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atteo Bonotti’s Partisanship and Political Liberalism 
in Diverse Societies (henceforth PPL) is without doubt 
one of the major contributions to the new political 
theory of parties and partisanship. PPL is an 
insightful and engaging book about political parties 

that is written in the language that the majority of contemporary 
(anglophone) political theorists finds meaningful and appealing: 
the language of John Rawls’s Political Liberalism (henceforth PL). 
The book’s primary aim is to show that PL is able not just to 
accommodate parties, but that parties are indispensable for the 
effective functioning of public reason – which is a core concern of 
Rawlsian and post-Rawlsian political thought. These issues have 
been widely neglected up until this point. With the sole exception 
of Russell Muirhead and Nancy Rosenblum, I am not aware of any 
other scholar who has unpacked and examined the role of parties 
in PL. Yet, as Muirhead and Rosenblum argue, reflecting on “[t]he 
place of parties and partisanship” in PL is intellectually fruitful, as 
it “illuminates the intimate connection between Rawls’s ideal 
theory and the everyday politics that is the focus of political 
science” (Muirhead and Rosenblum 2006, 101). It helps clarify, 

M 
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that is, what one of the most influential normative political theories 
of our time has to say about real political struggles, and what 
normative resources that theory offers for criticising and re-
imagining real-world political practices and institutions. 

As I have already indicated, the idea of public reason plays a 
central role in PPL – and quite naturally so, given how prominently 
that notion figures in PL. The book’s theoretical centrepiece is the 
unconventional argument that the internal logic of partisanship, 
understood as a normative ideal, and the demands of public reason 
are not conflicting but mutually reinforcing. Sensing perhaps that 
many readers will find this idealised interpretation of partisanship 
problematic or even outright unpersuasive, Bonotti also proposes 
quite drastic institutional fixes to ensure that parties actually 
comply with the normative demands of public reason. For 
instance, Bonotti toys with the idea of legally enforcing the “duty 
of civility” – that is, citizens’ “moral … duty to explain to one 
another those fundamental questions how the principles and 
policies they advocate and vote for can be supported by the values 
of public reason,” to exhibit a “willingness to listen to others,” etc. 
(PL, 217) – by introducing mechanisms to “monitor party 
manifestoes and programmes and require parties to expunge from 
them any references to comprehensive doctrines” (PPL, 75). 
Bonotti here departs from Rawls, who thought that the duty of 
civility should not be legally enforceable – but perhaps the master 
himself would have reached the same conclusion had he studied 
parties more closely? 

At any rate, quite unsurprisingly, early critics of PPL noted 
some of the limitations of the book’s strongly idealised conception 
of partisanship as well as the assumed connection between that 
ideal of partisanship and political liberalism. For example, both 
Carlo Invernizzi-Accetti and Ulrich Wagrandl have observed that 
conceptualising parties as those agents who are internally driven to 
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present their policies in terms of public reason problematically 
leads PPL to engage only very superficially with the innumerable 
real-world parties that do not live up to this ideal.1 Consequently, 
the book fails to address one of the most pressing challenges facing 
liberal democracy: the rise of what is typically called “right-wing 
populism.”2 Lea Ypi, in turn, has suggested that an idealised 
account of partisanship is attractive only when its link with political 
liberalism is severed. Accordingly, the problem with Bonotti’s 
argument for the compatibility of partisanship and public reason is 
that it presents partisanship as necessarily embedded in, and 
contributing to the stability of, political liberalism, a particular 
institutional regime type that partisans in fact might (and, in Ypi’s 
view, should) want to overcome.3 Finally, I have argued that a more 
elaborate empirical understanding of the incentives that make 
parties comply with the norms of Rawlsian public reason is 
essential for successfully delivering on the promise of bringing PL 
closer to real-world politics; precisely because many will be inclined 
to dismiss as unpersuasive the idealised interpretation of the 
practice of partisanship, a more phenomenological account of 
partisanship would better serve Bonotti’s purpose (see 
Wolkenstein 2018). 

