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It is considered the debate between liberalism and communitarianism as two of the most
influential trends in contemporary social philosophy. It is established theoretical and methodological
limits of liberalism and communitarianism. It is found the specific of the concept of deliberative
democracy compared with liberalism and republicanism on the following grounds: concept of a
citizen, the concept of law, specific of the process of formation the political will of the citizens.
It is stressed on epistemic status of political deliberation.
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In the current socio-political crisis caused by rising dissatisfaction with the representative
model of democracy, increased attention to deliberative democracy as an alternative to the existing
political regime. An important contribution to the development of this model made J. Habermas,
who formed his own understanding of the content deliberative policy based on comparative
analysis of liberalism and republicanism. The contradiction between liberalism and republicanism,
which a characteristic feature of the American political culture, sparked a lively debate between
supporters of liberal (R. Nozick) and neoliberal (M. Friedman, J. Rawls, J. Berlin, R. Dworkin,
F. Hayek) proponents of communitarianism (E. McIntyre, M. Sendel, C. Taylor, M. Volzen,
B. Berber, M. Veltser).

The purpose of the article is to analyze Habermas’s concept of deliberative model of
democracy in the light of debate between liberalism and republicanism.

The beginning of the discussion is considered to be the publication in 1971, “Theory of
Justice” J. Rawls, which caused a considerable resonance in international scientific community. In
this work the author tries on a new theoretical level rethink the social contract theory, emphasizing
that well-ordered social system should not only be able to provide benefits to everyone, and comply
with the general principles of justice which:

— Shared by everyone, while being assured that their compliance is mandatory for all;

— Implemented by basic social institutions.

Taking ethical guidance John Rawls claims that his theory is an ideal-typical case and can’t be
viewed as the sum of specific views and ideas on issues of justice using separate entities. Thinker
has attempted justification of principles of justice, equally suitable for all in the so-called initial
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situation. This is the theoretically simulated situation within which autonomous actors, facing the
choice of principles of equitable coexistence. The condition that selected principles in the initial
situation of justice would not be the realization of the interests of certain groups or individuals
is the veil of ignorance that hides participants to the concepts of good content to which they are
oriented, their social status, preferences and so on. In terms of John Rawls, the absence of such
knowledge would make it possible to achieve solutions that are equally reflect the interests of all,
because not knowing their own concept of the good, the place in the social hierarchy, each will
focus for the maximization of social benefits.

The requirement of a symmetrical distribution of roles between actors of the political process,
meet the following two principles of justice, the priority of which reflects the sequence of their
presentation:

1. Everyone should have equal rights in respect of the general scheme of basic liberties,

which is adjacent to the freedoms of all similar scheme;

2. Social and economic inequalities must meet two basic requirements. Firstly, all the
inequalities of social or economic nature are allowed only if they meet the interests of
the poorest sections of the population. Secondly, any position or positions should be
available to all.

Developed by J. Rawls principles are based on the principles of rational decision and egalitarianism,
and therefore have a universal appeal. The thesis of the universal status of moral principles has caused
amixed review in the scientific community that can be defined through different degrees of graduation
from approval (J. Habermas) to complete rejection (communitarists). The difference in opinion is
due primarily belong to different philosophical traditions J. Rawls, as J. Habermas stands for moral
universalism of I. Kant, while communitarists in their scientific quests are guided by Aristotle ethics
of good life. Since the difference in approach is paradigmatic character communitarists critique of
liberalism should be presented as an alternative view of the nature of morality.

In the book “Is patriotism a virtue?” [4] E. Mclntyre cites five features of modern moral
philosophy, the most outstanding representatives of which are utilitarians and Kantian:

1. Morality consists of rules that in an ideal situation, each agrees to a rational creature;

2. moral rules restrict competing interests and is the equilibrium towards them, because

morality itself does not represent any particular interest;

3. These rules are also in the equilibrium relation to competing views on the subject matter
which way of life is the most deserving;

4. Each person is an autonomous unit of moral beliefs and can express only one person;

5. All carriers of morality express the same commitment to its norms, regardless of
membership in a particular social group.

