainexcludedfrom this category(Bellamy,2008: 27ς28).

Thedeclineandcollapseof the SovietUnionthat consolidateda globalreignof neoliberalpolitical imagery

sparked numerous debates that called for the reinvention of a privatized and apolitical concept of

citizenshipthat becamehegemonic. Normatively,they focusedeither on materialpreconditionsof equality

or on cultural challengesof multiculturalism; empiricallythey called for liberal democraticreformism or

aimed at imaginingalternative modelsof democracy. JohnRawls,arguablythe most influential author

amongliberal reformists,with his revisionof his theory of justicepublishedasPoliticalLiberalism(Rawls,

1993; see: Gaus, 2014), not only argued for a pluralistic public sphereςfor which he is mostly

acknowledgedby deliberative democratsςbut also reinforced his argument for an equal opportunity

createdby a socialistwelfarestate (Rosales,1998). A legalistand constitutionalframeworkhavealsobeen

invokedin this debate,especiallyin considerationof the legalconstructionof EUcitizenship. Towhat extent

doesit reachfurther than the commonvaluesof the free market?(Prentoulis, 2001; Shuibhne, 2010) How

is it be combinedwith localandurbancitizenships,juxtaposedto nationalonesthat are still providingthe
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legal basisof EU citizenship?(Bauböck, 2003; Neuvonen, 2020) And how is it supposedto tackle the

questionof growingmobility and migration,an issuethat is becomingmore and more relevantin times of

climate change?(Anderson,2019; Guild, 2004; Oosterom-Staples,2018; Tazzioliand Walters,2019) The

last question is also reflected in migration (Penninxet al., 2014) and securitystudies(Scott,2012). The

reshapingof border symbolismin the EUdoesnot leavethe ideaof citizenshipunaffected,but rather puts

it in an unambiguousposition, promoting both universalEuropeancosmopolitismand its (geo)political

particularismagainstthe rest of the World. At the sametime, securitizationdiscourseshavebeenusedto

reinforcenationalbordersin certaincountriesthat arebeingmostlyaffectedby the ongoingrefugeecrises.

This processcan in turn lead to the incorporation of revanchist identity politics. Invoking ontological

security by nationalist actors in countries such as Hungary or Poland can even lead to an illiberal

understandingof belongingandcitizenship(Scott,2019).

Theliberal responseto migrationand post-colonialismis basedon the idea of pluralismand multicultural

integration and/or socialcohesion. JamesTully in StrangeMultiplicity suggestsan expansionof the liberal

constitutionalapproachto citizenshipwith the constitutionalrecognitionof culturaldiversity. Enteringinto

a discussionwith ²ƛǘǘƎŜƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎconceptof language,he convincinglyrecognizesa linguisticdifferencein

understandingbetween speakersof different ΨƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜƎŀƳŜǎΩas a fact of the socialworld, allowing for

multiple constellationsof ΨǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩthat set normative order to ΨŦƻǊƳǎof ƭƛŦŜΩconnectedto these

languagegames(Tully, 1995, 2008; Owen, 1999). This differentiation of languagegamesalso regards

conceptssuchascitizenship(Tully,2014), sonot onlywe havepeoplepracticingtheir citizenshipdifferently,

but we also have a heterogeneousfield of science,policy, and social practices that use the word

ΨŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎƘƛǇΩto indicatedifferent meaningsand actions. Theconclusionhere is that, sometimes,practices

related to citizenshipwill also be engagedin non-democraticor illiberal ways. Thereforea post-Imperial

constitutional recognition of diversity is necessaryto secure the construction and promotion of such

meaningsand practicesof citizenshipthat will allow tackling challengesof the globalizedworld (Tully,

2014). Tully with his Canadianbackgroundrefers to the processof a sustainedconstitutional dialogue

between Native and colonialdescendantsas a model processof building mutual recognitionover a long

period,not only in regardto the ethnicandnationalcontext.

A different answerto the crisisof neoliberalcitizenshipis proposedby JurgenHabermasand manyother

deliberativedemocrats,who want to (re)constructcitizenshipthroughreturningto practicesof the rational,

deliberatingpersons,who thus becomeactive, engaged,and informed citizens. Practicesof deliberative

democracywere proposedby Habermasas a meansto bring to a conclusionthe unfinishedproject of

modernity. Thetruly democraticcitizenship,as envisionedby Habermas,must becomea participant in a

consensualand rational creation of the law and regulations,which in turn guide the life of citizensin a

universalistway. But this universalismcan only be constructedby particular citizenswho transcendtheir

personalinterestswith the mediationof rationalandconsensualdecisionapprovedby all subjects. Through

deliberation, a liberal group of individuals can both protect their own privacy and civic agencyand

participatein a republicanconstructionof a rationalisticpublicsphere(Habermas,1992, 1994).

Radicaldemocratsled by ChantalMouffe tend to criticizethe notion of citizenshipthat is decidedby the

approval of the rational outcome of deliberation, as they see rationality as the binding force of social

hegemony,a force that limits freedomand imposesinequalities(Laclauand Mouffe, 2001; Mouffe, 1999).

In contrast, they propose a solution closer to the one offered by Tully, even if more revisionist than

reformist i.e. to engagein the strugglefor equalrecognitionand civicstatus,challengeexistinghegemonic

discoursesand simplyfight for more rights. Therelation of adversariesin a publicsphereis preciselywhat

Democracy in crisis

| State of Democracy Debate



18

enablescitizenshipasa commondenotation. However,for Mouffe the liberal anddemocraticcomponents

remainin tensionwith eachother, either of them shouldbe balancedagainstthe other, but alsopreserved

in a far andradicalreimaginationof a moreagonisticmodelof liberaldemocracy(Mouffe, 2013; Woodford,

2022). SheviewsΨŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎƘƛǇnot asa legalstatusbut asa form of identification,a type of political identity:

somethingto be constructed,not empiricallygiven. Sincethere will alwaysbe competinginterpretationsof

the democratic principles of equality and liberty there will therefore be competing interpretations of

democraticŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎƘƛǇΩ(Mouffe, 1991: 75), and through engagingin these competitions, people can

constructtheir notions of citizenshipconcerningtheir interpretation of the commonand sharedsymbolic

sphere of democracy(respublica). WhileaƻǳŦŦŜΩǎinterpretation remains focusedon identity struggles,

scholarshave aimed at rethinking this post-Marxist approachto fill the material, and economiclacunae

createdby this approach(Devenney, 2020).

The broad scope of these debates and propositions, ranging from multicultural cohesionto agonistic

political struggle,and from the focuson legalprovisionsto identity and cultural politics,revealsa rangeof

dilemmas that need to be faced by policymakers,practitioners, and researchersof deliberative and

participatorypractices. But the problemdoesnot end here. Post-colonialstudiesof humanismunveil that

the conceptof ΨƘǳƳŀƴΩhashistoricallybeenconstructedin a colonialprocessof expandingand justifying

the dominationof Europeanimperialism. Similarlyto the notion of citizen,ΨƘǳƳŀƴƛǎƳΩdid not includeall

subjects immediately, but rather divided the world of beings into those who are entitled to enjoying

universalΨƘǳƳŀƴΩrights and protections,and thosewho are not:Ψ{ƭŀǾŜǎΣIndigenousPeople,women,and

workers(Χ) haveexperiencedandresistedthosealwaysconnectedbinariesfrom theōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎΩ(Pateland

Moore, 2018: 169). Contemporarytheories of feminism,gender,and queer studies,and race theory do

often relate to Ψŀƴǘƛ-ƘǳƳŀƴƛǎƳΩas a way to deconstructthe universal,masculine,rational, and analytical

idealofΨƘǳƳŀƴΩin order to dismantlea tool of oppressionanddiscipline(Bacchettaet al., 2018; Braidotti,

2017; Butler, 2004; hooks,2015; Lugones, 2010; Wynter, 2003) for which citizenshipis one of the key

components. A questionof humanismalsoimpliesthe questionof non-humananimalsand their inclusion

not only in citizenshiprightsandprotectionbut alsoin participatorypractices(Garner,2019; Humphreyand

Stears, 2006; KymlickaandDonaldson,2014).

Themultiplicity of theseargumentsdoesnotςandshouldnotςdelivera singular,universalisticanswerto

what citizenshipis andhow it shouldbe constructedin order to maximizepersonalfreedom,the common

good, and equality. On the contraryςthe depth and continuity of these debatesshould rather keep on

reminding us that we fall into numerous traps every time we raise the notions of inclusion,equality,

identity, and the rule of law. Thisdoesnot makepractice-oriented projectslike EUARENASimpossiblebut

rather posesmore challengesto it. But with every challengecomesan opportunity to provide individual

and globalimpact on how we canemploythesedebatesto deepenour understandingsof democracyand

actuallyhelp motivate andempowerindividualsto be more compassionate,andempathetic,but alsoself-

consciousandcriticalcitizens.

1.3 Theinstitutional crisisof democraticpolitics

By stating that crisis is an inherent and permanent state of democracy,we are far from claiming that

specificproblemswill necessarilyappeareverywhere,or that they will manifest themselvesin the same

way acrossall Europeancountries. To further our understandingof the underlyingcrisesthat are most

relevantto the EUARENASproject,we alsowant to focusmore on theΨƭƻŎŀƭΩperspective. But thisΨƭƻŎŀƭƛǘȅΩ
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is for us not only spatial, as certain dysfunctionstend to appear worldwide in both ΨƻƭŘΩand ΨƴŜǿΩ

democracies,but rather temporal, i.e. typical of the first two decadesof the 21st century. After yearsof

progressin the processof democratizationthat followed the end of the ColdWar,evenmore rapid demise

has been noted in virtually all Central and EasternEuropecountries (Ágh, 2019), and has since been

imitated in the West (most notably in the USAand the UK) (Krastevand Holmes,2019). Even in the

countrieswheretraditional conservativepartiesdid not start to abusenationalist,fundamentalist,andanti-

democraticnarratives of the extreme right, populist movementsand parties visibly grew in relevance

(Eiermannet al., 2017; Pytlas, 2017). Someauthors,suchasTimothySnyderand PeterPomerantsev, even

arguethat the post-1989World order wasnot, in fact, a dominanceof the Westernpolitical model over

EasternEurope,but rather a new, post-ideologicalspacefor new authoritarianmodelsto be developed(in

Russia)andexported(to Europe,USAandbeyond)(Pomerantsev, 2019; Snyder,2018). While at publishing

these argumentswere greeted with much controversyfor overstatingtǳǘƛƴΩǎandwǳǎǎƛŀΩǎinfluence on

Europeanpolitics,a war in Ukraine,and numerousfactsabout theYǊŜƳƭƛƴΩǎinvolvementin financingand

supportingpoliticians,media,andevenactivistsfrom both the extremeright andleft (ecological)spectrum,

mightprovetheseAuthorsright.

In the EUARENASD1.1 ConceptualFrameworkwe havealreadyenlistednumerouscriticismsof the actual

functioningof representativedemocracy,showinghow it deviatesfrom the idealmodelbasedon theΨŎƘŀƛƴ

ofǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΩand theΨŎƘŀƛƴofŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΩ(fig. 1). Theseflawsoriginateeither from deformations

causedby systemicimperfectionsor human,cognitivebiasesand distortionsςincludingthose connected

to the notion of citizenshipςbut also from corruption and deliberate,malevolentactionsof autocratic

political actors. However,stayingin line with the first part of this chapter,we considertheseproblemsnot

asdeviationsfrom democracyperse, but rather its inherentfeatures(crises)with whichit needsto deal.
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Voters

Government

Civil servants

Å Manipulation of voters through 
misinformation, abuse of state 
resources, electoral code etc.

Å Strong structural position of parties 
as an obstacle for competition

Å Governments overtake 
legislative role

Å Dominance of parliaments to 
dismantle checks and 
balances

Å Bribery or threatening of MPs

Å Serving the party rather than 
the state and citizens

Å 'The iron law of oligarchy' -
maintaining the structural 
status quo

Å Low participation levels
Å Gaps in civic education
Å Lack of genuine choice
Å Promoting individualism rather 

than common good
Å Electoral preference deformation 

by voting systems

Å Partisan interest
Å Dysfunctional coalitions
Å Rubber-stamping and retreat 

from controlling function
Å Corporate lobbying

Å Promoting partisan interest and nepotism 
over competences

Å Administrative abuse of power
Å Lack of continuity and clear career paths
Å Political situationingof expert knowledge

Figure 1: Problems of representative democracy 
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In the followingsections,we want to takea closerlook at recentdebateson the institutional dimensionof

the crisis. We focuson severalaspects: professionalizationof political parties,electoralmalpractices,and

authoritarianstate capture,and the separatechapterwill presentdebateson the deficit of democracyin

the EU.

In the book that we havealreadymentionedin this chapter,PeterMair (2013) enumeratesfive conditions

to be met for party government(i.e., the classicmodelof governanceformed in the democraticsystem)to

prevail. (1) A party (parties)wins control of the executiveasa result of elections. (2) Politicalleadersare

chosenby andthroughparties. (3) Partiesoffer votersclearalternatives. (4) Publicpolicyisdeterminedby a

party (parties) in the executive. (5) The executiveis held accountablethrough parties. It does not take

particularacumento notice that the party governmentsystemis crumblingever faster, and is ever more

frequentlychallengedby other, alternativedemocraticmodelsmainlyt focusedon governance,rather than

the government. In the last decades,parties turned from beinga representationof certain classes(land-

owners and aristocracy, bourgeois or workers) into professional, elections-oriented machines. This

phenomenonhasalreadybeenobservedin the 80s when partiesbeganto specializein political marketing

and turned from sponsorshipthrough membersand partnersto financingthrough private entities, mainly

interest groups (Panebianco, 1988: 264). This led to rapid development of both new political PRand

marketingstrategies,includinginfamousmicrotargeting(Cronin,2018; ZuiderveenBorgesiuset al., 2018)

and private-interest-oriented lobbying (Gigerand Klüver, 2016). Suchan approachis very successfulin

terms of electoralsuccess,however,it is ambiguousin terms of a redefinition of the representativerole of

political parties. SarahBirch arguesthat democraticelections are a public event, therefore should be

publicly funded in order to securefree and fair elections(Birch,2022). Of course,lobbyistsΩinfluenceon

political partiesis not limited to financingandadvisingin their electoralcampaigning,but alsoaffectstheir

policydecisions.

