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RESEARCH ARTICLE

Rights and Deliberative Systems
Ron Levy
This article maps a significant area of contribution to (and control of) deliberative democratic systems:
human rights enacted in law. Thus it takes up John Dryzek’s call for ‘close study of actual deliberative
systems in the terms that theorists specify’. The article shows how the theory and practice of legal
rights often provide a good fit with, and sometimes help to elaborate and advance, aspects of systemic
deliberative democratic theory. One rationale for presenting a more detailed legal map of deliberative
systems is descriptive: to look more comprehensively at the set of participants and activities within
such systems. Yet the project may also be framed as normative. To try to ensure that legal rights do not
displace, but rather align with, systemic deliberative democracy, courts and other legal actors may engage
in what the article terms (pace John Hart Ely) ‘deliberative system reinforcement’.
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I. Introduction
This symposium issue of the Journal of Deliberative
Democracy focuses on the place of law in deliberative
democratic systems, but of course there has always been
a place for law, lawmaking and legal adjudication in
deliberative democracy theory. Institutions that apply
or make law, especially courts and legislatures, have
long been described as interlocutors of the people in a
deliberative democracy. Yet such interactions were often
seen as essentially binary, and as taking only a limited set
of forms.
For instance, in Habermas’s ‘two-track’ vision (1996:
354–6), deliberative democratic decision-making was
said to begin in the social periphery as relatively vague
sets of opinions, which later filter through the formal
constitutional apparatus of courts and legislatures. Such
bodies call upon legal and other elite expertise to help
process raw preferences into coherent and concrete law.
Another view, associated with Rawls (2005: 137) and
others, saw ‘telescoping’ effects (Kong and Levy: 629),
which move in the opposite direction: courts apply an
established set of tools of legal deliberation to inform
and discipline debate in the public sphere and ‘educate
citizens in how to reason with one another on contested
issues’ (Zurn 2007: 192).
Being broad by design, early contributions offered
scant detail of the ways in which legal systems actually
function to give effect to deliberative democratic methods
and objectives (Chambers 2003: 310). They also of course
predated key transitions in deliberative democracy
scholarship, notably the systemic turn. Systemic studies
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of deliberative democracy assess whether deliberative
or democratic weaknesses in one part of a governance
system are offset or checked by parts elsewhere. The
early contributions to deliberative democracy theory
traced just a few lines of interaction among legislatures
(and sometimes executive bodies), the courts and an
undifferentiated people; there was little to suggest
complex networks of interactions among democratic and
deliberative actors or actions.
With this article I intend to expand the map of systemic
interactions in a deliberative democracy, particularly by
focusing on a significant area of contribution to—and
control of—deliberative democratic systems: human rights
enacted in law. Thus I take up Dryzek’s (2016: 214) call
for ‘close study of actual deliberative systems in the terms
that theorists specify’. I will show how the literature and
practice of legal rights often provide a good fit with, and
sometimes advance, systemic deliberative democratic
theory. The map to be seen will include the legal actors
expressly tasked with implementing rights, but also a
wider range of informal legal actors.
One rationale for providing a more detailed map is
descriptive: to look more comprehensively at the set
of participants and activities in putative deliberative
democratic systems. (I limit the account to certain
jurisdictions within Norris and Grömping’s (2019) list
of high-functioning electoral democracies.) This in turn
is important for all the usual reasons that deliberative
democrats tend to assert. For instance, we may better see
where legal rights practice—the advocacy, interpretation
and application of legal rights—brings epistemic benefits,
such as more informed and relevant policy-making, across
the system. We may also better understand how legitimacy,
as a philosophical or sociological concept, develops. And
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finally, we may gain insight into how societal groups
may reach agreement about public policy despite their
differences. After Part II outlines the elements of systemic
deliberative democracy on which I plan to focus, Part
III will then give an overview of how legal rights practice
currently – if inconsistently – contributes to deliberative
democratic systems. Building on this groundwork, Part
IV will explore several key details of these potential
contributions.
Mapping the contributions of rights to deliberative
democratic systems may be framed, alternatively, as a
normative project. Part V will indicate how legal rights’
specific contributions to deliberative systems can be recast
as aspirational benchmarks. Legal rights practice is often
a system in itself, however, and one capable of displacing
systemic deliberative democracy. Courts or other legal
adjudicators should engage in what I will term deliberative
system reinforcement to try to make legal rights practice
align better with systemic deliberative democracy.
II. Relevant Aspects of Systemic Deliberative
Theory
The deliberative democratic systems approach shows
how the many interlaced contributors to public
decision-making (e.g. legislatures, courts, executive
departments and agencies, old and new media, civil
society organisations, foundations, lobbyists, companies,
unions, identity-based associations and individuals) can
complement and influence each other, creating a system
that is deliberatively democratic as a whole, even if each
part otherwise falls short. The systemic perspective helps
to address a main criticism levelled against deliberative
democracy: that while it has appeal in theory, it is
inadequate in practice as most of its actors are either weak
deliberators in some respects, or weakly democratic in
some respects. The many nodes in a system of governance
may be deliberatively democratic as a whole, given a
division of labour in which the nodes compensate for each
other’s deficiencies (Mansbridge et al 2012).
The systemic view not only tallies up contributors’
static perspectives, however, but also identifies dynamic
interactions. Systemic actors may transmit their points of
view and inform, persuade or offset one another (Boswell
et al 2016). Part of what makes a deliberative democratic
system distinctive is the mutual reinforcement that may
occur among the system’s nodes (Hendriks 2016). A typical
system may include ‘checks and balances of various forms
so that excesses in one part are checked by the activation
of other parts of the system’ (Mansbridge et al 2012: 5).
The deliberative democratic systems view notably takes
account of a range of actors well beyond just the narrow set
of formal institutions, especially legislatures and courts,
that we may typically think of as the sites of democracy or
deliberation. The system also includes actors who exercise
a less formal, but potentially as substantive, influence
on decisional outcomes. The system’s decisions work
gradually, ‘by accretion’ (Mansbridge 1986), and thus:
they have no clear-cut point at which an observer
can say that a decision has been taken. Yet when
the majority of a society or a subgroup changes its

