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    Introduction


    
      Terrell Carver and Jens Bartelson
    


    
      This volume explores the relationship between the concepts of democracy and civil society through a comparison of
      their meaning and function in different historical and cultural contexts. As such, it is a study in empirical
      political theory with a comparative twist. Our reason for undertaking this complex task is the widespread
      conviction among academics and practitioners alike that globalisation poses a serious challenge to the
      institutions of modern democracy. The unrestricted flow of information and the increased mobility of people
      brought about by globalisation have made the idea that political communities ought to be socially and culturally
      homogenous hard to uphold in our contemporary world. And since the existence of such homogeneous communities long
      was thought necessary for democratic institutions to be considered legitimate, the nameless forces of
      globalisation are believed to be inherently detrimental to modern democracy. While many political theorists are
      likely to agree about the basic features of this predicament, there is no agreement about how to maintain
      democratic values and institutions in a world in which political communities no longer can be assumed to be
      territorially bounded and culturally homogeneous, and in which political communities no longer can be neatly
      classified according to geographical location or cultural criteria (Tully, 2002; Rosanvallon, 2006).
    


    
      In the present context, we will focus less on how processes of globalisation have affected democratic
      institutions, but more on how to reconcile the outcome of these processes with basic democratic values and
      practices. Thus we are less concerned with globalisation proper, and more concerned with its end state,
      globality. This concept and its cognates are commonly used to describe a condition characterised by the
      existence of a single socio-political space on a planetary scale. Our reasons for positing globality as our
      starting point are both methodological and moral. As a consequence of intensified transnational flows of people
      and information, the principles of spatial and cultural differentiation have lost some of their analytical
      purchase and moral import in our contemporary world. This has made it necessary to posit a level of analysis over
      and above that constituted by the sum total of individual societies, and beyond that of putative and misleading
      geographical and cultural divides, such as that between ‘East’ and ‘West’ (Shaw, 2000; Albert, 2007). This volume
      explores – and to some extent also overcomes – the tensions between such a globalist perspective and the basic
      assumptions of modern democratic theory, that democracy is possible only within relatively
      homogeneous political communities, not across or above these.
    


    
      But how, then, can democratic values and practices be safeguarded in a global context characterised by radical
      diversity? Existing solutions to this problem range from vain efforts to fortify national political communities
      by minimising foreign influences, to heroic efforts to institutionalise democracy on a global level by increasing
      the transparency and accountability of global governance institutions. While the former strategy might preserve
      the illusions of national identity at the expense of socioeconomic development – we might be poor, but at least
      we are pure – the latter strategy has to confront the obvious absence of anything resembling a political
      community at the global level. Contemporary global society can hardly be described as a political community in
      any recognisably modern sense of this term. There is no common cultural identity and no common historical memory
      to support a global Gemeinschaft, and no universal agreement on basic values and few common interests
      that could provide the foundations of a global Gesellschaft. Instead, the politics of identity continues
      to reinforce particularistic allegiances that make any hope for an agreement on basic values seem vain, and gross
      disparities in wealth and power effectively prevent the formation of common interests in those issue-areas in
      which action by global institutions seems most urgent. In the absence of a genuine and inclusive world community,
      any global political authority becomes difficult to justify in terms that are themselves democratic. Hence, in
      the aftermath of the globalisation debate, the old paradoxes of democratic theory have returned with a vengeance,
      reminding us of the contingent character of national political communities and their spatiotemporal boundaries
      (Wendt, 1999; Näsström, 2003, 2007; Benhabib, 2007; Honig, 2007; Bartelson, 2008).
    


    
      The contributors to this volume have responded to this intellectual and political challenge by exploring
      different ways of understanding and developing democratic practices and values beyond the master distinction
      between the domestic and the global realms, and by trying to rethink how democracy might be possible in a variety
      of geographical and cultural contexts. Rather than merely projecting the conditions of modern representative,
      state-centric democracy onto the global realm and hoping for its imminent realisation, the contributors to this
      volume propose ways of rethinking these conditions in terms of human diversity and difference, without
      reinscribing too familiar and too convenient binary frames of reference that conceal more than they reveal. This
      is done by exploring conceptions of democracy that reconcile radical plurality with democratic practices, and by
      using a number of examples and perspectives ultimately framed by a global context rather than by assumptions of
      immutable geographical and cultural differences between, say, East and West. Thus, rather than simply being a
      study in domestic democratic practices, or an attempt to transpose the preconditions of domestic democracy to the
      global realm, this volume shifts focus from these levels to the actual dissemination of democratic
      values and practices across a wide variety of geographical and cultural spaces freshly conceived.
    


    
      Rather than being caused by present transformations of world politics, many of the challenges confronted by
      modern democratic theory derive from its underlying assumption that political communities have
      to be sufficiently homogeneous in order for democracy to work. Yet many of the attempts to escape the ensuing
      paradoxes have focused on one notoriously ambiguous concept: that of civil society. While civil society
      has been repeatedly recycled throughout the history of political thought and has accumulated a range of
      incommensurable and even incompatible meanings, it has attracted renewed attention in the effort to overcome the
      paradoxes of democratic theory made acute by the discourse on globalisation. The basic idea behind much of its
      current usage is that civil society – however defined – can provide a source of democratic legitimacy and a site
      of political action in the absence of sufficiently cohesive demoi at both the national and global levels
      (Keane, 2003; Scholte, 2004). The concept of civil society has attracted renewed interest for at least two
      different reasons.
    


    
      First, although the concept of civil society historically has been used to describe social relations within
      bounded political communities, it carries less statist connotations than many of its competitors, and
      has therefore been easier to apply to the international and global realms without any apparent contradictions or
      any significant loss of meaning. Even if the concept of civil society seems to presuppose the presence of
      political authority as a condition of its meaningful employment as a counter-concept, the source and locus of
      such authority is not a priori restricted to that of the sovereign state. Hence the meaning of civil society can
      be stretched to fit other forms of political life than the modern sovereign state. The ontological plasticity and
      ethical versatility of the concept of civil society is also indicated by the ease with which it has been
      disseminated. The present resurgence and global spread of the concept of civil society have been greatly
      facilitated by the fact that there already exist several different receptions of this concept within cultural and
      intellectual contexts outside that of Europe and the United States. As subsequent chapters will make plain, the
      concept of civil society has enjoyed an intriguing fate in different national contexts, often being the
      centrepiece of sophisticated interpretations of the Enlightenment, and its promises of equality and freedom from
      domination. Hence many contemporary efforts to extend the range of reference of the concept of civil society
      beyond the confines of bounded political communities like nation-states can capitalise on the fact that this
      concept has already been in currency outside the original context of its emergence, and that it has been actively
      involved in the shaping of political institutions in different cultural contexts as well. Quite apart from the
      problems involved in conceptualising a global civil society, the concept of civil society itself has been at
      least partially globalised.
    


    
      Second, the concept of civil society carries less nationalist bias in comparison with other ways of
      re-conceptualising political community in contemporary political theory. In most of its usages, the concept of
      civil society does not presuppose the presence of a culturally homogeneous community. Rather, this concept is
      frequently used in order to explain how common values and social cohesion necessary for the smooth functioning of
      political institutions can be created and upheld in the relative absence of a shared cultural identity
      or entrenched communitarian norms. This inherent ability to accommodate cultural diversity has
      perhaps also been crucial to the successful spread of the idea of civil society into other cultural contexts,
      sometimes with rather unexpected results. As will become clear from several contributions to this volume, the
      concept of civil society has taken on radically new meanings as a result of being grafted onto different cultural
      and political contexts, substantially enriching the Western tradition of political thought in the process.
    


    
      For the sake of analytical clarity, we would like to distinguish at the outset between three different
      conceptualisations of civil society in the contemporary debate. First, there is the traditional notion of a
      domestic civil society, firmly separated from other similar civil societies by geographical boundaries.
      Much scholarship on civil society and its relationship to democracy have focused exclusively on the domestic
      context, and the extent to which civil society contributes to democratisation and the smooth functioning of
      democratic institutions (Putnam, 1993; Walzer, 1998). Second, there is the notion of an international
      civil society being formed through intercourse between distinct domestic civil society agents across national
      boundaries, to the point of blurring or even eroding the latter. Such an international civil society is sometimes
      believed to be a source of global change and democratic legitimacy for multilateral institutions (Price, 2003;
      Ruggie, 2004). Third, there is the more recent idea of a global civil society, categorically distinct
      from both the domestic and the international modes of civil society. While the emergence of a global civil
      society might be seen as the final outcome of internationalisation, it is believed to be relatively independent
      from the domestic and international contexts. Global civil society is composed of agents such as non-governmental
      organisations that are able to operate independently of territorial boundaries and state authorities, and which
      can exercise a modicum of influence on global governance institutions (Walzer, 1995; Keane, 2003; Scholte, 2004).
    


    
      While much interest has been focused on domestic civil societies, and more recently, on global civil society,
      less attention has been devoted to the comparative study of different traditions of civil society, and how these
      affect the prospects of a genuinely global civil society coming into being. Many of the contributors to this
      volume seek to amend this situation by exploring the intellectual foundations of different conceptions of civil
      society within different cultural contexts, and how these cultural contexts also pose distinctive challenges and
      limits to the meaningful usage of this concept in the present. The ultimate horizon of a global civil society
      would therefore be where the core functions of civil society happen to converge across different cultural
      contexts. By implication, this would also be where the foundations of a sustainable global democratic practice
      were to be found, in the area where different traditions and understandings of civil society happen to overlap as
      a matter of empirical fact. We contend that a global civil society cannot be achieved simply by extending the
      range of reference of the concept of civil society by means of a series of domestic analogies, but only as the
      cumulated consequence of the actual global dissemination of the idea of civil society and its gradual
      instantiation in political practices worldwide. Whether such a development will benefit democratisation and
      democratic institutions remains an open question.
    


    
      The contributors to this volume offer very different answers to this general question, well aware of the fact
      that this question can only be answered with due consideration of the actual socio-cultural context and
      geographical scale within which these developments take place. The future of democracy in a globalised world is a
      matter of life-and-death political conflict and struggle today. These struggles are pursued by some of the most
      powerful countries on the planet, and by some of its least empowered global citizens. These issues include the
      presumed coincidence of democracy with nation-state structures, the presumed coincidence of those structures with
      popular sovereignty and governmental legitimacy, the presumed coincidence of nation-building procedures with
      democratic norms and values, the presumed coincidence of viable civil societies with progressive democratic
      development, the presumed coincidence of global peace with globalised democracy, and the presumed coincidence of
      universality in moral claims with but one form of moral validation. The chapters that follow provide various ways
      of handling these issues and difficulties, and represent explorations from within different intellectual,
      political and cultural traditions. What links them together is a common conviction that pushing democratic theory
      forward in a global context requires a global perspective. In this process, traditional geographical and cultural
      divides must be relentlessly questioned. The editors urge readers to approach the chapters with this ambition in
      mind in order to push beyond the supposed divide between East and West that has animated so much political
      thought from the Enlightenment onwards.
    


    
      Engaging the issues in theory


      
        In Chapter 1, Terrell Carver sets up a dynamic framework
        within which to consider civil society, democracy and allied terms as instances where words ‘do things’, and
        where their meaning lies in political usage, at least in principle and implication. To do this he deploys
        Derrida’s ‘metaphysics of presence’ to expose the undecidability of the theory/practice binary, and then argues
        that the major terms of debate are important just as much for the concepts and ideas that they displace or
        occlude as for the kinds of overt statements and interventions that they comprise. Civil society has displaced
        state-centric theories and practice with democratising concepts relating to both economic and political
        practice, thus occluding authoritarian and hierarchical concepts of ruler and subject. It has also displaced
        both Marxist and market-centric accounts of the state–society relationship with pluralist notions of voluntary
        activity and participation, thus occluding economic reductionism to classes or consumers. Carver’s discussion
        surveys Marxist and post-Marxist views on civil society in the global anglophone context, arguing for close,
        intertextual examination that exposes the variety of political tasks and positions to which the civil society
        debates have been addressed.
      