With political parties being elected thanks to professionalpolitical marketing campaigns,and realizing

policiesin the interest of private, influential interest groups,what role canthey play in representingtheir

constituencies?Certainly,political ideologyandprogramsare no longerthe centralelementsthat organize

party activitiesandmobilizevoters. Thus,their role asa link betweengovernmentandsocietyisweakened,

turning political partiesinto governmentinstitutions,especiallywith the rubber-stampinglegislaturebeing

dominatedby the executivepowers. AsMair writes:ΨThelastdecadesof the twentieth centurywitnesseda

gradual but inexorable withdrawal of parties from the sphere of civil society toward the sphere of

governmentand the state, and together these two processeshaveled to a situation in which eachparty

tendsto distanceitself from the votersit purportsto represent,while at the sametime tendingto associate

more closelywith the alternativeprotagonistswith whom it purports to competeΩ(Mair, 2013: 82). In a

recent comparativestudy that focusedonΨdeathsΩof Europeanpolitical parties,the Authorsclaimedthat

while there still are ideologicallyoriented political parties, a slight dominanceof entities consistingof

career-driven,office-seekingpoliticianscanbenoted(Bolleyeret al., 2019: 13ς14).

Politicalmarketingand PRhave becomewidely acceptedmeansof electoral campaigningin democratic

politics,andtheir useisnot seenaselectionrigging. However,it isnot uncommonfor incumbentpoliticians

today to try to tip the balanceof elections in their favor. There are many ways to influence elections

without the need to falsify the results, and the Ψmenu of malpracticesΩis being constantly creatively

expandedby authoritarian politicians. Alreadyin 2002, AndreasSchedlerenlisted a broad rangeof such

malpractices: limiting the scopeof elective offices and their jurisdiction; exclusionor disorganizationof

oppositionforces; restrictingpolitical and civil liberties, includingaccessto mediaand funding; formal and
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informal disenfranchisingof suffragerights; intimidation or corruption of voters; influencingelectoralrules

and election management(e.g. gerrymandering); and, if all of that doesnot succeed,preventingelected

officials from exercisingtheir constitutional powers (Schedler, 2002: 39). This list is already long and

general,somanypracticescanbe includedin it, but it hasbeenevenfurther developedin recentyears. For

example,Birch expandedit with violation (not only manipulation)of the electoral code, abuseof state

resources,aggressivepropagandain media,andelectoralviolence(Birch,2011; Birchet al., 2020).

Therearealsotaxonomiesof electoralmalpracticesthat includelong-term strategieswhichreachbeyonda

singleelectioncycle,suchascreatingclientelistandpatronagenetworks,new elites,or alternativepolitical

narratives(Bermeo, 2016). ThetermΨǎǘŀǘŜŎŀǇǘǳǊŜΩdescribesthis phenomenonfairly well, as it describes

both the changein formal rules of governingand distribution of state resourcesand informal rules and

networksappliedto decidewho is allowedto participatein this distribution of power andresources. In the

21st-centurystate capturehasbeenmostlyassociatedwith SouthAfrica,Turkey,or Russia,but asa model

it hasbeenadaptedandcopiedin almostall countriesin CentralEuropeandWesternBalkans(Klíma, 2019;

Vachudova, 2019). Nowhereis this more visiblethan in ViktorhǊōŀƴΩǎHungary,for which the termΨǇƻǎǘ-

communistmafiaǎǘŀǘŜΩhasbeencoined(Magyar,2016), where a new political familyτorΨpoligarchyΩτof

loyalistshasbeen createdto take over virtually all possiblepolitical seatsand offices,but also to play a

dominant role in mediaand economy(Bajomi-Lázár, 2013; Starkand Vedres, 2012; Vásárhelyi, 2017). But

while Hungarymight be an infamouschampionof illiberalismand de-democratizationin the EU,this is a

regionaltrend that canalsobe found in Poland(Kerpel, 2017; Sataand Karolewski, 2020) and in the Baltic

states,including(albeit to a muchlesserextent)Estoniaςa state that remainedoneof the bestperforming

ΨƴŜǿΩdemocraciesin the EU(Cianettiet al., 2018; Cianettiand Hanley,2021), but still not untouchedby

populist symptoms,where the massconservativeparty hasbeenusedasa vehiclefor right-wing populists

to ascendin relevance(Saartset al., 2021). Italyςwherethe fourth pilot of the EUARENASproject is taking

placeςdespitehavinga different historic context of democratizationhasalsosufferedfrom state capture

and mob infiltration. Connectionsbetween organizedcrime and politics in Italy havea long tradition and

are still present today, havingboth direct and indirect impact on the political systemand populist actors

that tend to play a leadingrole in it (Aassveet al., 2018; Castaldoand Verzichelli, 2020; Ruggiero,2010;

VerbeekandZaslove, 2016).

Oneof the main reasonsfor a failure of democracylies within the socialdisappointmentin the promises

and failures of neoliberal reforms, especiallywithin the countriesthat play a semi-peripheral role in the

system (Ágh, 2014; Cabada, 2020; Wilkin, 2018). This complex situation influences many areas of

functioningof the societyςit isnot onlya sheerdissatisfactionwith the lackof economicbenefitsfor many

due to changesin fiscal policy (discipline,austerity, over-regulation) and socialpolicy (cutting of social

benefits,privatizationof socialwelfare). It alsoexceedsdissatisfactionwith low-quality politics(corruption

scandals,poor economicperformance,etc.) that precededthe comingto power of illiberal parties. Hence,

a commontrait that canbe found in thosestatesisa specific,internaldivisionof mindsetsandapproaches,

sometimesdubbedmodernist/traditionalist,sometimesurban/rural (Ágh, 2019: 142; Dawsonand Hanley,

2016: 23). Liberal policies played an important role in preserving traditional, conservativevalues or

ethnonationaldivisions(Bíró-Nagy,2017; Bozóki, 2014; Rupnik, 2012) by disengagingcertain issuesfrom

the political ΨƎŀƳŜΩΣthus preventing them from entering into a dialogue with other worldviews and

perspectives(Koczanowicz,2008). Moreover, liberal reforms in CEEcountriesinfluencedthe structure of

economyby creatingpowerful networks basedon corruption and clientelism. Togetherwith a constant

disappointmentwith democraticopposition,this set a stagefor current actorsto extendand further abuse

thosenetworksin creatinga non-competitivepoliticalenvironment.
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In the conditionsof free,but unfair electionsandprevailingstatecapture,it isdifficult to saywhether these

countriesare still democratic,or do they fall under the categoryof electoralauthoritarianism?Theterm

Ψborderline regimesΩdescribea long-term situation in which statesareΨbalancingbetween two types of

regimesςthe one they havein place(usuallyflawed democracyor hybrid regime)and the lessdemocratic

one (hybrid regimeor sometype of new authoritarianism,respectively)Ω({ȊȅƳŀƵǎƪƛet al., 2020: 213). This

meansthat while in someareasthe democraticbackslidingis rapid, in others it might be slower or even

work in anotherdirection. What isespeciallyinterestingfor usin the EUARENASproject, ishow this process

can be addressedin municipalgovernments,whose role can be seen as both sites of flourishing post-

nationaldemocracy,anti-populistresistance,andspaceslargelycontributingto currentpolitical crises(Hall,

2019; Mehan and Rossi,2019; Rossi,2018). Illiberal regimes seek numerous means to curtail citiesΩ

budgets, prerogatives, and autonomy as a weapon in a total war against opposition, while local

governmentsremain one of the leadingcounterweightsto institutional de-democratizationand cultural

radicalizationof politics(Batory, 2022; Bojarowicz, 2020; OΩDwyerandStenberg,2022; Przybylski,2018).

A large segment of the discussionon the current processof de-democratizationin Europe refers to

populism,both as a narrative and a political strategy. However,populismis a much broader topic, as it

considersnot only political parties in power but also extremist organizationson the peripheriesof the

political system,socialmovements,media discourses,etc. Thishasalso been one of the most discussed

phenomena in recent years. Since populism is seen as one of the leading challengesto which the

EUARENASproject is supposedto respondto, we dedicatea separatesubchapterto this topic. However,

before moving to that part we want to summarizethe subchapteron the institutional crisisby taking a

closerlook at debateson theΨdemocraticdeficitΩin the EuropeanUnion.

1.4 EUand theΨdemocraticdeficitΩ

Thedebateon theΨdemocraticdeficitΩcanbe tracedbackto the 1970s when this issuewasnoted on the

level of EuropeanCommunitiesby constitutional lawyersand political scientists(Bülow,1977; Dagtoglou,

1973; Nassmacher, 1972). At first, the deficit wasdefined asaΨrestriction of the influenceof ECmember

state Parliamentson policy-makingat the Communitylevel (Χ) with a resultant decreasein democratic

accountabilityΩ(Steppat, 1988: 5). In fact, the EuropeanParliament itself similarly defined the deficit,

declaringthat not only more powersare beingtransferredfrom the statesto the Communitieslevel, but

alsothesedecisionsarebeingmadeby institutionsother than democraticallyelectedEuropeanParliament

(Bogdanor, 1989: 203ς204). Naturally, since the first direct elections in 1979, the role of the European

Parliamentwithin the structuresof the EuropeanUnion has evolvedand its influence on the European

Commissionandthe legislativeprocesshasgrown,especiallyafter the implementationof the LisbonTreaty

(HixandHøyland, 2013), but theΨdemocraticdeficitΩisstill beingdiscussed.

One reason for that lies within the institutional discourseand is basedon a claim that the European

Parliamentstill needsto playa largerrole within the EUstructure. Thisis a commonopinion,e.g. we noted

such voices during pan-Europeanmedia analysisconducted in the EUARENASWP 5 (D5.1). It is also

mentionedasone of the recommendationsincludedin the Reportof the FinalOutcomeof the Conference

on the Future of Europe. However,the latter document is more general in expressingthe need for the

Europeandecision-making processto be more transparent and democratic, allowing for more direct

involvementof the EUcitizensor their local/regional/nationalrepresentatives. Thisresults from the fact,

that the weaknessof the EuropeanParliamentis not only institutional but alsostemsfrom the weakbond
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betweenMEPsandtheir constituents. Thefollowingsentence,written after the third EuropeanElectionsin

1989, caneasilybe written today: Ψƴƻǘonly wasturnout low (Χ) but the electionsseemedto be more of

the natureof plebisciteson the performanceof nationalgovernments,rather than genuinelytransnational,

andpoliticiansfound it difficult to demonstratetheir relevanceto a wider public. Despitethe negativetrend

in electoralparticipationhasonly recentlyturned oncein 2019, especiallyin the countrieswherevotersdid

not engagein largenumbersin previouselections,it is still true that smallradicalnew parties,suchasthe

FrontNationalwere ableto exploit the electionsto their advantage. But this, of course,did not endearthe

European elections to liberal ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘǎΩ(Bogdanor, 1989: 199). A relatively weak position of the

Parliamentcombinedwith distant and obscurepoliticsof the Commissionand Councilalsocontributesto

the fact, that Europeanelectionsare viewedas lessimportant, second-tier events. Moreover, the nation-

state-basedsystemof voting and electing candidatescombinedwith the absenceof the pan-European

public spheremakesit difficult for candidatesto focus on EUmatters, thus usuallyreferring to already

existinglocalpatternsof political competition. Therefore,a needfor other meansof enhancingdemocratic

impact and accountabilityis often expressedwhile debating the ΨŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎŘŜŦƛŎƛǘΩΣand the European

Parliamentis seenasonly one amongmanyactorsin this process. Most notably,numerouscallsfor more

participatoryanddeliberativenetwork governancethat would constructanalternativeproceduralmodelof

decision-makinganddemocraticcontrol overEuropeaninstitutionsandpoliticianshavebeenpresentin the

literature since the 1990s (see: Jensen,2009), and efforts to enact it are being made through several

initiatives, most recently the EuropeanCitizentŀƴŜƭǎΩorganizedduring the Conferenceon the Future of

Europe, Climate City Contracts,and through various researchand practice-oriented projects, such as

EUARENAS. Our placementwithin variousEUdemocracy-enhancingplans and programsis discussedin

more detail in WP 2 deliverablesD2.1 MethodologicalFramework(D2.1: 7-8) and D2.2 Methodological

Protocol(D2.2: 8), whereclimate- andurban-governanceandpolicyframeworkcallsaredescribed.

But it is not only the institutional dimensionof the UEthat is being discussed. A notion of ΨŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ

ŘŜŦƛŎƛǘΩis alsousedoccasionally,especiallyto elucidatenon-democraticelementsof EUpoliticsand policy

in timesof crisis. In the 21st century,three suchmajor crisesoccurredin Europeandsubsequentlyinvoked

debateson the9¦Ωǎdemocracy: the financialcrisisand the so-calledGreatRecessionthat started in 2007,

the refugeewaveof 2015, andthe COVID-19pandemicin 2020.