norms or practices, bringing to bear social sanctions on those who deviate from the new norms
and practices, it seems fair to say that in a general way that majority has taken a decision, especially when the change has been accompanied by
extensive discussion of the pros and cons of such a
change (Mansbridge et al 2012: 8).
These observations liberate analyses of democracy and
deliberation from just the limited usual slate of formal
actors. They encourage consideration of a more complete
deliberative and democratic repertoire of people and
organisations exercising genuine decisional influence.
However, an important caveat is that some inputs—but
especially the most formal and prominent ones—into a
deliberative system may deleteriously shape the system.
For instance, systemic interactions must not be overly
coercive; ‘[i]n a good deliberative system, persuasion that
raises relevant considerations should replace suppression,
oppression, and thoughtless neglect’ (Mansbridge et al
2012: 5; see also Boswell et al 2016). And a prominent
node in the system must not ‘displace and weaken’ given
groups, ‘thus reducing the impact of these groups on
societal deliberation’ (Mansbridge et al 2012: 6; see also
Hendriks 2016, 55; Moore 2016).
III. Rights and Deliberative Systems in Outline
Legal rights practice is a system itself, with (as we will
see) dynamic interactions both among legal actors and
among distinct kinds of deliberation and democratic
representation. The outcomes of legal rights systems
typically are both formally and effectively binding. Even
rights bodies that can be overruled (e.g. courts exercising
non-binding rights jurisdiction or subject to legislative
override) may exert an effective influence (Kahana 2002:
241). Rights bodies may dominate, or even displace,
substantial segments of a deliberative system.
Yet this depends on how legal rights practice is
conducted. At least two broad patterns of systemic legal
rights practice, which are common but not universal, are
broadly consistent with systemic deliberative democracy.
The distinction between them is porous, however, and
each may be an aspect of the same legal rights practice.
(1) Accretion involves the gradual filling—or
replacement and refilling—of the broad outlines of legal
rights with novel content. As we saw, accretion has a role
in accounts of systemic deliberative democracy. It is also
notably a central function of legal rights, at least on an
interests-based conception that understands rights as
having little a priori content—as largely empty vessels
awaiting specific content. As Ivison (2019) describes the
interests approach, ‘it brings to the fore the mutability
and contestability of “interests”, and thus of rights,
and highlights the inherent indeterminacy … of rights
claims’. In this view, rights describe those relatively
rare individual and societal interests (e.g. concerns,
preferences and values) that come to be seen as essential
and fundamental in a given society, and thus singled out
for protection. Of course, other descriptions of rights
may view things differently (for discussion of assorted
perspectives, see Waldron 1989). But the interests
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approach is a prominent view of rights that overlaps
with deliberative systems, and that thus identifies a key
potential interaction between rights and deliberative
systems. There is potential for rights to be both the sites
and the products of deliberation about interests. Indeed,
we should even perhaps favour—that is, endorse or try
to give effect to—the interests approach to the extent it
matches the deliberative systems model and thus draws
on the model’s benefits as set out in Section II.
What and whom may deliberation about rights accretion
involve? Rights bodies including (but not limited to)
courts may issue apparently authoritative decisions
about which interests should solidify as rights, and in
which cases. Alternatively, a broader systemic deliberative
process may gradually clarify why certain matters matter
to certain people (e.g. many couples’ desire for the formal
status of marriage), and how these matters derive from
more foundational interests (e.g. recognition, dignity
and equality). In other words, accretion partly entails acts
of representation of interests, which ostensible experts
cannot carry out alone. In a deliberative system, acts of
representation are, to the extent possible, widely inclusive
of the people in a democratic society, comprehensive,
accurate and capable of persuading others.
However, if rights fill with content too rapidly or rigidly,
this may risk solidifying in amber what might have been
just an incomplete specification of a right, or a transient
social or judicial consensus. Consider the early 20th century
movements in conservative courts in the United States,
United Kingdom, Canada and Australia to invoke negative
economic rights and principles of federalism (e.g. freedom
of contract, states’ rights) in order to invalidate progressive
legislation. What was problematic about these doctrines
was not their elaboration per se, but their maximalist
application by the courts—an unyielding judicial
approach that closed off these doctrines’ revisability
(Habermas 1996: 384), such as their capacity for further
development or reversal, for some time. The interests that
a right protects can be determined through a deliberative
democratic process or system, which may run for years or
even decades, and indeed may never conclude.
(2) Settlement is another potential aspect of legal rights
practice that is consonant with systemic deliberative
democracy. It entails finding a stable place, among
existing rights and other interests, for newly accreted
rights content. Settlement thus refers to processes for
integrating new rights contents within a wider set of
previously settled interests without displacing too much
of what was recognised in the past.
Again this cannot be an arid expert or legalistic process.
On the one hand, there must be courts or other rights
experts capable of deploying legal rights doctrines such
as those of proportionality. On the other hand, settlement
is not merely an analytic process. It also requires social
settlement—that is, the management of inter-group
differences to generate wide social acceptance for the
new rights contents. Interests may be settled in part by
convincing groups of people to view their own interests
in relatively new ways—even sometimes to forgo some of
their own assumed interests. This is a kind of deliberation
that may need to occur substantially in the social sphere.
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The chief example in this article is that of the legalisation
of non-heterosexual marriage in North America. Like any
real-world case, the development of marriage equality
does not match every broad ideal. Indeed, the normative
section (Section V) of this paper will observe that a range
of deliberative systemic ideals remain unfulfilled, in this
example and others; that section will call for specific
improvements to legal rights practice. Nevertheless,
existing examples may point to possibilities of overlap or
interaction between legal rights practice and deliberative
systems, and thus advance the broad mapmaking purposes
of this paper (though I remain agnostic about whether or
how often such possibilities actually manifest).
The Supreme Courts of Canada and the United States
used constitutional equality guarantees to rule in favour
of marriage equality, in 2004 and 2015 respectively,
after years of judicial and social developments on the
subject. Each country took its time getting people on
board with the legal changes. Judges seldom ventured
far ahead of majority public sentiment; they led, and
yet also responded to, currents of social deliberation on
the matter (Yoshino 2015). Social perspectives changed
rapidly from the 1990s, as each country shifted from
having large majorities opposed to legalisation, to large
majorities supporting it (Morini 2017). Courts at assorted
levels in the states or provinces stayed approximately
onside with public sentiment while injecting a relatively
rationalist and authoritative set of perspectives into these
public conversations.
Public deliberations occurred, in a decentred way,
around (Siegel 2017; Yoshino 2015):
• activist groups arguing for and against legalisation;
• popular media (especially television);
• legislative acts partly or completely enabling (or banning) marriage equality or civil partnerships;
• referendums enabling (or banning) marriage equality;
• news media, which featured frequent op-eds as debate over marriage equality intensified;
• academic contributions proffering normative arguments as well as historical, psychological or other empirical information and context;
• influential businesses announcing support for legalisation;
• and finally individuals, who communicated with each
other and with civil society organisations or elected
representatives, and who also widely republicized expert contributions on social media.
Judicial pronouncements appeared both to shape and to
be shaped by social deliberations. As marriage equality
wound through courts of provinces and states, the courts
arguably were key nodes in the developing analysis and
sentiment around marriage equality. From a systemic
perspective, it is important that the outcomes and reasons
of judicial rulings were widely disseminated. The courts
drew on their own rationalist perspective, expertise and
apparent legitimacy. Judges below the apex courts mainly
influenced conversations via persuasion, since decisions
in one state/province (or country) do not bind legal
interpretations in others.
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As we will see, the accretion aspect of these marriage
equality cases lay in the vivid articulations—picked up and
amplified in courts, and thereafter in popular media—of
the dignity, family and equality interests at stake on the
side of LGBTQ couples; and in a more precise delineation of
which religious freedom arguments remained sustainable
on the other side. The settlement aspect flowed from
these same processes. Articulating and delineating group
interests helped to establish which group interests could
conceivably be accommodated to one another, and which
could not be.
In each jurisdiction, over a number of years popular
majorities seemed to reconsider their understandings
of marriage as a public good. Many had assumed that
majorities were entitled to define the public good, given
everyone’s stake in it. But the extended deliberations
about marriage equality helped to draw important
distinctions between the nature of the stakes of various
groups. Some who wished to retain the status quo ex ante
relied on non-public religious doctrine for justification,
others on discomfort or ‘disgust’ (Eskridge 2004: 1296–
8) at sharing the institution of marriage with sexual
minorities, and still others on largely unexamined social
norms. These common bases for opposing reform revealed
interests that were ultimately, in most instances, found to
be weaker than the equality, family and dignity interests
of LGBTQ couples.
Liberal insights about the place of non-public, religious
doctrine in defining public goods especially came to
the fore as the danger of imposing such doctrines on
others became manifest. Spiritual rationales for policy
are not shared nor reasonably agreed to by large blocs
of citizens. In parallel, other anti-legalisation arguments
had relatively mutable bases, such as social norms that
undergo change with generational turnover. The only
places where marriage equality opponents retained some
traction was in debate about the private and associational
domains: whether marriage equality must be accepted
within religious dissenters’ private or business practices
(e.g. wedding caterers) (Siegel 2017).
As these public deliberations worked toward an
accommodation or balancing of interests, courts fed into
the process, but did not dominate it until the end. Until
the final judgments of federal apex courts, lower courts
were among the nodes in a diffuse, years-long deliberative
systemic conversation. Deliberations included both social
deliberators and empowered actors. The social aspect may
have been required to bring the long-running and divisive
policy dispute to a stable conclusion.
In the next section I examine these broad observations
of accretion and settlement, and of marriage equality in
North America, in greater detail.
IV. Mapping Rights and Systemic Deliberative
Democracy
Certain aspects of courts’ and other rights bodies’
procedures—especially the more visible aspects, rather
than their inscrutable internal deliberations (Hutt 2018:
1139)—may from time to time form part of a deliberative
system.
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A. Inclusive Representation

