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ABSTRACT 

 

 This study was motivated by the philosophical anarchists’ challenge that 

individuals do not have political obligation. The study shows that there is political 

obligation but political obligation cannot be understood as mere obedience to the law. 

This contention is based on Habermas’ reconstructive approach to the legitimacy of the 

political authority which calls on individuals to participate in the process of lawmaking.  

 

Habermas’ reconstructive approach to the legitimacy of the political authority is 

juxtaposed to show the limitations of the philosophical anarchists’ denial of the 

legitimacy of political authority. The empirical plausibility of Habermas’ approach makes 

his theory relevant and sensitive to the contingency of the actual political conditions. The 

pure normative approach of the philosophical anarchists makes their theories blind to the 

historical conditions of the political communities.  

 

By showing that a legitimate state is possible and plausible through people’s 

participation in the lawmaking process, the paper argues, as stated above, that there is 

political obligation, but, this political obligation is understood as participation and 

obedience to the law is only derivative of the peoples’ participation in lawmaking.     
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