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Democracy:	Bridging	Facts	and	Norms	
REPORT:	EVENT	2	/	February	18-19,	2016	/	Academic	workshop	
Workshop	“Justice	and	Democracy:	Assessing	Political	Legitimacy”	
	
Report	//	March	2016	
Facts	
Thursday,	February	18,	13:30-17:30	and	Friday,	February	19,	09:30-17:00	
Location:	University	of	Zurich,	Main	Building,	room	KOL-H-320	
International	guest	and	discussant:	Philippe	Van	Parijs	(Université	Catholique	de	Louvain)	
Internal	discussants:	Monica	Ferrin	(UZH),	Marco	Steenbergen	(UZH)	
Participants:	12	(PhDs	and	Postdocs)	
Auditors:	ca.	3	
	
Description	
The	 tension	 between	 democracy	 and	 justice,	 which	 culminates	 in	 the	 question	 of	 democratic	
legitimacy,	 is	 a	 central	 topic	 of	 investigation	 in	 empirical	 and	 philosophical	 political	 studies	 on	
democracy:	 Is	 a	 government	 legitimate	 if	 citizens	 are	 fairly	 satisfied	with	 their	 democracy	 despite	
very	few	possibilities	to	participate,	to	candidate	in	elections,	or	to	exercise	individual	fundamental	
rights,	 as	 is	 the	 case	 in	 Russia?	 How	 democratic	 is	 a	 country	 with	 a	 constitutional	 law	 adopted	
through	a	popular	vote	that	bans	minarets,	and	thus	limits	the	religious	freedom	of	some	minorities,	
as	is	the	case	in	Switzerland?	Is	a	vote	legitimate	when	the	turnout	rate	is	relatively	low,	so	that	the	
majority	 that	 wins	 the	 vote	 represents	 merely	 a	 fraction	 of	 the	 population?	 Would	 more	 social	
justice,	for	example	instituted	by	a	form	of	guaranteed	basic	income,	improve	democracy?		
Far	 from	 being	 settled,	 these	 questions	 have	 important	 implications	 for	 real-existing	 democracies	
and	 processes	 of	 democratization.	 Substantial	 arguments	 should	 consider	 both	 the	 most	 recent	
developments	in	social	science	and	in	normative	political	theory.	This	interdisciplinary	workshop	thus	
aimed	 to	 bridge	 the	 gap	 between	 democratic	 ideals	 and	 practices	 by	 enhancing	 the	 dialogue	
between	political	theory	and	empirical	social	science	in	order	to	gain	critical	insights	and	to	provide	
better	guidelines	for	political	action.	
Out	 of	 39	 abstracts	 submitted,	 we	 selected	 15	 contributions	 and	 distributed	 them	 into	 3	 panels	
(three	 speakers	 couldn’t	 join	 the	workshop	 in	 the	 last	minute	 due	 to	 unexpected	 events).	We	 set	
these	panels	with	the	intention	of	mixing	theoretical	and	empirical	approaches	to	similar	topics.	This	
distribution	functioned	well,	thanks	to	the	work	of	our	discussants	and	to	the	feedback	of	the	other	
participants.	 The	 papers	 presented	 also	 gave	 the	 occasion	 to	 raise	 certain	 specific	 questions	
regarding	the	relation	between	facts	and	norms	in	the	study	of	democracy.		
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Workshop	Timetable	

	
Day	2	–	Friday,	February	19,	2016	–	KOL-H-320	
09.30-12.30	
	
09.30-10.00	
10.00-10.30	
10.30-10.45	
10.45-11.15	
	
11.15-12.30	

Panel	2:	Democratic	legitimacy	and	the	role	of	the	citizen	
Discussant:	M.	Ferrin	
6.	Julian	B.	Zuber:	‘Why	should	we	care	about	declining	partisanship’	
7.	Arndt	Leininger:	‘(Can’t	get	no)	satisfaction	through	direct	democracy’		
-	Break	
9.	Judith	Van	Ooijen:	‘Counterfactual	specific	support	as	hypothetical	
consent:	a	new	approach	to	political	legitimacy’	
*General	Discussion:	How	to	bridge	Facts	and	Norms	

12.30-13.30	 Lunch	break	
13.30-16.30	
	
13.30-14.00	
	
14.00-14.30	
	
14.30-14.45	
14.45-15.15	
	
15.15-15.45	

Panel	3:	Contested	democratic	legitimacy	
Discussant:	M.	Steenbergen	
10.	Alice	el-Wakil:	‘Direct	democratic	institutions	and	political	
(in)equality:	The	justice	of	the	procedure’	
11.	Josep	Ferret-Mas:	‘Political	legitimacy	and	independent	financial	
institutions’	
-	Break	
12.	Anatol	Itten:	‘Patterns,	key-conditions	and	causalities	in	public	
mediation	process’	
13.	Maximilian	Schubiger,	‘The	Cancellation	of	Popular	Initiatives	on	Sub-
national	Level	in	Switzerland’	

15.45-16.30	 General	discussion	
16.30-17.00	 Concluding	Statement	(Philippe	Van	Parijs)	and	wrap-up	

	
	
	
	
	

Day	1	–	Thursday,	February	18,	2016	–	KOL-H-320	
13.30	
13:45	

Welcoming	the	participants	
Introductory	session	

14.00-16.30	
	
14.00-14.30	
	
14.30-15.00	
	
15.00-15.30	
15.30-15.45	
15.45-16.15	
	
16.15-16.45	

Panel	1:	Democratic	legitimacy	and	justice		
Discussant:	P.	Van	Parijs	
1.	Mareike	Gebhardt:	‘Between	Hospitality	and	Hostility:	Postmodern	
Perspectives	on	Transnational	Justice’		
2.	Janosch	Prinz:	‘Towards	a	diagnostic	political	theory	of	democratic	
political	legitimacy’	
3.	Ivo	Wallimann-Helmer:	‘Intergenerational	legitimacy	in	democracy’		
-	Break	(Coffee	and	snacks)	
4.	Assaf	Rotman:	‘Distributive	justice	and	the	legitimacy	of	neoliberalism	
in	Israel’	
5.	’Jojanneke	Vanderveen:	‘The	legitimizing	force	of	democratic	
processes’	

16.45-17.30	 General	discussion	
17.30-18.30	 -	Break	
18.30-20.00	 Public	lecture:	Philippe	Van	Parijs	

“Justice,	Democracy,	and	the	Unconditional	Basic	Income”	
UZH	Main	Building,	Rämistrasse	71,	8006	Zürich,	Room	KOH-B-10	

20.30	 Workshop	dinner	
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Abstracts	of	the	presentations	
Panel	1:	Democratic	legitimacy	and	justice	