My aim in this short essay is to is add a further yet related 
concern to this list of worries about employing an idealised 
conception of parties. This is that Bonotti’s deliberate refusal to 
bring his idealised conception of parties into a closer dialogue with 

 
1 Cf. Invernizzi-Accetti 2020; Wagrandl 2020. 
2 As Muirhead and Rosenblum (2006, 101) note, PL more generally rules out 
“small parties” that “appeal to particular interests rather than abstract 
principles” as well as “the sort of great parties whose aim is to advance religious, 
philosophical, or moral doctrines in public political arenas” – which is to bar 
quite a few (not necessarily democratically suspect) parties in most 
representative democracies. 
3 Ypi 2019. 
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analyses of the empirical development of party democracy – 
Bonotti explicitly argues that we should resist the “empiricization 
of the idea of the party” (PPL, 105) – risks making us insensitive 
to the possibilities of realising (or coming closer to the realisation 
of) his ideal of parties. My primary focus will not be the ideal that 
stipulates an intrinsic connection between the norms of 
partisanship and those of public reason, however, but the further 
idealising assumption that parties are rooted in the “background 
culture” of civil society, where citizens’ comprehensive doctrines 
and unconsidered preferences are at home. As I want to argue, in 
reality parties are largely disconnected from the “background 
culture,” having replaced traditional and participatory forms of 
political intermediation via membership organisations and intra-
party democracy with a form of representation that centres on 
“visual attendance by an indistinct audience of viewers.”4 
Reflecting on these empirical trends reveals, first, that parties that 
are decoupled from civil society can still meet the demands of 
public reason; and second, that any attempt to reconnect parties 
with civil society will revolve around practices and institutions that, 
even in Bonotti’s view, cannot be expected to meet the demands 
of public reason. 

 

I 

Bonotti’s idealised conception of parties and partisanship 

In PPL, Bonotti makes two central idealising moves as far as 
parties are concerned. He establishes: 

 

 
4 Urbinati 2015, 481; also see Manin 1997, 218-33. This also involves that they 
avoid as far as possible any engagement with critical media, a problematic issue 
that I cannot engage with here due to space constraints. 
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1. The “discursive” ideal: In virtue of their internal 
functioning logic, partisans present their policies in terms 
of public reason, appealing to general principles and 
advancing some conception of the public good: 
“presenting partial values and demands in a way that takes 
into account general ends and the common good” is “the 
distinctive normative attribute of partisanship” (PPL, 105). 

 

2. The “organisational” ideal: Parties are at home in both 
what Rawls calls the “background culture” of society, viz. 
all the institutions and social relations that are outside the 
“basic structure” and the “public forum.” Because of that, 
parties can connect the two spheres in a unique fashion, 
providing “the ideal locus in which comprehensive 
doctrines,” which populate society’s background culture, 
“can be related to a political conception of justice and to 
public reason” (PPL, 122). 

 

As I have already noted, my main focus in the following is on 
(2); however, since Bonotti frames (1) and (2) as two foundational 
aspects of his broader idealised conception of parties, I will also 
touch on (1). The first task in line is to get a better sense of what it 
might mean to say that parties are at home both in the background 
culture and the public forum. This is necessary to understand the 
degree to which this ideal is out of sync with reality. To see what is 
involved in (2), then, it is helpful to turn to Muirhead and 
Rosenblum, on whose argument Bonotti heavily draws. In their 
view, what is unique about parties is that, 

 

They are both associations with roots in civil society and quasi-
official actors in the electoral process and in government. They 
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are the concrete manifestation of both the existence of two 
domains and their connection. The purpose of parties is to bridge 
these spheres. One way in which they bridge spheres is to provide 
an institutional framework for political engagement by nonpublic 
associations. Parties have as a principal purpose the creation and 
organization of partisans, often recruiting from the membership 
of other groups (Muirhead and Rosenblum 2006, 104). 

 

This description of parties evokes the familiar image of a 
“golden age of party democracy.”5 Most commentators locate this 
“golden age” in the post-war era, where “cultural and political 
liberalization, development of associative networks, politicization 
of cleavages and societal mobilization, all combined” to produce 
ideologically distinct and socially rooted mass parties (Ignazi 2017, 
123). Social democratic and confessional parties embodied this 
particular type of party, and they remain to be seen by many as the 
ideal of a party that delivers on the most fundamental promises of 
representative democracy: giving citizens, “not as activist 
individuals but as members of collective interest groups,” a voice 
in politics as well as ensuring that they receive “at least their fair 
share of the political offices, bureaucratic posts and material 
benefits that lay within the gift of the state.”6 These parties 
provided strong intermediary structures between society and the 