Thefinancialcrisisthat startedwith the burstingof the housingbubblein the USAin 2007quicklyreached

Europeandhadthe largestimpacton peripheralEurozonestatessuchasIreland,Italy,Portugal,Spain,and

Greece. The EUreacted by reinforcing austerity policies that not only did not help with the post-crisis

recovery but also resulted in creating and/or deepeningstructural and economic problems that only

furthered the recessionand crisis(Blyth, 2013). Austerityhasbeen especiallyenforcedon the people of

Greece,where the left-wing Syriza-led coalition,supportedby the majority of the peoplewho voted in the

referendum,tried to reject strict restrictionsandeconomicadjustmentreformsthat were proposedby the

Ψ¢ǊƻƛƪŀΩΣi.e. the group formed by the representativesof the EuropeanCommission,the EuropeanCentral

Bank,and the InternationalMonetary Fund. In the end, radicalausterity reforms were enforcedupon the

Greekgovernment,and this resulted in a major decline in the popular satisfactionwith democracyand

erosion of trust in political bodies,especiallyin the Eurozoneperipheries: ΨŦƻǊtheir lack of democratic

legitimacyconcerningboth the output- and the input-oriented dimension,externally imposedeconomic

adjustmentstranslated into a broad-basederosion of support for democracyin the affectedŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ

(Armingeonet al., 2016: 21; Papadopoulos,2020). What is especiallyinterestingin thesecasesis that the

ΨŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎŘŜŦƛŎƛǘΩis drivennot onlyby proceduralshortcomingsof democraticinstitutionsbut alsoby the

neoliberalideologythat wasnot subjectedto democraticdebateςon the contrary,it led to its immediate
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dismissalasirrational andpopulist. NeoliberalΨTINAΩ(ThereIs No Alternative)dogmaticattitude of the EU

hasbeenseenasa challengenot only to democracy,equality,humanrights,andstatesovereigntybut also

to classicand contemporaryeconomicand political liberalism(López-Castellanoand García-Quero, 2019;

Queiroz,2018; Wigger,2019).

As regardsthe refugeecrisisof 2015 and the reaction to the COVID-19 pandemics,the impact of these

eventson the ΨdemocraticdeficitΩdebate is more ambiguous. On the one hand, they revealedlayersof

compassionand cosmopolitansolidarity, both on the level of social movementsand civic society, and

between the EU member states (Della Porta, 2018). But the EU is not only about the politics of open

borders. On the contrary,ΨEuropeΩs boundariesare in manywaysmarkersof inequality,exclusion,and, as

such, symbolsof unfairness. The European(Χ) has markedly restricted the possibility of asylum while

invokingpolice powersand state violencein order to prevent, at a very high humancost, irregular entry

into its territoryΩ(Scott,2019: 157). At the levelof member-states,the influx of refugeesto Europesparked

the use of xenophobicand anti-Semitic rhetoric strongly connected to a securitizationdiscoursethat

evokedthe need to defend national identities. Therefore,this narrative includeda strong anti-European

component,and with the immediatethreat of Ψthe OtherΩat the border, the negativemobilizationturned

againstthe EUinstitutions with full force. Suchnarrativeswere especiallypowerful in Hungaryand Poland

(Cichockiand Jabkowski, 2020; Vachudova, 2019) in CentralEurope,and in Italy and Francein the South-

West(CastelliGattinara, 2018). A studyof citizensΩtrust showsthatςespeciallyamongright-wing-oriented

peopleςthe influenceon attitudes towards the EUhasbeen noted in all member states(Brosiuset al.,

2019; Harteveldet al., 2018). A similarlyambiguousoutcome,i.e. combinationof cosmopolitansolidarity

andchauvinistEuroscepticismmaybe expectedfrom the refugeecrisisthat cameafter the war in Ukraine,

but it is too earlyto claimthat without further study.

AsregardsCOVID-19 andits impacton democracyin Europe, againthere areseveralfactorsin play. Onthe

one hand, societieshave largely adapted to unprecedentedmeasuresdictated by the need to care for

others (Guérotand Hunklinger, 2020), asin the caseof the useof facemasks,althoughin someEuropean

countries all protective measuresand lockdownshave been criticized and led to massiveprotests of

pandemicdeniers. Also,in the first daysof the pandemic,GiorgioAgamben(2020) wrote a widelycriticized

essayon how governmentswill ΨinventΩpandemicsin order to expand their powers in a Ψstate of

emergencyΩ. Despiteimmensecriticismof his cynicaland neglectiveapproachto disease(Esposito,2021;

Nancy,2021), someςif not most ςEuropeangovernmentsdid use the pandemicsto enhancetheir

influenceand control, either over citizens,economy,municipalities,or over the opposition. Onceagain,

Hungaryand Polandare the most conspicuous,but not the only casesof usingCOVID-19 asan excuseto

abusepower (Golecde Zavalaet al., 20200903; Guasti,2020; Molnár et al., 2020). However,almost all

debateson the impact of COVID-19 on politicsunderlinehow much it challengesneoliberalism,especially

its austerity politics and privatization of public health (Hadjimichalis, 2021; Koczanowicz,2021; Nunes,

2020). An increasein public funding for the health sector is beingexpected,and anti-austeritymeasures

havebeenappliednot only by particular statesbut also in a ground-breakingdecisionby the EUto issue

long-term bondsandusethis moneyto reviveeconomiesafter the pandemic. But not all authorsagreethat

it marksa turn in the EUneoliberalagenda: the fundingisdirectedtowardsthe largesteconomicactorsand

corporations,while labor costs and conditions further crumble as an element of anti-crisis measures

(~ǳƳƻƴƧŀ, 2021); which also works to strengthenthe alreadyhegemonicstates,constrainingideological

debatesandequalitywithin the EUandbetweenEUstatesandtheir surroundings(Sebastião, 2021).

To sum up,ΨdemocraticdeficitΩcan be perceivedas important from at least three different perspectives.
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First of all, it is an accuratepresentationof the basic institutional and political designof the European

Union,tracingbackto the EuropeanCommunities,as it constitutesthe primary sourceof its legitimacyin

the national government,without direct delegationor accountabilityof the people. While reforms of the

EuropeanParliamentor implementation of direct democraticmeasuressuch as the European/ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ

Initiative are being implemented, the core structure of the EU decision-making processis still more

technocraticandelitist (Longo,2019; Pausch,2014; Stie,2012, 2021). Secondly,the evolutionof the debate

on the ΨŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎŘŜŦƛŎƛǘΩin the EU also reflects current attitudes and indicates areas where major

problemsoccur. In this sense,following the debate is useful for understandingsocio-political changesin

relation to the EUand liberal democracyin general,either in the form of sovereigntistdisillusionmentor

radicalexpectations. Finally,to onceagainrefer to the first part of this chapter,we treatΨŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎŘŜŦƛŎƛǘΩ

asan inherent feature of the EU,just like of everypolitical entity that aspiresto consideritself democratic.

Thesole debateon theΨŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎŘŜŦƛŎƛǘΩmeansthat there is not only a political will, but alsoa social

(andacademic)expectationthat the EUcanandwill becomemore democraticwith time. Moreover,many

of thesedebatesare often triggeredby the EUinstitutions themselveseither by direct feeding into it or

through funding projects that aim at enhancingEuropeandemocracy,which is, in itself a part of the

constantevolutionof waysin whichtheΨŘŜŦƛŎƛǘΩcanbeaddressed.

1.5 Populismanddemocracy: challengeor opportunity?

Populismis widely discussedin the socialsciencesand humanitiesbut it is also a hot issuein political

discussionsand controversies. Theexperts(Mounk, 2018, Levitskiand Way,2010), as well as politicians,

often claim that the current rise of populism as a discourseas well as a political practice is a radical

challengeto the existingmodel of liberal democracy. Theysuggestthat under the influenceof populism,

liberal democracycan morph into a new model of democracywhere popular sovereigntywill not be

accompaniedby the rights of the individual and the legal order. Suchilliberal democracy,to use Fareed

½ŀƪŀǊƛŀΩǎconcept, would open the doors to new authoritarianism disguisedas a popular democracy

(Zakaria,2003). Thisrisk is arguablyvery serious,but on the other hand,one can claim that the populist

challengerevealsthe real problems and flaws of a democraticorder which have been maskedby the

dominant discourseof the superiority of liberal democracyasΨǘƘŜend of ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΩΣas FrancisFukuyama

announcedin 1992 just after the fall of Communism(Fukuyama,1992). ChantalMouffe, k in her seminal

book For a Left Populismmaintainsthat left populismcan introduce a new model of liberal democracy

whichwill radicalizethe progressiveelementsin its existingmodel(Mouffe, 2018).

The logic underlying populism allows the constituent movements to enter into various alliances. For

example,it is generallyarguedthat populismsits at the oppositepole from the expert rule, eventhough

both canbe a threat to liberal democracy. However,the categoryof technopopulismhasemerged,which,

accordingto the authorsof a bookdevotedto the phenomenon,isa:ΨƴŜǿlogicof politicalactionbasedon

the combinationof populist and technocratictraits. By this, we mean that contemporarypolitical actors

face a new system of incentives and constraints which pushes them to adopt both populist and

technocraticmodesof discourseandorganization,at the sametime asthey becomeincreasinglyunmoored

from the representationof particularinterestsandvalueswithinǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩ(BickertonandAcceti, 2021: 3).

Regardlessof thesecontroversies,it is clearthat populismis not a fleeting buzzwordbut a seriouspolitical

and socialphenomenonthat hasto be theoreticallydissected. Punditswho work on populismusuallyput

stressonǇƻǇǳƭƛǎƳΩǎability to questionrepresentativedemocracyand the promotion of variousforms of

directdemocracy. Accordingto MuddeandKaltwasser, populismisάŀthin-centeredideologythat considers
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societyto be ultimately separatedinto two homogenousand antagonisticcampsΨthe pure peopleΩversus

Ψthe corrupt elite, andwhicharguesthat politicsshouldbe an expressionof volonté générale(generalwill)

of the people.Ω(Mudde, Kaltwasser, 2017: 6). Norris and Ingelharddefine populismin terms of Ψcultural

backlashΩandopposeit to liberaldemocracy:ΨIt is definedhereminimallyasa form of discourseabout the

first-order principlesof governance,delegitimizingestablishedpower structuresand the role of elected

representativesin liberaldemocracywhile claimingthat the peopleshouldrule. Theantithesisis pluralism,

where legitimate authority is understood to rest with elected representativesand liberal democratic

institutionsprovidingchecksand balanceson executivepowerΩ(Norrisand Ingelhard, 2019: 65). Thus,the

crucial issue in populist political strategy is to have a clear distinction betweenΨusΩand ΨthemΩ. This

operation enablespopulists to engagein what Jan-Werner Müller calls the Ψmoralistic imagination of

politicsΩwhich is the hard core of their strategy(Müller, 2016: 38). Thereare variouswaysof constructing

the Ψordinary peopleΩ, and all of them have been employedby the populist movements(Ostiguy, 2017,

Laclau, 2005).

But from the perspectiveof the researchin the grant, the most important question is to what extent

populism threatens liberal democracy. The answer to this question is, of course, not simple and

straightforward. Above we have presentedvariousconceptionsof populism,but it seemsthat none of

them presentssomekind of universalvisionof the movement. A good starting point for considerationis

ClaireWoodford'sclassificationof variousapproachesto populism(Woodford,2022). Shedistinguishesfour

major groupsof definitionsof populism. Thefirst three definepopulismasfundamentallyhostile to liberal

democracy,but to different degrees. Of these three, the first two firmly, though to different degrees,

specify that populism: Ψultimately simplifies politics into two opposingcampsof people and elite, and

polarizes the social; it has anti-democratic tendencies; it excludesminorities; is intolerant of social

differenceandhasauthoritariantendenciesin its over-relianceon a strongleaderΩ(Woodford,2022).

The third way to approachpopulismis more nuanced. Woodford notes that it is basedon the idea that

liberal democracyis a hybrid system based on two pillars: inalienable individual rights and popular

sovereignty. Populismwould lead to the negation of individual rights and introduce the Ψtyranny of the

majorityΩ. Obviously, in this perspective, the most important thing is the question of balancing the

proportions. ΨGoodΩpopulism would strengthendemocracyby granting more power to the people, but

without radicallyunderminingindividual rights. Suchpopulismwould be a kind of cure for the excessive

proceduralismthat manycontemporarydemocraciessuffer from.ΨBadΩpopulism,on the other hand,would

lead to the questioningof individual rights and the introduction of the authoritarian rule of one sort or

another.

Thefourth, and most interestingto us,way of framingpopulismis the one that Ψrefusesto start from the

assumptionthat populismmustbe undesirable. It insteadtracesthe logicsof populismto showwherethey

convergemore or lesswith democraticlogicΩ(Woodford,2022). We are then dealingnot with an abstract

juxtapositionof liberal democracyand populism,but with an analysisof the concreteconditionsunder

whichpopulismappears. In this perspective,populismcanbe treated asan answerto the deficitsof liberal

democracyrather than asan inevitablethreat to the foundationsof liberaldemocracy. We are then dealing

not with an abstractjuxtapositionof liberal democracyandpopulism,but with an analysisof the concrete

conditionsunder which populismappears. In sucha view, populismcan be treated as an answerto the

deficitsof liberaldemocracymorethanasan inevitablethreat to the foundationsof liberaldemocracy.

Suchan approachmakesit possibleto considerpopulist movementsand the tasksthat are referred to by

this term from a holistic perspective. This means,among other things, that the sameslogans,political
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statements,and policies can have completely different meaningsdependingon institutional and social

circumstances.

1.6 Europeanpopulismsin the 21st century

Therecentoutburst of populistmovementsin Europedoesnot havea singlestructuralform. It rangesfrom

social movements(such as Indignados,PEGIDA,YǳƪƛȊΩ15, FridaysFor Future, etc.), to political parties

(FreiheitlichiePartei Österreichs, UK IndependenceParty, Front National, Alternative für Deutschland,

HungarianJobbik, andMi HazánkMozgalom, PolishKonfederacja, ItalianFratelliŘΩLǘŀƭƛŀ, MovimenteCinque

Stellaand LegaNord; from the left-wing populismmost notably GreekSYRIZAand SpanishPodemos), to

political leaders who overtake leadershipof mainstreampolitical parties or stand out in presidential

elections(DonaldTrumpand BorisJohnson,JeremyCorbynand Jean-LucMélenchon). Thesurgeof right-

wing populisminspiredlong-standingpolitical elites in CEE(Pytlas, 2017) to adopt someof their rhetoric

and tactics and to reusethem in socialand political conditionsthat favored them over their liberal and

social-democraticcounterparts. In fact, it is not theΨŎƭŀǎǎƛŎŀƭΩright-wing populismsthat eventuallyformed

illiberal governmentsin CEE,but rather alreadywell-establishedpoliticians: Orbán, YŀŎȊȅƵǎƪƛ, andWŀƴǑŀ

haveall beenactiveand influential politicianseversincethe transformation1989/90, occasionallyforming

ruling coalitions or supporting major democratic transformationsor the Europeanintegration process.