      
        Chapter 2 is a collective effort pursuing this theme in
        historical and political context. The authors argue that civil society discourse is available to politicised
        practice because it appeals to opposition movements wanting to encourage political
        participation by ordinary citizens. While some civil society discourse is based on an idealisation of supposed
        ‘Western’ ideas and practice, it is also the case that the individualism and democratisation implied in civil
        society discourse has been very differently understood in the individual ‘Western’ countries themselves and
        very unevenly instituted in their political practices. A simple East– West frame makes significant similarities
        between supposedly disparate ideas and practices disappear, and conversely it homogenises very diverse ideas
        and practices that should be visible – and visibly different – into monolithic blocs of sameness. While
        familiar binarisations make the world readily intelligible, they also do considerable violence to nuanced
        understanding and effective communication. Promoting the latter as academic and political goals is surely more
        important than reinscribing worn-out binaries that merely reproduce the master distinction between Same and
        Other. In this context, where pluralised conceptions of democracy and civil society matter more than ever,
        globality is not a unifying category but represents a view that is able to make sense of difference and
        diversity in their own sui generis terms, uncorrupted by efforts to assimilate them within an
        imperialistic framework of universalising Western reason.
      


      
        In Chapter 3 Reiji Matsumoto takes contextualisation a
        step further and offers ‘A historical reappraisal of civil society discourse in postwar Japan’. This
        comprehensive chapter traces for the first time for anglophone audiences the introduction of quintessentially
        ‘Western liberal’ concepts into the Japanese context and their local development. Matsumoto outlines the
        historical development of the meaning and function of the Japanese notion of civil society in comparison with
        the corresponding transformation of the term in the West. Like many other social and political concepts
        introduced from Europe, the notion of civil society underwent its own development in the Japanese context. This
        is related to, but different from, the European one in which the term was coined and circulated. His account
        details the variety of contextual political situations, not least the militaristic regime of the 1930s, the
        defeat in war, and the American occupation through which the usage and meaning of newly hybridised terms was
        refracted and pursued. Contrary to other scholars, Matsumoto stresses the overarching influence of the
        reception of Adam Smith’s work into Japanese perceptions not just of ‘the West’ but of their national
        modernisation project. Through careful historical analysis he explains why the concept of civil society has
        been a touchstone for Japanese intellectuals, albeit quite differently understood at different times, as
        political and intellectual contexts have changed.
      


      
        The next two chapters pursue this theme in more detail. In Chapter 4 Fumio Iida introduces us to the way that theorising interacts
        with Japanese political practice, tracing the public engagement of the ‘Post-war Enlightenment’ theorists as
        they argued for, and constructed explanations of, the liberal ideal of civil society. Their work addressed
        political concerns germane to developing a public which could be expected to act outside the strictures of the
        state apparatus. In that way they would play out the notion of free human activity that liberalism had
        enshrined in canonical writings and practical ambitions. Rather than a school of thought as such, this was a
        project, political but contextual, rather than partisan or policy-oriented. In this context,
        philosophies of the individual, the nation and the state were all issues of practice, rather an occasion for
        point-scoring among intellectuals. These interventions made careful use of the East/West binary, as both a
        familiar framing device, and as a performative object of critique, given the ‘Westernising’ thrust of the basic
        concepts in the first place. Yet the writers involved were far from uncritical of the United States and
        European societies, and in that way developed a formidable strain of theoretical practice. The ‘Post-war
        Enlightenment’ lives on today, not because its ideas have all been accepted or realised, but because it made a
        permanent and indispensable contribution to the national political culture.
      


      
        In Chapter 5 Ryusaku Yamada examines the public ‘Debate
        on mass society’ and the political theory of its central figure, Keiichi Matsushita. This theory was not merely
        an introduction of anglophone mass society arguments into Japanese political life, but rather a vehicle through
        which Matsushita elaborated his own distinctive mass society theory. His leftist idea of mass society and
        democracy, derived from Marxist sources and the Japanese Marxist tradition, resembled European leftist radical
        democracy in terms of its conceptions of socialism and civil society. Matsushita’s thinking explored the
        relation between socialism and democracy, between mass society and civil society, and between mass democracy
        and radical democracy, in the developing political context of 1950s and 1960s, when Japanese social movements
        were a formidable force for cultural change.
      


      
        The next three chapters set out the context of globality through which current theorisations of civil society
        and democracy necessarily operate. In Chapter 6, Bob
        Jessop locates his discussion of civil society within the market-logic of the global economy and the
        ‘pollute-thy-neighbour’ policies inherent in the logic of industrialism. Framing his discussion with extended
        analyses of globalisation, the national-state and nation-states (which he carefully distinguishes), Jessop sees
        civil society as rather formless and lacking a specific logic, but important as both a site of ‘colonisation’
        for state and market powers, and a site of ‘mobilisation’ where the politics of identity and interest resist
        state and market forces. With this understanding, civil society could be projected up to the global level, and
        Jessop sketches in some of the practical details. But in the end he argues that this development requires a
        sharp and distinctive move to economic solidarity and political reciprocity – a new moral economy – not merely
        a move from a critique of political economy to a radical political ecology. This missing link is crucial in
        both theory and practice.
      


      
        In Chapter 7 Chantal Mouffe challenges the utility of
        concepts of civil society, arguing that they function differently for conservatives, liberals and radicals
        engaged in projects to limit the powers of the state. Civil society theories are but a symptom of anxieties
        over pluralism – how much is essential? When does it become a threat in itself? On her view the democratic
        ideal is not a harmony of voices flowing from successful deliberations but rather the incorporation of an
        ‘agonistic public sphere’ where power relations are fully acknowledged within the political realm. Agonism is
        not violence or enmity, and consensus is a kind of provisional hegemony mobilising passions
        towards democratic designs. Mouffe argues for a space where conflicting views can be expressed in a way that
        recognises the ‘possibility of choosing among legitimate alternative political projects’. Agonism does not
        exclude emotions, always important in politics, and it incorporates a pluralising conception of human rights.
        Mouffe’s pluralism is carefully defended against charges of mere relativism, yet falling well short of the
        arrogance so often found in ‘Western’ universalisms.
      


      
        And in Chapter 8, John Keane ranges widely over the
        contemporary world and presses hard on all the conventional boundaries through which discussions of democracy
        are conceived. His account arises from a genuinely global history and persistently global grasp of problems
        that democracies in varying forms have tried to solve – a political anthropology of democracy. He argues for
        the invention and preservation of institutions and ways of life that stand guard against universals,
        recognising and fostering the need to understand that multiple and different forms of democracy are thinkable
        and practicable. And he takes up in detail many of the practical concerns of civil society theorists: markets,
        participation, communication, ‘the people’ and threats of all kinds to the legitimacy and practices that are
        characterised in key political discourses as democratic. In this chapter Keane outlines the ethical questions
        and difficult practical challenges that are the focus of the second half of this book.
      

    


    
      Engaging the issues in practice


      
        Chapter 9, by Hakan Seckinelgin, begins an overt process
        of destabilisation of the East/West binary in practical terms. He problematises civil society as a privileged
        arena for social negotiation within democracy, questioning the general view that civil society is a space
        through which marginal voices can be represented and recognised. He examines the way that civil society
        functions in response to Muslim women’s demands, particularly in a civil society in which women describe
        themselves as ‘modern’. Taking up a proposal from Nancy Fraser (2003), Seckinelgin investigates the challenge
        presented to the democratic system by Muslim women, particularly within what is considered to be civil society.
        Considerations of civil society in democratic theory need to be more nuanced in order to engage with the voices
        of people that are systematically marginalised in their everyday experiences. In conclusion Seckinelgin argues
        that if people do not participate publicly on the basis of consensus over values, the assumed role of civil
        society becomes merely a rhetorical device.
      


      
        In Chapter 10, Oleg Kharkhordin follows Charles Taylor
        (1990) in arguing that it is possible to distinguish between two main traditions of understanding civil society
        in the European historical context: the Lockean understanding, in which civil society is a pre-political
        ethical community, and an understanding derived from Montesquieu, where civil society is a set of associations
        mediating between the individual and the strong state. The latter has come to dominate contemporary Russian
        debates on civil society, and Kharkhordin notes that creating and maintaining free
        associations is often said to be the decisive guarantee for the consolidation of the democratic regime in
        contemporary Russia. However, careful consideration of the religious roots of different conceptions of civil
        society current there suggests that this is not the only, or perhaps even the main, avenue of democratic
        development in Russia. Anglo-American theories of civil society rest on the vision of ethical life
        characteristic of a Protestant congregation, while Franco-Italian conceptions are closely linked to the vision
        of the ethical role of a Catholic congregation ‘in the world’. Orthodox Christianity, to which many Russians
        turn for religious and nationalistic reasons, harbours its own vision of ethical life of a Christian
        congregation. This contributes to a very specific definition of civil society different from either of the
        other European versions.
      


      
        Chapter 11, by Shin Chiba, articulates the critical and
        constructive roles which constitutional pacifism has played as a guiding public philosophy in post-war Japan.
        He addresses the constant tension, conflict and rivalry between this philosophy and the ideology of economic
        growth and development, on the one hand, and the ideology of neo-nationalism, on the other. Thus Chiba argues
        for the continuing relevance of the Peace Constitution at the threshold of the twenty-first century, and his
        chapter offers a hermeneutics of public philosophy in the post-war Japanese context. The Peace Constitution
        itself is an early marker for the global perspective and the transcendence of the East/West binarisations
        through which the Cold War drew much of its strength and plausibility. Japanese social movements and
        concomitant developments in civil society theory mark an important stage in the development of globality as a
        crucial political reframing device.
      


      
        Chapter 12, by James Martin, concludes the volume with a
        practice-based critique of civil society theorisations, wherever they derive from. Martin sees them as
        moralising accounts of space that encompass non-state activities but are not for that reason free of power
        relations, or indeed free of the state’s powers of policing and surveillance. Unlike the theorisations
        propounded in academic circles, actual activities in civil society, particularly leisure and sporting pursuits,
        are complex theatres where identities and differences are enacted, often with the glare of publicity, and are
        sites where subversions are attempted, for precisely the same reasons. In sum leisure activities in civil
        society are spaces of danger and desire in practice, but the major theorisations of civil society present it in
        sanitised terms, much the way that ‘free market’ liberals present a similarly selective and disinfected view of
        economic activity, and contract theorists an idealised view of the state in relation to the citizenry.
      


      
        This volume has thus probed civil society very hard in generating contrasting views as to its utility, but more
        importantly pushed even harder on how we see the world we live in. Our familiar binaries, whether of East/West,
        national/international, local/global, democratic/authoritarian look less and less useful after the detailed
        critique and contextualisation undertaken in the foregoing chapters, and indeed more like barriers to knowledge
        and decision-making than helpful assumptions from which to start our thinking and analysis. Globality describes
        the frame within which disagreements circulate, albeit through an increasingly common set
        of understandings as to what there is to disagree about. Democratic theory, however conceived, and civil
        society, however conceived, are persistent categories within this twenty-first century circulation, and –
        whatever their origin – not the property of any one culture, time or people. The chapters in this volume are
        thus intended to destabilise, de-familiarise and provoke.
      

    


    
      References


      
        Albert, M. (2007) ‘Globalization Theory’: Yesterday’s Fad or More Lively than Ever? International Political
        Sociology, 1(2): 165–82.
      


      
        Bartelson, J. (2008) Globalizing the Democratic Community, Ethics & Global Politics, 1 (4):
        159–74.
      


      
        Benhabib, S. (2007) Another Cosmopolitanism, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
      


      
        Fraser, N. (2003) Social Justice in the Age of Identity Politics: Redistribution, Recognition, and
        Participation, in Redistribution or Recognition? A Political-Philosophical Exchange, ed. N.
        Fraser and A. Honneth. London: Verso, pp. 7–87.
      


      
        Honig, B. (2007) Between Decision and Deliberation: Political Paradox in Democratic Theory, American
        Political Science Review, 101: 1–17.
      


      
        Keane, J. (2003) Global Civil Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
      


      
        Näsström, S. (2003) What Globalization Overshadows, Political Theory, 31 (6): 808–34.
      