This abstract universalism of modern moral theory E. Mclntyre opposes their own
understanding of morality, provided through communication with the community within which it
acquires significance. A broader definition of moral theory offers and Ch. Taylor: “HacripaBni st xouy
PO3IVISIHYTH TPOXH LIMPILHIA [iana30H MOMIsIIIB, HIXK TOH, 1110, 3a3BUYal, BKIFOYAI0Th /10 ChepH
“mopaii”. OKpiM HaIIUX MOHSITH 1 peaKIliid, OB’ I3aHUX 3 TAKUMH PEUaMHU, sIK CIIPABEIUBICTH 1
oBara J1o >KUTTS 1HIIHUX JFOACH, 100poOyT i TiIHICTb, ST X04y TaKOXK JOCIIIIUTH, IK MU PO3yMIEMO
ITiJICTaBHU CBOET BIACHOT T1IHOCTI, 1 pO3IISIHYTH ACSKi TUTAHHS PO Te, 110 HAJIA€ HAIIOMY KHUTTIO
CEHC 1 110 YMOXJIMBITIOE Hallle caMo3IiicHeHHs. .. Kpaiie ckazaTtu, o HaeTbes mpo 3’ ICyBaHHS
MIPUYXH, 3aBISKU SKAM KUTTS € BAPTUM TOTO, 1100 Horo mpoxutw” [7, c. 15].
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Morality in its broad sense makes it possible to identify some of the limitations of the theory
of Rawls. In particular, the fact that J. Rawls offers a narrowed vision of society as the sum of
interest autonomously acting individuals, each endowed with their own life plans and beliefs about
the good life, ignoring the existence of a good concept inherent in the community as a whole.
“Takuit Opak imentudikamii, — Ha gymky Y. Teiiopa, — MOXKe BIATBOPIOBATH aTOMICTHYHHUI
CBITOTJISI, B SIKOMY JIFOJIM TMOYMHAIOTH PO3YMITH CYCIUJIBCTBO CYTO IHCTPYMEHTaldbHO  [9,
c. 96]. In our opinion, the observations presented are appropriate because individualistic liberal
perspective can at best offer general rules regulating interpersonal relationships, however, it is
unable to provide a sense of community among people. And then there is the possibility, built on
the principles of liberal social and political system, to counter real threats to democracy. Will serve
as a protection of subjective rights powerful argument to support dictatorial regimes? The answer
to this question may be the thought of Ch. Taylor, who believes that: “po3ymHuii eroizm y auucromy
BUIVISII HIKOJIM HE CTIOHYKAB JI0CTAaTHBROI KUIBKOCTI JIFOAEH, 37JaTHUX CTBOPUTH PEATbHY 3arpo3y
JIECTIOTaM 1 IyTYHrCTaM. |, Ha Kalib, 3aBK/1 OpaKkyBaTHMe JHO/IEH, 1110 KEPYIOThCS YHIBEPCAIbHUMHE
MPUHIUITAMH, 03 TOMIIIOK OCIOHUX imeHTH]IKALIH, MOPaIbHUX IPOMAISIH BCECBITY, CTOIKIB Ta
KaHTIaHIIIB, SIKI MOV O 3yNMUHUTH X 37M04uHIIB” [8, c. 463].

However, the position of communitarists that links life with a certain conception of the good,
that makes individual life stories to a certain telos is not always so convincing. Immediately there
is a counter-question. Is a communitarianism that is the basis of analysis of different communities
is the concept of Aristotle, the inner conflict caused by the fact that concept that occurs under
specific historical conditions play the role of a universal model? In order to be consistent
communitarists must at least show that makes this model acceptable under current conditions. At
this point, in particular, focuses K.-O. Apel, emphasizing that communitarianism is insufficient
to justify regulatives universal human behavior. “HacunijikoM 11bOTO € T€, 110 BOHH BUMYILIEHI
a0o0 BiZIMOBHTHCS BijJ OyIb-SKOTO OOTPYHTYBAaHHsI CTAHIAPTY PAIIOHATBLHOCTI Y MPUHITUIIIB,
abo pemyKyBaTH OOIPYHTYBaHHS IILOTO CTAHAAPTY — HANMPHUKIIAJ ICTHHHOCTI Ta HOPMATUBHOL
MPABHIBHOCTI — 10 MAPTUKYIISIPHOTO CTaHAapTy parionansHocTi” [1, ¢. 382]. According K.-O. Apel
communitarianism overcome difficulties discourse ethics, which refers not to the particularism
of local communities and is based on the recognition of the absolute community of speakers
interconnected network of symmetric relations. However, proponents of discourse ethics does
not deny the importance of critical remarks addressed to J. Rawls komunitarystamy theory which
is a great interest for them.

Acting as a third party in the debate between liberals and communitarists, J. Habermas
develops a model deliberative policy that opposed both liberal and republican positions. “Lleii Bux
JIEMOKpATii Mae HACTIAKYU JUIS Ti€l KOHIEIIi [IEHTPOBAHOTO y JAepKaBi CyCIJIbCTBA, BiJl SKOTO
BiJIIITOBXYIOTHCS TPAAUIIIAHI MOJIEN1 AeMOKparii. BiqMIHHOCTI BUSBISIFOTHCS SIK Y JTi0epasibHil
KOHIICTIIIT JepKaBU-OXOPOHIISI EKOHOMIYHOTO CYCIIJIbCTBA, TaK 1y PeCIyOiKaHChKIi KOHIIETIIIT
JIepP’KaBHO-THCTUTYaJII30BaHOTO TPpaaUIiiHOTO cycminberBa” [13, S. 358].