1.	Mareike	Gebhardt,	Universität	Erlangen-Nürnberg	
‘Between	Hospitality	and	Hostility:	Postmodern	Perspectives	on	Transnational	Justice’	

How	does	democracy	treat	the	Other?	This	question	becomes	more	and	more	virulent:	In	a	world	of	
transnational	 movements	 of	 citizens,	 sans	 papiers,	 and	 refugees,	 ›the	 democratic	 us‹	 needs	 to	
reconsider	 the	 approaches	 towards	 different	 types	 of	 ›them‹.	 Therefore,	 a	 reformulation	 of	
hospitality	needs	to	consider	that	democracy	welcomes	the	Others	not	only	in	legal	terms,	but	also	in	
terms	of	legitimate	procedures.	In	the	area	of	tension	between	facts	and	norms	justice	emerges	as	a	
democratic	goal	but	is,	nevertheless,	pushed	further	away,	withdraws	itself	from	realization.		
Hence,	how	do	we	welcome	the	Other	 in	a	 legitimate	fashion?	Central	to	that	question	is	a	debate	
led	 by	 two	 most	 influential	 lines	 of	 contemporary	 democratic	 theory:	 modern	 and	 postmodern	
thought	 draw	different	 attentions	 towards	 different	 (legitimate)	 forms	of	 hospitality.	Whereas	 the	
first	vote	for	universal	human	rights,	equality,	and	cosmopolitan	justice	and	sees	itself	more	or	less	in	
Kantian	tradition	(e.g.	Habermas,	Niesen,	Benhabib),	the	second	narrates	a	different	story	seeking	to	
identify	 the	 inherent	 pitfalls	 of	 modern	 democracy	 itself.	 Postmodern	 democratic	 theory	 is	 thus	
linked	to	formations	of	radical	critique	of	the	democratic	paradigm:	it	thinks	about	alternatives	to	the	
hegemonic	 liberal	thought	 in	 international	respectively	cosmopolitanism	theory	(e.g.	Brown,	Honig,	
Mouffe).		
To	 specify	 this	debate,	 the	paper	 first	 reconstructs	 the	discussion	 led	between	modern	 thinking	of	
trans-	 or	 postnational	 justice	 and	 postmodern	 critiques	 concentrating	 mostly	 on	 the	 eurocentric,	
paternalistic,	 and	 procedural	 matrix	 of	 modern	 cosmopolitanism.	 In	 that	 discussion	 different	
concepts	 of	 international	 law	 and	 global	 justice	 emerge	 that	 the	 paper	 seeks	 to	 sketch	 out	 for	
theoretical	analysis.	
Both	 modern	 and	 postmodern	 thought	 combine	 critique	 towards	 the	 relation	 between	 what	 is	
legally	 right	 and	what	 is	 (ethically	 or	 politically)	 just:	 International	 law	 does	 not	 always	meet	 the	
demands	 of	 justice.	 That	 is	 the	 core	 argument	 both	 lines	 of	 thought	 are	 starting	 from.	 But	 while	
modern	approaches	turn	to	ethical	concepts	reconciling	the	factual	with	the	normative,	postmodern	
analyses	seek	for	genuinely	political	frameworks.	This	difference	can	be	best	illustrated	by	outlining	
concepts	of	hospitality	that	can	be	found	in	modern	and	postmodern	arguments.	The	second	part	of	
the	 paper	 therefore	 turns	 towards	 the	 figure	 of	 the	 host	 and	 her	most	 important	 characteristics.	
Concentrating	on	 the	host	provides	 the	paper	with	an	analytical	 framework	helping	 to	 think	about	
(transnational)	justice.	Based	on	Kant´s	considerations	on	the	rightful	and	just	treatment	of	the	Other	
–	thought	of	as	a	 foreigner:	present,	but	strange	–	visiting	the	democratic	›Us‹,	 the	paper	analyzes	
Derrida´s	deconstruction	of	the	Kantian	tradition	of	hospitality.	Since	Kant	and	the	thinkers	located	in	
his	 tradition	 always	 need	 to	 ask	 who	 the	 stranger	 is,	 they	 force	 the	 visitor	 in	 a	 situation	 of	
assimilation	that	works	according	to	binary	codes	of	exclusion	and	inclusion	as	well	as	visibility	and	
invisibility.	 At	 this	 point,	 hospitality	may	 transform	 into	 hostility	 since	 ›We‹	warmly	welcome	only	
those	 ›We‹	 know.	 To	 avoid	 this	 trap	 of	 assimilation,	 Derrida	 illuminates	 the	 paradoxical	 relation	
between	hospitality	and	hostility.	Therefore,	he	votes	for	an	unconditioned	hospitality	as	recognition	
of	the	absolute	otherness	of	the	stranger	to	whom	I	want	to	be	a	good	host	despite	not	knowing	her.	
Regarding	transnational	flows	of	people,	only	hospitality	that	does	not	seek	to	assimilate	the	Others	
guarantees	just	ways	of	treating	those	who	come	to	›Us‹	for	shelter.	›We‹	do	not	need	to	know	the	
Others	for	being	good	hosts	–	do	›We‹?	
	

