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Chapter 3
The Value Added by Theories of Deliberative Democracy:
Where (Not) to Look
Andreas Føllesdal 	I have learned much from verbal and written comments and suggestions from Samantha Besson, Jeff Checkel, Hege Finholt, Hallvard Føllesdal, Aaron Garrett, José Luis Martí, Daniel Naurin, Simon Keller, Jamie T. Kelly, Folke Tersman and Matthias Trénel, and from audiences at a EUI Conference on Deliberative Democracy in 2004, the Trondheim Conference on Democracy Beyond Borders in 2005, the Workshop on Deliberative democracy at the Granada IVR Conference 2005, and at a presentation at Boston University. Dennis Thompson and Jean McVeigh at the Edmond J. Safra Center for Ethics, and Joe Badaracco, Patricia O’Brien and Patricia Pepper, all at Harvard University, kindly offered optimal conditions to complete these reflections. 




Introduction
Theories of deliberative democracy (TDDs) now enjoy widespread academic and political attention. Their popularity and policy relevance may in part stem from their express current disquiet with current conditions for political debate in Western democracies. Yet scrutiny reveals that TDDs differ as to their aims and diagnoses of these various democratic deficiencies. It should not surprise that different theories aspire to address quite different yet important questions. A greater cause for concern is that what unites TDD may fail to set them apart from other, competing democratic theories. This is not to deny the laudable objective of some TDD to emphasize areas of agreement with rival theories (Gutmann and Thompson, 2004, 138). Yet when we seek to bring the insights of some TDD to bear on institutional assessment and design we find that some of the prevalent theoretical ideal types and distinctions must be reconsidered and revised. In particular, research on TDD with an eye to empirical implications should not focus exclusively on the ideal types Jon Elster and Jürgen Habermas introduce for other purposes. The most plausible alternative democratic theories do not assume completely self-interested voters with exogenously formed preferences engaged in 0-sum bargaining with only threats and promises. To disconfirm that ideal type does not lend support to a TDD, and does not exhibit its value added compared to the best alternatives.
The present state of the literature makes it clear that both theoretical and empirical questions remain unresolved. Further rigorous theoretical analysis is required about such philosophical questions as the reasons to value political participation and the relationship between procedures and validity. In addition, much empirical research is needed in order to assess existing democratic arrangements and proposed improvements. Such research must be informed by the outcome of the theoretical disagreements within normative democratic theory, since the different theories will have quite different empirical implications. Empirical research is also highly relevant for those who claim that their favored TDD only complements rather than replaces other forms of decision making and theories of democracy (for example Gutmann and Thompson, 2004). These claims must be substantiated by an account of the normative or explanatory value added of this perspective: how the deliberative elements accounts for otherwise surprising normative or empirical findings, and how institutions must reflect their added insights (Bohman, 1998). Even such modest claims require that the theories should be clear about their main claims, scope conditions, indicators, and alleged consequences of such deliberation.
Even those TDDs that do not allow for empirical testing will often have institutional implications that rely on empirical generalizations. For instance, theories that hold political decisions to be normatively legitimate only if they are the result of a democratic deliberation suitably defined cannot easily be tested empirically if they reject somewhat process independent standards of legitimacy. Even these theories may presumably draw on philosophically informed empirical research to identify and lay out their implications regarding institutions, to help guide our assessment of the political orders we jointly maintain and live in. 
At least five theoretical issues deserve attention if we want empirical research to confirm or disconfirm particular TDD. (1) What are the characteristics and the main claims of interesting and distinct TDD? (2) Which are the best alternative theories and their implications? (3) Does deliberation actually occur in ways that only some TDD can explain? (4) Which institutional and cultural factors are conducive to normatively attractive deliberation, and under what conditions? (5) How just, reasonable or legitimate are the outcomes of a proposed theory, both when its norms are generally complied with and under conditions of partial compliance? 
The present brief reflections contribute to the first two of these topics, to help identify the theoretical work required to proceed with relevant empirical research. I shall argue that this task requires a reconfiguration of the theoretical ideal types and distinctions prevalent in the literature on TDD.