Other politiciansstarted their pathsto the governmentafter yearsspent in publicadministration(Borisov)

or as membersof the ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎfinancialelite (.ŀōƛǑ). Similarcareershavebeen madeby their closeco-

workers in the party or government. DespitethisΨōǳǊŘŜƴof ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΩΣthey were all successfulin creating

their imageasanti-elitist championsof the peoplethat arebeingmaintainedthroughouttheir incumbency.

A specificexaminationof all thesepopulist actors lies beyondthe scopeof this chapter,as we aim for a

moregeneraldescriptionof currentpopulismin Europe. In this part, we will givea brief descriptionof right-

andleft-wingpopulismsanda criticalassessmentof similaritiesanddifferencesbetweenkeycharacteristics

of their agenda. We basethis on the work of Mudde and Kaltwasser, who tracedpopulismin Europeand

LatinAmericain three dimensions: material,political, and symbolic(Mudde and RoviraKaltwasser, 2013),

whichwill be complementedby their attitude towardsEuropeanintegration. We recognizethe description

of LatinAmerican,inclusivepopulismasappropriateto portrayalsoleft-wingpopulismsin the EU.

The right-wing agendain three already indicated dimensionsbears resemblanceto what Mudde and

KaltwasserdescribedgenerallyasΨ9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴΩpopulism. In the material dimensionτ a vision of how the

state should redistribute goodsτright-wing populismdoes appreciatebenefits from a socialdistribution

within the states,however, it aims at ΨŘŜŦŜƴŘƛƴƎΩthese rights and withholding them from the political

ΨhǘƘŜǊǎΩΣsuch as refugees, migrants, and their descendants,ethnic minorities, women and sexual

minorities, etc. In the political dimensionτreferring to political participation and public contestationτ

right-wingpopulismboth attacksthe current systemof political rightsprotectingminorities,usuallylabeled

asan empty signifierof ΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƴŜǎǎΩΣand alsoopposesthe extensionof alreadyexistingpolitical

rights to ΨhǘƘŜǊǎΩ. Finally,there is a symbolicdimensionor a way to defineΨǘƘŜtŜƻǇƭŜΩ. For right-wing

populism,it is more often definedby usingthe signifierΨǘƘŜbŀǘƛƻƴΩΣalthoughthis categoryis not basedon

citizenship,but on ethnic backgroundand traditional genderroles. Also,the elites and establishmentare

excludedfrom ΨǘƘŜbŀǘƛƻƴΩ. Right-wing populismis alsoskepticalabout EUintegration, claimingthat it is

disruptingtraditionalvaluesandtakingawaynationalsovereignty.

Theleft-wingpopulistagendamight look similarin severaldimensionssinceit engagesin similarquestions.
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However,in the motivationsthat fuel it, it is radicallydifferent from right-wing populism. In the material

dimension, the impoverishment of Europeansocieties is considered to be caused by the structural

oppressionof global,neoliberalcapitalism,and therefore it is the systemτnot theΨOtherΩpeopleτthat is

to be changed; also,referencesto ΨsocialismΩandevenΨcommunismΩasa desiredeconomicsystemappear

more often. In the political dimension,left-wing populismis directedagainstliberal democracyfor its lack

of actualΨdemocracyΩ. It appealsfor moreegalitarianparticipationandinclusion,whichisnot restrictedto a

certain group of citizens, but that which would take a more universal perspective. In the symbolic

dimension,Ψthe PeopleΩasa term itself is usedmore often than in right-wing populism,althoughit does

not necessarilyappear in that form (Stavrakakisand Katsambekis, 2014). However,Ψthe PeopleΩare

construedrather asan economicclass,in different mannersexcludedor abusedby the capitalisteconomy,

althoughit is the cultural dimensionof identity constructionthat hasdominatedthe left-wing approachto

populism (Devenney, 2020). Finally, left-wing populism is also skeptical of EU integration, however, it

criticizesEuropeaninstitutions for being non-democraticand pro-capitalistic,and therefore the agenda

hereisorientedrather towardsradicalreforms,althoughsomepoliticiansopt for leavingthe EU.

To sum up, althoughrespondingto the sameissuesand problems,right- and left-wing populismsalmost

always propose very differing solutions. The right-wing is focusing more on a symbolic order of the

exclusivevisionof the nation,while the left-wingcallsfor radicalreformsin the economy. However,a larger

democraticpotential definitely lies within the inclusiveleft-wing populism,rather than in supremacistand

hate-promotingright. Therefore,despitechallengingthe basiceconomicstructureof Europe,it is left-wing

populismthat seemsto be offering both biggerchancesand posingfewer threats for further democratic

developmentsin Europe.
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Dimension of 

populism

Exclusionary Inclusionary

Material Appreciate the benefits from the 

redistribution of goods; Aims at 

defending the right to distribution from 

ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ΨhǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǿƘƻ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀōǳǎŜ 

them

Redistribution is being oppressed by global, 

neoliberal capitalism; It is the system ςnot the 

ΨhǘƘŜǊǎΩ ςwhich is to be changed; Does not abstain 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭƛǎƳΩ ƻǊ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǎƳΩ

Political Rejection of the existing norms 

ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ όΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ 

ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƴŜǎǎΩύΤ hǇǇƻǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƻ ΨhǘƘŜǊǎΩ

Rejection of representative democracy for not being 

democratic enough; Appeals for more egalitarian 

participation; Universalistperspective on citizenship

Symbolic The People = the Nation, based not on 

citizenship, but on ethnic (and cultural!) 

background; Elites and establishment 

are excluded from the Nation; 

Integrates mainly cis men

Ψ¢ƘŜ tŜƻǇƭŜΩ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘŜǊƳ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ 

often; Construed rather as an economic class, 

exploited by transnational processes; Heterogeneous 

and inclusive view on gender

Attitude 

towards the EU

Skeptical toward further integration; 

the EU is disrupting traditional values 

and taking away national sovereignty

Mostly skepticaltowards deepening the integration; 

EU as a non-democratic and neoliberal, capitalist 

structure; They propose drastically reforming EU or 

leaving it; Inclusive populism in CEE is more 

euroenthusiastic

Table 1: Exclusionary and Inclusionary populism in different dimensions

Source: (Muddeand RoviraKaltwasser, 2013), own study.
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Thenumber of actors falling into the categoryof ΨǇƻǇǳƭƛǎƳΩgrows,and consequentlydoes the category

itself. Especiallythe post-Sovietregionof Centraland EasternEurope(CEE)ςbut it canalsobe saidabout

ΨƻƭŘΩEuropeancountries,especiallyItaly andFranceςprovidefor sucha case,asthesecountriesare going

through a populist boom in numbersand relevanceof parties dubbed populist. But here an interesting

duality can be clearlynoted, as what is consideredpopulist refers both to radical,extremist, or far-right

parties,which are well-recognizedthroughout the whole Europe(.ǳǑǘƝƪƻǾł, 2018), but also to a growing

number of parties running illiberal governmentsthroughout the region. Ben Stanleyoffers a distinction

between right-wing and centrist populisms(Stanley,2017) referring to ideologicaldistinctionsbetween

ΨƘŀǊŘΩandΨǎƻŦǘΩorΨƳƻŘŜǊŀǘŜΩpopulism. But to equatethesepartieswith, or evencomparethem to, ultra-

right extremiststhat dwell on the peripheriesof the political systemis misleading,sincethe former have

been involvedin governmentfor yearsnow and haveeven longer contributed to the system,which their

election rhetoric disparages. Moreover, wheneverthey seizepower, they do not alter the systemin any

substantialway,but rather capitalizeon the mechanismsandpower structuresin placein order to radically

expandtheir influence,tighten their control of institutions, and augmenttheir financialresources. In this

way, they quicklyproducea new establishment,a broadΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭŦŀƳƛƭȅΩthat bindstogether state-owned

and private companies,media, and the judiciary and is additionally reinforced by a web of clientelist

connectionswith their voters. Additionally, they reform the very systemof political institutions in ways

designedto perpetuate their government. As Urbinati (2019) observes,appearancesof democracyare

retained,eventhoughradicalpoliticalchangeisunfoldingin termsof the personnel(aspolitical institutions

are handedover to loyalists)and the logicof institutions (which are harnessedto benefit the incumbent,

rather than safeguardingdemocracy). However,all these alterations leavethe hegemonicfoundationsof

the economicandsocialstatestructureslargelyintact andunchallenged.

In terms of the objectivesof the EUARENASproject, populismseemsto poseat leasta two-fold challenge.

First,it is the growth of chauvinism,xenophobic,racist,homophobicandmisogynistattitudes that is fueled

by politicians,pundits,andςasrecent studiesare revealingςhostile foreign agents(Graffand Korolczuk,

2021; Jankowicz, 2020; Kurowskaand Reshetnikov, 2018a, 2018b; Sakwa, 2022). Thesenarratives,almost

alwaysconnectedto the anti-EUagenda,are both an existentialthreat to the Europeanintegrationproject

(asBrexithasshown),and a generalthreat to anypro-democratic,egalitarian,and inclusiveactions. Right-

wing extremismcan disrupt deliberationand transform participation into violent, discriminatorypractice.

On the other hand,we have(pseudo-)populistgovernments,that are drivenby opportunismandcronyism

rather than by ideology,but nonethelesswill be hostiletowardsanyuncontrolleddemocraticparticipation,

whether deliberativeor not. On the contrary, their aim is to dismantlemechanismsof democraticcontrol

and accountability,rather than sharepower with citizens. Finally,we have left-wing populismswho are

clearlymore in favor of democracyand participation andςin manycasesςcan be perceivedasalliesof

enhancingdeliberativeandparticipatorygovernance. Not only do they sharecommonidealsof democracy

and inclusion,but can also act as radical remindersof missedor overlookedinequalitiesand injustices,

reorienting the discussion. However,their stronganti-systemicstancemight lead them to disengagement

with official, institutional politicsςbe it at the EU,state,or local levelςespeciallyin its deliberativeform,

and rather focuson buildingalternativecommunitystructuresor engagingin protestsand other counter-

politicalandcounter-culturalactions.

***

Thepicture of crisisςor rather a plethoraof multidimensionalandmulti-aspectcrisesςthat we described

in this chapter,portraysa wide variety of challengesthat our project aimsat addressing. In the following
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parts,we will keepon returningto the issuesandchallengesmentionedabove,in order to presenthow the

currentstateof debateon democracytacklesthem in moredetail in the fieldsandtopicsthat arecentralto

the EUARENASproject. Byexamininghow theoreticiansandresearchersof democracy,urbanstudies,social

movements,politics,and governancenavigatethesequestions,we wish to point to practicesor ideasthat

might be inspiring, but also cautionary to action researchundertaken in the project. We also hope to

elucidatenew lacunaeand connectionsbetween existingpositions to move the frontiers of the debate

further thanksto learningfrom the outcomesandproceedingsof the EUARENASproject.
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2 Cityandpolitics

Whendiagnosingthe crisisof the current modeof operationof liberaldemocracy(indirect,parliamentary),

it is worth raisingthe issueof where new forms of a democraticsocietycan be found. It is interestingto

what valuesof democraticculture (e.g. freedom,equality,self-determination,solidarity)theseforms refer

to and what meanings,senses,norms, patterns concerningthe functioning (existence,organization)of

communitiesare revealedin them. The secondquestion refers to the spacesin which these forms are

realized. Aspart of the EUARENASproject, we assumethat the city is the spacefor the developmentof a

democraticsociety. Todayit is a kind of laboratory of new forms of democracyand the results of the

experimentsmay determine whether this system will survive at all. The activity of grassrootsurban

movements for greater and more direct influence of citizens on decisionson how to solve social,

civilizational,economic,andpoliticalproblemsisparticularlysignificanthere. Onthe other hand,state-level

representativepolitics becomemore and more alienatedfrom the people,and urban spacesςwith their

geographicaland cultural ΨproximityΩto their citizensςare becomingmajor arenasof the exertion of

participatory and deliberativedemocracy. Thisambiguoussituation, combiningunique opportunities and

challenges,is the backboneof researchand political actions that we undertake As one of the project

documentsstates,

EUARENASoperates within cities recognizingthat they are centers of productive and social

innovation, attractors of multi-sectoraland scalableknowledgeand competencies,characterized,

however, by different dimensionsof fragility: physicalin the vulnerability to climate changeand

environmentaldisasters; spatialin the conflictingrelation betweensettlements,environmentaland

infrastructures; economic in the difficulty of directing investmentsand in the vaporousnessof

competitive capacities; social in the risks of inequalities,demographicvariations; health, lack of

equalaccessto opportunities(D2.2: 7).

In the D1.1 ConceptualFramework,we discussthe placeof the city in the current model of the European

Multi-Level Governance1 scheme and identify the main human and non-human actors that are key

stakeholdersin the process(D1.1: 23-27). Thisis further integratedinto the methodologicalframeworkand

protocol from WP2, especiallywhen the multi-stakeholderapproachfrom D1.1 is combinedwith the Co-

CityCycleand the Quintuplehelix model (D2.2: 20-22). But the current debateon citiesand democracyis

much broader than these formal or technicaldiscussionson political governance. Thecontext of the city

was crucial in giving birth to ancient (Greece)and medieval (Italy) forms of democracy. Thus, in this

deliverable,we want to go beyondinstitutional andpolitical debatesandreachout to the most prominent

discussionthat seescities as particularlysuited forms of organizationthat are capableof developingand

sustainingnot only new tools andtechniquesfor democraticparticipationbut evennew formsandmodels

of democraticpolitics.