2.	Janosch	Prinz,	Queen’s	University	Belfast	
‘Towards	a	diagnostic	political	theory	of	democratic	political	legitimacy’	

Investigating	 what	 it	 is	 about	 democratic	 decision	 making	 procedures	 that	 citizens	 (do	 not)	 find	
legitimate	 is	 an	 important	 and	 pressing	 task.	 The	 simultaneity	 of	 dwindling	 numerical	 legitimation	
and	 increasing	 and	 pluralized	 demands	 for	 legitimation	 across	 European	 democracies	 points	 to	 a	
tension	 between	 citizens’	 expectations	 of	 democratic	 decision-making	 procedures	 and	 the	 status	
quo.	Neither	normative	accounts	advancing	abstract,	context-free	criteria	on	the	moral	right	to	rule	
and	obligations,	nor	empirical,	descriptive	accounts	measuring	how	far	citizens	(dis)agree	with	policy	
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decisions,	pay	sufficient	attention	to	the	democratic	demand	that	the	evaluative	frameworks	of	the	
citizens	be	 constitutive	of	decision-making	procedures	and	 for	 the	assessment	of	 the	 legitimacy	of	
the	 polity.	 In	 response,	 I	 will	 present	 a	 “diagnostic”	 approach	 to	 democratic	 legitimacy	which	 co-
produces	a	theory	of	legitimacy	through	continuous	engagement	with	the	citizens’	understanding	of,	
and	reflection	on,	democratic	decision	making.	
The	 diagnostic	 approach	 critically	 develops	 recent	 realist	 and	 pragmatist	 turns	 in	 political	 theory	
which	seek	to	generate	an	understanding	of	 legitimacy	from	the	close	engagement	with	the	actual	
political	 and	 social	 practices	 of	 legitimation.	Whilst	 these	 realist	 and	 pragmatist	 turns	 are	 a	 highly	
welcome	 innovation,	 they	 have	 thus	 far	 not	 adapted	 their	 mode	 of	 theorizing	 (methodology,	
research	design)	to	their	substantive	theoretical	claims.	I	will	argue	that	in	order	to	remedy	this	lack	
one	 needs	 to	 start	 with	 an	 empirical	 consultation	 of	 the	 citizens.	 This	 approach	 is	 driven	 by	 the	
conviction	that	in	order	to	enhance	the	quality	of	democracy	and	the	democracy	of	theorizing,	it	is	of	
utmost	importance	to	give	citizens	a	voice	about	their	frameworks	for	evaluating	legitimacy.	
The	work	of	diagnosis	consists	of	an	 iterative	process,	 in	which	the	theory	of	 legitimacy	will	be	co-
produced	with	the	citizens	through	interpreting	their	views	against	their	social	context(s)	to	reach	a	
preliminary	understanding	with	the	help	of	tools	of	reflection	(such	as	pragmatics,	ideology	critique,	
discourse	 analysis).	 This	 iterative	 process	 performs	 conceptual	 experimentation	 in	 the	 service	 of	
public	 self-understanding:	 once	 the	 citizens’	 views	 are	 worked	 into	 preliminary	 categories	 and	
concepts,	 they	 are	 fed	 back	 to	 public	 for	 further	 problematization.	 This	 approach	 reflects	 the	
commitment	 of	 citizen-based	 decision	 making	 to	 understanding	 democracy	 primarily	 as	 a	 way	 of	
giving	citizens	a	voice	and	agency	for	self-government.	Neither	telling	the	citizens	what	they	should	
find	 legitimate	 nor	 only	 representing	 their	 views,	 diagnostic	 political	 theory	 seeks	 to	 explicate	 the	
accounts	 of	 normative	 justifiability	 inherent	 in	 the	 stance	 the	 citizens	 take	 towards	 the	 different	
procedures	for	democratic	decision-making.	Diagnostic	political	theory	thus	makes	their	values	and	
presuppositions	explicit	and	facilitates	a	dialogue	which	incorporates	existing	typologies	of	legitimacy	
whilst	opening	them	to	conceptual	experimentation.		
In	sum,	 I	will	 seek	to	show	how	diagnostic	political	 theory	can	stand	the	way	 in	which	the	relation	
between	 theories	 of	 democratic	 legitimacy	 and	 their	 empirical	 basis	 in	 the	 views	of	 the	 citizens	 is	
usually	conceived	on	the	head	and	thus	democratizes	theorizing.	
	

3.	Ivo	Wallimann-Helmer,	University	of	Zurich	
‘Intergenerational	legitimacy	in	democracy’		

Intergenerational	duties	of	liberal	democratic	states	are	usually	defined	in	terms	of	intergenerational	
justice.	Depending	on	how	justice	and	democracy	relate,	the	spectrum	of	legitimate	policy	decisions	
in	democracy	 varies.	 In	 scholarly	 research,	 two	perspectives	on	 this	 relation	are	 suggested.	 i.)	 The	
implementation	of	a	just	societal	structure	takes	precedence	over	democracy	(Arneson,	2003;	Harris,	
2010;	 van	 Parijs,	 1996;	 Vanderheiden,	 2009).	 According	 to	 this	 view,	 democracy	 only	 serves	 the	
implementation	and	concretization	of	demands	of	justice.	Legitimate	policy	decisions	are	only	those	
that	do	not	run	contrary	to	the	realization	of	a	 just	societal	order.	 ii.)	 Justice	 is	constitutive	for	the	
possibility	of	democracy	 (Christiano,	2004,	2010;	Gould,	2004;	Pettit,	 1997,	2012).	 For	without	 the	
guarantee	 of	 minimal	 conditions	 of	 procedural	 and	 substantial	 justice,	 collective	 decision-making	
between	 free	 and	 equal	 citizens	 is	 not	 possible.	 Policy	 decisions	 that	 do	 not	 undermine	 these	
constitutive	conditions	of	 justice	are	 legitimate	 irrespective	of	how	just	they	are.	Viewed	in	 light	of	
these	two	perspectives	of	how	to	understand	the	relation	between	justice	and	democracy,	the	duties	
of	 intergenerational	 justice	 of	 democracies	 can	 be	 located	 on	 a	 line	 between	 two	 poles.	 i.)	 In	
accordance	 with	 the	 first	 pole,	 democracy’s	 duties	 of	 intergenerational	 justice	 consist	 in	
implementing	and	concretizing	the	demands	of	intergenerational	justice.	 ii.)	 In	accordance	with	the	
second	 pole,	 a	 democracy’s	 duties	 of	 intergenerational	 justice	 cannot	 consist	 in	 more	 than	
preserving	 the	 conditions	 of	 justice	 constitutive	 for	 the	 possibility	 of	 democracy.	 The	 aim	 of	 this	
paper	is	to	show	why	a	reasonable	justification	of	duties	of	 intergenerational	justice	for	democracy	
should	deviate	from	both	these	poles.	It	explores	the	conditions	under	which	deviations	are	justified	
and	 how	 the	 relation	 between	 intergenerational	 justice	 and	 democracy	 should	 be	 understood	 to	
assess	the	legitimacy	of	policy	decisions.	
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i.)	What	speaks	in	favor	of	intergenerational	justice	having	precedence	over	democracy	is	that	such	
precedence	could	minimize	the	danger	that	the	demands	of	future	generations	are	violated	due	to	
inadequate	 policy	 decisions.	 However,	 the	 spectrum	 of	 legitimate	 policy	 decisions	 in	 democracies	
could	be	 too	 restricted	by	 such	a	 claim	of	precedence.	 ii.)	 If,	 on	 the	other	hand,	 the	 conditions	of	
justice	that	are	constitutive	for	democracy	define	the	intergenerational	duties	of	democracies,	then	
this	danger	does	not	exist	because	 these	very	 same	conditions	of	 justice	make	collective	decisions	
among	equals	possible	in	the	first	place.	However,	such	a	justification	of	the	intergenerational	duties	
of	 democracies	 bears	 the	 risk	 of	 violating	 the	 demands	 of	 future	 generations	 that	 are	 not	 clearly	
proven	as	constitutive	for	the	possibility	of	democracy.	Therefore,	a	reasonable	justification	of	duties	
of	 intergenerational	 justice	 seems	 to	 be	 one	 that	 neither	 grants	 intergenerational	 justice	 definite	
precedence	 over	 democracy	 nor	 is	 exclusively	 limited	 to	 the	 conditions	 of	 justice	 constitutive	 for	
democracy.	The	paper	suggests	a	way	of	how	to	match	both	poles	to	define	intergenerational	duties	
of	 democracy	 and	 hence	 to	 evaluate	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 policy	 decisions	 in	 light	 of	 the	 demands	 of	
future	generations.	