      
        Näsström, S. (2007) The Legitimacy of the People, Political Theory, 35 (5): 624–65.
      


      
        Price, R. (2003) Transnational Civil Society and Advocacy in World Politics, World Politics, 55:
        579–606.
      


      
        Putnam, R. (1993) Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy. Princeton: Princeton
        University Press.
      


      
        Rosanvallon, P. (2006) Democracy Past and Future. New York: Columbia University Press.
      


      
        Ruggie, J.G. (2004) Reconstituting the Global Public Domain – Issues, Actors and Practices, European
        Journal of International Relations, 10 (4): 499–531.
      


      
        Scholte, J.A. (2004) Civil Society and Democratically Accountable Global Governance, Government and
        Opposition, 39: 211–33.
      


      
        Shaw, M. (2000) Theory of the Global State. Globality as an Unfinished Revolution. Cambridge:
        Cambridge University Press.
      


      
        Taylor, C. (1990) Modes of Civil Society, Public Culture, 3 (1): 95–118.
      


      
        Tully, J. (2002) The Unfreedom of the Moderns in Comparison to their Ideals of Constitutional Democracy,
        Modern Law Review, 65 (2): 204–28.
      


      
        Walzer, M. ed. (1995) Toward a Global Civil Society. New York: Berghahn.
      


      
        Walzer, M. (1998) The Civil Society Argument, in The Citizenship Debates, ed. G. Shafired.
        Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, pp. 291–308.
      


      
        Wendt, A. (1999) A Comment on Held’s Cosmopolitanism, in Democracy’s Edges, ed. I. Shapiro and C.
        Hacker-Cordón. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 127–33.
      

    

  


  
    Part I
    

    Engaging the issues in theory

  


  
    

    1
    

    Civil society and class


    
      Centrality and occlusion in discourse and practice
    


    
      Terrell Carver
    


    
      Any political theory organises itself around certain concepts and hence marginalises or occludes others. And any
      political theory ‘performs a politics’, often only discursively (yet invoking Derrida’s ‘metaphysics of
      presence’), giving us the idea that the politics is ‘really there’ and is ‘really happening’ as we read about it
      (Derrida, 1993: 41–2). Sometimes, of course, the link between theory and practice is rather more immediate, and
      the politics comes to life because of the concepts that participants invoke. Or politics seems to come
      to life as an instance of the theory, whereas actually a great many political struggles dissolve into complaints
      that actions and activities did not make real the ideas, or enough of the ideas, that the participants or
      adherents originally had in mind. Hope and betrayal are not uncommon sentiments, and political theories have a
      role in providing the ideas that start this off. Alternatively when things start off in politics, the associated
      ideas sometimes come to count as political theory, often of a slightly inferior sort, in spite of (or perhaps
      because of ) their association with things that actually happen. The metaphysics of presence is useful for
      political theorists, and valued by them, because in their discursive world they are the controllers. Nothing
      happens unless they say so, whereas out in the political realm, most things happen without their involvement.
      Perhaps this explication of political theory as doing things with words (whether doing very much or very little)
      is obvious, but on the presumption that the obvious often needs restating (as is it so often invisible), and
      indeed closer examination, I put the analysis above to the reader, as a preliminary to looking at the concepts of
      civil society and class. While my aim is to comment on theory as it is at present, this necessarily requires
      historical invocation. Old theorists never die; they live on as new incarnations in the authorial imaginary.
    


    
      This chapter is thus a critical exploration of a number of recent essays in political theory, taking up civil
      society as an important concept. However, my aim is not so much to say what others say it is as to discover what
      occlusions and marginalisations occur when they centre their discussions on it. To do this I engage with
      critiques of liberal theory that derive from Marxism and the emphasis there on the economy and social class,
      starting with John Ehrenberg’s historical survey and accompanying political argument, moving on to the work of
      Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe – where the line between class politics and identity
      politics nearly fades away, taking up Alan Carling’s provocative challenge to socialist thinking about ‘the
      market’, and concluding with critical consideration of Darrow Schecter’s move from civil society to ‘the
      political’. My conclusion is not that any one of these writers has ‘got it right’ about civil society, nor that
      any one view was even right ‘in context’ where the concept of civil society was an issue, but rather that all
      these accounts need to be read as works of theory and of practice (or at least implied practice) that occlude
      what is at the margins as much as they enlighten us about what they put front and centre. In particular this
      succession of theorists and their theorisations trace out the terms of politics that have been emerging with
      industrialisation, mass education, popular mobilisations and the economification of everyday life through which
      contemporary political activity proceeds. In my account civil society emerges as a somewhat empty, or at least
      highly protean signifier, one that never solves the problems that theorists understand to be political. Rather
      theorists find new ways to restate these problems, by rearranging the occlusions.
    


    
      ‘Civil society’ in America


      
        John Ehrenberg’s (1999) Civil Society: The Critical History of an Idea opens with a genealogy,
        attaching civil society as an almost timeless analytical concept to the whole canon of political theory,
        starting with Plato, and identifying it with the origins of civilisation as such, and so with the earliest
        politics that Western political theorists like to recognise: ‘the Greeks’. The danger here is that the analysis
        is so much a canter through the political theory canon that civil society as any kind of identifiable concept
        might nearly evaporate. While it seems plausible that different thinkers at different times will define a
        concept in different ways (or that different political movements at different times will do likewise), the
        enormous range of differences involved means that Ehrenberg’s historical survey is less than convincing that
        any centred concept can bring all these things together to any purpose, except to get us through the Fathers of
        the Church (of Political Theory) and up to the present, where we can give concepts some purchase, because we
        know what we want to do with them.
      


      
        The concluding Part III of Ehrenberg’s study is therefore much better, as there he has twentieth-century
        communism and capitalism in his sights. Having disposed of the theory and practice involved in that particular
        opposition, he can then move on to post-Cold War ‘democratic politics’. While at that point he has some
        interesting things to say, his concluding chapter is disappointing because it deals almost exclusively with
        American theory and practice. In so far as theorists and politicians elsewhere believe that they participate in
        that world by proxy (another instance of the ‘metaphysics of presence’ as practised by political theorists),
        they will probably not find anything wrong with the chapter. But for those who reckon that their native
        politics is different, and their theoretical orientation is at least potentially different, there is a need for
        further reflection on additional material.
      


      
        In respect of communism and capitalism Ehrenberg’s argument is simple. While the Western model of
        totalitarianism as applied to the former USSR and Eastern European ‘communism’ was
        overdrawn, complacent and nostalgic (depending on whether we are looking at Carl Joachim Friedrich, Friedrich
        Hayek or Hannah Arendt), the command economy and vanguard-party states of ‘actually existing socialism’ in the
        Cold War era were intrusive, arbitrary and undemocratic. Ehrenberg charts the development in ideas and practice
        of devices and activities intended in the latter days of these regimes to limit state power and to provide
        constitutional protection, and in particular the development of non-state, non-economic activities termed civil
        society. Whether these activities were purely social and voluntary, or whether they were market-oriented and
        ultimately based on self-interest, were questions that were raised and negotiated at the time. Relying on Adam
        Michnik, the Solidarity movement and Václav Havel, Ehrenberg discusses the varying claims and linkages
        involved. In the end he argues that there was really no way of ‘freeing up’ citizen energies that would
        challenge the communist state effectively without doing this on both the political front (i.e. multi-party
        elections) and the economic front (i.e. freedom to challenge state enterprises with self-managed economic
        units). Ehrenberg has considerable sympathy with the anti-state struggle and with the political liberalisation,
        but suggests that Eastern European dissidents were naïve (albeit understandably so in the circumstances) about
        the economic consequences of the rebellion of the late 1980s and early 1990s. The necessary consequence of
        supporting civil society against the state in that environment, at least in the first instance, was the
        reintroduction of capitalism (Ehrenberg, 1999: 173–98).
      


      
        Back in the capitalist world, post-Second World War, the situation was rather different, and so necessarily was
        the thinking about civil society. Ehrenberg does not present much of a case why anyone on the ‘free’ side of
        the Iron Curtain needed civil society at all. Wasn’t liberal democracy bound to be enough? Didn’t the ‘free
        world’ already have Alexis de Tocqueville extolling the virtues of voluntary associations within the American
        democratic framework? What was the point of raising civil society as some supposed improvement on what was
        already there? While Ehrenberg does not say this, his argument seems to lead to the conclusion that Western
        civil society theorists were producing a mirror to their own view of ‘the East’ as totalitarian: given that
        ‘the Eastern bloc’ – with its one-party rule and authoritarian command economy – had ‘too much state’, it would
        have to follow that the West needed even more liberal democracy. Moreover in so far as the East was seen as an
        embodiment of Marxism, and given that the essence of Marxist politics was class struggle (and class rule), it
        would then follow that the West needed a way of expunging any nagging questions about class politics in its own
        patch.
      


      
        Ehrenberg interprets civil society theorists from the 1950s as pluralists intent on displacing any question of
        the centrality of class in political theory or in political practice (in America, anyway). In Ehrenberg’s
        account, American pluralists displaced class politics as an evil onto ‘Europe’ as an ‘other’. Pluralist
        theories not only validated democracy in America as Tocqueville had seen it (or so they thought), but also
        validated both consensus and apathy as virtues. These were as far removed as possible from the contrary virtues
        of any class that ever moved from ‘in itself ’ to ‘for itself ’ in order to politicise and
        divide the polity (Marx, [1847] 1976: 211). Economic interests were factored down to individualised consumer
        interests in ‘buying’ what groups, including overtly political groups, had to offer. Economic interests were
        also factored across society as a uniform body of individualised consumers, all ‘out there’ in the marketplace,
        buying goods and services. Production or supply in the economy was factored into economic growth, a monolithic
        and autonomous entity beneficently invoked by the state but never constrained, only ‘set free’, and protected
        from monopoly control. On this view the concept of worker barely makes sense, and a union is just another group
        in the market for members. As with big business, big unions are monopolies.
      


      
        As Ehrenberg tells the tale, this idyll was rudely shattered by the ‘new social movements’ of the late 1960s
        and early 1970s, because they repoliticised social life, stepped outside the realm of voluntary groups that
        supported consensus (and apathy), and – so Ehrenberg argues – put social class back on the political map. The
        last claim is quickly factored from political practice (where the claim is surely questionable) into political
        theory, where the Gramscian turn (from pluralism back to Marx and class in a new guise) saves his argument.
        Marxism and class struggle re-emerge not as motivators for a politics of revolutionary struggle but as
        categories essential to explaining why this did not happen and the working class did not triumph. Besides
        control over the economy and hence the state, bourgeois hegemony extends to civil society – other organisations
        in society through which working-class politics can be contained and neutralised through ideology and culture.
        Given this line-up, the bourgeoisie can hardly lose the battle, and working-class politics can hardly break out
        of it to fight. As a Marxist exercise in explaining the failure of Marxism, this scenario cannot be faulted;
        however, Ehrenberg does fault the Frankfurt Marxists for attempting to accomplish the same general result while
        paying even less attention to the economy, and failing to link their accounts of ideology and culture to it as
        the Gramscians had faithfully done.
      


      
        After that, politics and theory fade from Ehrenberg’s American perspective, save for his consideration of
        moralising neo-Tocquevillian attempts to rescue certain supposed virtues of collective life from the ravages of
        commodified individualism and post-1960s moral decline by invoking civil society. While Ehrenberg does not
        explicitly paint this strand of American communitarianism as pluralism revisited (i.e. the pluralism of
        consensus and apathy), it looks much the same in theory and practice. It is just that at this stage, post-civil
        rights, post-feminism, post-gay liberation, there is even less excuse for the blinkered nostalgia that
        Ehrenberg sees in his target writers. For Ehrenberg their invocations of intimacy are really a cover for
        ‘family values’, their insistence on localism is naïve given the history of localised discrimination and
        reaction, and their views on citizenship are really a vehicle for an arbitrary moralism that demonises and
        disadvantages in a very undemocratic way (Ehrenberg, 1999: 199–232).
      