This focus on the explanatory value added of TDD by means of an empirical research agenda highlights two weaknesses of some of the literature. Section 2 explains how some of the influential literature on deliberative democracy uses “deliberation” in a too broad sense. This point is briefly substantiated by Jon Elster’s influential discussion. 
A second weakness is that the competing theories used as backdrop for statements of TDD are presented as “ideal type” straw men rather than selected as the best competitors. Section 3 shows how TDD often have been contrasted with a particularly narrow version of rational choice theory and bargaining theory, instead of more plausible competitors. Unfortunately, this straw man has been labeled “liberal” in ways that has caused confusion. Some research on alleged sightings of deliberation in the European Union institutions illustrates the methodological challenges of such skewed comparisons. Section 4 argues that TDDs must identify their main claims more carefully against the best contenders in each case so as to allow better empirical research. 
The critical upshot of these remarks notwithstanding, they emerge from a position largely sympathetic to some of the shared assumptions of deliberative theorists about the need for public deliberation about the common good. Section 1 substantiates this shared basis, and highlights some of the empirically important variations among TDDs that affect the research agendas indicated in section 4. The first section lays out some elements of a Liberal Contractualist TDD that focuses on the need for citizens to sometimes cast their vote according to their reflective preferences for the common good, on the basis of public processes of “Reflective Equilibrium.” Liberal Contractualism of the kind sketched below shares some but not all features with the theories of Joshua Cohen, Samuel Freeman, Frank I. Michelman, Brian Barry and John Rawls. This account is called “liberal” partly to remind us that some “deliberative” theorists define liberalism in a particular and often misleading way. Those definitions of “liberal” – or of “liberalism’s hard core of principles” (Dryzek, 2000, 10) may be inaccurate as regards the history of liberal democratic thought (cf. Held, 1996). Be that as it may, and more important for our purposes, the criticisms directed by TDD against this variety of “liberalism” fail to apply to several recent self-defined liberal political theorists. Recent contributions by some deliberative theorists explore these shared grounds (for example Dryzek and List, 2003), and those efforts should be welcomed.
Fragments of a liberal contractualist theory of deliberative democracy
A full presentation and defense of a particular TDD is beyond the scope of these reflections, but five central features of a Liberal Contractualist version serve to show some significant variations among TDDs, and the relevance of empirical research (Føllesdal, 2000; Gutmann and Thompson, 2004, 21-39). For our purposes, Liberal Contractualism may be described as a tradition of contractualist political theory that includes such authors as Brian Barry, John Rawls and T. M. Scanlon. The contractualist account of normative legitimacy holds that the principles of legitimacy we should hold institutions to, are those that the persons affected would unanimously consent to under conditions which secure and recognize their status as appropriately free and equal. These standards of legitimacy are specified by consideration of what interests and principles no one could reasonably reject as a basis, given their mutual interest in acting on such non-rejectable grounds. Hence the phrase contractualist. This commitment is honed by the claim that institutions are legitimate only if they can be justified by arguments in the form of a social contract of some specific kind. The notion of possible consent allows us to bring the vague ideals of equal dignity to bear on the questions of legitimacy and institutional design.
With regard to the role of deliberation in democratic institutions, I here merely lay out several elements I believe to be compatible with – but not implications of – this liberal contractualist perspective. These components form part of a distinct TDD. Firstly, the objects of public deliberation are in the first instance the law-making system and other central issues of “constitutional essentials and basic justice.” (Rawls, [1997] 1999; Michelman, 2000, 1066-67; Dryzek, 2000). In comparison, other TDD may hold that deliberation should determine decisions over a more extensive scope, for instance that deliberation should address all or much law making (Habermas, [1992] 1996, 110, 135; Gutmann and Thompson, 2004).