Courts and other rights bodies may at times exercise a
democratic representative function that, though not
sufficient on its own, can contribute to a deliberative
system by making representation in the system more
inclusive. Commentators including Michelman (1998:
425–6; see also Rosanvallon 2011: 118–23) and many
others have imagined courts not merely as bodies that
deliberate about settled interests, but as ones that first
gain a sense of the diversity of a society’s interests, for
instance by hearing from the litigants who come before
them. The notion that judges can or should have access to
and consider the views of wide sets of societal groups is, as
well, implicit in the many studies that call for improving
judicial diversity (e.g. Rackley and Webb 2017).
Courts have found ways to expand their democratic
representativeness. ‘Friends of the court’ (or ‘amici curiae’
and ‘intervenors’) are third parties that participate in
litigation in order to speak to perspectives that the main
parties to a case may not cover. This practice is more
pronounced in high-profile cases dealing with socially
contentious rights. Broader perspectives may also result
from appellate courts’ multiple and varied members
(Mendes 2013). The potential, then, is for judicial decisionmaking at least sometimes to be an instrument of open
deliberation (Gutmann and Thompson 1996: 131): to
serve as a conduit for underserved interests to find entry
into public decision-making, and at least potentially
to influence such deliberation. (This differs from other
claims about representation, such as that judges may
expand democratic representation through their own
argumentative reasoning processes per se (Alexy 2005:
578–81). Much as Hutt (2021) argues, this does not qualify
as democratic representation.)
But does a court that effectively serves as a conduit
for representation of societal interests merely double up
similar representative responsibilities already present in
more expressly democratic branches? Moreover, given
the still generally narrow demographic make-up of
judges, might they serve at best as distorted lenses for
representing broader social interests? One important
answer is that legal rights processes may create forms of
representation that complement those that already exist
in legislatures and elected executives. The sociological
legitimacy of courts (a broadly shared expectation about
who can make binding or persuasive decisions) may
amplify what would otherwise be undervalued interests of
certain societal subgroups. Judicial rights determinations
(or those of other expert rights bodies) may be able to
place those interests on initially equal footing with other
interests and allow them to be considered on their merits.
Rights practiced in this mode can potentially be
important for democratic reasons, then, despite the more
common view that rights are countermajoritarian. In
theory at least, in a deliberative democracy an argument’s
cogency renders it persuasive (Habermas 1996: 306).
To the extent this is so in practice, diverse people, weak
or strong, and few or numerous, may be included in
collective decision-making on relatively equal terms
(Gutmann and Thompson 1996: 57–59, 110–119; Hutt
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2020: 85–86). Courts may, to some extent, serve as sites
for such relatively inclusive deliberations, as distinct
interests and views enter the crucible of the curial process
and exercise a level of influence that polarised legislatures
may be unable to match.
Granted, court processes are generally difficult and
expensive to access, and in practice are accessed unevenly
by different groups (Bellamy 2013: 341). Moreover, as Hutt
points out, a court’s ‘allegiance to the law’ may sometimes
conflict with a court’s putative representative function
(Hutt 2021: 10)—though he also notes that at other times it
may not. In any case, courts may be just as poor at actually
representing people as are other empowered elites,
who are too often elitist by inclination (Papadopoulos
2012; Moore 2016). Courts may be prone to seeing even
indeterminate, value-based policy matters as properly
decided by experts such as themselves (Levy 2018). And
when judges serve as umpires of deep controversies over
rights, they may ‘play for one of the teams’ (Tokaji 2010:
433), due to their partisan factionalism (Dryzek 2016:
212) or their authorisation by a state whose authority may
be the very matter in question (e.g. in cases on minority
self-determination).
These are important caveats. However, the potential
remains that courts may force governments to take
notice of underserved interests in ways that the more
polarised and unwieldy processes of legislators may
not. As Papadopoulos (2012: 139) writes, ‘appeals to the
courts can be considered as the functional equivalent of
lobbying, with the courts providing an additional access
point to promoters and opponents of policy causes’. This
description perhaps even undersells courts’ democratic
functions. When they apply rights, courts may give weight
to interests that governments cannot afford to ignore,
knowing that courts may upend settled laws and disrupt
government agendas. In light of this risk, governments
must take notice of the interests that people press through
rights processes. The processes may not lead to ‘wins’ for
rights claimants, but at a minimum require formal official
consideration of their claims (Mendes 2013: 131).
In Canada under the Charter of Rights and Freedoms,
individuals and groups lodge dozens of ‘Notices of
Constitutional Question’ weekly at various government
levels.1 This may or may not lead to a concrete, private win
for the claimants. Many claimants are self represented.
Many have untried and tenuous claims. Some claims are
vexatious. But it is the role of courts, attorneys-general
and their staffs to adapt such raw claims into the frame
of rights, and at least initially to take each claim seriously.
Mobilising the apparatus of government to hear claimants’
diverse points of view—and to hear them carefully with
the giving of reasons—may at least encourage individuals
to accept the legitimacy of a decision, even if their claims
are unsuccessful (Tyler and Jackson 2014; Waldron 2011).
A system of legal rights practice may, then, inject
influential representative processes of interest-accretion
into the wider deliberative system. To be sure, there
is also another potential role for rights in supporting
representation, and this one better recognised. Ely’s
(1980) ‘representation reinforcement’ theory provides
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that while counter-majoritarian judges lack legitimacy to
apply substantive rights, they should nevertheless step
in to enforce democratic process rights and reverse the
occasional efforts of legislatures to undermine electoral
democracy. I will have more to say on Ely in Part V.
B. Emotive Appeal