The presented concept Habermas compares the following parameters: the concept of the
citizen, the concept of law, specific interpretation of the process of formation of the political
will of the citizens. First of all, the philosopher focuses on differences in the interpretation of
the essence of the democratic process. Liberals adhere to strict delimitation of the state as a
unit of public administration and the communities they serve in a system structured by market
mechanisms, which unites individuals. Thus a policy that represents the political will of the citizens
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its main objective is the realization of private interests. “3 morsity ji0epaibHOTO 1HIUBIIyalli3MY,
CITIITBHOTA — 1€ MPOCTO apeHa, Ha KUK KOXKEH 1HAMBIJ peaidye CBOIO BIACHY CaMO3aMKHEHY
KOHIIETIIIIIO TOOPOTO JKUTTSI, & MO THYHI IHCTUTYIII1 iICHYIOTB 33]1s TOTO, 100 3a0€3MeYNTH TaKUH
PIBEHb MOPSIAKY, SIKUH POOUTH IF0 aBTOHOMHY aKTHUBHICTh 1HIWBIIIB MOXIUBOIO™ [3, c. 288].
However, the state machine is specialized in achieving collective goals. In contrast, republicanism
offers a view, according to which politics play a role determining factor socialization of citizens.
Political participation forms to the community feeling of solidarity and mutual respect for each
other. Indeed, solidarity appears in this case as another source of social integration, along with
the state and the market. . “CydacHi cycniibcTBa MarOTh Y CBOEMY PO3IOPSHKEHHI TP PECYPCH,
3aB/ISIKH SIKHM BOHU MOXYTb 33JI0BOJIBHUTH CBOIO MMOTPEOy B YIIPaBIiHHI: IPOLIMMA, BIAJI0I0,
comigapuictio” [12, ¢. 107].

Differences in approach led to a different interpretation of the role and status of citizen.
From the standpoint of liberalism, the role of the citizen is determined largely subjective rights
which are negative in nature, that ensures that no external coercion in relation to the individual.
Republican determining the status of a citizen is not limited to guaranteeing rights negative
individuals. It also provides national recognition for positive rights such as the right to political
participation and communication.

Apart from differences in the interpretation of the status of citizen and specificity legal
process liberalism and republicanism also offer different visions of political nature. J. Habermas
compares the liberal understanding of the political process with the specific functioning of market
mechanisms, focusing on the typical liberal definition of politics as a kind of competition between
the actors, the aim of which is to concentrate power in his hands. In contrast republicanism
distances itself from such analogies, considering the formation of political opinion and freedom
as an independent process, built on the principles of political communication.

Obviously, the position of the Republicans are closer J. Habermas, however, it still takes
a critical guidance on it, pointing out its strengths and weaknesses. German philosopher
shares the radical democratic enthusiasm of republicanism, which in contrast to liberalism,
sees in the community not only situationally created unity in order to achieve a compromise
between private interests and self-organizing individuals connected network communication
links. However, the philosopher considers republican model is too idealistic, because it makes
the democratic process dependent on the virtues of citizens who seek some sort of collective
goods, thus narrowing the political discourse to the ethical. J. Habermas, of course, does not
deny the fact that the collective self is a part of politics, but he is inclined to think that in a
philosophical and socio-cultural pluralism, heterogeneous interests of particular groups and
communities can not be represented through correlation with a certain concept of welfare,
because none of them is representative of the humanity as a whole. “Lli inTepecu Ta iHHICHI
opieHTarii, aKi mepedyBarOTh y MEXax OJTHOIO 1 TOTO CaMOTO IIJIOTO Y CTaHi KOHMIIKTY MiX
00010 63 Oyb-sIKO1 MEPCIIEKTUBY Ha JOCATHEHHSI KOHCEHCYCY, TOTPeOyIOTh 3piBHOBAKEHHSI,
YOro He MOKHA IOCATHYTH 3 JAOMOMOTOI €THYHOrO AUCKYpcCy...” [2, ¢. 345]. Resolve the
conflict requires a unanimous decision taken in discursive way. Achieving such decisions
should be based on a fair procedure to enabled the formation of an inclusive process of
political thought and will.

In this regard, J. Habermas proposes a model deliberative policy which normative perspective
is weaker than Republican, but stronger than liberal. Deliberative model, designed to be integrated
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into a single conceptual structure of decision-making and political communication. Rejecting
substance specific life forms, it comes with standard preconditions communication in general.