      
        Ehrenberg’s argument has a distinct advantage in alerting us to the presumptions of civil society discourse of
        this type. Family patriarchy, the local Ku Klux Klan and participatory bigotry could all be features of civil
        society; it follows that any theory and practice that recommended localism, families and
        civic values must have some programmatic and institutional limitations and guarantees built in. On this score
        Ehrenberg opts for an unfashionable defence of state power, national standards and regulation of the market,
        especially with respect to capital and labour. His anti-Tocquevillian recipe for renewal is – in effect – to
        write a book for Americans called Democracy in France, where a class politics of overt struggle is an
        essential part of the scene, even if this involves an element of entrenched interest and republican ritual
        (Ehrenberg, 1999: 233–50).
      


      
        Overall Ehrenberg’s accounts seem to say this: from the centrality of class in Marxism, as a theory of how
        civil society (including the market) conditions and constrains the state, there follows the occlusion of class
        in liberal theories of civil society. In those liberal theories a self-limiting state ‘sets free’ a profusion
        of non-market ‘groups’ (presumed to be good because voluntary and local), which are sustained by the capitalist
        market economy (which ticks over benignly in the background, so it seems). Political theory fuses with
        political practice when class politics disappears, or rather it remains erased. This presents us with quite an
        interesting, if surprising, question about Marxism. What concept of class was it that was so central in Marxist
        theory? And was it in those terms, or indeed in any terms relating to class, that Marxist politics was
        successful – if indeed it was successful?
      

    


    
      Individuals of the world, unite!


      
        While an instant definition of workers and capitalists is easy to give (sellers of labour-power, owners of
        means of production), and has good textual roots in Marx’s work (The Communist Manifesto,
        Capital, vol. 1, etc.), Marx’s own attempt to write more generally about class was not a success. The
        manuscripts forming the posthumous Capital, vol. 3, notoriously break off just after posing the
        question: ‘What makes a class?’ (Marx, [1894] 1998: 870–1). The ambiguities around class and
        reverse-determination problems presented in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte are also very
        well known, particularly the ‘failure’ of the state at times to reflect the class structure of power and wealth
        deriving from the economy (Marx, [1852] 1979: 186). While it is clear that a Marxian view of civil society sees
        it as economic in the first instance (including productive and market relationships), and everything else
        (non-state or state) as deeply imbued with economic conditioning and economic constraints, it is much less
        clear how all this works in terms of groups, and how these groups relate to political participation, struggle,
        change and revolution. This is precisely the area that Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe opened up in
        Hegemony and Socialist Strategy (1985), and precisely the area where controversy over civil society
        has been sharpest. It may even be an area in which ‘new social movements’ in Europe actually do take on the
        economic issues and coalition politics that Ehrenberg aspires to politically but finds absent in American
        politics.
      


      
        The controversy has been posed sharply in theory because more orthodox Marxists have taken Laclau and Mouffe to
        task for abandoning a philosophical or scientific basis thought to be definitional for
        Marxism, namely an ontology of ‘material’ interests (the economic basis which makes class possible), an
        epistemology of political theorising (which establishes the existence of opposing classes), and a politics of
        class solidarity and strategic assaults. However, even Marx was led down the road of class-fractions, and
        therefore into complex if temporary coalitions and alliances, as we can see from his political journalism and
        so-called historical writings. Laclau and Mouffe, however, broke ranks by denying a Marxist foundational
        centrality for class, and admitting a more fluid politics of groups, termed new social movements. De-centring
        class and pursuing issue-based coalitions produced a political theory centred on discourse as such, and
        foundational only in value-commitments, which are ultimately individual and rather dangerously derived from
        ‘identities’ or, even worse, ‘moralities’. Or at least potentially individuals can come to make these
        commitments, i.e. they are not mere effects of larger social ‘forces’ and they therefore have some form of
        irreducible potential for agency and autonomous action. Laclau and Mouffe noted that the common denominator for
        these ‘new’ groups was their differentiation from workers’ struggles, considered as class struggles – though it
        is rather ambiguous whether Laclau and Mouffe consider this to be a definitional matter from the point of view
        of the groups, or whether this truth arises from their point of view as political analysts, or both. In
        rejecting any general principle or substratum of an anthropological nature – which meant rejecting any unifier
        within a theory of oppression, and any assignment of inevitability to a struggle and its outcome – Laclau and
        Mouffe parted company both from orthodox Marxism, rooted in working-class revolution, and from 1960s ‘humanist
        Marxism’, rooted in labour and alienation (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985: 75–88).
      


      
        Unsurprisingly most Marxists were not pleased, as this seemed to suck all the gravity out of their universe in
        terms of struggle and of theory, and to make the world safe for pluralists of the most vacuous American type.
        Laclau and Mouffe have since factored political struggle into democratic contestation, specifically the
        displacement into new areas of life of the ‘egalitarian imaginary’. This involves adherence to liberalism as a
        political principle, promotion of equality, and a separation of political spaces into an irreducible plurality
        in order to guarantee liberty (Mouffe, 1993). If Ehrenberg had considered Laclau and Mouffe, he would have
        ticked them off for not paying enough attention to the economy (‘stupid’, in Bill Clinton’s famous phrase).
      


      
        At this point in the political theory debate I propose to stand back and take stock. My questions are: ‘How
        much attention do we need to pay to the economy?’ and ‘What concepts do we need to do it?’ – in theorising an
        egalitarian politics. Ehrenberg does not really pose the questions; Laclau and Mouffe do not really answer
        them. Alan Carling (1987), in his article ‘Liberty, Equality and Community’, comes the closest to doing both.
      

    


    
      The return of the economic


      
        Carling argues that socialists generally, and Marxists in particular, need to recognise the link (established
        by liberalism) between freedom and market relations (often known as ‘choice’ on the consumer side, and as
        ‘opportunity’ on the production side). They also need to recognise the tradeoff between those freedoms, on the
        one hand, and class-based theories of equality, particularly when responsibility for the tradeoff is handed to
        a unitary institution like ‘the state’. No appeal to voluntary, moralising or other non-economic versions of
        civil society is going to count for much in this analysis, nor are other liberal distinctions such as
        public/private. In that way Carling shares an acceptance of some liberal values and practices (pluralistic
        freedom in politics and economics) with Laclau and Mouffe, but rather than collapse an egalitarian politics
        into articulations and spaces, as they do, he addresses economic questions more directly, though not very
        institutionally (Carling, 1987: 103–4).
      


      
        Laclau and Mouffe have so de-centred class in favour of a civil society perspective – meaning any struggles
        within the democratic imaginary – that economic strife largely disappears. Carling makes no empirical claims
        that actually existing struggles – ‘identity’ politics or otherwise – make reference to, or are organised
        around, economic issues. Rather he argues that economic issues about power and control will not go away,
        whatever the current state of political play. Unlike the ‘conservatives’ – ‘free market’ ideologues – whom he
        criticises, he has no time for the idea that the market is inherently democratic. What he suggests instead is
        that the market appeals democratically, because it defines freedom, promises it, and appears to deliver it (on
        its own narrow definition).
      


      
        Marx thought he could rule the market out of court on any mature consideration of freedom, precisely because he
        dismissed that kind of freedom as the very illusion that masks exploitation, the essence of unfreedom. Whereas
        in practice, either the history of the social market economy has remedied the exploitation he identified, or
        the realities of contemporary international exploitation are not of much interest in the democratic
        consumer-economies of the most powerful nation-states. Either way, Laclau and Mouffe (taking them to be civil
        society theorists) have retreated from Marx, as well as from class. Indeed, as I have been arguing, civil
        society is an occlusion of class, an imaginary that sits where class used to be, for liberal egalitarians,
        whether they are minded to support voter apathy or agonistic struggle.
      


      
        Perhaps the most important inequalities today are no longer economic ones, but relate to other forms of power?
        If so, Laclau and Mouffe rightly stand for the ‘democratic imaginary’ rather than for class-based political
        cleavages. Perhaps some economic inequalities are actually a condition for freedom? If so, Carling is right as
        a socialist-marketeer to substitute consumer–market relations for class. Either way, Marxist notions of civil
        society, rooted in class and exploitation, have fallen away, precisely because these theories of exploitation
        were not convincing enough in theory and in practice, and because class politics was not theorised well in
        practical terms nor practised persuasively as an art.
      

    


    
      On the human question


      
        It is possible to sidestep many of these issues by taking a philosophical perspective, intimating that the
        insights developed philosophically are actually those propelling at least some forms of utopian politics today.
        Darrow Schecter (2000), in Sovereign States or Political Communities?, argues that there is a ‘virtual
        obsession with the social question’, neglecting ‘the political’, in accounts like the ones surveyed above. That
        is, concepts of civil society derived from, or in dialogue with, the Marxist tradition lack a conception of
        ‘the political’ over and above a ‘social’ account of competing interests that merely mirrors the presumptions
        and practices of ‘the economic’. While he admits that Hannah Arendt’s theorisations of ‘the political’ are ‘far
        too rarefied in dismissing the social question’, his goal is to outline a concrete political utopia: ‘a
        non-statist socialism with a modified form of Arendtian politics’ (Schecter, 2000: 23).
      


      
        Schecter sees capitalism and parliamentary democracy as a realm of strategic behaviour rooted in contract,
        exchange and interest, so – in short – ‘technocratic and plutocratic interests marginalize democratic political
        values’ in practice, and it is the job of theory to question this and to stimulate a counter-practice
        (Schecter, 2000: 180, 184). Liberalism, he says, fails to mediate between the civil and the political, just as
        Marx said it would in ‘On the Jewish Question’ (Marx, [1844] 1975), and Schecter also judges that the theories
        of the public sphere and communicative action propounded by Jürgen Habermas do not work, either, as neither the
        political system nor the system of legal norms is sufficiently insulated from capitalist clientelism. In
        practice, on this account, both civil and political liberty are reduced to ‘codes for regulating competing
        private interests’, and so a distinctively political realm of judgement and experience is lost in practice and
        erased in theory (Schecter, 2000: 183–7).
      


      
        Thus Schecter makes a virtue out of what was vice for Ehrenberg and other latter-day Marxists. Ehrenberg writes
        as a critic of the identity politics of new social movements, noting their apparent occlusion of the politics
        of social class in their practice. His account fits together with Marxist critics of Laclau and Mouffe, who
        make such a departure from the economy a theoretical vice, namely their deconstruction of social class into an
        individualistic politics. Schecter opts instead for an Arendtian theory and a political practice that
        self-consciously puts the economy to one side and brackets off the problems that contemporary liberals and
        socialists think are the very stuff of politics. His conception of civil society incorporates new ideas and a
        new politics relating to ‘public sphere, community and recognition’. This would go ‘beyond the boundaries of
        class and identity politics’ and would ‘embrace politics as a truly universal category of human action distinct
        from questions of interest, power and technical reform’. It would also be a theoretical and practical counter
        to Habermasian concepts of the public sphere and communicative action (Schecter, 2000: 2).
      


      
        In looking for real-world traditions and examples to support his analysis Schecter draws on a heritage of
        workers’ councils, the events of 1968 and the more recent non-violent revolutions and transformations in
        Eastern Europe, noting ‘non-political political parties’ as a distinct feature (Schecter,
        2000: 82, 105–9). From this he argues that civil society in his conception is a network that is ‘specifically
        political and communicative’ in which ‘non-identical equals can both agree and differ as citizens’,
        experiencing the world politically ‘as a public person’ and exploring ‘the ways in which each individual’s
        freedom is connected with the freedom of others’ (Schecter, 2000: 81, 88–9). Collapsing this political
        dimension of community into redistributive equality or equality of opportunity, as liberals and many socialists
        do, marks a dominance of ‘the social’ over the individual and an erasure of a genuine and necessary sphere for
        human fulfilment (Schecter, 2000: 91).
      


      
        Notably fulfilment here is predicated on a ‘socialist material foundation which to the greatest possible extent
        solves or neutralises questions of material necessity and need’ (Schecter, 2000: 109). Although Schecter
        includes the economy within his definition of civil society, this crucial dimension of analysis and experience
        is explicitly excluded from his book, although his previous work Radical Theories: Paths beyond Marxism and
        Social Democracy (1994) does ‘sketch the institutional contours of such an economy’, weaving together
        ‘different strands of guild socialist, anarchist and green socialist theory’ (Schecter, 2000: 3, 20–1).
      