Secondly, citizens’ moral duty on these occasions is to vote according to their sense of justice. They should only vote on their preferences for their private good insofar as this is compatible with what they think justice requires. “Justice” is here closely tied to “public reason”: what they believe that all have reason to accept as citizens. This is an expression of their highest-order sense of justice, a highest-order preference “to cooperate on fair terms with others for reciprocal advantage.” They are hence prepared to form and adjust their other preferences and ultimate values to those of their fellow citizens (Freeman, 2000, 377; Rawls, [1982] 1999, 165; Cohen, 1998; Scanlon, 1998, 162).
Thirdly, citizens’ sense of justice and political judgments are developed and maintained in institutionally specified arenas of “public deliberation focused on the common good” where “citizens or their representatives actually seek to give one another mutually acceptable reasons to justify the laws they adopt.” (Cohen, 1989; Gutmann and Thompson, 2002). These arenas must allow free and open discussion among participants, and be accessible to ordinary citizens. These conditions may overlap extensively with Habermas’ ideal speech conditions. Some theorists would hold that the relevant arenas are those that Habermas includes in the “political public sphere;” for our purposes here liberal contractualism goes with Rawls’ narrower “public political forum”: the discourse of judges and government officials, and the oratory and statements of candidates to public office. I take this to include the important arenas of intra- and inter party discussion and contestation. (Habermas, 1983 and 1998, 152; Michelman, 1996, 314-15; Rawls, [1997] 1999, 134).
Fourthly, the deliberation in these arenas should not only concern and affect factual beliefs and the best choice of means or strategies for given ends. The discussions should also shape individuals’ ultimate values, including their conceptions of a legitimate political order, citizenship, and the common good (Cohen, 1989; Pettit, 2001; Elster, 1998b). 
Fifthly, this particular TDD holds that such preference formation occurs in processes of reflective equilibrium (Rawls, 1971 and 1997, 136; Daniels, 2003; Goodin, 1992, 151). Individually or jointly, people adjust their initial considered moral judgments or preferences according to several standards of rational acceptability. The outcome is a more consistent and coherent set of such judgments. 
Several features help us detect the occurrence of this process, and to compare and explore alternative theories.
Note firstly that the provisional starting points are not value free. They include judgments about particular situations, as well as preferences over moral principles, conceptions of the individual, one’s self image, the state and so on, and “second-order judgments” concerning standards of reasoning, formal and substantive requirements on moral principles. Thus the process of reflective equilibrium is not primarily one that transforms egoists into other-regarding persons; rather, it concerns normative changes more generally. Many starting points may well be other-regarding judgments including preferences over outcomes that largely affect others, the effect being to remind individuals of them, and strengthen and change or specify these preferences.
The standards brought to bear on our various judgments and preferences include logical consistency, logical coherence and simplicity, and other means of maximizing credibility. Empirical “background theories” and generalizations may also affect the resulting judgments. The second-order and empirical judgments create sufficient structure to allow critical reflection regarding any particular judgment, to check whether we can endorse them (Blackburn, 1981).
This process of reflective equilibrium includes two processes of preference change. Changes “from above” occur when we adjust particular judgments to better match general moral principles and second order judgments. Changes “from below” occur when we adjust or invent general principles or conceptions to provide a better match (Goodin, 1992, 151). These changes in ultimate preferences are regarded as rational when they are compatible with or improve the consistency of accepted normative judgments. This is different from the external pressure from elites and the public for consistency if that merely strengthens the agent’s experience of embarrassment when unable to give “appropriate” argument, or when violating external “norms of appropriateness” (March and Simon, [1958] 1993; March and Olsen, 1995). The process of reflective equilibrium assumes that the agent is motivated out of an internalized concern for consistency, experienced as moral or cognitive inappropriateness or “dissonance,” to avoid “a direct clash between the judgments a person makes and the judgments required by the attitudes he or she holds” (Scanlon, 1998, 25; Festinger, 1957; Harmon-Jones and Mills, 1999).