	
4.	Assaf	Rotman,	Tel	Aviv	University	
‘Distributive	justice	and	the	legitimacy	of	neoliberalism	in	Israel’	

The	legitimacy	of	a	democratic	elected	government’s	policies	is	not	a	matter	of	procedures	alone,	or	
the	ad	hoc	approval	of	certain	decisions.	In	order	to	get	a	sense	of	the	long-run	legitimacy	we	need	
to	 compare	 the	 essence	 of	 a	 policy	 regime	with	 the	 shared	moral	 sentiments	 in	 a	 given	 context.	
Following	 this	 logic,	 the	 common	 understandings	 of	 distributive	 justice	 are	 of	 major	 importance	
when	assessing	 the	 legitimacy	of	socioeconomic	 regimes.	Specifically,	 the	consistency	between	the	
normative	perceptions	of	how	resources	should	be	allocated	and	the	ways	they	actually	are	allocated	
is	at	the	core	of	the	question	of	legitimacy.	
This	 research	 follows	 the	changes	of	 the	normative	perceptions	of	 justice	 in	 Israel	 since	 the	1970s	
and	over	a	period	of	 three	decades	 in	order	 to	assess	 the	 legitimacy	of	 the	 implementation	of	 the	
neoliberal	doctrine	and	the	withdrawal	of	the	welfare	state	that	were	prominent	in	this	period.	The	
paper	introduces	a	sociological	perspective	to	the	notion	of	distributive	justice	that	is	focused	on	the	
shared	normative	values	in	a	society	and	highlights	the	contextual,	dynamic	and	plural	dimensions	of	
the	 shared	meaning	 of	 justice.	 The	 paper	 employs	 this	 perspective	 and	 uses	 discourse	 analysis	 to	
reveal	the	meanings	of	justice	that	emerge	from	the	parliamentary	debates	over	the	passing	of	the	
annual	national	budgets.	It	examines	how	different	distributive	principles	are	justified	as	appropriate	
to	guide	the	distribution	of	goods	and	burdens,	and	how	this	is	changing	over	time.	
The	findings	reveal	a	complex	and	dynamic	perception	of	justice	that	gradually	accepts	market-based	
distributive	 principles,	 but	 without	 dismissing	 traditional	 collectivist	 conceptions	 of	 justice,	 which	
require	 extensive	 redistribution	of	 resources.	 By	 that,	 they	expose	 the	 lacking	of	 legitimacy	of	 the	
neoliberal	distributive	regime	in	Israel:	While	there	is	a	normative	basis	for	the	market	as	the	primary	
distributive	mechanism,	egalitarian	views	keep	expanding	and	the	commitment	to	the	collective	and	
to	the	nation	remains	high.	The	findings	of	this	research	contribute	to	the	explanation	of	the	massive	
protest	 that	 erupted	 in	 Israel	 in	 the	 summer	 of	 2011,	which	 demanded	 “social	 justice”	 and	more	
redistribution	 and	 government	 involvement	 to	 reduce	 inequality.	 This	 unprecedented	 protest	was	
not	 a	mere	 representation	of	 economic	 stress,	 but	 rather	 emerged	 from	deeper	normative	unrest	
regarding	 the	 neoliberal	 direction	 that	 has	 been	 taken	 for	 years.	 The	 current	 paper	 reveals	 the	
sources	of	this	unrest	and	of	the	legitimacy	deficiency	of	the	neoliberal	regime	in	Israel.	
	

5.	Jojanneke	Vanderveen,	Vrije	Universiteit	Amsterdam	
‘The	legitimizing	force	of	democratic	processes’	

Most	familiar	theories	of	legitimacy	are	time-slice	theories;	they	give	an	account	of	the	criteria	for	a	
legitimate	regime	(e.g.	Simmons	(2001)	and	Rawls	(1993)).	The	account	presented	in	this	paper	takes	
a	different	approach	to	legitimacy.	Instead	of	focusing	on	the	legitimacy	of	regimes,	it	focuses	on	the	
legitimacy	of	decisions	made	by	the	holders	of	coercive	power.	In	other	words:	it	asks	how	rulers	can	
legitimately	employ	their	power.	It	does	so	by	taking	an	agonistic	approach	to	political	processes	of	
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decision-making.	The	conclusion	is	that	democratic	procedures	are	not	enough	to	legitimize	action	by	
coercive-power	holders,	but	that	the	attitude	of	rulers	is	crucially	important.	
Simmons’	 consent	 theory	 and	 Rawls’	 hypothetical-consent	 theory	 of	 legitimacy	 are	 time-slice	
theories.	 They	 start	 from	 a	 blank	 sheet	 and	 draw	 up	 a	 picture	 of	 the	 legitimate	 state.	 In	 real-life	
politics,	 however,	 we	 never	 start	 from	 a	 blank	 sheet.	 To	 establish	 legitimacy,	 it	 therefore	 makes	
sense	 also	 to	 judge	 how	 rulers	 act	 within	 the	 institutions	 they	 inherit	 or	 create.	 As	 Simmons	
contends,	 “justifications	 for	 particular	 actions	 or	 policies	 are	 not	 in	 any	 simple	 way	 related	 to	 or	
derivable	 from	 justifications	 for	 [the	state’s]	existing	or	 from	possession	of	 the	 right	 to	be	 the	one	
who	acts	or	enacts	policies”	(Simmons	2001,	156).	
How	can	we	systematically	develop	a	way	to	evaluate	the	decisions	rulers	make?	Agreement	seems	
prima	facie	an	attractive	candidate.	However,	this	measure	is	both	too	strong	and	too	weak.	It	is	too	
strong	because	given	a	pluralistic	society,	consensus	on	anything	of	importance	cannot	be	expected,	
and	 no	 political	 decision	 could	 hence	 be	 fully	 legitimate.	 It	 is	 too	 weak	 because	 a	 high	 level	 of	
agreement	is	not	a	good	indicator	that	a	decision	has	been	taken	well.	If	a	large	majority	agrees	with	
the	 ruler,	 but	 a	minority	 has	 been	 given	 no	 chance	 to	 influence	 the	 political	 decision,	 we	 should	
doubt	its	legitimacy.	
We	need,	then,	another	criterion	for	the	legitimacy	of	political	decisions.	Procedures	are	not	enough,	
for	they	are	not	able	to	make	good	the	decisions	of	 ill-willed	rulers.	At	best,	they	can	provide	for	a	
minimum	quality	of	decisions,	but	 if,	 for	example,	 rulers	wish	 to	avoid	or	obstruct	discussion,	 they	
will	 generally	 be	 able	 to	 find	 legal	 ways	 to	 do	 so.	 A	 necessary	 (though	 probably	 not	 sufficient)	
condition	for	legitimate	decision-making	is	hence	that	rulers	act	with	‘good	will’.	Good	will	is	argued	
to	depend	on	rulers’	commitment	to	the	equal	opportunity	for	all	citizens	to	influence	the	decision-
making	 process.	 This	 requires	 that	 they	 mobilize	 their	 opposition,	 that	 they	 are	 adequately	
transparent	and	that	they	take	enough	time	to	facilitate	public	deliberation	and	contestation.	Such	
an	account	of	legitimate	political	decision-making	(i.e.:	employing	the	right	to	make	rules	backed	by	
force)	is	agonistic	in	character	(cf.	Tully	(2002)	and	Mouffe	(2005)),	as	contestation	is	the	legitimating	
factor.	
Adopting	 a	 process-oriented	 theory	 has	 advantages	 over	 time-slice	 theories.	 Most	 importantly,	 it	
allows	us	to	evaluate	the	goings-on	of	real-life	democracies,	and	can	hence	provide	suggestions	for	
concrete	improvements.	
	