      
        Community, in Schecter’s view, instantiates the political experiences of the ‘public sphere’ as it unfolds.
        Together the two ‘suggest a political solution to the question of human freedom’ (Schecter, 2000: 112–13, 120).
        Whether couched in terms of natural rights, including economic rights, or in terms of respect for identity,
        Schecter has little time for a liberal ‘neutral’ state that pretends to adjudicate between opposed individuals
        and groups, whilst maintaining the very conditions of individuation that set them against one another and
        promote hierarchies of substantial difference in terms of wealth, power and influence (Schecter, 2000: 128–30).
        Instead, freedom is conceived as a form of active political practice in the public sphere and in the
        communities that arise from the specifically communicative interactions of citizens. Schecter’s conception of
        freedom subsumes legal guarantees of rights which include a ‘struggle for recognition’, involving ‘the actual
        action of citizens’ to preserve an ‘absolute’ distance between people. This distance is what is required to
        resist clientelism and reification and to maintain a ‘political space in which different standpoints can
        distinguish themselves mutually’. This is the democratic praxis of self-governing citizens, the non-statist
        socialism that Schecter has in mind, the non-political political parties that preserve individual perspectives
        and plurality (Schecter, 2000: 172–3).
      


      
        Schecter’s ‘civil society’ is in a sense an answer to Carling’s plea for socialists to sort out the
        relationship between the realisation of human freedom and the operation of the capitalist market economy,
        rather than merely to presume that Marx’s hostility to the latter and enigmatic prognostications about the
        former can never be questioned. However, Schecter’s answer amounts to a displacement of the practical issues
        into an Arendtian realm of ‘the political’. This requires quite a lot of faith at the outset that human
        experience can and ought to be distinguished and divided up in the ways that Arendt
        outlines, and that this philosophical timelessness characterises ‘the political’ as something that can be
        practised as such, and must be kept separate from contamination and confusion. Schecter’s attempts to link the
        admittedly imperfect practice of new social movements to his philosophical conception of civil society are
        brave but sketchy, and of necessity idealised, given the imperfect character of the world, even with the best
        of liberal democratic institutions and social market economies.
      

    


    
      Conclusions


      
        Civil society is sufficiently protean, and sufficiently ancient, that it can be made available to advance an
        argument, typically by centring it, and so occluding other concepts. What it displaces is thus an essential
        part of any narrative that explains what the concept means. Civil society has displaced state-centric theories
        and practice with democratising concepts relating to both economic and political practice, thus occluding
        authoritarian and hierarchical concepts of ruler and subject. It has also displaced both Marxist and
        market-centric accounts of the state–society relationship with pluralist notions of voluntary activity and
        participation, thus occluding economic reductionism to classes or consumers. What distinguishes civil society
        as a radical or socialist perspective on contemporary democratic politics is very unclear. Having got class off
        the scene entirely as ‘radical democracy’ (contra Marxism) or readmitted by the back door as ‘social democratic
        freedom’ (contra libertarians), theory has arrived at the point of tracking the indeterminacy of contemporary
        politics. The economy is now as deconstructed, and as indeterminate, in respect of realisable freedoms, as are
        democracy, citizenship and participation. Civil society theory restates this problem.
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    The East/West perspective and civil society


    
      Making visible similarities and differences
    


    
      Terrell Carver, Shin Chiba, Reiji Matsumoto, James Martin, Bob Jessop, Fumio Iida and Atsushi Sugita
    


    
      From the European and broader ‘Western’ perspective the use of the term civil society in Japan, in its Japanese
      equivalents, is virtually unknown. This chapter investigates the extent to which research on Japanese politics
      can be moved from an East–West frame into a frame of common experience with ‘the West’ in democratisation. The
      East–West framing has been traditional on both sides, whereas historical reflection, and current political
      developments (especially in Japan), will lead us to take a critical look at these assumptions.
    


    
      This kind of investigation is inevitably theoretical and conceptual at the outset, and if the move from one set
      of assumptions to another can be shown to be fruitful, then these results will be predicated on an understanding
      of civil society as a concept that has been shared between European and other Western writers, and
      various schools of thought and action in Japan, all along. That sharing, however, has been very one-sided, in
      that Japanese intellectual and political life has followed an importing model, and discouraged an exporting one.
      Some of the present authorial team are part of an export wave from Japan to reverse the flow of ideas and
      practice.
    


    
      This chapter opens with a definitional and historical summary concerning civil society, moving on to draw
      comparisons with Japanese theory and practice, and then offering conclusions concerning a transition from an
      East–West framing of comparative political research to a transcending frame of comparative studies in
      democratisation.
    


    
      ‘Civil society’ in the West


      
        Put in very simple and schematic terms, civil society has sometimes been taken to refer to social interactions
        outside the realm of the state and its immediate functions and functionaries. On this particular definition it
        includes economic interactions in the ‘private’ (i.e. non-state) realm, though not ‘private’
        interactions in the sense of domestic relations. Contrarily, and more recently, it is also taken to refer to non-state and non-economic interaction undertaken in ‘private’ or
        ‘voluntary’ forms of organisation, sometimes including domestic and intimate relationships. On both
        views there is sometimes an ethical claim that civil society is a locus of integration between individual
        autonomy and community solidarity that does not rely on a dynamic of political obligation and state
        enforcement. Debates about civil society are never merely definitional and descriptive but are intrinsically
        political, appealing to views about the individual, the good society and valid strategies of action and change
        that always need drawing out. Thus civil society itself is a site for contestation concerning the boundaries of
        politicisation, and more specifically democratisation.
      


      
        Moreover there is a further tension in the ways that civil society is conceptualised. Sometimes it is taken to
        be historically neutral as a category, referring to the social foundations for any political community and
        (sometimes) the ethical basis for all social institutions, the state included. In other conceptions it is taken
        to refer to varieties of social relations coincident with modernity, and thus historically specific and
        contingent. On this view it may well instantiate values at odds with those of existing states, and even the
        modern competitive economy. This realm of difference invokes very large scale debates about the nature of
        civilisation and the scope, direction and strategies of social change. Conventional Western histories of civil
        society as a concept reflect this diversity; unfortunately debates involving civil society sometimes misfire
        because participants hold inconsistent views about it and talk past one another (Keane, 1988a, 1988b; Cohen and
        Arato, 1992; Walzer, 1995; Fine and Rai, 1997; Hall, 1995).
      


      
        Looking back over the long conceptual history of civil society from the time of ancient Greece and Rome to
        present-day usages, it seems that this term, like democracy, too, is by no means immutable, uniform and static
        (Sakamoto, 1997: 208–9). Civil society is an ambiguous and elusive concept laden with different and often
        contradictory meanings due to its multifaceted historical origins and associations. Contemporary theorists,
        including John Keane, Jean L. Cohen, Andrew Arato, Michael Walzer, Jürgen Habermas and others, albeit with
        minor differences, tend to define civil society as a public sphere of opinions and actions relatively
        independent of both the state apparatus and the market structure. For instance, Walzer defines civil society as
        ‘the space of uncoerced human association and also the set of relational networks – formed for the sake of
        family, faith, interest, and ideology’ (Walzer, 1995: 153).
      


      
        Somewhat differently, Charles Taylor writes about civil society as a web of autonomous associations,
        independent of the state, which bind citizens together in matters of common concern, and which by their
        existence or actions could have an effect on public policy (Taylor, 1995: 206; cf. Hann and Dunn, 1996: 27).
        Cohen and Arato state what in their view the current debates on civil society are about:
      


      
        
          Our point is that only a concept of ‘civil society’ that is properly differentiated from the economy (and
          therefore from bourgeois society) could become the center of a critical political and social theory in
          societies where the market economy has already developed, or is in the process of
          developing, its own autonomous logic. Otherwise, after successful transitions from dictatorship to democracy,
          the undifferentiated version of the concept embedded in the slogan society vs. the state would lose its
          critical potential. Thus, only a reconstruction involving a three-part model distinguishing ‘civil society’
          from both state and economy has a chance both to underwrite the dramatic oppositional role of this concept
          under authoritarian regimes and to renew its critical potential under liberal democracies.
        


        
          (Cohen and Arato, 1992: viii–ix)
        

      


      
        From this perspective we turn to a comparative investigation of the way that civil society has been applied to,
        and functioned within, Japanese politics.
      

    


    
      ‘Civil society’ in Japan


      
        Japan has never been a colonised society. Though it was occupied by the United States after the Second World
        War, and though its current constitution dates from that period, it is not the case that democracy had its
        origins in Japan at just that point. Nor is it the case that Western enquiries into Japanese politics involve
        investigating a society which is not ‘marketised’ in ways familiar to any Westerner, nor even newly
        commercialised (say, from the nineteenth century) on a European model. Japan has a longer history of domestic
        commercialisation than many European countries – dating from deep into what Europeans know as the ‘middle
        ages’. It has a history of specifically democratic theory and practice no more recent – and no more stable –
        than that of many countries of Europe – dating from around 1870, and undergoing change, development, and
        regression between then and the 1930s. The interplay between imported Western ideas, in particular those
        derived from works of political theory that Westerners find (or think they find) readily familiar, and ideas
        peculiar to the Japanese intellectual tradition (itself incorporating many other influences, particularly
        Chinese), is again little known in the West (see Kirsten, 1995, for a rare exception).
      


      
        From 1945 to the 1970s, civil society was a familiar term for Japanese historians and social scientists. Both
        as a normative ideal and as an analytical tool, it was one of the catchwords of the so-called post-war
        Enlightenment in Japan. Indeed, it was so widely used and abused by thinkers of various types that some
        protested against the inevitable ambiguity of the term and proposed the substitution of more precisely defined
        words for it. In recent post-war years, certain Marxist scholars in Japan wanted to recover the positive
        meanings of civil society in ethical terms: the seedbed for nurturing liberty and equality, the sense of human
        dignity and social welfare, the matrix for establishing human rights and for engendering a shared sense of
        moral and legal obligation and social cooperation, the locus for actualising meaningful human interaction and
        commerce in society, and finally the site for democracy and genuine socialism. They attempted to reinterpret
        Marx’s Capital and other works so as to point to the way to an unalienated, democratic, and socialist
        civil society. This inclination to realising freedom in commercial society, and their
        commitment to human rights, democracy and socialism constitute a major revision to previous Marxist
        theorisation (for a detailed historical account of the development of civil society theory in Japan, see
        Chapter 3, this volume).
      


      
        For Japanese social scientists a further problem which the civil society argument incurs is its apparently
        Eurocentric character. The concept is of course derived from the historical circumstances within which freedom
        and democracy were constructed in ancient Greece and Rome, then inherited by medieval Europe, and subsequently
        globalised from the West. The social anthropologist Chris Hann has drawn attention to the Eurocentric features
        of many of civil society arguments, arguing that civil society debates have been narrowly circumscribed by
        modern Western models of liberal-individualism, and warning readers of the errors and dangers of exporting such
        models of civil society to non-Western societies, thus endorsing a traditional East–West framing (Hann and
        Dunn, 1996: 3, 5–6, 7). Hann argues that contemporary Japanese civil society in practice cannot be sharply
        distinguished from the activities of the state at many levels – from the local to the national – and thus shows
        little sign of converging with Western civil society (Hann and Dunn, 1996: 17).
      


      
        While it is important to recognise non-Western traditions in particular instances of civil society, Hann has
        neglected the impact of the modernisation processes which have assaulted traditional Japanese society for the
        past 130 years. Needless to say, these modernisation processes involved Westernisation, at least in part.
        Because of the enormous influence of these modernisation processes, the fabric of Japanese society has
        drastically changed, so that the Western form of civil society now constitutes the social make-up of
        present-day Japan. As a result, it is now the case that to contemporary Japanese, Locke, Adam Smith, Rousseau,
        and Hegel form the vital core of their tradition of intellectual and political thought, albeit alongside
        Hakuseki Arai, Sorai Ogyu, Norinage Motoori, Yukichi Fukuzawz and Chomin Nakae.
      