This theory holds that there may be several standards for assessing the outcome of deliberation. These standards are sufficiently independent of the actual processes to judge whether their actual outcomes are correct or incorrect. The right to political participation of this form may be assigned an intrinsic value. Some standards for assessing deliberative processes may also be defended as constitutive of the individual’s ability to participate in deliberation, such as freedom of speech. Others may be conditions for such participation on equal terms, such as nourishment and education. Further standards may secure urgent interests in ways that are unrejectable by anyone who seeks reasons that are acceptable to all. It follows that this TDD does not assume that deliberative processes of reflective equilibrium should be implemented in all institutions. Instead, this is partly an empirical question about the likely effects of such processes in the “public political forum,” in the background culture, or in diplomatic arenas (Michelman, 1996, 315; Risse, 2000; Estlund, 1997; Scanlon, 1982. For other views cf. Dryzek, 1990 and 1992, 411; and Cohen, 1997, 79). 
The process of reflective equilibrium does not guarantee an end point with the normatively best set of judgments. It is also doubtful whether more inclusive and open-minded processes of reflective equilibrium reliably increase the consistency and coherence of the resulting judgments (Elster, 2003, 148). Such monotonicity should not be assumed, but must be studied by considering effects for example of unequal starting positions, partial compliance, and other problems of non-ideal theory and the second best (Lipsey and Lancaster, 1956; Rawls, 1971; Elster, 1998a; pace Neyer, 1999, 225). Incomplete inclusion may foster more group think, exclusionary policies, or collusion, illustrated by corporatism and interest group pluralism. Likewise, participants may face grave risks under partial compliance, if only some are motivated by a sense of justice (Elster, 2003). The standards of communicative rationality can help determine the extent of departure from the ideal (Dryzek 1990, 87). However, this does not indicate the quality of institutional changes, for instance whether to increase opportunities for deliberation or instead create non-deliberative institutions. Empirical research may help determine how to reduce these risks and costs and still foster a sense of justice. 
Even if the process of reflective equilibrium were to yield an ideally consistent set of judgments, this set is not unique; in particular there may be several, equally rational, legitimate and normatively permissible institutional solutions to problems (cf. Habermas, 1993, 59-60). 
Finally, recall that this Liberal Contractualist TDD is centrally concerned with the kinds of reasons citizens should take into account for certain issues, namely where basic justice and vital interests are at stake. On other occasions, voting according to one’s own interest may be unproblematic (Barry, 1991; Habermas, 1993, 63). So deliberation is not an alternative to voting, nor is voting merely a second best response to time constraints. To the contrary, deliberation and voting are two important components of legitimate democratic rule (Bohman, 1998; pace Eriksen, 2000, 49). Careful research is needed to assess the values of deliberation and of voting (Knight and Johnson, 1994; Dryzek and List, 2003; Bohman, 1998).
Beyond broad definitions of deliberation
The term “deliberative democracy” is sometimes used in a much broader sense than this Liberal Contractualist version. Some of these usages pose difficulties for theoretical analysis and empirical research. Consider Jon Elster’s definition of deliberation (Elster, 1998b, 9). 
Elster has a jointly exhaustive tripartite account of how common decisions are made without initial consensus: by arguing, bargaining, or voting, – or in combination (ibid, 4). Deliberation is said to include all arguing, and indeed any appeals to reasons among participants “committed to the values of rationality and impartiality.” In bargaining the “outcome is determined by the bargaining mechanism and the bargaining power of the parties – that is, the resources that enable them to make credible threats and promises” (ibid, 6). In contrast, all use of reason and argument beyond the presentation of threats and promises counts as deliberation. 
Rational deliberation is said to aim at preference transformation through arguing. This process may lead to transformation of ultimate ends. But “deliberation” is also used about changes in instrumental preferences over strategies, for instance on the basis of better factual information about means (Elster, 1998b, 7-8; Przeworski, 1998; Nino, 1996; Risse, 2000, 7). So any shift in preferences over outcomes not wrought by threats or promises counts as deliberation (Eriksen, 2000, 58-59). 