Legal rights may broadcast, across a deliberative system,
the salience of chiefly affective, even ‘primordial’ (Horowitz
2003: 72–82), human interests. For example, the need for
public recognition of identity—a need itself recognised
in constitutional and political theory (Taylor 1997)—is a
felt need, not one derived from reasoned argument (at
least not in the first instance). Yet even though many
identitarian and other basic interests are not reasoned
per se, they are potentially no less important than other
interests. Indeed they may be more so. As Hume puts the
point (2000 [1739]: 266; see also Walzer 1998: 58), reason
‘is the slave of the passions’: we cannot reason rationally
until we have, in the first place, identified reason’s nonrational objectives.
By being emotive, legal rights practice may clarify these
kinds of objectives. For instance, at the US Supreme
Court, the concluding words of Justice Kennedy’s majority
opinion in the Obergefell case on marriage equality speak
lyrically of the needs of couples to be loved—words that
have ‘inspired numberless opinion pieces and internet
memes’ (Levy and Kong 2018: 5). He writes:
No union is more profound than marriage, for it
embodies the highest ideals of love, fidelity, devotion, sacrifice, and family. In forming a marital
union, two people become something greater
than once they were. … Their hope is not to be condemned to live in loneliness, excluded from one of
civilization’s oldest institutions. They ask for equal
dignity in the eyes of the law. The Constitution
grants them that right (Obergefell 2015:).
Love, belonging, family, community and equality are
among the basic interests that Kennedy constitutionally
recognises—and promotes—though of course this
recognition did not begin with one judge. Indeed, in
the lengthy history of litigation that occurred across
the American federation before the matter got to the
US Supreme Court, many judges had already fleshed
out the factual, logical, normative and emotive factors
surrounding marriage equality (Yoshino 2015).
C. Rights as Archives of Interests

The exposure of interests is not necessarily limited to
moments in time, but may help lay down a lasting record
(Allan 2018: 145; Rosanvallon 2011: 118). Legal cases can
secure the formal recognition of deeply held interests. As
case-by-case practice progresses, it may bring longevity
to rulings about rights by creating an ‘archive’ (Genovese
et al 2019) of the common forms of harm that rights
claimants experience and that should be prohibited.
Judicial outputs can thus serve as memory banks for a
deliberative system: settled perceptions about essential
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social interests that may be accessed repeatedly in future
systemic deliberations.
The notion of using law and legal practice to help develop
a social record has origins deep in Western legal traditions.
As Postema (2010: 48) describes the views of Pufendorf,
the 17th century German legal scholar, law ‘moves a range
of disputes “off-line” out of the domain of the public and
the political’, classifying certain controversies as, if not
finally settled, then at least settled for the time being.
‘Separate but equal’ schools, bans on ‘miscegenation’
and on marriage equality—all of these, and many more,
impacted on interests that came to be protected in law,
as litigation identified and categorised distinctive types of
psychological and other harms.
None of the harms had been unknown. But had they
not become the focus of legal rights cases, they may never
have become as widely and stably recognised. Legal rights
practice may thus help to concretise distinct doctrines of
harm-prevention. Other democratic fact-finding tools (e.g.
commissions of inquiry, legislative subcommittees) may
also have these effects. But legal precedent and the related
legal practice of argument by analogy create continuity
over time: ways to access and recall, with relative ease, an
expanding catalogue of prohibited harms.
D. Testing Empirical Claims

Access to accurate and reasonably comprehensive
factual background is a condition of sound deliberation
(Bächtiger et al 2018: 8). Rights bodies such as courts test
the truth of factual claims. In addition to evidentiary rules
in trial litigation, in the rights context proportionality and
equality doctrines help to test assertions of fact in both
trial and appellate proceedings. These protocols probe
whether a government’s justification for a breach of right
is too speculative or poorly demonstrated by evidence,
which may in turn temper the justification’s effects in the
wider deliberative system.
Of course, courts may have biases or be under the sway
of the same unexamined assumptions as the rest of a
community. It is unusual to see a court step too far out
ahead of the social mainstream on questions of value. For
instance, presented with an early opportunity to consider
marriage equality in 1993, a Hawaiian court had little
trouble rejecting marriage equality claims (Baehr v Lewin).
Yet several years later many US courts had begun ruling
differently, following changes in social norms around
the issue. We should not, therefore, overstate the role of
factual testing in rights outcomes.
Yet neither should we ignore it. Over the long course
of marriage equality litigation, US and Canadian courts
had occasion to test and retest several suspect claims:
for instance, that children of same-sex couples tend
to experience poor psychological outcomes; that
heterosexual marriage was a millenniums-old cultural and
legal category embedded in Western tradition; and that
same-sex attraction is wholly a product of ‘choice’ (Yoshino
2015: 202–13). What seemed self-evident to some tended
to wither under the light of scrutiny in trial and appellate
proceedings. Expert witness testimony (e.g. by parenting
psychologists and historians of sexuality) systematically
rebutted the assumptions of the opponents of marriage
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equality legalisation (Yoshino 2015: 280). Ultimately,
courts made formalised decisions of fact, which in turn
informed media reportage and debate.
The representative function of courts, introduced
above, may also have an epistemic aspect. A process that is
public, as well as relatively open to social representations,
may access an important epistemic resource in the
form of diverse social views that lack the same levels
of prejudgment often witnessed among governmental
insiders (Christensen and Moynihan 2020; Gutmann and
Thompson 1996: 95–127).
E. Testing Normative Claims