 
5 I have serious reservations against this notion, since it tends to be invoked 
without any sensitivity to the hierarchies of class, gender and race that gave the 
post-war democratic order its strength. On this, see e.g. Conway (2020). 
6 Conway 2004, 83-84. I note in passing that, according to Muirhead and 
Rosenblum (2006, 101), PL actually turns out to be “hostile to … parties based 
on permanent cleavages of class or status,” and thus to the traditional mass 
parties, since these parties “stand in effect for different societies” – but though 
the post-war mass parties were indeed based primarily on class and religious 
cleavages, they all accepted constitutional democracy as a shared institutional 
scheme of cooperation. 
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state that were sustained by large membership organisations (which 
habitually had a party newspaper as a shared channel of intra-party 
communication). In this way, they created a robust institutionalised 
linkage between the “background culture” and the “public forum” 
in the way described by Bonotti and Muirhead and Rosenblum. 

 

II 

From party democracy to “direct representative democracy” 

Now, it has been extensively documented that political parties 
already in the first two decades after World War Two underwent 
significant transformations; the “golden age of party democracy” 
was a relatively short period. These transformations are typically 
framed in terms of the “mass party” being gradually replaced by 
the “catch-all party” (cf. Kirchheimer 1966). While the former had, 
as it were, a “natural” constituency (which usually was a more or 
less clearly-defined societal group, e.g., the working class, 
Catholics, etc.), the latter was a “more competitive model that tried 
to undo the old emphasis on strong representational links, seeking 
to … win often short-term and contingent support far beyond the 
limits of their once pre-defined constituencies” (Mair 2013, 82). A 
crucial enabling factor were here the new communication 
technologies that became more and more widespread in the late 
1950s, in particular television. Through television, party leaders 
could all of a sudden “appeal directly to the public at large and 
address an audience much larger than their own constituency,” 
which made them “think in more general and all-encompassing 
terms rather than in partisan terms,” and made them eventually 
become “indifferent to the members’ identification with the party” 
(Ignazi 2017, 134). The result was a more personalised politics, in 
which political leaders enjoyed ample freedom from horizonal 
(e.g., party bodies like central committees) and vertical (the party 
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membership) constraints, and increasingly bypassed whatever 
institutionalised linkage to society’s “background culture” their 
party previously had. 

Bernard Manin has famously suggested that this relatively early 
development already marks the beginning of the end of party 
democracy. What has eventually arisen in its place is an “audience 
democracy,” where successful political leaders tend to be “media 
experts” who shrewdly use mass media to “communicate directly 
with their constituents without the mediation of a party network” 
(Manin 1997, 220). Television, Manin argues, gives the link 
between representatives and represented a new “face-to-face 
character,” in that it enables unmediated one-way communication 
between leaders and the public as a whole – at the expense of pre-
existing channels of two-way communication within the party that used 
to connect the party to its constituencies (such as the 
aforementioned party newspapers, which eventually have all but 
disappeared) (ibid.). A party’s capacity to form and sustain a 
“bridge” between the “background culture” and the “public 
forum” accordingly depends on its leaders’ capacity to credibly 
present themselves as being rooted in civil society and responsive 
of citizens’ demands and concerns. 

The rise and near-omnipresence of social media in the early 
twenty-first century has equipped parties, or, more accurately, their 
leaders and key officials, with even more effective means to 
communicate in a direct, unmediated fashion with the wider 
public, as well as to make their communicative acts carry an aura 
of authenticity. The most well-known example of this is probably 
the former President of the United States, who was notorious for 
his use of Twitter (until his account was suspended in early 2021). 
Well-aware that it provides a unique tool for unmediated one-way 
communication with mass publics, Trump said about Twitter: 
“This is my megaphone. This is the way I speak directly to the 
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people without any filter” (quoted in Woodward 2018, 205). 
However, there are innumerable other examples of politicians 
using social media such as Twitter or Facebook as primary or 
preferred means of diffusing political messages. In search of a 
language to describe this increasingly pervasive phenomenon, 
Nadia Urbinati has coined the term “direct representative 
democracy,” 

 

wherein directedness pertains to the visual and communicative 
so as to give birth to a live broadcasting representative democracy 
rather than direct participation, according to the classical claim 
and meaning of political autonomy. The web makes central 
ordinary citizens’ influence or visual and interacting 
conversations, but not their authorizing power in decision-making 
(Urbinati 2015, 480). 