This wide definition makes it difficult to identify a distinct and interesting phenomenon of deliberation different from other theories of democratic decision making. This is not to deny that the exchange of arguments and points of view affect participants’ attitudes and soundness of their empirical views, perhaps especially in face-to-face settings (cf. Fishkin, 1997 and elsewhere). The concern is rather that few normative theories of democracy would deny the role of such learning processes. Thus a concern for preference change through learning is not a feature of deliberative democracy that distinguishes it from other competing or supplementary theories of democracy. Indeed, this broad definition of deliberation would not seem conducive to some of the important research questions to determine the value added of TDD: Whether and which institutions should include learning as part of the decision-making process; what sorts of trustworthy institutions foster transformation of ultimate ends that reliably lead to more just or valid results; or how to ensure stable compliance with institutions that must handle the gamut of negotiations, threats, and changes in ultimate ends, among actors with a mix of self-interest and justice motives, and with a blend of common and conflicting interests (cf. Mansbridge, 1980).
Beyond straw men alternatives
A second weakness of deliberative theories is that they are often contrasted with a particular rational-choice-theory that assumes self-interested bargaining or market behavior. Schumpeter and Downs are often cited as main opponents (Miller, 1992, 57; Elster, 2003). For instance, Habermas correctly criticizes what some US scholars unfortunately call a “liberal conception of democracy” where “voting decisions have the same structure as the acts of choice made by market participants.” (Habermas, [1992] 1996, 272; Bohman and Rehg, 1997b, xiii). It “asks people to consider no one’s interest but their own,” with no role for other-regarding commitments or a shared sense of justice: 
Given an indissoluble pluralism of pre-political values and interests that are at best aggregated with equal weight in the political process, politics loses all reference to the normative core of a public use of practical reason. (Michelman, 1989; Habermas, [1992] 1996, 273-74)
As an ideal type, this conception of democracy might perhaps illustrate differences of emphasis and approach. Yet it fails as the best plausible alternative to TDD, for three reasons. Firstly, this theory assumes that voters are egoists with only self-interested ultimate values and ideals. Social choice theory is agnostic on this issue, and allows that actors’ preferences may be selfish or altruistic. The central theoretical assumption is rather that actors perceive the political process as instrumental and choose on the basis of assessment of the alternatives, instead of on the basis of impulsive or unreflective “appropriate” choices (Elster, 2003). Elster nevertheless criticizes social choice theories in general for their assumption that agents only have “prepolitical,” “given” self-oriented, private preferences that do not consider how actions affect other people (Elster, 2003, 10). Habermas’ and Elster’s criticism therefore only holds against a subset of social choice theories. In contrast, even such democratic theorists as Downs and Schumpeter assumed that voters are somewhat altruistic and committed to “abide by the rules of the democratic game,” including respect for freedom of speech (Schumpeter, [1943] 1976, 272, 301; Downs, 1957, 27). Thus these theorists can hardly be said to assume that democratic politics is only about negotiations among egoists.
Secondly, Elster’s conception of bargaining is narrow, concerned with the mutual presentation of threats and promises. Pure bargaining is illustrated by the 0-sum game of “divide-a-dollar” where cooperation is possible yet severely limited. This model excludes variable-sum solutions and other cooperative and non-cooperative games. It also ignores a broad range of democratic theories, for instance those that study the political parties’ creative search for win-win options and coalitions. So neither Schumpeter nor Downs fit this model. Indeed, not even Adam Smith’s account of market behavior is bargaining in Elster’s sense, since markets involve win-win cooperation and other-regarding communication:
It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker, that we expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves, not to their humanity, but to their self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities but of their advantages. (Smith, [1776] 1954, 26-27)
Thirdly, this model assumes that preference formation is exogenous to the democratic process. This ideal type may possibly serve valuable theoretical objectives, but it hinders other philosophically stringent as well as empirical research. Indeed, Elster acknowledges that this is not faithful to Schumpeter’s own view (Elster, 2003, 139; cf. Schumpeter, [1943] 1976, 272, 301). And this premise is ascribed to a “liberal” democratic theory by a range of self-described “deliberative theorists” – though some of them acknowledge that this is but one strand of liberalism (Miller, 1992; Dryzek, 2000, 10). Again, we find that several democratic theories agree on the importance of preference formation within the political process (Schattschneider, 1960, 37, 68, 74; Downs, 1957, 57; Riker, 1982, 172). Whatever interesting disagreement there is does not concern whether preference formation occurs within the political process, but rather about the mechanisms of preference formation, and the benefits and risks of deliberative processes in the general public, and hence on the optimal institutional arrangements. 