2.1 Urbanand globalutopias

Why is the discussionabout the future of democracyfocusedon cities?What is important here is the

increase in the political role of cities on a global (although also local) scale, which has often been

emphasizedin the last dozenor so years. Accordingto BenjaminR. Barber,cities that were the original

incubatorsof democracyareonceagainbecomingits enclaveandits greatesthope. Hepointsto the failure
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of national projects, especially in terms of promises of independence,freedom, and civil liberties.

Accordingto Barber,the spacesin which the flows within the globalnetwork of connections(economic,

political, technological,cultural) are concentratedare contemporaryurban organisms(he refers to such

examplesas New York,Bogota,Singapore,Seoul,Rome,Athens,Hamburg,DŘŀƵǎƪ, ²ǊƻŎƱŀǿ). Theurban

spaceappearsas a sphere of creativity, innovation, community of interests, participation, citizenship,

political pragmatism,and solutionsthat reduceconflicts. Modern democracyis a community(hereBarber

refers to JohnDewey'sconcept)that connectspeople through collectiveactionsand symbolsorganized

around socialcommunication. It is a vision of a civic societyconsistingof residentsof global cities who,

when associatedat grassrootsςand therefore voluntarilyςcooperateacrossexistingbordersor divisions

and politically strive to achieve the common good. Edward Glaeslerhas similar hopes for the city,

recognizingit as the greatestinvention of man, which makespeople richer, wiser, greener,healthier, and

happier. LikeBarber,heclaimsthat the city is the bestplaceto live andthe besthopefor the future.

BarberandGlaeslerstart from the premise,knownat leastsincethe time of Aristotle,that the community

is calledto achievegood. Themeaningof the word polis in ancientGreece,more than with a limited, small

area,wasrelatedto the way in whicha political communitywasmanagedto unite citizensliving in cities. A

more important element than the ΨǳǊōŀƴƛǘȅΩof the systemitself was its form/organization. Barber in If

mayorsruled the world (2013) proclaimedthat the city's epic history has come full circle and in today's

globalizedworld, asin the civilizationalandpolitical beginningsof our species,citiesare a breedingground

for democracy. Thebasicquestionposedby the Americanpolitical scientistisΨŎŀƴcities savetheǿƻǊƭŘΚΩ.

Already in the first paragraphof the book, Barber declaresthat he believesin such a possibility. After

millenniaof empiresand monarchies,after the burdensbrought about by the invention of nation-states,

the only recipefor the survivalof democracyaregloballyconnectedcities(Barber,2013: 3). Currently,more

than half of the world'spopulationlivesin urbanizedareas,and in this sense,citiesturn out to be not only

a civilizationaland political cradle but also a destiny (future). Ψ¦Ǌōŀƴƛǘȅmay or may not be our ƴŀǘǳǊŜΣΩ

writes the author of If mayorsruled the world, Ψōǳǘit is certainly our history, for better or for worse,

through opportunitiesand projects,it determineshow we live, work, play andƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘΩ(Barber,2013: 4).

Fromits inception,modern democracyhasstruggledwith the problem of how to reconcileparticipation,

which necessarilyhasa localdimension,with a central authority. Theanswerto this challenge,which the

nation-stateshavenot met, is to createa newkindof community.

In earlier times, communities, in their efforts to establish what was good and just, were to be

comprehensivelyself-sufficient and self-governing. Their democracydid not need to be based on any

external being, nor did it need to be incubated/produced. It remaineddependenton itself τ or more

precisely,on the will of its citizensτandthat wasits essence. Thisseemsto be the casewith Barber'sΨŎƛǘȅ

governments.ΩAlthough, as he assuresus, we would be dealing here with a movement of grassroots

initiatives,andnot with pre-approved,unifyingdirectiveslegitimizedby globallawsandprinciples,he does

not mean a variety of the GreekΨǳǊōŀƴΩdemocracyof anΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭΩcharacter,but the reproductionof a

system or order within the emerging new world-wide structures of knowledge, economics, and

management. Thereisa clearlackof localknowledgehere.

In turn, the aforementionedGlaeslerin Triumphof the City (2012) beginswith a critique of Rousseau's

views,expressedin the famoussentenceof the Frenchphilosophersayingthat citiesΨŀǇǇŜŀǊto be the

abyssof the humanǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ. Glaeslerstrives to prove that today's urban centers are the healthiest,

greenest,and most attractive placesto live in both economicand cultural terms.¢ƻŘŀȅΩǎcities with their

possibilitiesof cooperationbringhistoricallight to the humanspecies.Ψ¢Ƙƛǎis becauseashumanswe learn
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so much from eachother, we teach more peoplearound us. Urbandensitygeneratesa constantflow of

new information, coming from the observationof other people's failures and successes. In the great

metropolises,people can find communitieswhose members share their interests, just as Monet and

Cézannefound themselvesin nineteenth-century Paris. Citiesmake it easierto observe,listen and learn,

[...] they makeus all moreƘǳƳŀƴΩ(Glaesler, 2012: 247). In other words, the city intensifiesthe powersor

abilitiesof man. Democracy,printing,andmassproductionare just someof the manyinventionswe owe to

urbanization (Glaesler, 2012: 250). Nowadays,thanks to global nodes, centers creating new ideas,

generatingknowledge,andintroducinginnovativeglobalsolutions,citiesarecharacterizedby extraordinary

growth in almosteveryareaof life.

The thoughts of Barber and Glaesleracorrespondto many thesesdevelopedas part of global studies

coveringboth the role of citiesin the modernworld (Sassen1998, Glaesler2007, Hannerz1980) andissues

relatedto the managementof Westernmetropolises. Theyarealsopart of the trend of thinkingabout ideal

cities of the future, which includesthe publicationsof RichardFlorida(2002) and JanGehl (2010). More

generally,they belongto a broaderNew Urbanparadigmof ideasabout globalurban spaces. Oneof the

variantsof this type of ideaisa smartcity, emphasizingthe role of new technologicalsolutionsin urbanized

areas. It is about innovative electronic systemsto improve the managementof urban infrastructure,

digitization, collection and processingof data which allow for a better understandingof the processes

taking place in modern cities and the creation of rationalizingprojects in the field of public transport,

energy resources,municipal resource management, security (Townsend 2013). However, large-scale

monitoring of citizens' behavior may raise concernsabout freedom and the right to respect privacy,

especiallysincewhen SmartCity strategiesare implemented,their focus is on technological,rather than

socialdevelopment(Masiket al., 2021). It alsoresultsin the centralizationof decisions. In this way, it may

but doesnot haveto find itself in oppositionto the ideaspropagatedwithin the frameworkof deliberative,

participatory,andagonisticdemocracy. It contributesto improvingthe qualityof life andefficiencyof urban

institutionsbut promotesthe dictatesof datain placeof the agencyandwill of citizens.

Is it possibleto sharethe optimismof political scientistsand economistslike Barber,Glaesler, Florida,and

Gehl?Almosta decadehaspassedsincethe publicationof their worksand it is difficult to saythat Asian,

European,or Americancitieshavebecomereal centersof power. Citiesare connectedby globalnetworks

of dependenciesthrough which ideasand solutionsto specificproblemsare transferred,but doΨƳŀȅƻǊǎ

rule the ǿƻǊƭŘΩΚThe influenceof nation-statesand international organizationsor associationshasby no

means diminished. In addition, in the case of today's global cities, various competitive and mutually

contradictoryvisionsareemergingregardingsocial,economic,and infrastructuraldevelopmentand,above

all, different ideasof the commongood. Citizenshipseemsto mix with individualism,communalitywith

particularisms,state power with self-government,globalismwith locality, and materiality with digitalism.

Naturally, global networks of capital and information connectionsare of great importance for the

development of the neoliberal world, in which large international corporations, financial institutions

(relatedto state entities),andother private organizationsplaya major role, alsoin the commodificationof

the managementof urban commonassets(Sagan,2017: 35-39). Themain beneficiariesof the multi-party

urban governanceare primarily the upper and middle classes. Theyseemto havethe greatestimpact on

defining what the public good is (includingwaysto solvesocial,infrastructural,environmentalproblems,

etc.). Among the issuesimportant for the representativesof this stratum, we can mention openness,

diversity, self-development,mobility, creativity, innovation,health and recreation,greenery,visualorder,

andeconomicandculturalwealth. Themiddle-classlifestyleis conduciveto sustainingthe traditional urban
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model of governance. Its representativesare ready to use or implement ideasand solutionsdeveloped

from the bottom-up by local activists,artists, and animators,as long as they seempolitically (electorally)

beneficial. Thecloserthey are to the patternsalreadyfunctioninggloballyand coincidingwith classtaste,

the more willing they are to apply them2. Meanwhile, the importance of economic inclusion and

redistributive policiesdirected at the most vulnerableclassesis consideredcrucial for sustainablelocal

development,andmoreover,it needssupportandcoordinatedactionfrom the regionalor state level (Katz

and Nowak,2018: 146ς147). Thisis one exampledepictingthat a truly democraticdevelopmentof urban

sites can be limited both by its internal structural composition and external dependenceon central

regulatorypolicies.

Yet, despite numerous challengesdemocratic innovations and developmentsneed to face in recent

decades,there are many instancesof citizensΩcreativity and engagementbeingenactedin new waysand

contexts. Changesin a particular spacecan quickly spread on a global scale. Moreover, in the era of

globalization,both the authorities governingmetropolisesand representativesof urban movementscan

plan and coordinatetheir activitieswith other entities, even if theseare located thousandsof kilometers

away. Nowadays,the chancesof successare givennot only by local cooperationbut alsoby the useof a

global network of information flow. In both cases,we rely on material, physicalelementsof reality, the

existenceof which we must not forget, but it is necessaryto agreewith Barberand Glaesler, that what

today determinesthe importanceof cities and the transformationsthey can undergoare processesand

phenomenaof a globaldimension. JustinMcGuirk,in the introduction to his book RadicalCities,cites the

famous exampleof Porto Alegre,Ψwhich in 1989 initiated a policy of participatory budgetingthat gave

citizensan activerole in determininghow publicmoneywasspent. Within sevenyears,spendingon health

andeducationhadrisenfrom 13percentto 40percent. Thiswasa potentiallyrevolutionaryreversalof top-

down politics. Its effectivenesshasdiminishedin recent years(following a swingto the right in the 2004

localelections),but PortoAlegreis now a touchstoneof bottom-up urbanmanagement,andthe policyhas

beenimplementedby more than 140municipalitiesacrossthe country,and3,000acrossthe worldΩ(2014:

37-38). The latest estimatesindicate that in 2018 the number grew to 7500, and in 2019ςover 11000

instancesof participatory budgeting acrossthe globe (Diaset al., 2019), making it one of the fastest

spreadingdemocraticinnovationsin history. It is alsoa rare exampleof democratictools beingtransferred

from the GlobalSouthto the GlobalNorth.

But the growing importanceof networking structuresdoesnot come with a lossof autonomyand self-

dependencyof the cities involved,at least in someareas. Evendeclaringhis far-reachingskepticismabout

the optimistic diagnosesof Glaesler'sarguments,and calling for urban revolutions,Polisharchitect and

urbanplannerKrzysztofNawratekadmitsthat

the only reason for the flourishing of modern cities is the fact that they are the nodes of the

network of global'tides'. It is thesetidesςof capital,of people,of ideasςthat constitute the city.

The city, therefore, exists in its instability, and the freezing of the άtideέmust result in its

destruction. Despitethis, modern cities are trying, in a sense,to άtrapέthe tides. Theydo it in

different ways and focus on different tidesςfrom capital through industry or trade, to people

(Floridianάcreativecapitalέ). However,they are aware(or at leastshouldbe) that this is an activity

doomedto failurein the longrun (2012: 18).

It is an important point that although the social classfocusingon development,creativity, innovation,
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health,greenery,andculture stimulatesthe developmentof cities,favoringthe visionsandcurrent policies

of the authorities managing them, its mobility, combined with the economic nomadism of global

corporations, the relocation of production and services to places generating lower costs of labor

organization,causesuncertaintyabout the future. Consideringthe above,it canbe saidthat, dependingon

whether it is mayorsor urbanactivists,there are alwayswider groupsof people,thanksto whosesupport

efforts to transform are gainingmomentum. The result of a changeis therefore the broadest possible

communityof interests.

2.2 Reclaimingthe city asmaterial andsymboliccommons

Thecity hasbeen and will be an areaof concentrationof political struggles. Theinterest groupsin it are

constantlystrivingto achievethe goalsthey set. It isanuninterruptedmovementin whichindividual,social,

self-governmental,state,andcommercialentitiescompetingwith eachother try to convincevariousurban

environmentsof the rightnessof their ideas,projects,solutions,postulates,demands,or claims. Although

behindthisΨǊƛƎƘǘƴŜǎǎΩthere often standrelationsof power andmaterialbenefits,within the frameworkof

a democraticsystemdisputes,tensions,struggles,aswell asvariousformsof cooperationandparticipation

are ultimately to servejustice,usefulness,and the commongood. Aswe havealreadyemphasizedin this

report, the pursuitof this gooddoesnot necessarilyhaveto, or perhapsshouldnot evenmeanconsensus3.

ChantalMouffe (situated more to the left side of the political spectrum than the liberals Barber and

Glaesler) believesthat the most important thing is to allow as manyentities and interestsas possibleto

speak,as well as to acceptthe disputebetween them. Theagonisticpluralismpresentedby the Belgian

philosopherdoesnot follow the traditional Marxist trail ςit doesnot seeka final solution to the conflict.

On the contrary, if the conflict ceasedto exist at all, the democraticsystemwould collapsewith it as a

result of deprivingit of the spacefor disputebetweendifferent political positionsςthis is theΨǇŀǊŀŘƻȄof

ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΩ(Mouffe, 2000). It is the city that is the most important arenaof conflictsconcerningthe future

of democraticcommunities. Aspart of thesedisputes,innovativesolutionsare beingcreated,also in the

field of creatingnewformsof democracy(co-decision,co-governance).