 

Thus, the central role of the “visual and communicative” that 
Manin already singled out as one of the defining features of 
“audience democracy” in the age of television and radio, has been 
further reinforced in the age of social media. In addition to creating 
the illusion of horizonal communication between more or less 
equal citizens (for one can “like” and comment on the president’s 
or prime minister’s Facebook posts just as one can “like” or 
comment on, say, one’s aunt’s cat pictures), a significant advantage 
of social media is that parties have considerable control over the 
messages they diffuse. There is no need to rely on potentially 
unreliable journalists to deliver a message to the public; and one 
can delete exceedingly critical citizen comments (esp. on 
Facebook) and instantly publish reactions or counter-arguments 
where necessary. Lastly, one must not forget that social media also 
allows party elites to cultivate in a unique fashion an image of 
“normality” and “down-to-earthness,” for example by posting 
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pictures or videos of their everyday life (e.g. cleaning their homes, 
picking up the kids from school, walking the dog, etc.). When this 
is well done, it can generate a much stronger sense of proximity 
and immediacy than televised images that were curated or edited 
by journalists. All the while party members who establish face-to-
face contacts with possible voters at the local level, and serve as a 
transmission belt between the party’s constituencies and upper 
organisational echelons, become more and more irrelevant. 

Scholars studying these more recent transformations of political 
parties tend to concentrate on “populist” leaders like Trump or 
unconventional parties like Podemos or the Movimento 5 Stelle. 
The latter are known for relying more extensively than traditional 
parties on unmediated communication via the internet, being 
animated by the twin impulses of wanting to overcome party 
democracy in its present form and profoundly mistrusting the 
mainstream media (Beppe Grillo, one of the founders of the M5S, 
routinely complained on his blog that professional journalists are 
part of la casta, the ruling class). Yet, it must be borne in mind that 
the phenomenon of “direct representative democracy” is by no 
means limited to new parties with anti-establishment appeal and 
radical political goals. To cite just one example, the Social 
Democratic Danish prime minister Mette Frederiksen has become 
known for using Facebook and Instagram as primary means of 
communication. Whether it is key political speeches on such 
pressing topics as the management of the Covid-pandemic, or 
videos of her doing the washing up while singing along to a hit by 
the 80s Danish pop stars Dodo and the Dodos, Frederiksen’s main 
communication channel are social media. Q&A with journalists 
tends to be limited to well-orchestrated press briefings, and intra-
party debate with the wider membership is all but avoided. This led 
some critics to draw unflattering parallels with Trump: 
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[Frederiksen] and her ministers communicate with their voters 
on Facebook and Instagram in simple form and without being 
challenged [by critical voices]. And here it is being signalled that 
those, who are not with the government, in fact are opponents of 
the broader national project that is good for everyone. This is 
populism with a Trumpian dimension (Krasnik 2020). 

 

Whatever one thinks of this judgment, it seems clear that this 
communication strategy makes much of the traditional work of 
party members superfluous as described above, concentrating even 
more power in the hands of the leadership.7  

It might be objected that this is not a necessary implication of 
parties’ intensified use of digital communication channels. A 
central aim of parties like Podemos and M5S, it might be said, was 
to connect party leaders to the wider membership and citizenry in 
an unmediated fashion, thus enhancing the parties’ capacity to 
form a bridge between the “background culture” and the “public 
forum.” However, it would be naïve to think that this promise has 
ever been fulfilled (or that the respective party leaders ever 
seriously attempted to fulfil it). As Paolo Gerbaudo demonstrated 
in his comprehensive study of Podemos and M5S, “the opening at 
the party’s bottom” was in both cases “accompanied by an 
increasing concentration of power in the hands of the charismatic 
party leader … the reality of the online democracy seen in these 
formations and their ‘participatory platforms’ corresponds [rather] 
to … a ‘reactive democracy’ manifested in the dominance of forms 
of ‘passive democratic engagement’ that are constantly retro-
alimented by the leadership’s top-down intervention” (Gerbaudo 
2019, 17). In sum, even those parties that ostensibly aimed to re-

 
7 As Mariager and Olesen (2020, 329) have recently noted about the Danish 
social democrats, “membership participation has been eliminated to a matter of 
paying subscriptions and hanging up posters on lamps.” 
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establish a link between the party and civil society have eventually 
empowered party elites at the expense of the grassroots. 