Legal adjudication additionally may be a crucible for
reasoning through social controversies’ normative aspects,
which are never far from the surface in rights cases. Judges
and other lawyers draw upon both the constitutional text
and sources external to the text to scrutinise normative
constitutional rights reasoning. Legal rights practice may
in turn publicly broadcast, across the wider deliberative
system, the results of these stress-tests of normative
propositions.
Marriage equality opponents deployed a number of
normative arguments. The argument from tradition
provided that settled social and legal norms should remain
unchanged. Judges in turn had to scrutinise not only
the argument itself, but also the nature of appropriate
legal argumentation: what kinds of arguments should or
should not be raised in the controversy? Tradition alone
was unsuitable as it provided no substantive guidance
as to why one tradition, and not another, should be
constitutionalised, left unaltered or discarded. As Justice
Richard Posner wrote in the US Federal Circuit case Baskin
v Bogan, ‘[t]radition per se … cannot be a lawful ground
for discrimination—regardless of the age of the tradition’
(661–3).
Another argument was that heterosexual marriage
is a semantic category with no normative implications
per se. This argument may have provided an effective
shield for heterosexual-only marriage, based on sophistic
argumentation steeped in jargon and esoterica. Yet the
root notion that language is somehow immune to change
was just a variation of the argument from tradition, and—
for the same reasons—an unsustainable argument once
laid bare (Mercier 2007).
One argument that lacked such normative emptiness
stemmed from orthodox theological positions. But such
claims were problematic for other reasons. Theories of
public reason imagine disparate groups appealing not
to their own comprehensive moral doctrines, but to
public values of more general application (e.g. freedom,
non-domination and the non-violent resolution of
differences) (Rawls 1997: 773). In some ways this strand
of theory merely provides a gloss on venerable liberal
principles such as the freedom from religious coercion,
which arose after Europe’s destructive early modern
wars of religion (Ishay 2008: 77). That freedom militates
against theological doctrines being invoked against
religious dissenters without any additional justifications
that every citizen may reasonably be expected to share
(Rawls 2005: 462).
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As Gutmann and Thompson (1996: 54–55) write, ‘the
principles of democracy must provide some guidance for
living with fundamental moral disagreement’. Legal rights
practice potentially provides such guidance in, for instance,
the proportionality test’s requirement of an explicit
normative justification for a breach of right (Cohen-Eliya
and Porat 2011). There is also a judicial duty to provide
publicly reasoned justifications for judgments, as the
legal theorist Mashaw (2018) explores. Moreover, rights
guarantees often expressly limit available justifications
to those consistent with freedom and democracy (e.g.
Article 9(2) of the European Convention of Human Rights,
1950 and Section 1 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, 1982).
Proportionality and equality doctrines can provide
litigants with ready metrics to test government actions for
arbitrariness by asking whether A receives as much of a
public good as B. Unexplained differences may publicly
highlight an injustice. Equality testing also draws the
above-noted analogies between past and present cases,
importing some of the sense of horror and indignity of
past injustices into current social controversies. The
marriage equality cases frequently adverted to historical
prohibitions on miscegenation as reference points, and
to show how the logic of equality can upend even norms
once viewed as settled (Levy and Orr 2016: 9).
F. Accommodation and Balancing

Rights are seldom absolute. When legal rights processes
apply broad principles to concrete cases they weigh rights
against other rights, or against other interests. Weighing
is also an essential part of deliberation (Fishkin 2009:
35). But not all processes of weighing are alike. The
ubiquitous proportionality test in rights adjudication has
elements that resemble deliberative democratic forms
of accommodation, which seek out ‘win-win’ public
policies agreeable to all parties (Mansbridge et al 2010:
69–72). Proportionality decisions may therefore publicly
illustrate, across a deliberative system, the availability of
accommodative policy (Levy and Orr 2016: 49–50), and
call into question assumptions that policy is irreducibly
zero-sum as between identifiable ‘losers’ and ‘winners’.
Modern proportionality and equality testing follow
relatively standard sequences of steps. For instance,
where a government justifies a breach of right on the
basis of an objective that is valid in principle, but goes
beyond what is required to achieve the objective, then
proportionality or equality testing may pinpoint this type
of fault. In a Canadian case, hiring rules for a firefighting
squad had included height requirements that indirectly
discriminated against female applicants (British
Columbia (Public Service Employee Relations Commission)
1999). The adoption, instead, of general physical fitness
standards measured the skill of prospective firefighters
just as well.
Granted, in many cases some zero-sum disagreement
inevitably arises, and cruder balancing is thus required
to address a tension between incompatible rights
or interests. All parties may stand to lose something
significant, no matter the outcome. For example, a court
that mandates marriage equality legalisation may carve
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out exceptions to avoid compelling religious authorities
to perform marriages for LGBTQ couples. But in this case
perceived losses are likely experienced on both sides:
among equality activists offended by any exemption,
and among religious traditionalists objecting to any
recognition of marriage equality. Certain second-best
possibilities still remain, however, for deliberation in such
scenarios (Warren and Mansbridge 2013). Negotiation to
identify the concerns of each side can be civil in tone, and
in substance as fair as possible. Empirical scholarship of
law has shown similar possibilities, demonstrating that
processes of respectful listening and fair judgment tend
to be viewed as legitimate even by those on the ‘losing’
side of a decision (Tyler and Jackson 2014).
G. Social Settlement