This makes it possible to rethink the relationship between society and the state. For
Republicans exposed to view, according to which society is constituted within a particular state as
a whole through the collective practice of self-identification, which allows to introduce democracy
through a process of self-organization of society. Formation of society as a separate integrity
creates the conditions for its separation from the state bureaucracy on the one hand, and individual
privatization — on the other. Dissociation of society and the state can be reduced by increasing of
the share of public political functioning which allows to put the work on autonomous society state
apparatus in the service of the public. However, according to J. Habermas, normative regulatives
that underlie self-organization of society must be supplemented by the rule of law.

The role of law is crucial within liberalism. The leitmotif of liberal theory is not a good
implementation of certain concepts and provide efficient rules that allow the interests of (primarily
economic) of certain groups or individuals. From this perspective, rule of law plays the role of an
arbitrator, designed to enforce the rules. The proposed liberals look at specifics and main tasks of
law contrary to the belief J. Habermas that links the development of mechanisms for regulation with
the possibility of institutionalization of discursive procedures. This approach helps to overcome
the weight of ignoring the rule of law, characteristic of republicanism and to avoid consideration
of political associations as macroplayers.

This phrase is evident intention of the German thinker to part with any figures philosophy
of mind: whether the Republican concept, centered relative to the state of self-governing social
whole, or a liberal interpretation of the state represented in the form of association which operates
on the model of the market. According to him, no community of citizens, acting as a collective
actor, no functional system in which everyone is considered as the dependent variable, is not able
to hold the person to a real choice. Only model deliberative policy establishes the right of every
individual to make decisions that can and should be coordinated with the overall ruling.

The theory of discourse represents a springboard for intersubjective decision making that can
occur in two ways: either through institutional procedures parliamentary corps, or by bringing the
individual into horizontal relations public sphere. Despite the fact that the communicative power
exists independently of administrative, if necessary, it can be converted into it. Communication
network everyday speech function, according to J. Habermas, as a system of sensors that signal the
relevant issues, and point to the ways of their rational solution that allows you to use administrative
power in the most appropriate and acceptable to the public way. The difference deliberative
democracy from liberal and republican in this case is even more clear. Thus, within liberalism, the
political will of the citizens as its primary objective legitimation of domination. Republicanism
emphasizes that political thought and its creation will have constitutive value relative to the
formation of political society as a whole. Accordingly, the results of each election are not regarded
as a kind of license for the use of power that is characteristic of liberal theory, but as an act of re-
affirmation of society in the form of political unity. J. Habermas tries to present a more moderate
position, arguing that rationalization in the theory of discourse is more than a legitimation of power,
but at least its constitution. In his view, the formation of political opinion and freedom is neither
something purely external relative power or decisive about it. It is rather the programming power
through discursive procedures that serve as a sort of gateway rationalization. ““/lenibeparnBHa
MOJIENTb PO3YMIi€ MOJIITHYHY MyOIIYHICTh SIK PE30HATOP, IKUH CIpHsI€E BUABY ITPOOIeM y MacmiTadi
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BCBHOT'0 CYCILJIbCTBA, 1 BOAHOYAC SIK JIMCKYPCUBHE OUMCHE YCTATKyBaHHS, SIKE 13 HEBIIOPSAKOBAHUX
nporeciB (opMyBaHHsI CyCITUTLHOT JyMKH BiZ(IIETPOBYE T€, 110 CIIPHSIE Y3araJbHEHHIO IHTEPECIB,
iH(opmariliHi poOOTH, MOBIIOMJICHHS Ha PEJICBAHTHI TEMH 1 BioOpakae i “CyCriibHi 1yMKu”
Ha po3IUIaBjieHy MyOJiKy IpOMajsiH, a TaKoXK mepeaac ix 10 GopmMaabHOTO PO3MOPSAKY s
KoMIieTeHTHUX oprasiB” [10, c. 116].

From the arguments presented above we can conclude rational status of deliberative policy,
that allows characterize its place and importance in the structure of political communication. “Bix
IHCTHTYaJIi30BaHOTO METO/LY IHKIFO3UBHOTO ()OPMYBaHHS CYyCITIIBHOT IyMKH Ta IHCTATYaTi3amii
JIEMOKPATUYIHOTO BOJICBHSIBIICHHS BC1 TOBUHHI He O€3 TTi/ICTaB OYiKyBaTH, IO I1i TPOIECH Ty O THOT
KOMYHIKAI[iT IPUBEIYTh 0 OOIPYHTOBAHOI Mpe3yMmiIiii po3ymHocTi i edextuBrocTi” [11, ¢. 168].
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