Panel	2:	Democratic	legitimacy	and	the	role	of	the	citizen	

6.	Julian	B.	Zuber,	Hertie	School	of	Governance	
‘Why	should	we	care	about	declining	partisanship’	

The	 last	 thirty	 years	 witnessed	 a	 slow	 but	 clear	 withdrawal	 of	 the	 parties	 from	 civil	 society.	 One	
symptom	of	 this	 transition	 is	 declining	 partisanship.	 It	 remains	 very	 likely	 that	 parties	 as	 such	will	
never	regain	the	same	role	and	relevance	as	 in	the	past.	But	why	should	we	care?	This	paper	tests	
two	 hypotheses	 which	 suggest	 that	 we	 should:	 first,	 both	 the	 level	 of	 partisanship	 and	 cognitive	
mobilization	 are	 positively	 associated	 with	 beliefs	 about	 democracy.	 Second,	 the	 interaction	 of	
partisanship	 and	 cognitive	 mobilization	 is	 negative.	 This	 is	 tested	 with	 three	 different	 dependent	
variables:	satisfaction	with	democracy	as	well	as	with	the	two	beliefs	that	voting	and	those	elected	in	
government	can	make	a	difference.	I	find	that	whenever	cognitive	mobilization	and	partisanship	are	
statistically	significant,	they	have	a	positive	effect	on	attitudes	about	democracy.	At	the	same	time	
the	interaction	of	partisanship	and	cognitive	mobilization	is	almost	always	negative.	Thus	the	degree	
of	 partisanship	 has	 a	 stronger	 impact	 on	beliefs	 about	 democracy	 for	 people	with	 lower	 cognitive	
mobility.	 If	 this	 holds	 to	 be	 true	 in	 other	 contexts,	 the	negative	 effect	 of	 partisan	dealignment	on	
beliefs	about	democracy	might	be	especially	worrisome	for	citizens	who	are	not	able	to	compensate	
this	 trend	 with	 increasing	 cognitive	 mobilization	 or	 other	 comparable	 ways.	 This	 might	 show	 an	
increasing	tension	between	the	democratic	need	to	find	new	ways	of	political	participation	and	the	
necessity	 that	 not	only	 citizens	 with	 high	 cognitive	 mobility	 can	profit	 more	complex	 forms	 of	
political	participation.	
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7.	Arndt	Leininger,	Hertie	School	of	Governance	
‘(Can’t	get	no)	satisfaction	through	direct	democracy’	

Does	 direct	 democracy	 increase	 citizens'	 satisfaction	 with	 democracy?	 Proponents	 of	 democratic	
reform	 argue	 it	 does.	 Firstly,	 because	 referendums	 give	 citizens	 participatory	 opportunities	 they	
should	value	for	themselves	independent	of	political	outcomes	and,	secondly,	because	they	promise	
to	 offer	 citizens	 more	 control	 over	 policy	 and	 thereby	 improve	 representation.	 However,	 direct	
democracy	might	on	the	contrary	lead	to	traditional	institutions	and	actors	of	democratic	politics	to	
be	 looked	 upon	 even	 less	 favorably,	 particularly	 if	 exploited	 by	 populists,	 hence,	 eroding	 people's	
satisfaction	with	 the	way	 their	 democracy	works.	 Prior	 research	 has	 found	 a	 positive	 relationship	
between	 direct	 democracy	 and	 satisfaction	with	 democracy,	 relying	 on	 cross-sectional	 and	mostly	
subnational	 data,	 along	with	 the	usual	 problems	of	 identification	 and	external	 validity.	 I	 provide	 a	
complementary	cross-national	 longitudinal	perspective	by	combining	aggregate	data	on	satisfaction	
with	democracy	from	bi-annual	Eurobarometer	surveys	from	1973	to	2010	with	data	on	all	national	
referendums	 in	 the	 same	 period.	 This	 allows	me	 to	 not	 only	 test	 whether	 referendums	 influence	
satisfaction	with	democracy	but	also	how	long	such	effects	last.	I	also	consider	citizens'	trust	in	their	
national	 parliament	 as	 a	 complementary	measure	 of	 political	 attitudes.	 Lastly,	 I	 also	 test	whether	
referendums	 lead	 to	 a	 polarization	 in	 political	 attitudes;	 while	 citizens	 on	 the	 winning	 side	 of	 a	
referendum	will	see	the	result	as	just	and	legitimate	those	on	the	losing	side	might	not,	therefore,	a	
referendum	may	have	very	different	effects	depending	on	where	a	citizen	stands	on	the	referendum	
issue.	
	