      
        Following these lines of argument, it is possible to conclude at this stage that Japanese discourses of civil
        society, and the practices of democratisation that flow from them, are highly Westernised in terms of tradition
        and current practice, while also incorporating ideas and practices that are localised. Yet Western diversity is
        such that recent Japanese intellectual and political history is more nearly aligned with that of northwest
        Europe than either of these two is to the European ‘south’ or ‘east’, the ‘south’ of the Western Hemisphere, or
        elsewhere in Asia. This reflects dominant modes of Westernisation bringing economic, political and intellectual
        change in various waves over the last 100–200 years from northwest Europe to regions, such as Japan, that are
        far distant, and also nearer at hand, namely southern and eastern Europe, and the ‘south’ of the ‘new world’.
      


      
        While Japanese intellectuals have had an awareness that civil society discourse is to some extent an
        idealisation of this northwestern European economic and political culture (and as exported to North America and
        Australasia), it seems that many Westerners – besides smoothing over their own differences by drawing a line
        between West and East – have also rather smoothed over their own imperfect realisation and
        retention of the individualism and democratisation implied in civil society. Democracy itself has been highly
        fragile in the last 100–150 years in almost all of Europe, including the northwest, and Europe’s relapses into
        political authoritarianism and militarised economies have been profound and lengthy, including militarised
        occupation and the suspension of democracy during national resistance. The pre-war trajectory of Japan – from a
        German-style imperial constitution into militarised dictatorship – was not at all unusual, from a purely
        European perspective, nor was the experience of American occupation and a capitalist or ‘free market’ pattern
        of political and economic reconstruction favouring propertied interests and market-relations, as these
        phenomena also occurred in Europe, notably in the northwest.
      

    


    
      Conclusions


      
        At present in stable and technologically advanced democracies, wherever they are, civil society functions
        differently depending on the ideological context. For liberals it stands as a signifier for further
        ‘marketisation’ of the economy and democratisation of constitutional structures. For post-Marxists, it stands
        as a signifier for social solidarity released from assumptions concerning the necessity of class conflict, and
        for democratising practices that may be variously in ‘partnership’ with, or even at odds with, ‘the market
        economy’. Civil society is used such disparate ways because its meaning depends on its ‘other’, both negatively
        (i.e. what it is defined as antonym) and positively (i.e. what is defined as a synonym). Hence even a notion of
        ‘family resemblance’ is insufficient methodologically to get to grips with understanding the way that the term
        functions in reflecting and constructing political realities. Historically and politically nuanced accounts are
        required in comparative research, and the accounts used will vary according to the subject matter. Comparative
        studies will have to reflect the complex realities of politics in their very methodologies.
      


      
        The use of civil society in political discourse and action raises deeper issues concerning the construction of
        democratic subjectivities that are only now coming to the fore as social and historical constructions, rather
        than as timeless analytical and cultural assumptions. The comparative work here and elsewhere in this volume
        has indicated very briefly some of the depth of Japanese experience in politics and theory in the last 130
        years, and has traced the way that it aligns with processes of modernisation and democratisation, which are far
        from smooth. This has had the effect of redrawing analytical boundaries such that some Western communities and
        experiences seem closer to those of Japan, and others further away, suggesting that conventional East–West
        notions of culture and history in relation to the last 100–200 years are not necessarily serving us well,
        whether we are Western or Japanese. Expanding the civil society frame to include Japanese political experience
        exposes incoherencies in the ‘Western’ political tradition that were never exposed in the traditional East–West
        frame; indeed that very framing had the effect of making those incoherencies disappear.
      


      
        Proper and convincing studies are not merely geographically nuanced but also conceptually so, including
        contextualisation and critique of civil society theorisation itself. This has already been true in the case of
        the post-war Enlightenment thinkers, whose work bears recovery and evaluation, both in Japan and in the West,
        and also in the case of much more recent writing directed at the global audience. On the one hand, post-war
        Enlightenment thinkers considered that the notion of civil society would play an indispensable role in the
        liberalisation of Japanese society. They viewed pre-war Japan as authoritarian and argued that it lacked a
        proper distinction between the public and the private, and that post-war Japan should adopt social arrangements
        that would make free and autonomous interactions possible, especially within the private sphere, both familial
        and commercial. Although their policy proposals ranged from revising constitutional principles to democratising
        family life, they all agreed that post-war Japan should encourage free enterprise in the private commercial
        sector by adopting Western political and social arrangements.
      


      
        On the other hand, post-war Enlightenment thinkers did not fully support Western social arrangements, hence
        Western notions of civil society in toto. Gradually in their debates they recognised the degenerating
        effects of civil society on stable social structures, and they attempted to alleviate these shortcomings in
        their writings and theorisations. Some of them began to reappraise certain forms of nationalism and traditional
        ways of life, which they had formerly denounced, and all of them came to recognise certain dark sides to the
        notion of civil society, which they had once idealised.
      


      
        Because of successful economic growth and a relatively egalitarian distribution of income, Marxism as class
        struggle waned in political influence rather early in post-war Japan. Though the state bureaucracy has been
        strong until quite recently, incompetence and limitations in it have become evident to ordinary people,
        especially since its perceived poor performance in earthquake disasters, pharmaceutical scandals and various
        financial and commercial debacles. By contrast, voluntary associations are growing fast and taking over some
        activities, such as welfare, which were traditionally regarded as tasks for the state. It might seem, then,
        that the civil society long-dreamt of is being consolidated at last in contemporary Japan.
      


      
        However, at the same time, it is useful to sound a note of caution. Particularly when there is a (false) belief
        of social homogeneity, civil society may become inward-looking and self-indulgent, closed and conservative,
        narrowing the image and conceptualisation of what it is to be ‘civil’. This is not to say that every cause
        could and should be accommodated politically; as an integral part of a democratic and ordered society, there
        are lines to be drawn between what is permitted and what is not. Civil society sits right at the point where
        state power, cultural hegemony, individual activism and democratic institutions jostle against one another.
        This has been true in Japan for many years, hence the post-war Enlightenment debates, their recovery in recent
        writing, and the development of dialogue with democratic communities in the global context. Indeed these
        debates have been more informed and more productive within Japan than in many parts of the West.
      


      
        It is citizens, rather than cultures, who have energised the ideas and practices from which modernised
        conceptions of civil society have been developed, and it is these practices which need to be studied and
        further developed in ways that allow the participants to explore choices and to make them effectively. The
        democratic deficit may well be a problem worth addressing in Japan, but it is hardly a unique phenomenon, and
        there are deficits of varying sizes throughout the diversities of the West, especially Europe. The importance
        of civil society as a political concept is not where it came from, nor what books it has figured in, but rather
        how it has been filled out in terms of ideas and theories, and what practices have been notably furthered by
        civil society discourse. A properly global perspective does not imply homogenisation and uniformity – quite the
        reverse, and properly nuanced studies will redraw many assumptions about how to frame comparative political
        research. The question then is thus not what civil society is, but what it does.
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    A historical reappraisal of civil society discourse in postwar Japan


    
      Reiji Matsumoto
    


    
      This chapter describes the historical transformation of the meaning and function of the Japanese discourse of
      civil society and relocates it in a more global context.1 Although the Japanese word for civil society
      (shiminshakai) was coined as a translation of the German, die bürgerliche Gesellschaft, or the
      English, ‘civil society’, it has undergone a change of meaning and has functioned in related arguments in a
      particular context of Japanese history. To examine the historical development of the notion gives an interesting
      case study in intellectual history: first, as a study of cultural transformation of a notion imported from
      another culture; and, second, as that of the historical process of politicisation of a purely intellectual or
      academic term. It is all the more interesting, because a similar process of transformation and politicisation of
      the same notion occurred in the late twentieth century, at first in Eastern Europe, and then this spread all over
      the world. The Japanese case offers a historical precedent for comparison.
    


    
      The Japanese discourse of civil society was born in the early 1930s and grew to maturity throughout the political
      upheavals during and after the war. Then, around 1970, just before the notion was rediscovered in Europe, it
      gradually faded away, if not actually died. Its lifecycle can be divided into three phases. In the first period,
      from its birth to the end of the war, it remained an academic jargon word shared by left intellectuals, mostly
      Marxists. Although it was somehow related to the revolutionary programme of the then illegal Japanese Communist
      Party, there was no possibility of developing a ‘civil society’ strategy for revolution in the Gramscian sense
      because of the increasing restrictions on civil liberties at the time. Consequently, at this first stage, the
      notion of civil society was discussed by sociologists and historians in highly academic works and carefully kept
      out of politics. All of a sudden, though, after defeat in the war, the term emerged from the academic ghetto and
      attracted a large audience.
    


    
      In the nationwide atmosphere of self-criticism, current at the time, it became incorporated into the discourse of
      the so-called Postwar Enlightenment as a key concept for grasping a fundamental aspect of modern Western
      civilisation, considered to have been absent in Japanese society. Underlying this remarkable increase in
      intellectual interest in the issue of civil society there was an apparent aspiration for social change and
      democratisation which many people shared in postwar Japan. The theory of civil society itself, however, neither
      provided any political programme for democratisation, nor mobilised people to participate in
      such social movements. It remained at this second stage an academic concern for intellectuals, who wanted to
      identify and criticise certain peculiarities of Japanese society in comparison with the West. But, as postwar
      reforms produced irreversible consequences in Japanese society, conditions for the politicisation of the notion
      of civil society were gradually produced until, in 1960, it became operative in the opposition movement against
      the revision of the Japan–US Security Treaty. Indeed, the massive participation of ordinary citizens in the
      greatest democratic resistance to government since 1945 and also the style of their political activities –
      clearly different from that of traditional trade unionism as well as from that of leftist student radicalism –
      were to some extent a consequence of the maturity of civil society in Japan.2 Certain opinion leaders went so far as to formulate the
      principle of citizens’ participatory politics as ‘shiminshugi’ (citizen-ism). The proliferation of
      various citizens’ movements (shimin-undo) in the 1960s was apparently the heritage of the anti-Treaty
      movements. So the third stage of the history of civil society discourse in Japan, which began around 1960 and
      ended in the early 1970s, was characterised by its politicisation and dissemination.
    


    
      This is a rough sketch of the history of Japanese discourse on civil society and of the process of its
      politicisation. Next I shall give a more detailed account and try to explore several issues for further
      enlightenment and discussion.
    


    
      Prehistory: Marxism and Smith studies before and during the war


      
        The Japanese word for civil society, shiminshakai, was first coined as a translation of the German,
        die bürgerliche Gesellschaft. Originally, it had an obviously pejorative connotation, either in its
        Hegelian sense of ‘the system of needs’, or in its Marxian definition, designating the bourgeois capitalist
        society that would be abolished by the proletarian revolution. However, the substitution of the Japanese word
        for the former partially phonetic translation, burujowashakai, gave the term a certain ambiguity and
        some positive implications. In an essay entitled ‘The History of the Movement of Bourgeois Democracy’, included
        in the influential Nihon Shihonshugi Hattatsushi Kôza (Symposium on the History of the Development
        of Japanese Capitalism),3 Yoshitaro
        Hirano, using the two words interchangeably in most cases, preferred the term shiminshakai when he
        referred to the notion with a degree of approval.
      


      
        These political revolutions (in particular the French) which brought about bourgeois democracy in its most
        radical form were … a total and radical social change for the sake of bourgeois society, overcoming a feudal
        regime. This social change for civil society, depriving a handful of feudal landowners isolated from the rest
        of the nation of their privileges, restored political institutions for the benefit of all the members of civil
        society: independent individuals.
      


      
        
          This emancipation of man means the emancipation of bourgeois society from feudal authorities. Therefore, only
          ‘man’ (l’homme) as a member of civil society acquires ‘inalienable’ human rights and membership in
          society, civil rights (droits du citoyen). It is no accident that the proletariat, the exploited
          class in bourgeois society, was from the beginning ousted from the political scene of this emancipation of
          man.
        


        
          (Hirano, 1932)
        

      


      
        (In my English translation, civil society stands for shiminshakai and bourgeois society for
        burujowashakai.)
      