 

III 

Implications for Bonotti’s theory 

We can safely conclude from examining these arguments that 
PPL is operating with an ideal of socially rooted parties that is 
dramatically out of sync with the organisational reality of 
contemporary party democracy. This does of course not mean that 
the ideal itself is unappealing: in fact, neither Bonotti’s “discursive” 
ideal (1) nor his “organisational” ideal (2) are unappealing ideals.8 
But I think it is problematic that Bonotti in PPL makes use of a 
strategy of theorising that scarcely brings his ideals of parties and 
partisanship into a conversation with the “real world” of party 
democracy, as if the identification and justification of attractive 
normative ideals would relieve the theorist from the pressure of 
reflecting on the implications of possible dissonances between 
ideals and reality, and on the conditions under which ideals could 
be realised. The refusal to confront these issues in a more 
systematic fashion is not only detrimental to PPL’s promise of 
bringing Rawls’s PL into “everyday politics.” It also weakens the 
book’s power to guide our actions towards the realisation of the 
proposed ideals of parties and partisanship. In the remainder of 
the paper, I want to do some of the work that I would like to have 
seen done in PPL and offer some thoughts on the consequences 
of the above-discussed transformation of parties for Bonotti’s 
theory and the capacity of contemporary parties to live up to the 
ideals laid out in PPL. 

 
8 Though there may be good reasons to object to the broader theoretical 
architecture in which Bonotti embeds (1), see Ypi 2019. 
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The first thing to note is that parties that have severed their ties 
to society’s “background culture,” and whose leaders largely bypass 
intermediary bodies like the traditional media and indeed their own 
party organisation, clearly fail to meet ideal (2), but can in principle 
meet ideal (1). In other words, though they are no longer providing 
(in Muirhead and Rosenblum’s words) a meaningful “institutional 
framework for political engagement by nonpublic associations” 
(Muirhead and Rosenblum 2006, 104) they may well be able to 
present their aims and policies in a way that is compatible with the 
requirements of Rawlsian public reason. This has in fact already be 
intimated by scholars like Kirchheimer and Manin, who observed 
that the capacity of party leaders to speak to the public as a whole 
via new electronic media also transformed their mode of 
communication: instead of appealing to a particular group that is 
the party’s core constituency (the working class, Catholics, etc.), 
they increasingly began offering arguments that were meant to 
resonate more widely. And even contemporary critics of “direct 
representative democracy” seem to acknowledge that one can be a 
socially disconnected party leader who cultivates a self-image of 
being the primary representative of the people by way of “direct 
and permanent communication with the audience” via social media 
(Urbinati 2019, 120) and still live up to norms of public 
justification. Recall in this connection that the above-cited critical 
journalist, who accused the Danish prime minister of being a 
populist, also remarks that the prime minister is framing her 
policies as contributing to a “broader national project that is good 
for everyone” (Krasnik 2020). Of course, one might plausibly 
question whether the proposed policies are really good for 
everyone. Yet, as two of the main architects of the “discursive” 
ideal of parties remind us, “at stake is not whether, in the eyes of 
the observer, a political grouping reliably does serve the public 
good … but whether it seeks to do so given the kinds of 
argumentation it pursues” (White and Ypi 2011, 384). 
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In short, while the “discursive” (1) and “organisational” ideals 
(2) are in PPL conceived as interconnected, in reality they may well 
come apart. Parties may well live up to (1) without even coming 
close to living up to (2). If this is correct, it seems we have two 
options. We might: 

 

a. Accept that the age of socially rooted parties has passed, 
and content ourselves with the fact that being disconnected 
from the “background culture” need not impair parties’ 
capacity to appeal to general principles and advance some 
conception of the public good. 

 

b. Or, resist the temptation of sacrificing the “organisational” 
ideal as long as the “discursive” ideal is met, and invest our 
intellectual energies in asking how we can re-establish the 
link between parties and society’s “background culture.” 