8.	Judith	Van	Ooijen,	Vrije	Universiteit	Amsterdam	
‘Counterfactual	 specific	 support	 as	 hypothetical	 consent:	 a	 new	 approach	 to	 political	
legitimacy’	

Many	responsibilities	of	governments	have	shifted	 to	a	 local	or	supranational	 level,	or	became	the	
concern	 of	 companies	 due	 to	 privatization.	 However,	 public	 debate	 suggests	 that	 even	 though	
politicians	are	not	responsible	for	these	issues	anymore,	they	are	nevertheless	held	accountable	by	
the	electorate.	Additionally,	this	discrepancy	in	judgments	of	accountability	and	responsibility	seems	
to	 be	 accompanied	 by	 an	 asymmetry	 in	moral	 philosophy	 known	 as	 the	 praise/blame-asymmetry	
(Knobe	2003;	Wolf	1990);	politicians	are	only	held	accountable	for	 issues	not	under	their	control	 if	
those	 issues	 have	 negative	 effects,	 and	 they	 do	 not	 receive	 praise	 when	 things	 turn	 out	 for	 the	
better.	Next	and/or	as	a	result	of	this	admittedly	complex	situation,	levels	of	political	support,	trust	
and	legitimacy	are	declining	(Dalton	2004;	Norris	1999;	van	der	Meer	&	Dekker	2013).	My	research	
aims	at	understanding	these	dynamics:	it	will	address	the	question	of	how	the	discrepancy	between	
accountability	and	responsibility	and	the	praise-blame	asymmetry	that	seems	to	accompany	it	affects	
political	 legitimacy,	 and	 how	 politicians	 can	 deal	 with	 this	 type	 of	 citizens	 dissatisfaction	 and	 yet	
preserve	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 the	 political	 system.	 For	 this	 I	 will	 combine	 normative	 and	 empirical	
research	 to	 theorize	 a	 new	 approach	 to	 political	 legitimacy	 in	 the	 Lockean	 tradition	 of	 founding	
legitimacy	on	consent:	counterfactual	specific	support.	
The	consent-based	approach	to	political	 legitimacy	has	proven	to	be	very	 influential.	However,	 the	
approach	 is	 not	without	 controversies.	 Actual	 consent	 is	 at	 the	 very	 least	 difficult	 to	 obtain,	 tacit	
consent	may	 be	 regarded	 as	 no	 consent	 at	 all	 and	 hypothetical	 consent	 does	 not	 have	 the	 same	
moral	appeal	as	the	other	forms	(Simmons	1979).	I	claim	that	we	can	bypass	this	discussion	with	an	
alternative	approach	to	hypothetical	consent	that	is	grounded	in	empirical	research.		
In	much	 of	 the	 empirical	 literature,	 support	 is	 important	 in	 establishing	 political	 legitimacy.	 David	
Easton	 (1975)	 theorized	a	distinction	between	diffuse	 (content-independent)	and	specific	 (content-
dependent)	support	and	both	are	 important	 in	establishing	political	 legitimacy.	 I	argue	that	diffuse	
support	can	also	be	content-dependent:	a	political	system	also	has	legitimacy	in	the	eyes	of	citizens	
who	only	support	it	for	the	practical	reason	that	it	is	better	than	alternative	political	systems.	Viewed	
this	 way,	 support	 given	 (or	 not)	 could	 then	 function	 as	 an	 alternative	 form	 of	 actual	 consent.	
However,	 I	 furthermore	 argue	 that	 support	 of	 citizens	 for	 political	 actors	may	 (partly)	 depend	 on	
their	judgment	of	how	those	actors	would	have	dealt	with	issues	if	those	issues	were	still	under	their	
control.	This	counterfactual	specific	support	then	is	a	form	of	hypothetical	consent,	but	with	actual	
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empirical	consequences	in	the	form	of	the	aforementioned	discrepancy	between	accountability	and	
responsibility	and	the	praise/blame-asymmetry	that	accompanies	it.		
My	goals	and	research	itself	is	thus	twofold	and	contributes	to	the	fields	of	political	philosophy	and	
political	 science:	 the	 concept	 of	 counterfactual	 specific	 support	 can	 provide	 an	 alternative	 to	
criticized	traditional	hypothetical	consent-based	theories,	while	it	also	functions	as	an	instrument	to	
analyze	the	challenges	regarding	shifted	responsibilities	and	help	preserve	political	legitimacy.	
	
Panel	3:	Contested	democratic	legitimacy.	Friday,	13:00	–	17:00	

9.	Alice	el-Wakil,	University	of	Zurich	
‘Direct	democratic	institutions	and	political	(in)equality:	The	justice	of	the	procedure’	

Do	direct	democratic	institutions	fail	to	implement	political	equality,	one	of	the	essential	features	of	
democratic	 regimes?	 In	 purely	 representative	 democracies,	 political	 equality	 is	 guaranteed	 by	 the	
‘one	person,	one	vote’	principle:	A	 strict	egalitarian	distribution	of	 the	votes	guarantees	 the	equal	
influence	of	every	citizen	 in	elections,	and	 is	also	 taken	as	a	 sign	of	equal	 respect	 including	all	 the	
citizens	 equally	 in	 the	 political	 community	 (Arneson	 2003).	 Direct	 democratic	 ballots	 on	 specific	
issues	also	 implement	the	same	principle.	However,	empirical	research	on	Swiss	politics	has	shown	
that	the	presence	of	direct	democratic	institutions	in	representative	systems	informally	modifies	the	
distribution	of	political	power	among	the	population	at	other	stages	of	the	decision-making	process.		
Some	 researchers	 argue	 that	 these	 changes	 improve	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 equal	 influence	
principle.	 By	 providing	 opportunities	 to	 minority	 groups	 to	 launch	 referendum	 or	 initiative	
procedures,	 direct	 democratic	 institutions	would	 indeed	offer	 them	a	 chance	 to	 exert	 influence	 in	
the	decision-making	process	–	either	by	launching,	campaigning	for,	and	winning	a	popular	vote	or	by	
participating	 to	 the	 pre-parliamentary	 phase	 of	 preparation	 of	 new	 laws	 (Papadopoulos	 2001;	
Sciarini	and	Trechsel	1996;	Giugni	1991).	Others	however	claim	that	direct	democratic	mechanisms	
produce	inequalities	and	reinforce	existing	ones.	First,	only	already	powerful	and	resourceful	groups	
would	have	the	opportunity	to	launch	referendum	or	initiative	processes.	Second,	only	these	groups	
would	be	taken	seriously	enough	to	be	included	in	negotiations	in	the	law-making	process	(Germann	
1990;	 Sciarini	 and	 Trechsel	 1996;	 Paoletti	 2001).	 Third,	 direct	 democratic	 institutions	 would	
encourage	the	research	of	consensus	and	hence	“protect	entrenched	interests”	(Papadopoulos	2001,	
43).	And	finally,	it	would	undermine	alternative	mobilization	strategies	(such	as	protests)	used	by	less	
resourceful	groups	(Epple-Gass	1991;	Papadopoulos	1995).	
The	 objective	 of	 this	 paper	 is	 twofold.	 First,	 I	 clarify	 the	 challenges	 to	 political	 equality	 posed	 by	
direct	democratic	mechanisms	highlighted	in	the	empirical	literature	on	the	Swiss	case.	Second,	I	ask	
whether	 direct	 democratic	 institutions	 violate	 political	 equality,	 or	 if	 they	 promote	 another,	 non-
strictly	 egalitarian	 notion	 of	 it.	 I	 question	 whether	 semi-direct	 democracies	 could	 be	 seen	 as	
promoting	 a	 conception	 of	 political	 equality	 similar	 to	 the	 “proportionality	 principle”	 defended	 by	
Harry	 Brighouse	 and	Marc	 Fleurbaey	 (Brighouse	 and	 Fleurbaey	 2010).	 I	 conclude	 by	 arguing	 that,	
linked	to	some	necessary	 institutional	and	social	preconditions,	direct	democratic	 institutions	could	
indeed	promote	a	‘self-selected	proportionality	principle’	view	of	political	equality.	
	