Thus far the catalogue of rights’ potential contributions
to systemic deliberation shows how courts and other
rights adjudicators can direct and discipline popular
conversations about contested policy. But systemic
deliberative democracy also stresses how public
decisions may occur—and even begin or remain—largely
within social processes of custom and norm formation
(Mansbridge et al 2012: 8). This suggests the possibility of
‘social settlement’: changes in thinking about a right that
occur not in formal institutions, but substantially in the
social arena, and that yield accommodative settlements
between groups. Social processes, underpinned by legal
rights practice in a deliberative system, may to some
extent see broad-ranging deliberative conversations probe
potential substantive policies to find those best able to
ground social settlements.
In the marriage equality cases, it became clear to many
over time—through deliberations involving not only
judges, but also legislators, media, civil society groups and
individuals—that the excluded group would never come
to accept its exclusion. The dignitary and psychological
harms of the exclusion were too severe and unavoidable to
be set aside and ignored. The equality of LGBTQ people—
people increasingly acknowledged to constitute largely
fixed identity groups—came to be understood as central
to their self-worth. A settlement that expects a minority
group to yield to its exclusion may remain unstable at best
(Eskridge 2004: 1297–1300).
On the other hand, theological points of view can
and do shift, at the very least to recognise that such
comprehensive doctrines cannot be imposed on others if
a society aims to minimise inter-group discord. In Rawls’s
account, those who invoke comprehensive doctrines in
the public sphere may gradually abandon or modify their
claims in order to remove conflicts with other groups. Thus
the groups’ different views will in time overlap to support
the same general policy agreement (Rawls 2005: 246–7;
Rawls 1997: 781–82, 795; see also Scanlon 1998). Rawls
(1997: 796) gives the example of how Catholic notions
of religious freedom shifted in more liberal-democratic
directions. Exclusionary views may also of course have
non-theological origins, and for instance may stem from
social conventions of often surprising resilience; however,
these, too, in practice have been shown to be capable of
change (Morini 2017).
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Rawls’s account understandably lacks legal detail.
However, constitutional theorists—particularly those
who understand courts as partisan or out of touch
with social currents—outline ideas of, for example,
popular constitutionalism, which preserves spaces for
constitutional norms to develop partly outside the courts
and other formal channels (Kramer 2004). Related legal
theories include ‘legal pluralism’ (Merry 1988), ‘political
constitutionalism’ (Bellamy 2007) and ‘deliberative
constitutionalism’ (Levy et al 2018; Hutt 2020), which
often critique strong judicial enforcement of formal
rights and favour social and informal modalities of rights
interpretation.
Some of these theories stipulate, as do I in this article,
generally high-functioning electoral democracies. Yet
even such democracies may from time to time see
governments act egregiously in breach of settled rights:
acting either excessively or wholly without justification
(e.g. gratuitously discriminatory targeting of groups, or
retention of power through electoral manipulation). A
court should always provide a ‘backstop’ (Levy and Orr
2016: 123) to reverse such acts when necessary.
More generally, however, social settlement describes a
protracted process whereby conflicts come to be mitigated
through social norm modification. This perspective
broadens the account of inter-group accommodation
beyond a static notion of utilitarian balancing conducted
in a moment of time. It is alive to the likelihood of social
norm change, and aware that this may especially occur at
weak points where norms are particularly brittle because
they are exclusionary and not reasonably generalisable.
Such norms may eventually yield to those that are more
stable over the long term. Legal rights practice that is
gradual and spread out across a deliberative system may
improve societal clarity about which groups in conflict are
more likely to change their positions over time.
V. Deliberative System Reinforcement
The contributions of legal rights practice to deliberative
systems outlined in the previous part outlined possibilities
only occasionally realised in practice. I turn now to consider
how formal legal actors may meta-deliberate (Thompson
2008) about deliberative systems in order to try to ‘activate
and steer’ (Hendriks 2016: 46; see also Ponet and Leib,
2018: 612) such systems to realise deliberative systemic
objectives more consistently. Such conscious deliberative
system design, which we may term ‘deliberative system
reinforcement’, has at least three varieties.
(1) Deliberative rights practice benchmarks. Each
observation of the previous part may be recast as a specific
normative benchmark. For example, judges undertaking
proportionality testing may consciously deemphasise
strict balancing in favour of more flexible analyses. Some
judges already favour such an approach (Dixon 2020).
One reason why they should is to avoid zero-sum rights
decisions when more nuanced, accommodative outcomes
are possible.
(2) Second-order benchmarks. Legal actors may also take
account of the interactions among nodes in the wider
deliberative system, beyond the system of legal rights
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practice. For instance, ‘second-order’ legal rights regulate
processes of lawmaking and democracy (e.g. rights to vote
or to engage in political speech). Depending on how they
are interpreted, such rights may support or distort a wider
deliberative system. For example, legislative schemes
often seek to mitigate deliberative democratic faults by
requiring news media to provide duties of reply, or by
limiting political misinformation; however, a too-narrow
judicial vision of deliberation and democracy may prevent
such schemes (e.g. Miami Herald Publishing Co 1974).
Blunt balancing tests can artificially disentangle speech
and deliberation by assuming them to be in tension. These
tests presuppose that a deliberative scheme breaches
speech rights, and also tend to weigh against findings
that such schemes are justified. Yet political participation
is reciprocal with political deliberation (Hutt 2020: 82).
Rights adjudicators should adopt ‘thick’ readings of
speech interests (Levy and Orr 2016: 60–61) that do not as
a default view deliberative legislative schemes as opposed
to speech.
(3) Open legal rights systems. As the legal theorist
Teubner (1993) observes, legal systems substantially
generate their own normative content. From the
perspective of deliberative system reinforcement, a key
resultant risk is that a legal rights system may be closed to
social deliberation about rights. As Hendriks describes the
challenge of deliberative system design, there should be
‘loose connectivity where institutions and actors mutually
influence and adjust’ (Hendriks 2016, 55; see also Moore
2016). Yet from legal literatures on ‘juridification’ and
related concepts, we know that the formal influence of
law—the capacity effectively to have the final word in a
political and social controversy—tends to displace other,
less formal patterns of social or political conduct (Hirschl
2009; see also Habermas 1981).
Legal rights practice may therefore be not just one set of
nodes within the wider deliberative system, but the main—
or even the only—formally approved site for deliberation.
The more arcane (or contradictory or incoherent) a
constitutional rights doctrine is, the greater risk there is
that rights will be viewed as the preserve of courts alone—
not of democratic representatives, nor of any wider sets of
actors (Appleby 2014).
Conversely, however, legal rights and deliberative
systems may share or integrate their nodes. As an example,
as we saw in the marriage equality cases, a lower court’s
rights judgment can be widely republicized—in old and
new media, in the rhetoric of empowered actors or activist
groups, etc—across jurisdictions where the judgment does
not bind but is persuasive. Subsequent judgments in
higher courts may take notice of these developing views.
Alternatively, the legal rights system may yield a
putatively final decision by an apex court, but this
may prompt complex legislative and social responses.
Responses can include social backlash or (more
constructively) further discussions of policy differences
that prompt a society to ‘forge new constitutional
understandings’ (Siegel 2017: 1731).
In each of these patterns, there is a dynamic back-andforth between a legal rights system and the wider set of
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formal and informal nodes of a deliberative system. Such
inter-systemic linkages reflect a legal rights system that
is ‘open’, in the sense that it accretes rights content not
only from within its own processes, but with attention
to the wider deliberative system. Judicial modesty is
required in order to avoid overwhelming informal forms
of deliberation in the accretion and settlement of rights
content. (Such modesty requirements are hardly foreign
to legal theory, as we have seen.)
Deliberative system reinforcement differs from a
prominent, yet problematic, theory of rights practice.
‘Representation reinforcement’ (Ely 1980) favours courts
stepping in to reverse choices about democratic rules if,
for instance, those rules are underinclusive of particular
societal groups. Yet representation reinforcement
potentially displaces existing informal norms of political
regulation, such as the informal norms of comity often
necessary to prevent partisans from manipulating
democratic rules. The juridification of US elections has
often had effects broadly opposite to those intended
(Levy and Orr 2016: 153–160). Rather than arrest partypolitical manipulation, the gradual elaboration of
formal and judicially reviewable rules for democracy has
intensified partisan battles for control—often over those
very rules. Attempts to contain electoral disputes chiefly
via formal rule-making and litigation have an appealing
and straightforward logic, but are misguided to the extent
they displace more nebulous, yet often more effective,
informal norms.
Representation reinforcement distils the judicial
protection of democracy largely to a matter of inclusive
representation, omitting concern for democratic
deliberation more broadly. Deliberative system
reinforcement, by contrast, tries to support deliberative
systemic processes by constructing, or at least leaving
undisturbed, spaces for protracted social deliberation.
Rights should be open to being amended over the longterm in the wider deliberative system. And courts and
other formally empowered expert rights bodies should
inform rather than co-opt such systemic deliberations,
hesitating to depart too markedly from developing public
consensuses on rights contents. Relying systemically
on the social component of rights deliberation may, in
some cases at least, be a means of achieving a social
settlement around rights, and setting such settlements
up to endure.
VI. Conclusion
This article has explored how deliberative systems
theory can draw on the large, yet still largely untapped,
literatures of legal rights. (The flipside approach—bringing
systemic deliberative theory into legal rights theories—is
a task for future work.) The article’s mapmaking exercise
helps to fill out the details of the significant, and even
at times dominant, legal rights dimension of the wider
deliberative system. Legal institutions may as often as not
frustrate deliberative systems by displacing alternative
forms of decision-making. Yet alternatively, legal rights
may, and at least occasionally do, form part of a wider
system in which diverse actors engage in protracted
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processes of co-creation and settlement of rights contents
in contentious policy areas.
Note
1
This account is based on the author’s governmental
work on litigation under the Canadian Charter.
Acknowledgements
My thanks to Ian O’Flynn, Vanessa MacDonnell, Scott
Stephenson, Kate Ogg, Anna Przybylska, Anastasia
Deligiaouri and the Journal’s anonymous reviewers, and
to seminar participants at the Centre for Comparative
Constitutional Studies, for helpful comments.
Competing Interests
The author has no competing interests to declare.
References
Alexy, R. (2005). Balancing, constitutional review, and
representation. International Journal of Constitutional
Law, 3(4), 572–581. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/
icon/moi040
Allan, T. R. S. (2018). The deliberative constitution
at common law. In R. Levy, H. Kong, G. Orr &
J. King,
(Eds.), The Cambridge handbook of
deliberative
constitutionalism
(pp.
141–155).
Cambridge University Press. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1017/9781108289474.011
Appleby, G. (2014). The high court and Kable: A study
in federalism and rights protection. Monash University
Law Review, 40, 673.
Bächtiger, A., Dryzek, J. S., Mansbridge, J., &
Warren, M. (2018). Deliberative democracy. In
A. Bächtiger, J. S. Dryzek, J. Mansbridge & M.
Warren, (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of deliberative
democracy (pp. 1–31). DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/
oxfordhb/9780198747369.001.0001
Bellamy, R. (2007). Political constitutionalism: A
republican defence of the constitutionality of
democracy. Cambridge University Press. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511490187
Bellamy, R. (2013). The democratic qualities of courts: A
critical analysis of three arguments. Representation,
49(3), 333–346. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/00344
893.2013.830485
Boswell, J., Hendriks, C. M., & Ercan, S. A. (2016).
Message received? Examining transmission in
deliberative systems. Critical Policy Studies, 10(3),
263–283. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2
016.1188712
British Columbia (Public Service Employee Relations
Commission) v British Columbia Government Service
Employees’ Union. [1999] 3 SCR 3.
Chambers, S. (2003). Deliberative democratic
theory. Annual review of political science, 6(1),
307–326. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
polisci.6.121901.085538
Christensen, J., & Moynihan, D. P. (2020). Motivated
reasoning and policy information: Politicians are more
resistant to debiasing interventions than the general