      
        Although it is not easy to see clearly how the author draws a distinction between the two words, the term
        burujowashakai is generally used in reference to a social reality, in which class struggles are
        carried out, while shiminshakai gives the idea of an ideological structure or a social imaginary,
        which disguises that reality. This subtle difference in the use of the two terms, both of which originally
        stood for the same German word, certainly introduced confusion into the vocabulary of Japanese Marxism, which
        has not yet been cleared up.4 But it was this
        very ambiguity in the way the term was used that gave the word shiminshakai a wider currency outside
        Marxist circles.
      


      
        As Marxists’ ideological resistance to the war and militarism was repressed by the authorities, the word
        shiminshakai seemed to be used more and more in place of burujowashakai. No doubt this change
        of word was made for fear of censorship. Critical studies of bourgeois capitalist societies would have been
        suspected of Marxian radicalism, but historical enquiries into the origins of the idea of civil society could
        safely be conducted. The sociologist Ikutaro Shimizu, commenting after the war on his 1940 article, ‘Civil
        Society’, reminds later readers of the ideological situation during the war, in which the term had to be
        carefully treated.
      


      
        
          In the era of a total denunciation of Western capitalism in praise of the Japanese Imperial Way, any explicit
          justification for civil society would not have been published. Critical surveys of its reality, on the other
          hand, would have been suspected of a socialist intention, and deprived of a chance of publication no less.
        


        
          (Shimizu, 1951: 152–3)
        

      


      
        In this short enquiry into the development of the idea in German intellectual history, starting from Kant’s
        cosmopolitan formulation through to the German Romantics’ nationalistic denunciation and on to a Hegelian
        synthesis of the notion, Shimizu did not put forward his own view clearly. Fully conscious of the danger of
        treating the issue at that time, he carefully avoided giving his own conclusion. His way of considering the
        problem in the context of German intellectual history was a careful strategy of argument, for the German notion
        of civil society itself (die bürgerliche Gesellschaft) betrays ambiguity and ambivalence.
      


      
        In contrast to the German notion of die bürgerliche Gesellschaft, the English word ‘civil society’
        conveys a clearly affirmative meaning, in particular in the vocabulary of the eighteenth-century Scottish
        Enlightenment. It was through highly academic studies on Adam Smith that a consistent theory of civil society
        was first formulated in Japan. Almost at the same time, at the height of the war, Kazuo Ôkôchi and Zen’ya
        Takashima reinterpreted Smith’s political economy as a scientific analysis of the system of civil society
        (Ôkôchi, 1943; Takashima, 1941). In order to give a consistent reading to A Theory of Moral Sentiments
        and The Wealth of Nations, both studies emphasised an ethical basis for Smith’s economic theory. An
        original answer to ‘the question of Adam Smith’, which had been raised in Germany half a century before, this
        breakthrough in Smith scholarship in Japan was carried out with the hidden motive of criticising the war
        economy of the time and of reconsidering the nature of Japanese capitalism in general. Smith’s model of
        homo economicus, according to this interpretation, was deformed in the development of Japanese
        capitalism and then discarded under the economic regime arising from national mobilisation for pursuing a
        desperate war.
      


      
        Both Ôkôchi and Takashima argued that Smith’s homo economicus was not a man of greed but a man of
        prudence and that self-interest was justified in his moral theory only under the condition of civil society, in
        which justice, not favouritism or clientelism, should prevail. Takashima, dividing Smith’s intellectual
        concerns into three spheres: ethics, jurisprudence and the economy, underlined differences between the moral
        principles characterising the respective spheres (Takashima, 1941). Beneficence, which Smith regards as the
        principal virtue of mutual aid, does not take the place of the legal rule of justice, without which civil
        society cannot exist. In the field of the economy, in which each person seeks his own interest, no one can
        expect other people’s disinterested help, but must rather get the collaboration of others by appealing to their
        own self-interest. Only the prudent pursuit of self-interest can obtain such social recognition. Prudence is
        thus the prime virtue of economic behaviour in commercial societies.
      


      
        This argument for the separation of morality and the economy, and the proposal of a proper kind of moral
        justification for the pursuit of self-interest, both of which were articulated in highly academic studies on
        Adam Smith, implied a bitter criticism of the moral basis of the Japanese war economy. For in those times, the
        economy was deprived of all rationality under the authoritarian and inefficient control of the government. In
        the flood of verbal moralism imposed by the government (‘Want nothing until victory’, ‘Luxury is an enemy’
        etc.), people were forced to live in the underground economy. The economy, controlled for national
        mobilisation, provided many chances for people to make illegal gains through bribery, monopoly, favouritism
        etc., that is to say, in all the unfair ways of business that Adam Smith had criticised as unacceptable in
        civil society.
      


      
        So the confusion inherent in the war economy made Japanese Smith scholars keenly conscious of the importance of
        the ethics of enlightened self-interest, which provides a moral basis for civil society and must promote, so
        they thought, people’s voluntary collaboration with the government, which was indispensable
        for waging a total war. However, under the military-bureaucratic regime, augmented with forced moralism and an
        ideological denunciation of private interests (such as was the Japanese war economy in the critical years of
        the 1940s), people obeyed governmental regulations only reluctantly and ignored them if possible. Indeed, in
        the case of Japan, there was a general response, on the part of the common people, of sabotage and passive
        disobedience; this was sometimes also exploited by ‘uncommon’ people for the dishonest accumulation of
        wealth.5
      


      
        Of course, this nationwide spread of moral confusion was caused by the government’s fanatical insistence on
        continuing a hopeless war. But it cannot be passed over lightly as exceptional and peculiar to the war period.
        It should be regarded, some have argued, as an acute symptom of a constitutional disease of Japanese capitalism
        and of the Japanese polity. In a famous article written immediately after the war, the political scientist
        Masao Maruyama, quoting from a novel by Sôseki Natsume, remarked:
      


      
        
          The ideology reflected in this passage (quoted from The Way of the Subject) did not emerge in Japan
          as part of the totalitarian vogue of the 1930s, but was from the outset immanent in the national structure.
          Private affairs accordingly always involved something shady and were regarded as akin, or even equivalent, to
          evil. This applied particularly to profit-making and to love.
        


        
          Since the personal, internal quality of private affairs could never be openly recognised, people tried in one
          way or another to imbue these affairs with some national significance and thus to dispel the aura of
          shadiness. In Sôseki’s Since Then, Daisuke and his sister-in-law have the following conversation:
        


        
          ‘And what on earth did [Father] find to scold you about today?’
        


        
          ‘That’s hardly the point. He always finds something. What really did surprise me was to hear that Father has
          been serving the nation. He told me that from the age of eighteen until today he has gone on serving the
          country to the best of his ability.’
        


        
          ‘I suppose that’s why he’s made such a success.’
        


        
          ‘Yes, if one can make as much money as Father has by serving the nation, I wouldn’t mind serving it myself.’
        


        
          Now this father of Daisuke, whom the author presents with such trenchant irony, can be regarded as the
          typical Japanese capitalist.
        


        
          (Maruyama, [1946] 1969: 7)
        

      


      
        Maruyama’s sharp analysis of the ideology and psychology of Japanese ultra-nationalism was not concerned with
        political economy and did not draw upon any theory of civil society. His argument, however, was to some extent
        similar to the logic with which Smith scholars had criticised the Japanese war economy. The most serious
        problem of Japanese society, Maruyama argued, was that no individual or social activities
        (religion, science, art, economy and so on) were justified as such but only allowed and arbitrarily controlled
        by the state, because the state headed by the Emperor was considered as a mythical substance from which all
        human (and even divine) values emanated. This harsh critique of the old regime had something in common with the
        point raised during the war by some political economists drawing on Smith’s critique of mercantilism. Both
        arguments revealed a fundamental lack in Japan of the liberal principles of pluralism and the separation of
        state from society; both insisted that that deficiency was not a temporary consequence of governmental policies
        but had something to do with the traditional moral basis of the people, deeply rooted in Japanese culture and
        history.
      


      
        This thoroughly critical assessment of modern Japan was more or less shared by those young scholars and
        intellectuals, Marxist as well as liberal, who devoted themselves during the war period to their academic
        works, because they were not allowed to speak to the general public. Most of those scholars, well-versed in
        Western scholarship, took a critical view of Japanese modernity by comparing it to that of the West. The notion
        of civil society played a decisive role for understanding the principles of modern European societies in this
        comparison. The surrender of Japan to the Allied Powers gave this esoteric discourse an unexpected chance to
        attract a large audience. All of a sudden, the discourse came out of the ghetto of universities and found a
        sympathetic resonance among the reading public. It became an integral part of the intellectual movement that
        would later be called the Postwar Enlightenment.
      

    


    
      Civil society discourse and the Postwar Enlightenment


      
        It was only natural that postwar intellectuals should reconsider the whole process of Japanese modernisation
        and investigate the historical origins of its ultimate failure, tragically revealed in the disastrous
        consequences of the war. In this critical scrutiny of national history in comparison with modern Western
        civilisation, they referred to the notion of civil society as something essential to the latter but lacking in
        Japanese culture. Historians of ideas looked for the intellectual origins of that idea in Smith, Ferguson,
        Locke and Hobbes (for a representative work, see Mizuta, 1954). Sociologists and social historians made expert
        investigations into the social background against which the idea was born and from which it then developed. The
        study of bourgeois revolution was enthusiastically conducted, in particular, the English and the French
        revolutions; these were regarded as an inevitable historical process for bringing about civil society. In
        general, the social and intellectual history of modern Europe was constantly described in terms of the birth
        and development of civil society. Right or wrong, this was a generally accepted vision of history in postwar
        Japan, embraced under the influence of such works as Franz Borkenau’s Von Feudalen zur bürgerliche
        Weltanschauung (1934).
      


      
        The other side of the coin, in this historical understanding, was the thesis that Japan lacked civil society.
        In sharp contrast to modern European society, Japanese society was characterised by the
        lack of civil society or immaturity in its ethos. The Japanese people had made remarkable progress in
        modernising their country through assimilating Western technologies and institutions, but had failed to acquire
        the very ethos on which modern societies had been founded. This was a fundamental reason why the prewar regime
        had ended in militarism and ultra-nationalism. In this self-critical reflection among postwar intellectuals,
        the notion of civil society functioned as a standard against which all the remnants of pre-modern or feudal
        elements in Japanese society were measured.
      


      
        Compared to the French Revolution, the Meiji ‘Restoration’ was inconsistent as a bourgeois revolution, and not
        thoroughgoing in abolishing feudalism. Japanese workers lacked a truly ethical motivation for industry, such as
        was provided in Europe and the United States by Protestantism. The Japanese economy was dominated not by
        industrial capitalists displaying an independent and entrepreneurial spirit, but by financial and commercial
        corporations which were dependent on the state. Under the Meiji Constitution, drafted on the Prussian model,
        higher bureaucrats armed with the authority of the Emperor exercised arbitrary power out of reach of
        parliamentary control, and this prevented the normal development of democracy. Even in family structures there
        remained feudal and patriarchal moralities stemming from Confucianism, which made impossible the independence
        of each family member, in particular women and children.
      


      
        All of these problems, postwar intellectuals argued, had something to do with the immaturity of civil society
        in Japan, sometimes as causes, sometimes as consequences. In the intellectual climate of nationwide
        self-denunciation after the war, an idealised image of civil society was projected into certain Western
        European countries (in particular, Britain and France); this was a prism through which one could see distinctly
        the ‘obsolete and crooked’ realities of modern Japan. The term was so widely and ambiguously used that it
        meant, in commonplace language, everything opposite to feudalism, pre-modernity and primitive communities. This
        vulgarisation of the notion inevitably invited critical arguments from historians that the Japanese notion of
        civil society was an illusion based on an idealisation of European societies (see Kimura, 1966).
      


      
        This idealised image of modern Western civilisation and the concomitant critical assessment of modern Japan
        were to some extent the legacies of prewar Marxists, in particular, those of Koza-ha, who had
        underlined the semi-feudal and pre-modern aspects of Japanese society and had thought it necessary in Japan to
        carry out a bourgeois revolution before establishing socialism. It was not Marxists, however, but younger
        academicians called kindaishugisha (modernists, or advocates of modernity) who played a major role in
        popularising civil society discourse.
      