10.	Josep	Ferret-Mas,	Pompeu	Fabra	University	
‘Political	legitimacy	and	independent	financial	institutions’	

Some	 current	 political	 debates	 involve	 parties	 who	 claim	 or	 imply	 that	 independent	 financial	
institutions	 undermine	 government’s	 power	 to	 issue	 commands	 that	 create	 valid	 duties	 for	 the	
subject	of	its	authority.	The	concern	about	the	political	legitimacy	of	central	banks	claims	that	when	
the	government	delegates	its	decision-making	powers	in	an	independent	central	bank	it	weakens	its	
powers	to	create	enforceable	duties	for	its	subjects.	To	assess	the	objection,	we	need	to	examine	the	
political	 legitimacy	 of	 delegating	 very	 important	 decisions	 to	 an	 independent	 body	 and	 the	
compatibility	of	such	delegation	with	democratic	values.	
Independent	 financial	 institutions	 have	 general	 goals,	 such	 as	 controlling	 the	money	 supply,	 fixing	
the	interest	rate	through	open	market	operations	and	securing	price	and	financial	stability.	Thus,	the	
decisions	of	a	central	bank	have	a	deep	impact	on	the	course	of	the	economy,	and	ultimately	on	the	
life-prospects	 of	 citizens.	 For	 example,	 whether	 the	 central	 bank	 undertakes	 an	 expansionary	 or	
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contractionary	 monetary	 policy	 can	 exert	 influence	 on	 investment	 and	 employment	 and,	 as	 a	
consequence	of	it,	on	the	absolute	and	the	relative	living	standards	of	citizens.	
The	question,	then,	is	whether	independent	financial	institutions	undermine	the	moral	power	of	the	
government	to	issue	valid	commands	which	in	turn	create	a	duty	of	obedience	for	the	subjects	of	its	
authority	when	it	delegates	influential	functions	to	an	independent	body,	like	the	board	of	directors	
of	the	central	bank,	not	subject	to	re-election	and	who	cannot	easily	be	removed	by	the	legislature.		
For	 that	 reason,	 it	 makes	 sense	 to	 examine	 how	 various	 prominent	 defenses	 of	 the	 authority	 of	
democracy	can	explain	the	political	 legitimacy	of	such	delegation.	We	need	to	 justify	delegation	to	
those	 who	 might	 deny	 that	 the	 government	 should	 waive	 its	 rights	 to	 issue	 valid	 commands	 on	
monetary	policy.	
Section	II	presents	the	orthodox	economic	case	in	favor	of	central	bank’s	independence.	The	aim	of	
the	paper	 is	 to	 examine	how	 this	 case	 fits	with	 philosophical	 debates	 about	 political	 legitimacy.	 It	
argues	 that	 instrumental	 and	 non-instrumental	 accounts	 of	 political	 legitimacy	 can	 both	
accommodate	 the	 orthodox	 economic	 case	 for	 independence.	 Simple	 instrumentalism	 claims	 that	
democracy	 is	 legitimate	 because	 it	 tends	 to	 produces	 the	 best	 consequences	 over	 time	 when	
compared	to	any	other	workable	forms	of	government.	 In	contrast,	pure	proceduralism	claims	that	
democracy	matters	because	of	the	fairness	of	its	procedures.	After	presenting	a	taxonomy	of	various	
different	 conception	 of	 democratic	 authority	 in	 Section	 III,	 Section	 IV	 presents	 a	 justification	 of	
central	bank’s	 independence	by	narrow	 instrumentalism	which	 looks	at	 the	effects	of	 independent	
financial	 institutions	on	 laws	and	policies.	Under	 this	 view	 this	 is	 sufficient	 for	 their	 legitimacy	but	
this	 is	not	 the	only	 influential	 approach	 to	 the	 legitimacy	of	democracy	and	proponents	of	 central	
bank’s	 independence	 should	 consider	 the	 appeal	 to	 broad	 instrumentalism,	which	 focuses	 on	 the	
effects	of	decision-making	procedures	not	only	on	 laws	and	policies	but	also	on	citizens.	Section	V	
provides	 an	 account	 of	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 independent	 financial	 institutions	 according	 broad	
instrumentalism	 and	 finally	 Section	 VI	 provides	 a	 procedural	 account	 of	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 the	
institution.	When	 presenting	 such	 accounts	 I	 sketch	 several	 reforms	 to	 conclude	 that	 the	 various	
prominent	 defenses	 of	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 democratic	 authority	 might	 converge	 in	 recognizing	 the	
legitimacy	of	central	bank	independence	when	the	right	institutional	design	is	chosen.	
	