The upshot of these observations is that research on TDD should not focus exclusively on the ideal types Elster and Habermas introduce for other purposes. The most plausible alternative democratic theories do not assume completely self-interested voters with exogenously formed preferences engaged in 0-sum bargaining with only threats and promises. To disconfirm that ideal type does not lend support to a TDD, and does not show us its value added compared to best alternatives.
With regard to empirical research, I submit that one important task is to identify preference changes that would only be expected by TDD. To illustrate the challenges we face, consider Joerges’ and Neyer’s interesting studies of decision processes in EU Committees. Neyer distinguished two forms of international negotiations to solve problems of interdependence: “strategic bargaining to maximize particular utilities at the expense of others and deliberative problem-solving to maximize collective utilities.” (Neyer, 1999, 227). They found that members of EU food committees adjust their preferences in light of each others’ preference. This was said to support “deliberative supranationalism.” Since the parties take some other affected parties into account, Joerges and Neyer concluded that the deliberation has communicative elements (Joerges and Neyer, 1997; cf. Eriksen, 2000). 
Unfortunately, their methodology and definitions of bargaining and deliberation do not distinguish between preference changes stemming from a concern for mutual advantage under complex interdependence, and changes wrought by a sense of justice. By Neyer’s definition, “deliberation” includes what is otherwise known as integrative bargaining (Fisher and Ury, 1987; Raiffa, 1982). So while Neyer’s empirical findings are important in their own right, they do not give evidence of a distinctive “deliberative” process that other theories cannot explain.
Empirical research concerning evidence for TDD as an alternative or as a complementary theory must specify plausible competitors and their implications. If we want to use “rational choice” or “bargaining theory” as a competing alternative, we might try to develop empirically falsifiable “thin rational choice theories” with Bayesian updating, where the agents have some other-regarding ultimate preferences – such as a sense of justice. The most plausible contenders might also assume bounded rationality and hold that agents seek to satisfy rather than maximize preference satisfaction (Simon, 1959). To construct such plausible alternatives requires that we understand the central claims of the various TDD. Unfortunately this is not always clear. 
If deliberative democracy is the answer, what is the question?
Theorists who explore the empirical implications of a TDD must identify the main claims of the theory. Different TDD respond to different puzzles and make different claims regarding actual or preferred behavior and institutions. The choice of best alternative accounts must therefore depend on the particular TDD. The following brief remarks indicate some central ambiguities that should be addressed by theorists interested in empirical exploration and tests.
Some empirical research is relevant for a wide range of TDD. For instance, Steiner’s empirical Discourse Quality Index (DQI) compares three different parliaments as deliberative arenas (Steiner et al., 2005). The aim is to determine how closely real speech acts approximate ideal speech acts. Such findings are helpful even though they cannot directly guide institutional design. One reason for caution is that considerations of partial compliance and theories of the second-best teach us that more transparent, more inclusive arenas are not always preferable (Goodin, 1993; Stokes, 1998; Johnson, 1998; Przeworski, 1998; Naurin, 2004). 
An important question that requires sustained empirical analysis is when deliberative institutions are likely to have desired effects. DQI or a successor may guide adjusts of institutions to foster better processes of deliberation and reflective equilibrium. When do institutions realize their “transformative potential” (Ackerman 1980, 353) – to the surprise of competing theories? “Epistemic” TDDs may also be interested in whether, and when, deliberative arrangements lead to more just conclusions than non-deliberative institutions (Bohman and Rehg, 1997a). Steiner’s comparison between the different parliamentary cultures in Switzerland, Germany and the US starts to answer these questions.