Accordingto Mouffe, the ideal political arenaςthat is, in the perspectiveadoptedhere, the cityςshould

enablethe articulationof all viewsandpostulates,regardlessof age,gender,sexualorientation, skincolor,

and ethnicity of citizens. Thegreater the degreeof inclusion,the more different voices,and at the same

time the more farewellsto dreamsof a mythical consensusthat we know from deliberativedemocracies

(Rawls,1993; Habermas,1996), the more spacefor different ways of life. Again, the city is first and

foremost diversity. It can strengthenthe foundationsof democracyand distanceit from its threatening

illiberality and the lurking trapsof populism. Mouffe's modelof agonisticdemocracyplacesa fundamental

boundaryconditionςpluralism,as well as the resultingantagonisms,as a permanentelement of politics

(Mouffe 2000). In contrast to the traditionally understoodliberal democracy,in the agonisticmodel it is

important to transform antagonismsinto agonisms,that is, to move from conflicts in which one of the

partiesmustbeΨŘŜǎǘǊƻȅŜŘΩΣto the acceptanceof the existenceof variousapproachesandpositionswithout

striving to eliminate pluralism in a diverseurban environment. Here Mouffe proposesthat political life

shouldinvolvenot only political partiesor stronglyestablishedsocialmovementsbut alsorepresentatives

of marginalizedgroups,whoseagencyin the systemof liberaldemocracyis usuallysuppressedand limited.

It is thereforea questionof broadeningthe voicespectrumandcreatingconditionsconduciveto the search
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for appropriatesolutionsandthusstrengtheningdemocracy(2000).

Ashasalreadybeensaid,the questionof the crisisof the currentmodelof functioningof liberaldemocracy

andof wherenewformsof a democraticsocietycanbe soughtisconnectedwith the problemof values. Let

us emphasizeonce again[ŜŦƻǊǘΩǎclaim4 that democracyis a unique system organizedaroundΨŜƳǇǘȅ

ǎǇŀŎŜǎΩΣso by its nature doesnot haveuniversallyestablishedforms and rules,but rather impliesconstant

experimentationand searchingfor new solutions. It follows that democracymeansconstantlynegotiating

anew the most important issuesfor the communities. Searchingfor new solutionsto socialand political

problems certainly requires imagination and the sharing of experiencesand views, even if it is all

accompaniedby deep ideological disputes. Democracyis oriented towards the future, towards the

realizationof socialutopia. However,unlike the socialutopiasbuilt-in totalitarian states,whichwere based

on doctrinaireassumptions,the utopian nature of democracyis alwayssocialand communitarian. At this

point, it isnecessaryto return to the conceptof Castoriadis(1989), discussedin moredetail in the first part,

who saw politics as a collectiveactivity centered around the most broadly understood institutions and

societies. In other words, it is what constitutesus as a community(1989). In this sense,today it is often

saidnot somuchaboutΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΩasabout the political. It is therefore about buildinga new,better world at

all levels, from the immediate environment to attempts to create a better global order (as Barberand

Glaeslerwanted). The closest environment in which you can experiment with non-standard forms of

cooperationand innovativesolutionsis the neighborhoodand the city. In the latter, it is easierto liberate

and focus the potential energyof citizens. Suchenergycan be triggered by a senseof community and

convergenceof overridinginterests(qualityof life, security,cleanliness,aesthetics,wealth,etc.).

Thecrisisof democracyis certainlya crisisin the valuesthat underpinsociety. Thereis no doubt that we

are currently dealing with such a crisis,which can be seen not only in a collapseof a certain way of

functioningof institutions but which alsoand aboveall, affectsthe deepestfoundationsof sociallife. The

causes,symptoms,andconsequencesof the crisisaredescribedextensivelyin this report. Oneof the main

causesis growing social inequality, even among the most egalitarian democratic societies. It seems,

however, that the economicproblemshave revealedand at the sametime acceleratedthe processof

erosionof democraticvalues. Alreadyin the 70's the consensuson socialsolidarity,whichlayat the basisof

post-war economicand socialprosperity, collapsed. The consequenceof the collapseof socialsolidarity

was the crisisof political institutions. One of the most important mechanismsfor coordinatingactivities

between different groupsin societyhasceasedto work. In this way, the spacefor urban democracyhas

expanded. In the activist movements,one shouldseean attempt to fill it. Their representativesstrive to

increase social participation, to expand the right of citizens to decide on the directions of urban

development. Solidarityiseasierin a commonspaceclosestto the inhabitants.

But if democratic politics, in cities as in other political arenas, are based around communitarian

orientations,why do we observea constantgrowth of inequalitiesandexclusion?Thisisperhapsoneof the

most obviousparadoxesbrought by the neoliberalizationof the political discoursethat we describein

chapter 1.1, and it has also impacted valuesdriving urban governanceand development,especiallyin

Central and EasternEurope (Sagan,2016, 2017). On the other hand, the ideological dominance of

neoliberalismthat valuesprivacy, individualism,and a clientelist approachto public servicesand goods

causedthe creation and spread of the ΨǇǊƛǾŀǘŜŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎƘƛǇΩattitude that treats politics as means of

realizationof private interestsandneeds,without the needto considerΨƻǘƘŜǊǎΩΣespeciallymore vulnerable
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membersof the society.

Thissituation leadsto a necessityto reclaimthe understandingof the city as commons,not simplyas a

neutral arenafor a pluralistic(not necessarilyfair) rivalry of private interests. Thequestionof who the city

belongsto is one of the more important issuesconsideredby the researchersof urbanstudiesbut alsoby

urbanactivists,animators,etc. Thisis combinedwith a debateon how urbanspacescanbe used,andwho

is profiting from this use. Oneof the questionsposedin the debate is the availabilityof urban land to a

heterogeneouscommunity of residents,not just to representativesof the upper classes. This area of

reflection stems from the opposition to neoliberal practicesknown, for example,from ΨƎƭƻōŀƭŎƛǘƛŜǎΩΣin

which the dictate of profit leads to the commodification of various urban resources. The actions of

decision-makerswhichresult in sellingoff partsof the citiesin order to privatizethem whichbringsprofit to

narrow socialgroupsare subjectedto criticism. To maximizeprofits officialsbend the local regulationsto

suitƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊǎΩpreferencesignoringthe needsof other citizens. Suchpracticesfoster socialexclusionsand

intensifythe processofΨǇǳǎƘƛƴƎƻǳǘΩthe city residents(Foster,Iaione,2016: 282-283).

An alternativeto the neoliberalconceptof the city areproposalsfocusedon the categoryof communityor

commons. It is not, however, only about determining the owners of a given resource,but about ΨǘƘŜ

existenceof a commonstakeor commoninterest in resourcessharedwith other urban inhabitantsas a

wayof resistingthe privatizationand/or commodificationof thoseresources. In other words,the language

of the άŎƻƳƳƻƴǎέis being invoked to lay claim to, and protect against the threat of άŜƴŎƭƻǎǳǊŜέby

economicelites,a host of urban resourcesand goodswhich might otherwisebe more widely sharedby a

broaderclassof cityƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎΩ(Foster,Iaione,2016: 284). Thecity construedasΨŀŎƻƳƳƻƴǎΩallowsthe

spacefor reflection on creating more inclusiveand fair urban areas,not only on urban planning and

architectural levels but also on a socialone. It is certainly a reflection not only on alternative ways of

designingcities, but also on the managementof metropoliseswithout unlimited privatization,excessive

exploitation,andprofiting. ThismeansthatΨǘƘŜcity is a commonsin the sensethat it is a sharedresource

that belongsto all of itsƛƴƘŀōƛǘŀƴǘǎΩ(Fosterand Iaione,2016: 288). Theunderlyingideahere is the right to

co-decideon urban spaceand the right to co-create it. It remainsan open questionto developtools and

strategiesto implement this idea, but openingthe democraticimaginaryto the notions of the common

goodandsharedpublic interests,createsthe possibilityof envisioningcross-cutting alliancesandnetworks

of cooperation that in a long term will benefit the society as a whole, not through the immediate

satisfactionof individualneedsandinterests.

2.3 Urbansitesasarenasof a strategicstrugglefor democracy

Another reason for turning to urban locality was the disillusionment with the concept of ΨƛƭƭƛōŜǊŀƭ

ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΩΣi.e. one in which the will of the majority, interpreted by politicians,is crucial. In the classical

model of liberal democracy,the will of the majority is limited by a seriesof mechanismsdesignedto

safeguardthe inalienablerights of the individual. Illiberal democracyis either completelydevoidof these

mechanisms,or they are significantlylimited. Enactingdemocracyon the local level can,to someextent,

counterthesetendencies. In the absenceof influenceon nationalpoliticsςandthus the collapseof faith in

representativedemocracyςdealing with the immediate environment restores faith in one's own civic

agency. It alsomakesit possibleto seethe real effectsof the efforts made. However,indirect participation

in democraticpower, in addition to offering opportunities to strengthensocial relations, is increasingly

becominga promiseof a joint searchfor solutionsto the most important problemsof the lackof political

compassion,alsoin the globaldimension.
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Of course,the genesisof modernurbandemocracyshouldbe recognizedin variousplacesandtimes. Here

we canacknowledgethe civicmovementsof the 60s and 70s in the USA,the alreadymentionedideaof a

participatory budget built in Porto Alegre since 1989 (which is a hybrid of direct, deliberative, and

representativedemocracy)or the sloganof the World SocialForumthat took placefor the first time in the

samecity in 2001. Oneof the main catalystsfor thesetendenciesis the growingsocialinequality,which is

beingrevealedwith all its force in the caseof successiveeconomiccrises. Economiccrashesundoubtedly

causeda processof erosionof democraticvalues. At the sametime, however,locallythey strengthenedthe

senseof communityand solidarity,and the impulseto think and act to lead to the constructionof a new,

better world. Particularlyimportant here was the financialcrisisof 2007-2009, asa result of which many

newurbanmovementsςmostnotablyOccupyWallStreetandM15ςwerecreated. Forthe time being,it is

difficult to predict what generativeimpact the SARS-CoV-2 pandemicand the economicand energycrisis

related to the invasionof Russiantroops in Ukrainewill havein this respect. We will seethis in the near

future, but the preliminaryresearchconductedin the EUARENASpilot citiesof DŘŀƵǎƪand Voru suggests

that it was the representativesof grassrootsmovementsthat were most involved in helping refugees.

Especiallycentralauthoritiesdid little in this regard,while the responseof localgovernmentsvaried,anda

closerstudyrevealingimplementedpoliciesandstrategiescouldshedsomelight on their consequencesfor

dealingwith a politicalcrisisthat occurred.

Therationaleof liberaldemocracybasedon a free marketmakesfindingalternativeforms of a democratic

societyone of the most important tasksfacingthe Europeancommunity. Suchalternative forms appear

preciselyin the activitiesof representativesof urban movements,activist circles,and representativesof

publicly engagedcritical art. The growing philosophicaland political theory still seemsto underestimate

their importance sufficiently. This is becausethe tools it has developedare used to analyzeways of

reachingcompromisein the complexpolitical gameof liberal democracy. Meanwhile,moderndemocratic

movements(includingprotest or resistancemovements)often havean amorphousstructure,their actions

take non-standardforms, closerto artistic performancesthan to classicalpolitical actions,and the aim of

these practicesis not so much to seizepower, but aboveall to changepublic awareness,which in turn

servesto influencespecificdecisions. of authorities. Theoperationof the new movementsis therefore on

the border between political and culture-forming activity. If we agreethat the crisisof democracyis first

andforemosta crisisof democraticvalues,thesemovementshavea hugerole to play. Theybecomea kind

of forge of a new understandingof axial democraticvalues,and thus the shapeof the new democratic

world.

While we continuethe debateon socialmovementsand NGOsin chapter4.2 of this deliverable,here we

want to focuson how it portraysthe city asan arenaof politics. Oneof the fundamentalquestionsis how

variousactors,especiallyurbanmovementsςbut alsoactivists,artistic collectives,and aid organizationsς

participate in the new democratic project of implementing the axial values underpinning democratic

culture. Ashasalreadybeensaidabove,democracyasa form of governmentat its sourceis relatedto how

cities function (as in the caseof the Greekpolis or Italian city-states). In this space,the strugglefor the

realizationof democraticvaluestook placeand is still being playedout (anew). Contemporarycities are

increasinglybecomingan area of agonisticdiscussions,which not only refer to thinking in terms of the

common good of residentsbut also build a spaceof resistanceto national, ethnic, racial, and religious

concepts. Thediversityof lifestyles,convictions,and beliefswith an accompanyingsenseof commonality

forces us to develop identity strategies,often oriented in opposition to the idea of the nation-state (or

competingwith it). Thisopposition undoubtedlydefines the citizensof cities. Here, too, the forms that
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democracytakes today are revealed. The axial valuesof democraticculture and the proposalsfor the

functioningof communitiesthat lead to them meanconfrontation with the authoritieselectedwithin the

frameworkof representativedemocracy.

Althoughparticipatoryslogansmostoften seemto refer to decidingon the directionof changesin the local

dimensionand are often critical of the policyof town halls,asBarberrightly points out, the opponentsof

these movementsare national political forceswith vestedinterests. An important part of the postulates

presented by urban activists fits in ςor reflectsςglobal tendenciesto combat negative phenomena

affecting variouscommunities. Theseinclude,amongothers, the deficit of freedom, the lack of equality

and respectfor minorities, the low level of security,unequalaccessto educationand health services,the

pollution of the environmentand climatechange,the destructionof greenery,and the lackof respectfor

animalrights.

While in the field of thinking about the functioningof urban infrastructure,the crucialrole is undoubtedly

playedby the so-calledutilitarian values,perceivingthe city asa project, i.e.ΨǎǇŀŎŜin constantŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ

the areaof innovation,communityof interests,culturalparticipation,citizenship,artistic,aesthetic,ethical

and cognitivevaluesseemto be important. The first two types may remain lessaxial to the culture of

democracyitself (modernity,originality,beauty,order, contextuality,chaos,ugliness,devastation),but they

are presentboth in the processof shapingthe urbanspaceitself and the lifestylesoccurringin it, and thus

remaincloselyrelated to the forms of manifestationor actualizationof other typesof values. In particular,

it refersto ethicalvalues. Sometimesthey aredividedinto: 1)ΨƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩΣfocusingespeciallyon happiness,

freedom, anonymity, responsibility,and caring for the public good; and 2) ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜΩΣi.e. commonality,

equality,security,multiculturalism,local identity, the standardof living of residents,nature,ecology,etc. It

isdifficult, however,to sayto what extent the divisionis legitimate.