36

public. Behavioural Public Policy (pp. 1–22). DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2020.50
Cohen-Eliya, M., & Porat, I. (2011). Proportionality and
the culture of justification. The American journal of
comparative law, 59(2), 463–490. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.5131/AJCL.2010.0018
Dixon, R. (2020). Calibrated proportionality. Federal
Law Review, 48(1), 92–122. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1177/0067205X19890439
Dryzek, J. S. (2016). Symposium commentary: Reflections
on the theory of deliberative systems, Critical Policy
Studies, 10(2), 209–215. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080
/19460171.2016.1170620
Ely, J. H. (1980). Democracy and distrust: A theory of
judicial review. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv102bj77
Eskridge, W. N., Jr. (2004). Pluralism and distrust: How
courts can support democracy by lowering the stakes
of politics. Yale Law Journal, 114, 1279.
Genovese, A., Luker, T., & Rubenstein, K. (2019). The
court as archive. Canberra: ANU Press. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.22459/CA.2019
Gutmann, A., & Thompson, D. (1996). Democracy and
disagreement. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Habermas, J. (1987) [1981]. The theory of communicative
action. Lifeworld and system: A critique of functionalist
reason, 2. Boston: Beacon Press.
Habermas, J. (1996). Between facts and norms:
Contributions to a discourse theory of law and
democracy. (William Rehg, Tr.) Cambridge:
MIT
Press.
DOI:
https://doi.org/10.7551/
mitpress/1564.001.0001
Hirschl, R. (2009). Towards juristocracy: The origins and
consequences of the new constitutionalism. Harvard
University Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/j.
ctv15d81nb
Hume, D. (2000) [1739]. A treatise on human nature.
Oxford University Press.
Hutt, D. B. (2018). Measuring popular and judicial
deliberation: A critical comparison. International
Journal of Constitutional Law, 16(4), 1121–1147. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1093/icon/moy085
Hutt, D. B. (2020). The deliberative constitutionalism
debate and a republican way forward. Jurisprudence,
12(1), 69–88. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/2040331
3.2020.1785259
Hutt, D. B. (2021). Making what present again? A critique
of argumentative judicial representation. Canadian
Journal of Law & Jurisprudence (pp. 1–23).
Ishay, M. (2008). The history of human rights. University
of California Press.
Ivison, D. (2019). Can liberals states accommodate
Indigenous peoples? Cambridge, UK: Polity.
Kahana, T. (2002). Understanding the notwithstanding
mechanism. The University of Toronto Law
Journal, 52(2), 221–274. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.2307/825966
Kramer, L. D. (2004). The people themselves: Popular
constitutionalism and judicial review. Oxford University
Press.