 

On the face of it, option (a) appears attractive because it 
promises relief from the difficult task of having to reconnect 
parties with society, whilst allowing us to remain committed to the 
fundamental Rawlsian concern of compliance with public reason 
norms. Bonotti’s analysis can however illuminate why renouncing 
our commitment to the “organisational” ideal of parties (2) may 
have considerable costs. For as Bonotti rightly argues, parties must 
be somewhat rooted in the “background culture” of society in 
order for the “division of justificatory labour” between parties and 
citizens to function effectively. By this, he means that two-way 
communication between citizens and partisans that is relatively 
unconstrained by public reason norms is a precondition for 
avoiding that the reasons that parties introduce into the public 
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sphere violate the constraints of public reason (see PPL, 135-138). 
Put differently, without being able to “hear the demands of their 
constituents” and respond to them, parties might end up justifying 
their aims and policies with arguments that are out of touch with 
“widely endorsed political values” (PPL, 136). A familiar example 
are arguments from necessity that rule out that there could be any 
legitimate alternative to a proposed course of action. Such 
arguments reduce public justification to its most primitive form, 
invoking the unavoidability or inevitability of certain decisions 
while avoiding references to the value choices that lie behind them 
(White 2015, 307). It is no coincidence that these justificatory 
strategies are often linked to a form of partisanship that is out of 
touch with citizens’ actual demands (Katz and Mair 2009, 758).  

To repeat, there is no reason to think that parties that lack a 
firm footing in the “background culture” cannot meet the demands 
of public reason; if Kirchheimer and Manin are right, then being 
decoupled from society can even enhance parties’ capacity to 
conform to public reason norms. The normatively important point 
that one can glean from Bonotti’s discussion is simply that there 
remains a risk that parties violate public reason if their 
communication with the citizenry is limited to one-way 
communication through the channels of social media, where 
citizens feel like they can communicate directly with leaders but 
actually only are the passive recipients of political messages. If we 
think, like Bonotti, that we should guard against such possible 
failures of parties to comply with the norms of public reason, then 
we have good reasons to try to re-establish the link between parties 
and society’s “background culture” in line with option (b). 
Choosing option (a) might mean jeopardising parties’ capacity to 
live up to the “discursive” ideal (1). 

But if the way forward is to make parties start “abandoning the 
citadelle in which they are entrenched, recasting societal linkages, 
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relinquishing all their privileges [and] immersing themselves again 
in society” (Ignazi 2017, 264), as Piero Ignazi colourfully puts it, 
what needs to be done? Clearly, any attempt to cultivate parties’ 
long-abandoned links to the “background culture” must involve 
creating spaces where party members (of which there are not many 
left) and ordinary citizens can engage in meaningful two-way 
communication with party officials, expressing in an open and 
unconstrained fashion their concerns and policy priorities, and 
holding party officials to account by demanding reasons for their 
actions.9 To achieve this, parties arguably must be open to 
experiment with new forms of collective agency, such as the 
“party-based movements” Momentum and Our Revolution, which 
have recently sprung up in the UK and US, within the Labour Party 
and the Democratic Party, respectively (Muldoon and Rye 2020). 
Looking to these movements for inspiration is instructive, for 
whatever one thinks of them politically, they have managed to 
mobilise incredible energies by creating new opportunities for 
citizens to express their demands in the context of established 
parties. But note that they have also come to articulate large-scale 
transformative ambitions that sit uneasily with the measured liberal 
partisanship Bonotti envisions. Operating in a realm where public 
reason constraints are (and, as Bonotti allows, should be) inactive, 
and channelling grievances that the parties have hitherto ignored, 
their avowed goal was to capture the party and radically change 
society as a whole (ibid., 495-497). 

This points to a potential paradox. Trying to re-anchor parties 
in the background culture of society in order to make sure that they 
do not violate public reason norms might in practice unleash forces 
that eventually come to violate public reason norms because they 
demand an altogether different society; as Muirhead and 
Rosenblum emphasise, “political liberalism is hostile to … parties 

 
9 I argue this point in more detail in Wolkenstein 2020. 
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arising from rival fundamental claims about the best regime. They 
contest to much. Political liberalism presupposes that these 
questions have been settled.”10 What we might get, in other words, 
are parties that live up to the “organisational” ideal (2) but fall short 
of conforming to the “discursive” ideal (1) that presupposes that 
they are “essentially committed” to liberal society (PPL, 137). One 
way of resolving this issue would be to follow Ypi and drop the 
notion, central to PPL, that partisans can only comply with the 
demands of public reason if they are committed to a Rawlsian 
liberal society.11 But even if we – because of our faithfulness to 
Rawls or satisfaction with the status quo – are unwilling to go down 
that route, it seems we have to accept that public reason alone can’t 
save the parties. 

 

 

Aarhus University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
10 Muirhead and Rosenblum 2006, 101. 
11 Ypi 2019. 
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