Consideringeverythingthat hasbeencharacterizedaboveandwhat will be describedin the further part of

this deliverableregardingparticipatory and deliberative democracyin urban areas,the most important

issuesthat ariseherecanbe listed:

ÅWherearenew formsof democracymainlycreatedanddeveloped(westor eastof Europe,large

or medium-sizedcities,centers, downtowns,or suburbs,etc.)

ÅWhocreatesthem (representativesof the middleclass,liberalprofessions,anarchistactivists)

ÅDothey takeon a similarshapeanddirection in individualEuropeancountries(dependingon the

economic and political situation ςe.g. Poland,Finland and Italy are in a radically different

situation)or do they differ significantlyfrom eachother

Å Is it possibleto point to the dominant trends(alsoaesthetic)presentin urbancenterslocatedin

different regionsof the continent

ÅHowareideasandpatternstransferred(who,how,whichway)

ÅAre they similar democraticvalues,suchas solidarity and community,or variousother social,

ethical,andaestheticvalues

Whenanalyzingthe new forms that democracyadoptsin contemporarycitieswith its axialvalues,suchas

communityandsolidarity,it is necessaryto constantlyrememberwhat the oppositeof thesevaluesis and

what the spiritus movensof urban movementsare, e.g. the inequalitiesemphasizedin this part of the

report. AsAndyMerrifield writes in his specificpoetics,the questionof whosecity it isςtheŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩΚ

the ŜƭƛǘŜǎΩΚΣthe ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩΚςkeepsrecurring. Accordingto the author of TheNew UrbanQuestion(2014),

the answeris quite simple: ΨƛǘΩǎthe ǇŀǊŀǎƛǘŜǎΩcity, and their progenyis a specieswe can now label the
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parasiticcity. A parasite,remember,is an organismthat feedsoff a largerάƘƻǎǘέorganism,an uninvited

diner at the lodgewhoŘƻŜǎƴΩǘpayfor their grub. Parasiteschompawayat the common-wealth the world

over, eatingawayinsidethe socialbody, strippingǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩassets,foreclosinghomes,dispossessingvalue

rather than contributinganythingtoward itsŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴΩ(Merrifield, 2014: 109). In today'scities,socialwealth

is largelyconsumedby wasteful enterprisesadministeredby political and economicelites. Thismodern

aristocracysquandersfor its own benefit the creativepotential of other citizens,prosperingthrough the

constantimplementationof unproductiveforms of activity andΨaŀȅōŜthe greatestreform and strongest

prophylacticagainstparasiticinvasionis democracy,a strengtheningof participatorydemocracyin the face

of too muchrepresentativedemocracy,especiallywhenrepresentationismadebypublicservantsintent on

defendingprivate gain. Governmentas we currently know must be terminated. We need to root out the

virus,all thosebloodsuckerswho leechlife from the generativesocialōƻŘȅΩΣMerrifield adds(2014: 113).

***

Currentdebateson the city asa political arenatend to mix two perspectives. On the one hand,there is an

idealistic,utopianvisionof localitybeingthe global(sic!)cradleand the pinnacleof democracy,with urban

developmentasa vehiclefor tacklinginjusticesandchallengesof inequality,exclusion,climatechange,etc.

On the other hand, there are pessimisticand even fatalist visionsof cities as predominantlybourgeois

constructs that became safe havens for financial elites and creative middle-classes,with liberty and

pluralismbeingonly a façadeof democracy. Thesetwo visionsdo not necessarilyexcludeeachother, as

one refers to a utopian future and the other is based on current discontents, but if they become

disentangled,as is the casein narrativesproposedby Barberand Glaesler, they might bring no positive

results. If the utopianvisionof the future doesnot accountfor the actualexclusion,suffering,precarization,

and proletarianizationof the vast majority of inhabitantsof the citiesςas well as of rural areasthat are

closelyconnectedto them, e.g. by producingfood and energyor collectingwasteςtheseidealisticvisions

will be nothing more than soothingof the conscienceof what Merrifield calledΨǇŀǊŀǎƛǘƛŎŎƭŀǎǎΩ. On the

other hand,a purely fatalisticvisionof the city asa strongholdof the elitist perspectivesnot only omits its

creative potential in terms of democratic engagementbut can also lead to a populist vision of the

ΨŎƻƳƳƻƴΩgood, i.e. the one that will want to excludeat least some parts of the society that will be

consideredΨŜǾƛƭΩandΨŎƻǊǊǳǇǘΩ.

Thegoalof the EUARENASproject requiresa carefulcombinationof theseperspectives. On the one hand,

urbanutopianismis what primarilymotivatesus to recognizeit asa cradlefor new democraticinnovations

andfurther strengthenits opportunitiesin this context. Onthe other hand,we want the project to be truly

inclusiveand empoweringso that the tools and policy recommendationsthat we proposewill be able to

break the façade of the bourgeoispluralist society and create spacesfor broad participation and co-

creationof what the democraticcity mightbecome.
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3 Debateson deliberationanddeliberativedemocracy

Deliberationςand deliberativedemocracyςcomprisea secondkey concept for the EUARENASproject,

bringing focus to a specific type of participation that we want to enact to combat political and social

challengesand enhancecivicengagementin this process. Overalmost40 yearssincethe first formulation

of the ideathat deliberationcanbe a tool for achievingtruly democraticdecisions,the bodyof literature on

this topic hasbecomeimmense. Research,discussions,and practicalexperimentsrangefrom philosophy

throughpoliticalscienceto psychologyandcomputerscience. Wehavebriefly introducedthe historyof the

concept in the D1.1 ConceptualFramework(2021: 15-19) by focusingon the type I/type II distinction

betweenidealizedandmorepracticalmodelsof deliberation(Bachtigeret al., 2010), andby referringto the

4-generationsapproach(Elstubet al., 2016), whichconcludeshistoricstagesof the theoryandhow it led to

the embeddingof most researchand practicewithin the currentΨsystemicΩparadigm(Mansbridgeet al.,

2012). Sincethe problem has already been extensivelycovered in the literature, it is not our aim to

reproduceit, but rather to point out and focuson selected,most disputableelementsof these debates,

that aredirectlyconnectedto challengesrecognizedin the EUARENASproject.

In general,the questionsregardingdeliberation fall into two categories: in what way can deliberationbe

democratic?Andin what waycandeliberationimpactpolicy?Theseseeminglysimplequestionsare,in fact,

both very broad and deeplydebatedin manyacademicfields,asthey invokemanyfundamentalissuesof

deliberation, such as reasonand rationality, consensusand inclusion,justice and ethics, which are also

debatedon the outskirtsof theΨcoreΩof deliberativetheory,wherethe consequencesof power,knowledge,

leadership,andpoliticsarebeingdiscussedagainst(or in parallelto) deliberationists. Asthe current debate

on deliberation exceeds its philosophical origins, multiple disciplines bring their own approaches,

assumptions,and limitations to the table, makingthe debate on deliberation rather non-consensualand

problematic in many areas, spotlighting dogmatism, biases, and narrow-mindedness of not only

academiciansand researchersin all fields of deliberation,but also of political and socialstakeholdersin

theseprocesses.

The uniquenessof the EUARENASproject lies in its position at the intersection of theory and practice,

which enablesit to bring together people of different approachesand interests in deliberation. Invoking

relevantliterature cantherefore havea doubleimpacton the project. Firstof all, by bringingforth a better

understandingof the nuancesof the debate,we might be able to understandbetter our own attitudes to

the practiceof deliberationandwhat standsin the wayof reachingour objectives. Secondly,sinceveryfew

debatesare able to combineboth deeplyphilosophicaland theoretical reflectionswith unique,dedicated

empiricalandpracticalexperienceswe hopeto identify theoreticalgapsandinconsistenciesby highlighting

crucialdebatesand their blankspotsand designour researchto the effect of bringingevidenceshedding

light on theseissues. Therefore,we treat this part of the stateof debateboth asa wayfor theory to havea

meaningfulimpacton practiceandviceversa.

3.1 Deliberativedemocracybetweenrational consensusand inclusion

As we have noted in the introduction to this document, the understandingof deliberation within our

projects placesa political discussionat its core, but often conflates the two elements that justify its

democraticcharacter,i.e., consensualityand inclusiveness. However,theoreticiansof deliberationare not

alwaysin agreementthat they both can be merged,especiallyin political practice,where the sizeof the

public,the scopeof topics,andthe time for deliberationarelimited.
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Theemergenceof the ideaof deliberativedemocracyin the worksof Habermas(1984, 1987, 1992), Cohen

(1989), and Rawls(1971, 1993, 1997) completelytransformedthe world of democratictheory. But when

movingfrom philosophicalideal towardsmore applicableforms,prerequisitesof deliberationςadherence

to purely logical,rational argumentation,leavingthe categoryof self-interest behind,and a closefocuson

reachinga consensusςbecamemajor concernsof its adversariesor skeptics. This put transformative

pressureon the theory from the outside. Moreover,the requirementsof perfect deliberationto engageall

citizens,uncoverfull knowledgeon the topic, to providea comprehensiveconsiderationof everyargument,

demandan infinite amount of time andpublic resources. Thesehavebeenthe main concernsof scientists

who supportthe ideabut alsoseekits transformation. It isaroundthesetwo concernsthat deliberationhas

evolvedin the last threedecades.

Thedeliberativeideal quicklybecamerecognizedas not only difficult to achievebut even as threatening

democratic inclusion, consideringthe exclusivepotentiality of consensusand purely rational speech

(Dryzek, 2000; Gutmannand Thompson,1996; Young,2000). Thosearguments,especiallywhen raisedby

radicalscholars,postulatedabandoningthe idea of deliberation for the sakeof democracyςwe will get

backto theselater. But within the theory, they led to ΨǎƻŦǘŜƴƛƴƎΩits rigid conditions. Themain theoretical

input to this new model wasensuringthat the ΨŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎǘǊŜǘŎƘƛƴƎΩof deliberationretains its democratic

legitimacy,basedon the Habermasianuniversalityof the rational consensus5. The idea of consensushas

been expandedto cover all sorts of its partial, meta-forms, where the agreementcould end with the

mutual recognitionof the legitimacyof conflictingclaims,sharedunderstandingof the problem without

accordancewith the proposed solution or vice versa, entering into integrative negotiations, etc.

(Mansbridgeet al., 2010; Naurinand Reh,2018; Niemeyerand Dryzek, 2007). Thediscussionon meansof

communication,initiated mainly by Iris Marion Young(1996, 2000), led to the co-optation of additional

types of communication,such as rhetoric, story-telling, narratives,and greetings,as legitimate ways of

supporting the logical and evidence-based argumentation for those who struggle with high demands

imposedby the culturalandsocialpreconditionsof rationalspeech.

WhileYoungwasnot the only one to arguehow rhetoric, i.e., speechthat invokescertainemotions,canbe

successfullyused in deliberation, her argumentswent further than that. While other authors, such as

Gutmann and Thompson,in their acknowledgmentof a role for rhetoric and passion in democratic

discussionneverthelessmaintains a distinction between a kind of expression that is rational and

dispassionateand a kind of speech that is not (Χ) They also oppose reason to passion in a

misrepresentationof the position of somecriticsof deliberativedemocracy. Theyclaimthat somepeople

saythat for disadvantagedgroupsto gainan effectivevoicein the public forum, their representativesmust

makepassionaterather than rationalappeals(Young,2000: 64ς67)

In these passages,YoungrecallsΨŎǊƛǘƛŎǎof deliberativeŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΣΩmost notably ChantalMouffe. Her

argument laid againstliberal/deliberativemodelsof democracyas proposedby Rawlsand Habermasis

basedon a concernthat rationality is a hegemonicsocialconstruct,i.e. an expressionof dominant views

and disguisedrelations of power, therefore a consensuscan be only a mere strengtheningof already

existingpolitical norms, economicstructures and social roles (Mouffe, 1999, 2000). To strengthen this
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argument, AmandaMachin and GrahamSmith state that a consensus-oriented procedure leavesonly

accidental,but not intentional spacefor substantialplurality in values (Machin and Smith, 2014: 58).

KatarzynaJezierskaaddsthat consensusis evenputting an end to open,democraticdeliberation(Jezierska,

2019). Pluralitycomesfrom disagreement,a radicalstanceagainstthe arbitrarydistinctionbetweenwhat is

reasonableandwhat isnot (Decreuset al., 2014; Machin,2020; Rancière, 2010; Rostbøll, 2009). Therefore,

if deliberativeinclusionlimits itself to inviting formerly excludedpeopleto theΨǘŀōƭŜΩandrequiresthem to

speak the same language in which their initial oppression is rationalized and fortified, it is not

emancipatory,but a symbolicinclusionthat, in fact,preservesthe statusquo.