Levy: Rights and Deliberative Systems

Levy, R., & Orr, G. (2016). The law of deliberative
democracy. London: Routledge. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781315890159
Levy, R., & Kong, H. L. (2018). Introduction: Fusion and
creation. In R. Levy, H. L. Kong, G. Orr & J. King, (Eds.), The
Cambridge handbook of deliberative constitutionalism
(pp. 1–14), Cambridge University Press. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1017/9781108289474.001
Levy, R. (2018). The ‘elite problem’ in deliberative
constitutionalism. In R. Levy, H. L. Kong, G. Orr
& J. King (Eds.), The Cambridge handbook of
deliberative
constitutionalism
(pp.
337–369),
Cambridge University Press. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1017/9781108289474.027
Mansbridge, J., et al. (2010). The place of self-interest
and the role of power in deliberative democracy.
Journal of Political Philosophy, 18(1), 64, 69–72. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9760.2009.00344.x
Mansbridge, J., et al. (2012). A systemic approach to
deliberative democracy. In J. Parkinson & J. Mansbridge,
(Eds.) Deliberative systems: Deliberative democracy at
the large scale. Cambridge University Press.
Mashaw, J. L. (2018). Reasoned administration and
democratic legitimacy: Reflections on an American
hybrid. In Levy, et al. (Eds.) The Cambridge handbook
of deliberative constitutionalism (pp. 17–27).
Cambridge University Press. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1017/9781108289474.002
Mendes, C. (2013). Constitutional courts and deliberative
democracy. Oxford University Press. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199670451.001.0001
Mercier, A. (2007). Meaning and necessity: Can semantics
stop same-sex marriage? Essays in Philosophy,
8(1), 142–181. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5840/
eip20078122
Merry, S. E. (1988). Legal pluralism. Law & Soc’y Rev., 22,
869. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/3053638
Miami Herald Publishing Co. v. Tornillo. 418 U.S. 241
(1974).
Michelman, F. I. (1998). Brennan and democracy—
The 1996–97 Brennan Center symposium
lecture. Calif. L. Rev., 86, 399. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.2307/3481113
Morini, M. (2017). Same-sex marriage and other moral
taboos: Cultural acceptances, change in American
public opinion and the evidence from the opinion
polls. European journal of American studies, 11(11–3).
DOI: https://doi.org/10.4000/ejas.11824
Norris, P., & Grömping, M. (2019). Electoral
integrity worldwide. Electoral integrity project;
Freedom House. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/
oso/9780190934163.001.0001
Obergefell v Hodges. 576 US 644 (2015).
Papadopoulos, Y. (2012). On the embeddedness
of deliberative systems: Why elitist innovations
matter more. In J. Parkinson & J. Mansbridge, (Eds.),
Deliberative systems: Deliberative democracy at the
large scale.
Postema, G. J. (2010). Sweet dissonance: Conflict,
consensus, and the rule of law. The Harvard Review

Levy: Rights and Deliberative Systems

of Philosophy, 17(1), 36–55. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.5840/harvardreview20101713
Rackley, E., & Webb, C. (2017). Three models of
diversity. In G. Gee & E. Rackley (Eds.), Debating
judicial appointments in an age of diversity (pp.
283–298). London: Routledge. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781315400068-19
Rawls, J. (1997). The idea of public reason revisited. The
University of Chicago Law Review, 64(3), 765–807. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.2307/1600311
Rawls, J. (2005). Political Liberalism (expanded edn, New
York: Columbia University Press).
Rosanvallon, P. (2011). Democratic legitimacy:
Impartiality,
reflexivity,
proximity
(Arthur
Goldhammer transl, Princeton and Oxford: Princeton
University Press). DOI: https://doi.org/10.23943/
princeton/9780691149486.001.0001
Scanlon, T. M. (1998). What we owe to each other.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Siegel, R. B. (2017). Community in conflict: Same-sex
marriage and backlash. UCLA L. Rev., 64, 1728.
Taylor, C., & Gutmann, A. (1997). The politics of
recognition. New contexts of Canadian criticism, 98,
25–73.
Teubner, G. (1993). Law as an autopoietic system.
Oxford/Cambridge: Blackwell Publishers.
Thompson, D. F. (2008). Deliberative democratic theory
and empirical political science. Annual Review of

37

Political Science, 11, 497–520. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.081306.070555
Tokaji, D. P. (2010). Lowenstein contra Lowenstein:
Conflicts of interest in election administration.
Election Law Journal, 9(4), 421–441. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1089/elj.2010.9407
Tyler, T. R., & Jackson, J. (2014). Popular legitimacy
and the exercise of legal authority: Motivating
compliance, cooperation, and engagement. Psychology,
Public Policy, and Law, 20(1), 78. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0034514
Waldron, J. (1989). Rights in conflict. Ethics, 99(3):
503–519. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1086/293094
Waldron, J. (2011). The rule of law and the
importance of procedure. In E. James Fleming
(Ed.), NOMOS 50: Getting to the rule of law (pp.
3–31), NYU Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18574/
nyu/9780814728437.003.0001
Warren, M., & Mansbridge, W. (2013). Deliberative
negotiation. In J. Mansbridge & C. J. Martin (Eds.),
Negotiating agreement in politics. American Political
Science Association.
Yoshino, K. (2015). Speak now: Marriage equality on trial.
New York: Crown Publishers.
Zurn, C. F. (2007). Deliberative democracy and
the institutions of judicial review. Cambridge
University Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/
CBO9780511498749

How to cite this article: Levy, R. (2022). Rights and Deliberative Systems. Journal of Deliberative Democracy, 18(1), pp. 27–37.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.16997/jdd.1086
Submitted: 25 May 2021

Accepted: 23 August 2021

Published: 25 March 2022

Copyright: © 2022 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
4.0 International License (CC-BY 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the
original author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

Journal of Deliberative Democracy is a peer-reviewed open access journal published
by University of Westminster Press.