11.	Anatol	Itten,	University	of	Lucerne	
‘Patterns,	key-conditions	and	causalities	in	public	mediation	process’	

Conflicts	 over	 public	 or	 environmental	 issues	 can	 be	 severe	 and	 volatile.	 When	 managed	 poorly,	
conflicts	 can	 consume	 massive	 quantities	 of	 time	 and	 money,	 destroy	 valuable	 relationships	 and	
deadlock	 important	projects.	The	 increase	 in	public	protests	and	conflicts	 is	already	described	as	a	
broken	axis	of	resonance	between	governments	and	citizens	(Rosa	2015).	
Public	mediation	is	seen	as	a	practical	method	to	deal	with	such	conflicts.	It	is	defined	as	a	process	to	
resolve	 a	 clear	 identifiable	 dispute	 in	 public	 areas	 with	 the	 participation	 of	 substantial	 affected	
stakeholders	 and	 citizen	 groups	 through	 an	 external	 third	 without	 any	 decision-making	 authority.	
The	process	is	often	targeted	to	reach	an	agreement	that	will	be	fed	into	a	political	or	administrative	
planning	or	decision-making	process.	Hence,	many	scholars	(Susskind	1983;	Renn	et	al.	1993;	Beierle	
1998;	Mac	Naughton	and	Martin	2002)	agree,	that	public	mediation	has	the	potential	 to	reduce	or	
solve	 conflicts	 among	 citizens,	 stakeholders	 and	 public	 administration,	 to	 develop	 innovative	
responses	 to	 their	 problems	 and	 foster	 long-term	 relationships,	 at	 the	 same	 time	 increasing	 the	
efficacy	 and	 the	 substantive	 quality	 of	 decisions,	 incorporating	 public	 values,	 assumptions	 and	
preferences	into	decision-making	as	well	as	educating	and	empowering	citizens.	
But	what	 is	the	reason	for	mediations	success	or	failure?	 In	the	social	scientific	 literature	and	even	
more	 so	 in	 practice,	 it	 is	 a	 natural	 interest	 to	 figure	 out,	 why	 some	 of	 the	 processes	 come	 to	
qualitative	highly	 rated	outcomes	and	have	high	satisfaction	rates	and	why	some	do	not.	Wall	and	
Dunne	(2012,	238)	have	noted	that	most	studies	of	mediation	fall	short	to	relate	the	outcome	to	the	
conditions	under	which	 it	 is	 reached.	 This	 is	 likewise	 crucial	 in	 the	 light	 of	 deliberative	democracy	
theory,	 since	 the	application	of	 important	 factors	 such	as	 the	“all	 affected	 interests”	principle,	 the	
openness	to	participate	and	articulate,	as	well	as	the	embedding	of	the	process	into	the	policy	cycle	
can	 shape	 severely	 different	 outcomes.	 Thus,	 it	 is	 an	 utterly	 vital	 task	 to	 unravel	 the	 complex	
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interactions	between	 initial	 conditions,	mediation	styles,	and	process	dynamics	 in	order	 to	 identify	
“equifinal”	 pathways	 that	 are	 leading	 to	 mediation	 success	 (or	 failure).	 With	 my	 project,	 I	 try	 to	
reveal,	 both	 in	 content	 and	 context,	 how	mediation	 as	 a	 new	 form	 of	 public	 governance	 can	 be	
applied	more	effectively.	Furthermore,	I	attempt	to	empirically	clarify,	which	democratic	deficiencies	
are	hiding	in	such	informal	decision	shaping	processes.	
My	 research	 project	 examines	 these	 linkages	 and	 conditions	 through	 the	 comparison	 of	 23	 public	
mediation	cases	in	Germany,	with	the	help	of	a	two-step	Qualitative	Comparative	Analysis.	For	that	
reason,	 the	 following	 conditions	 are	 collected,	 measured	 and	 divided	 into	 distant	 (such	 as	 case	
context,	case	complexity,	level	of	escalation	and	inclusion	of	disputants)	and	proximate	factors	(such	
as	mediation	styles	and	process	dynamics	like	collaborative	engagement,	acknowledgement	of	each	
other’s	perspectives,	knowledge	expansion	and	arguing).	These	factors	are	then	linked	to	three	types	
of	agreements	(consensus,	compromise,	integrated	solution)	and	three	other	parameters	of	success	
(participant	 satisfaction,	 implementation,	 improved	 relationships).	 The	 theoretical	 evaluation	
framework	is	shown	below:	
	

12.	Maximilian	Schubiger,	University	of	Bern	
‘The	Cancellation	of	Popular	Initiatives	on	Sub-national	Level	in	Switzerland’	

While	on	federal	level	the	Swiss	have	voted	on	196	initiatives	since	1891,	that	number	is	exceeded	by	
far	 if	one	considers	 the	sub-national	 level.	Before	 initiatives	are	brought	 to	 the	ballot,	government	
and	 parliament	 have	 to	 assess	 their	 content.	 In	 order	 to	 fulfill	 the	 constitutional	 and	 juridical	
conformity	requirements	of	an	initiative,	those	actors	are	committed	to	examine	the	validity	of	the	
initiative	proposal.	Full	or	partial	cancellation	of	an	 initiative	has	to	be	decided	 if	a	request	collides	
with	 mandatory	 provisions	 of	 human	 rights	 or	 if	 it	 violates	 the	 principle	 of	 cohesion	 of	 subject	
matter,	 or	 the	 principle	 of	 consistency	 of	 form.	 Furthermore,	 cantonal	 initiatives	must	 not	 collide	
with	federal	laws	and	the	cantonal	constitution.	According	to	these	provisions,	on	federal	level	only	
four	initiatives	have	been	detected	as	invalid.	This	small	number	represents	a	tradition	of	respecting	
popular	 demands	 by	 the	 citizens	 where	 even	 critical	 initiatives	 are	 accredited,	 quasi	 in	 dubio	 pro	
populo.	However,	on	sub-national	level	the	number	of	invalid	initiatives,	again,	is	by	far	higher1	and	
varies	widely	amongst	the	subnational	entities,	suspecting	that	the	 invalidation	decision	of	popular	
initiatives	is	not	a	mere	juridical	matter	but	also	a	highly	political	one.	
As	an	extensive	study	from	a	political	science	perspective	has	not	been	conducted	yet,	 this	project	
aims	to	fill	this	gap.	The	focus	lies	on	composing	an	inventory	to	investigate	quantitative	aspects	as	
(e.g.)	occurrence	of	cancelled	initiatives	as	well	as	qualitative	aspects,	as	for	example	the	discussions	
during	the	relevant	political	processes	(i.e.	deliberations	in	the	parliaments).	This	paper	represents	a	
first	 attempt	 to	 address	 the	 topic.	 Under	 the	 presupposition	 that	 the	 invalidation	 of	 popular	
initiatives	 is	 a	 genuinely	 political	 act	 and	 not	 a	mere	 juridical,	 the	 focus	 of	 the	 paper	 lies	 on	 the	
examination	of	the	politics	dimension	and	not	on	the	polity	dimension	as	the	juridical	literature	used	
to.	 With	 the	 focus	 on	 the	 Swiss	 cantons	 and	 with	 data	 covering	 several	 years	 the	 handling	 and	
debating	of	critical	initiatives	in	the	parliaments,	the	role	of	parties	and	their	strength,	the	resulting	
distribution	 of	 power,	 the	 constellation	 of	minority	 demands	 versus	 parliamentary	majorities,	 the	
acceptance	 of	 cancellation	 and	 possible	 appeals,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 agreement	 of	 a	 judgment	 are	
important	 topics	 that	 will	 be	 explored.	 The	 research	 interest	 is	 based	 in	 the	 conflict	 between	
enabling	 the	 citizens	 to	 submit	new	political	 contents	 and	denying	 those	 for	 certain	 (well-defined)	
reasons.	 On	 the	 one	 hand	 the	 constitution	 grants	 the	 citizens	 participatory	 rights	 under	 defined	
circumstances.	On	the	other	hand	the	 legislative	that	will	have	to	 judge	over	 the	 lawfulness	of	 the	
initiatives	 and	 thus	might	 overthrow	 a	 demand	 of	 thousands	 of	 citizens.	 So	 the	 sheer	 number	 of	
signatures	 (=citizens)	 that	 brought	 the	 initiative	 to	 succeed	 is	 not	 enough	 legitimation	 for	 any	
request.	