The claim of TDD sometimes seems to be that some reasoned preference change occurs. This is hardly surprising, since a wide range of theories predict that agents change their choice of means or strategies in light of new beliefs about the world. Decision makers often acquire new information about the likely behavior of other actors, and new options emerge, to change the set of alternatives or their pay offs (Raiffa, 1982; Luban, 1985; Fisher and Ury, 1987). But in contrast to deliberative theories, these theories may not specify the mechanisms of deliberative change. Other theories might predict that the decisions are seldom made on the basis of means-ends reasoning but rather from a sense of what is appropriate behavior according to rules regulating such situations (March and Simon, 1993). This may be a process of reflective equilibrium if the decision makers have internalized the rules, and reflect on which rules to apply and how to weigh them.
If the claim is that deliberation and preference change occurs about ultimate values, different alternative theories should be considered. Standard rational choice and social choice theories might not aspire to explain such phenomena fully, while other theories might. Consider changes in the received conception of “sovereignty” – that domestic governments enjoy international legal immunity regarding policy decisions. Many regard this as an ultimate value since sovereignty is “constitutive” of states in the system of states. Keohane argues that this conception changes, since sovereignty is seen less as a barrier and more as a bargaining resource, especially in Europe (Keohane, 1995, 175 ff.). Keohane does not seem to explore the mechanisms of this change, while a TDD may seek to explain it as the result of public processes of reflective equilibrium among interlocutors with a sense of justice. This claim should be compared with other theories, such as Moravcsik’s. He might interpret this change as an intended strategy by governments to secure their national economic interests under complex interdependence (Moravcsik, 1998). Again, his theory does not seem to explore the mechanism of preference change.
Other competing theories may explain changes in ultimate values as group think, false consciousness, or adaptive preference formation (Elster, 1983, 128; Elster, 1998a). “Social constructivism,” theories of cognitive dissonance and reflective New Institutionalism may turn out to be either compatible with TDD or be alternatives (Checkel and Moravcsik, 2001; Checkel, 2004; Harmon-Jones and Mills, 1999; March and Olsen, 1989; March and Olsen, 1995). Empirical studies on cognitive dissonance, “process tracing” and “triangulation” may confirm or disconfirm some of these theories in particular circumstances (Gheciu, 2005; Lewis, 2005).
Habermas’ version of TDD generates several propositions that can be tested or specified by empirical research. For instance, he claims that a deliberate “democratic process itself can provide the necessary guarantees for the social integration of an increasingly differentiated society” (Habermas, 1998, 133). Empirical research is needed to identify institutional arrangements that secure these effects. We may also seek empirical evidence for behavioral differences between strategic and communicative actions, or between moral, ethical and technical discourses (Rehg and Bohman, 1996, 92). For instance, we might seek evidence that agents “switch from an orientation to reaching understanding to that of a strategically acting subject concerned with his own success” (Habermas, 1993, 78). 
The Liberal Contractualist TDD holds that public arenas are important sites for processes of “reflective equilibrium,” and claims that citizens must sometimes vote on their sense of justice. Agents should constrain their pursuit of self interest by considerations of fairness and the common good when crafting party platforms and at the voting booth. Empirically, we might research whether citizens appeal to the common good and phrase their arguments in ways that other theories would not expect. Good “test” cases could be situations where other theories predict that powerful actors will ignore others, but where the powerful nevertheless show restraint or are urged by others to do so. Another research topic is whether voters and politicians do in fact distinguish between situations where they pursue their own interest and situations where they think they should vote according to their sense of justice. 
Conclusion
Theories of deliberative democracy enjoy widespread academic and political attention and scrutiny. They also face important methodological challenges, because the term “deliberation” has been used very broadly and because contrasts often are drawn with “ideal type” straw men rather than with the best competing theories of democracy. 
The Liberal Contractualist theory presented contains some features specific to deliberative theories of democracy. Citizens must sometimes cast their vote according to their reflective preferences for the common good, acquired through public processes of “Reflective Equilibrium.” This and other theories of deliberative democracy should be developed to yield testable implications that differ from their best competitors. Empirical research may also correct and supplement the theories of deliberative democracy to help identify conditions and institutions for such deliberation among reflective citizens. This combination of theoretical and empirical research is crucial to show whether deliberative democratic theory indeed yields new and sound insights.
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