For Young,the first step to dismantlingrationality is to acknowledgethat ΨǘƘŜclaim that deliberative

democracywrongly privilegesargumentdoesnot wish to replacereasonwith passion,but rather claims

that passionaccompaniesǊŜŀǎƻƴΩ(2000: 67). Thisis further confirmedby empiricalstudieson emotions

and empathy (Mackenzieand Sorial, 2022; Morrell, 2010), which indicated that they are crucial for

deliberativerecognitionand understanding. But emotionsand reasonare intrinsicallyinterconnectedin a

way that limits the capability of reason. Cognitivebiasesor deeply rooted emotional beliefs can lead

deliberatingpeopleςindividuallyandcollectivelyςto the mistakesof judgment,misinterpretationof facts,

and poor reasoning(Scudder,2020; Urbinati, 2019), and deliberationalsoenhancesthe confirmationbias

(Dickinson,2020). SamuelBaggrefersto anothermechanismknownasΨƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎΩto showthat

humanreasonis alwaysshapedby hiddensocialandbiologicalmotivationsover whichwe cannotexercise

control. Assuch,our reasoningisbiasedςunintentionallyςin waysthat often turn out to be self-servingor

protective of our social identities. Thus (Χ) we are unlikely to achievepower-neutralizingdeliberative

conversionswith greater regularity than we alreadyobserve. Powerful citizensare unlikely to recognize

their agendasasάǎŜƭŦƛǎƘέ(Χ). BecauseourάǊŜŀǎƻƴέis constitutivelyshapedby our identity, much of the

άǎŜƭŦƛǎƘƴŜǎǎέwe exhibit is unintentionalandeveninvisibleto us; unconsciouslywoveninto the fabricof our

moral experience. (Χ) [Power corrupts by changingthe way we perceivethe world; by altering what we

recognizeasselfishor evil (Bagg, 2018: 261).

Hence,¸ƻǳƴƎΩǎclaim that passionsaccompanyreason is true and rightfully provide a breakthroughin

deliberativetheory by launchingthe conceptof the impossibilityofΨǇǳǊŜƭȅǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΩparticipation,although

it canhavea surprisinglyimpedingimpacton the epistemicoutcomeof deliberation.

But this does not concludethe debate on reason and inclusion. Let us have another look at ¸ƻǳƴƎΩǎ

argument. Initially,sheprovidesa compellingcaseagainstrationalityςindependentof how it isconstructed

ςas incapableof representingminor, excludedΨǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΩ. But in the end, she concludesher argumentby

expressingher belief that addingnarratives,greetings,and storytellingto deliberationis enoughto ensure

inclusionif they do not disturb the rationality of argumentation. All throughout the way, the goal of this

argument is to provide justification for these different means as supportive in the process of

argumentation. The analytical, thorough processof argumentation and evidence-based assessmentof

expertknowledgehasremainedthe endgoalof the veryprocessthat originatedfrom a deepcritique of its

keycomponents.

It is doubtful that just expandingthe rangeof acceptablemeansof communicationin deliberationbeyond

rational argumentationis enoughto solve the problem of its elitist exclusionismςespeciallywhen it is

rationality that actsasa final justificationfor decidingwhether certaincommunicationstrategiesshouldbe

consideredvalid or not. This approachcan help in recognizingexcludedpositions and reshapingthem

towards comprehensibilitywithin the hegemonicterms; to a certain extent, it can slightly broaden the

acceptablediscursivespectrum. But it would not seenon-rational discoursesas they are, i.e., with their
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own understandingof what is Ψreasonable,ΩΨnormalΩandΨtrueΩ. It is preciselythose elements that are

filtered by the requirement of rationality, even in the ΨsoftΩapproachof type II deliberations. However,

deliberativedemocratsdo not considerthosepropositionsasflawed,or not inclusiveenough. In fact, they

reject poststructuralistconcern that every act of inclusion is necessarilyexclusive(Thomassen, 2005).

Instead, deliberative democrats, especiallyHabermasin his book The Inclusionof the Other (2005),

recognizediscourseethicsasthe only universallyinclusivestrategy,basedon certainrational and linguistic

competenciesascribedto everyhumanbeing,suchas the ability to communicate,listen and respondto

arguments. Nevertheless,they keep on neglecting the cultural dimensionτeven the originτof these

competences,leavingdeliberativetheoryblind to numerousaspectsof socialinjustice.

The weaknessof this overlookingmatters so much especiallywhen we realize that most deliberative

democratsassumethat the epistemicvalue of deliberation comes from inclusion. The more cognitive

diversity6 of a deliberativeforum, the more capableit is of solvingcomplex,political issuesand providing

more elaborate, inclusivepolicy recommendations(Benson,2021; Estlundand Landemore, 2018; Min,

2016; Min and Wong, 2018). Helene Landemoreςcoming from a predominantly Rawlsianstrain of

deliberative theory ςgoes even further in this argument, claiming that the recognition of a fact of

ΨdifferenceΩ, ΨdisagreementΩ, or ΨpluralismΩis, actually, blocking the deliberative theory from reachingits

maximum,democraticpotential (Landemore, 2017a). Asshestates,simplyrecognizingplurality asgivenis

not enoughto ensure its epistemiclegitimacy,i.e., foundation in beingΨreasonableΩ. Shecriticizeswhat

seemto be crucialdevelopmentsof deliberativetheory for its practical implementation,i.e. softeningof

the demands for consensusbased on purely rational argumentation or turning to reciprocity and

recognition as crucial deliberative goals (Landemore, 2017a: 280; Cohen, 2009), endorsing a more

procedure-independent standard of objectivity (Landemore, 2017a: 281; Estlund, 2012). Therefore,

deliberation should be inclusive, but only if this does not impede reaching the difficult ΨtruthΩ. The

occurrenceand relevanceof this debate indicates, that even though most deliberative democratsare

enthusiasticallywelcomingthe transformation from type I to type II deliberation, it has not been fully

theorized whether by making it more feasible in practice it does not give up some of its democratic

promise. Or, to restate this questionin a different light, whether there is a way of combiningdemocratic

legitimacythat comesfrom inclusionwith the one that comesfrom consensus?Perhapsit is correct to

state that the Ψtension between the democraticprinciplesof consensusand diversity,however, remains

unresolvedandmight not evenneedto be resolved,asit functionsasa drivingforce for further democratic

innovationΩ(Asenbaum, 2016: 9)

But the argument against rationality goes far beyond deliberative democracy. There are numerous

convincingcritiquesof this approachin the field of political philosophy,especiallyregardingthe discursive

ethicsof Habermasandthe theory of justiceof Rawls. Asidefrom Mouffe andthe radical/agonisticstrainof

political theory that has been alreadydiscussedin this chapter, the critique camealso from within the

tradition of the FrankfurtSchool. RahelJaegginoted that the (liberal)pluralismgroundedin specific,shared

beliefsand valuesthat are reasonably(rationally)validatedin modern societies,is basedon a distinction

betweenuniversalmorality and particular,individualethics. But in deliberation,neither canreallybecome

its subject: universalclaimsthat underliethe whole processof deliberationare alreadyrecognizedasnon-

debatable,while ethicsis placedwithin the sphereof privateautonomy(Jaeggi, 2018: 30ς34). Deliberation

should abstain from discussingboth its moral groundings,especiallythe notion of equal capacityof all
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participantsto discusson a basisof rationalargumentation,andfrom impedingthe individualautonomyof

ethicalbeliefsand values. Sheconcludesthat ΨǘƘŜabstinencedoctrine turns out to be an ideologicalself-

misunderstandingof the liberal neutrality thesis that obscuresthe fact that the selection of possible

evaluativedecisionsis alwaysalreadypre-decided in certain respectsby the institutional framework of

liberalsocietiesasǿŜƭƭΩ(Jaeggi, 2018: 36).

Moving to another philosophicaltradition, many theorists invoke interpretive (hermeneutic)arguments

basedon the work of LudwigWittgenstein (Norval, 2007; Temelini, 2014, 2015; Tully, 2008; Wallgren,

2006). Theseauthorscompare²ƛǘǘƎŜƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎnotions of ΨǇŜǊǎǇƛŎǳƻǳǎǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΩandΨǊǳƭŜŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΩ

which resemble the processof evidence-based argumentation conducted under the rules of logical

reasoningthat brings people together towards a collective understanding. However, they point to a

multiple andambiguouscontent of theseconcepts,asrepresentationcanalsobe a misrepresentation; and

every rule to follow can be misunderstoodor ignored. Where the Wittgensteinianapproachdiffers from

radicaldemocratsis that rule-following is understoodas both discipliningand allowing for ςsometimes

even askingfor ςits ignoring or subversion. While the latter is less likely to happen, it allows us to

understanddeliberation asςunder certain circumstancesand in very limited capacitiesςcapableof

unexpectedchangesor evenradicaloutcomes. Whilethe exactresultdependson a particularconfiguration

of different ΨǊǳƭŜǎΩand ΨƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩςof speechand persuasion,media and expert knowledge,class

hegemony,and,of course,the impactof the official,politicalpowerςin thesetermsthey areall recognized

ascontingentand noΨǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭƛǘȅΩΣor in other words,no position of a meta-languagegame,needsto be

ascribedto anyof them.

Thishasat leasttwo important implicationsfor the way in which this approachcanbe usefulfor enhancing

our understandingof deliberation. First, it supports the claim that rationality necessarilyimplies some

ambiguity,alongsidethe possibilityof beingbrokenor simplyignored. Therefore,it cannotbe assumedthat

rationalspeechwill alwaysleadto the sameresult,or that the resultwill meanthe sameto everyΨǇƭŀȅŜǊΩin

the deliberativelanguagegame. Secondly,suchan understandingof the rule-following createsan intricate

link betweenthe underlyingconceptof languagein deliberationand its institutional surroundingςthe link

that has for long been ignored by mainstreamdeliberative theorists who assumethe impartiality of a

singulardeliberativeprocess,even when it is exposedto expert knowledge,political actorsorganizingit,

media and people who moderate it. To better understandthis division, it is necessaryto turn toward

political ontology and the distinctions between the modernist and interpretive approachesin political

science.

3.2 Modernist functionalismor interpretive approach?

The ontologicaldualismςand its inconsistencyςof deliberative theory has been recently studied by a

groupof scholars,mostprominentlyMark Bevir, NabilAnsari,andKaiChan. Thequestionthey askis Should

DeliberativeDemocratsEschewModernist Science?(Ansariet al., 2022), and the starting point for this

argumentis the recognitionthat the dominantsystemicapproachto deliberationis rooted in a functionalist

paradigm. Thesystemicapproachcombinesdeliberativemini-publics7 and other non-deliberativeparts of
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the politicalsystemto enhanceits overalldemocraticcapacities. DeliberativescholarsproposedaΨǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎΩ

turn in the theory (Mansbridgeet al., 2012; Asenbaum, 2022; Bevir and Chan,2021), which treats the

political systemasa whole, but with variouselements(institutions,actors,mechanisms,resources)taking

part in a ΨŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴof laborΩ. Thisapproachemphasizesthe need for placingdeliberation in well-crafted,

carefully recognizedplacesin this systemwhere it can have the biggestimpact on the decision-making

processor can overcomedemocraticdeficiencies. Focusingon the complexityof the systemrevealsthat

evenessentiallynon-democraticactorsor institutions canfoster deliberation,e.g., when it is organizedor

supportedby the privatesector,media,or academicexperts. Onthe other hand,this approachalsoimplies

further conceptualstretchingwhen it comesto featuresandrequirementsof the deliberativeprocess,asit

proposesa rethinking of the coercive,yet the irremovable role of emotions, self-interest, and expert

knowledgein deliberation. It is the acknowledgmentof thesecontingentelementswhere the argumentof

modernistsciencebegins.

Thesystemicapproachrelies on a premisethat sociologicalsystemsare operatingthrough fulfilling their

functions, just like mechanicalor biologicalsystems. What follows is that given functions,derived from

normativeclaimsabout epistemiceffectsand democraticlegitimacyof deliberation,are dependentsolely

on the designof the system,andthat canbe engineeredby policymakersandresearchersin a waythat will

makeits operation independentfrom the intentionality of humanactorsinvolvedin this process. In other

words, it is basedon an assumptionthatΨǘƘŜdeliberativesystemhas,either actuallyor potentially,a self-

active problem-solving logic independent of human ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΩ(Bevir and Chan, 2021: 8ς9). This

approachis extendedto the questionof evaluationof deliberativepractices,asfunctionalistsbothΨŘŜŦƛƴŜ

the goalsfor a deliberativesystemand then useempiricalmeasuresof outcomesto checkwhether it is

deliveringthoseƎƻŀƭǎΩ(Bevirand Chan,2021: 9), just like engineerstest their machinesin the modernist

paradigmof science. If the evaluationturns out negative,it is specificpartsor the relationsbetweenthem

which are to blameςbut not mistakesor malpracticesof individualactors. In the most extremecase,this

approachis present in the ΨŜǇƛǎǘŜƳƛŎΩturn describedin the first part of this chapter which assumesthe

objectivityof truth and its independencefrom the actualcontingenciesof the deliberationprocess,aslong

asthe deliberationis rationalandthe outcomeisconsensual(Landemore, 2017a).

On the other hand, there is an interpretive approach to deliberation, following DŀŘŀƳŜǊΩǎand

²ƛǘǘƎŜƴǎǘŜƛƴΩǎhermeneuticclaimsthat what underlieshumanexperienceand actionsare meaningsthat

we ascribe to the world and its different subjects and objects. Moreover, these meaningsare not

independentof the historic context and actual, social,and individual practice: they are constructedby

them. Finally,meaningsarenot set,but constantlyinconclusiveandfluctuating,andthey canrarelyςif ever

ςbe identical between two individuals. The same ambiguity relates to deliberation and deliberative

systems. First, within the interpretivist paradigm, it is the policy planner or researcher,whose own

intentionality should be consideredwhen designinga deliberative practice. That means that while

projectingor planningsuchpractices,we define the boundariesof the deliberativesystem(i.e. what is of

our interest aspotentially impactfulon deliberation,andwhat partswe decideto leaveout) pragmatically:

in accordwith our own interests,beliefs and previouslyacquiredmeaningsόΨǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎof ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΩύ

(Bevir and Chan,2021: 11). It does resemblewhat DeborahStone writes about public-policy planning

processwhere she criticizes the concept of ΨƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΩΣΨƴŜǳǘǊŀƭΩor ΨƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘΩpolicy advisorsand

consultants,who ought to simplytransmit the resultsof scientificinquiry to politiciansand policymakers.

However,suchpolicyadvisorsare not only biasedbecauseof their personalcognitivelimitations,but also

becausethey eventually need to engage in rhetorical argumentation that will conjoin the optimal
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