      
        This group of intellectuals was made up of historians and social scientists who were in their thirties at the
        end of the war and soon became opinion leaders in postwar Japan. Representative among these were the economic
        historian, Hisao Ôtsuka, the sociologist of law, Takeyoshi Kawashima, and the political scientist, Masao
        Maruyama. Not that these three formulated their own theory of civil society – the term itself did not occupy
        such an important place in their works. Nevertheless, their common intellectual concerns
        involved the discourse of civil society.
      


      
        Drawing on the Weberian thesis that life becomes methodically rationalised, and quoting from Daniel Defoe,
        Ôtsuka repeatedly called attention to the indispensability for a capitalist economy of ‘a modern personality’,
        such as was embodied in the character of Robinson Crusoe, which he considered was deplorably absent in modern
        Japan. Kawashima harshly criticised the traditional structure of the Japanese family as patriarchal and
        remarked that in Japanese society patriarchal principles were projected into other social institutions larger
        than the family. Maruyama’s perspicacious analysis of the psychological basis for Japanese ultra-nationalism
        has already been discussed. All these showed in some way or other how it was difficult in Japan to establish a
        society through the free and equal collaboration of independent individuals. Civil society was apparently
        conceived as that type of society, based on the free and equal collaboration of individuals.
      


      
        Of all the kindaishugisha, it was probably Yoshihiko Uchida, a historian of economic theory, who was
        most enthusiastic about using the term civil society. As one of the most eminent Smith scholars in postwar
        Japan, he inherited from Ôkôchi and Takashima all the achievements of Smith studies in prewar Japan and
        enriched it remarkably (Uchida, 1953). Under the heavy influence of Ôtsuka, on the other hand, he was eager to
        attack Japanese capitalism for lacking an ethical justification for economic behaviour. He became an eloquent
        proponent of the thesis that civil society is immature in Japan. He went so far as to call the intellectuals of
        his own generation shiminshakai-seinen (literally ‘the civil society youth’), for, in his opinion,
        they had been consistently preoccupied since their youth in the 1930s with the idea and problem of civil
        society (Uchida, 1961).
      


      
        Thus the term ‘civil society’, which had been discovered and discussed by prewar Marxists, was elaborated and
        expanded by postwar intellectuals into a prolific (and sometimes very broad and ambiguous) notion, with
        reference to which they identified some of the defects of Japanese society and devised intellectual strategies
        for democratisation. In this process of elaboration and expansion, the notion underwent two important
        metamorphoses of de-Marxification.
      


      
        One was a change of focus of the theory of civil society: from the Marxists’ concern about the socioeconomic
        structure of society to postwar kindaishugisha’s interest in the ethical foundation for it. This
        change might have commenced implicitly as early as the time when prewar Marxists substituted the word
        shiminshakai for burujowashakai. Postwar kindaishugisha’s preoccupation with the
        issue of ethos, particularly noticeable in the works of Ôtsuka, aggravated this tendency and provoked a hostile
        reaction from orthodox Marxists.
      


      
        The other metamorphosis concerned the problem of historical perspective. For Marxists, even if they recognised
        the historical importance of the institution of civil society in order to explore the possibility of
        collaboration with bourgeois liberals in resisting fascism and militarism, it was only important at some
        particular stages of history and should in the end be eradicated by socialism, precisely
        because it was dominated by the bourgeoisie. This limited significance of civil society was taken for granted
        by prewar Marxists, who made efforts to form a popular front against Japanese militarism, as well as by postwar
        communists, who appealed to the people to resist the American Occupation. The postwar kindaishugisha
        made an important contribution to the theory of civil society when they saved the idea from the historical
        determinism peculiar to Marxism and found some suprahistorical relevance for it. This provoked the anticipated
        reaction from orthodox Marxists: the advocates of civil society should be censured for attaching an absolute
        importance to the ethics and institutions of modernity, which were, from a Marxist point of view, only of
        relative historical significance. In Japan as well as in the West, it would take a long time for Marxists to
        give full recognition to the importance of the idea of civil society. Only after the Gramscian approach to the
        issue became well known and reform movements in Eastern European countries accelerated, did Marxists in the
        West begin to discuss it seriously. If Japanese Marxists were a little ahead of them in this task, it was as a
        result of the rich accumulation of postwar dialogues about the issue between Marxists and non-Marxists. Kiyoaki
        Hirata’s Shiminshakai to Shakaishugi (Civil Society and Socialism) is good evidence of that
        (Hirata, 1969). (For a more detailed discussion of the early postwar period and of the relevant thinkers
        involved, see Chapter 4, this volume.)
      

    


    
      Politicisation of civil society discourse around 1960 and after


      
        Compared with the recent civil society literature in Europe and America, postwar discourse in Japan was not so
        abundant in concrete political projects, at least in its early stages. Not that its political background was
        insignificant. Indeed, without the unprecedented political experiences of the Japanese people – war, defeat and
        occupation by foreign countries, such an academic discourse would not have acquired a large audience. But most
        postwar theorists of civil society were not as concerned with particular political issues as they were with
        political culture and the democratic personality. The notion itself was understood in Japan principally on the
        model of Adam Smith’s formulation, although it was used by classical thinkers up to Locke as a synonym for
        political society. As a result, it was not political theorists but economists and historians of economic theory
        and social thought who talked about civil society with enthusiasm. Masao Maruyama, the prime mover of postwar
        political studies in Japan, certainly held many intellectual concerns in common with the advocates of civil
        society of his generation. It was not without reason that Yoshihiko Uchida considered him to be one of the
        representatives of civil society youth. But Maruyama said nothing new about the idea of civil society itself
        and did not refer to it very frequently.
      


      
        It was in the intermediary period of the 1950s and 1960s, from the end of the American Occupation until the
        stabilisation of Japanese politics under the predominance of the Liberal Democratic Party of Japan (LDP), that
        civil society and other related notions became operative in Japanese politics. Political theorists and
        activists involved in opposition movements in this period exploited those ideas in order to
        encourage political participation by ordinary citizens. This was particularly noticeable in 1960 in the
        movement opposed to the revision of the Japan–US Security Treaty; this involved many postwar intellectuals and
        their younger followers. Although Maruyama’s role as an opinion leader in postwar democracy was still decisive,
        in particular in 1960, the politicisation of civil society discourse was mainly the achievement of younger
        political scientists under his influence; Keiichi Matsushita and Michitoshi Takabatake were representative.
      


      
        Matsushita started his academic career with an exhaustive study of the formation of modern political theory,
        especially emphasising John Locke. Following the main currents of political thought since the Renaissance up to
        Locke’s time, and then describing the dissolution of Lockean liberalism, he tried to interpret the history of
        modern political theory in relation to the historical formation of civil society. Whether his interpretation is
        persuasive or not, it was a typical effort to introduce into the study of political theory the postwar concept
        of civil society, which had so far been nearly monopolised by historians and sociologists. His title
        Shimin-Seijiriron no Keisei is difficult to translate into English, but it spoke eloquently of the
        author’s intention (Matsushita, 1962; the main body of the book was published several years earlier in academic
        journals). A translation into idiomatic English, faithful to the content of the book, would be The
        Formation of Modern (Liberal) Political Theory. ‘Bourgeois political theory’ would be a word-by-word
        translation of shimin-seijiriron, but this is too narrow to convey the connotation implied in the
        Japanese, because the author self-consciously made use of its double meaning: civil as well as bourgeois.
      


      
        Matsushita’s second contribution to the development of political science in postwar Japan was that he became
        the first proponent of the theory of mass society and mass democracy. In his famous article of 1956 he argued,
        contra the Marxists, that the Marxian frame of reference for class struggle was outdated and now irrelevant for
        grasping the social realities of developed countries. This was because a great many people under monopoly
        capitalism should not be considered anymore as the proletariat relentlessly exploited by bourgeois classes, but
        rather as the masses, who were controlled and manipulated through the complicated processes of government.
        However, this argument was addressed not only to Marxists, but also to some advocates of the classical theory
        of civil society. The latter, overly preoccupied with the task of denouncing the pre-modern aspects of Japanese
        society, clung uncritically to the ideal of modernity and failed to recognise the historical significance of
        the emergence of mass society in the West as well as in Japan. The classical notion of civil society formulated
        in eighteenth-century Europe, from Matsushita’s point of view, was no less outdated in the twentieth century
        than the historical materialism of Marxism. An urgent task for democracy in Japan was not to overcome feudalism
        by establishing a true civil society, but rather to face the difficult problems and dangers of mass society
        (Matsushita, 1956; the conceptual contrast between civil society and mass society soon took the place of the
        feudal society/civil society contrast; see Sakuta, 1966).
      


      
        This rejection of a classical notion of civil society, however, did not mean that Matsushita threw away the
        whole legacy of civil society discourse in Japan. On the contrary, in the 1960s and later, he made every effort
        to give it a new vitality under the political conditions of mass society. In support of anti-LDP local
        governments, in particular that of Tokyo under Governor Minobe, he explored the possibilities for democratising
        local politics through citizens’ participation. His proposal for a ‘civil minimum’ as a guideline for local
        policies exercised a lasting influence on the policy-makers of local communities; and his theory of
        participatory politics played an important role in the rise of various citizen movements. Through these
        efforts, Matsushita made a great contribution to transforming the intellectual discourse of civil society into
        a practical guide for the civic activities of ordinary people. (A more detailed analysis of Matsushita’s
        contribution to the theory and practice of civil society is given in Chapter 5, this volume.)
      


      
        Compared to Matsushita, Takabatake was less committed to any particular local government, whether conservative
        or progressive, and more involved in organising political movements of ordinary citizens. His starting point as
        an organiser was his involvement in the movement resisting the renewal of the Japan–US Security Treaty and the
        creation of the Koenaki Koe no Kai (Circle of Voiceless Voices), a voluntary group of citizens
        individually participating in it. Then, together with the philosopher Shunsuke Tsurumi, and the writer Makoto
        Oda, Takabatake organised Betonamu-ni-Heiwa-wo Shiminrengo, or Beheiren (The Citizens’
        Assembly for Peace for Vietnam), which came to play a leading role in the Japanese movement against the Vietnam
        War. As a participant observer in these new political movements, he explored the possibilities for establishing
        a new style of political activity based on truly voluntary participation by individual citizens, in contrast to
        the old one of mass mobilisation through trade unions under the control of political parties (socialists or
        communists). In that, he followed the political line formulated in 1960 by the philosopher Osamu Kuno under the
        name of shiminshugi (citizen-ism).
      

    


    
      Some reflections in retrospect


      
        After this brief sketch of the development and metamorphoses of civil society discourse in postwar Japan, what
        can be said about its intellectual legacy? In this final section, I present some reflections on this, promoting
        comparisons with recent international debates.
      


      
        First of all, the Japanese discourse of civil society was born and grew up in an isolated intellectual
        environment. Based on selected classical texts from early modern Europe, it was formulated by certain expert
        scholars who were confined to an academic ghetto. In a closed society that was becoming more and more
        nationalistic, they were doubly isolated: from their fellow citizens under the sway of nationalist ideology at
        the time, as well as from their intellectual colleagues outside the country. After 1945 this highly academic
        discourse found an unexpectedly wide resonance among the general public; it was for a time virtually impossible for Japanese intellectuals to exchange ideas with those of other countries.
        Indeed, from the 1930s to the 1950s, when scholars and intellectuals were enthusiastically discussing civil
        society in Japan, the country was in virtual isolation from the outside world. Drawing on accumulated Japanese
        studies of Western thinkers and motivated by an intellectual ambition for identifying the defects of modern
        Japan, in contrast to Western countries, they fabricated an idealised image of civil society in Europe and
        criticised Japanese realities with reference to that. As a result, the Japanese discourse of civil society
        tended to be a theory of ‘civil society in one country’, because those who argued about the notion were
        preoccupied with Japanese particularities or its Sonderweg, discussing the immaturity of civil society
        in Japan in comparison with its alleged maturity in certain Western European countries. Astonishingly, they
        separated the Japanese case from the historical context of East Asia and showed no interest in discussing the
        problem of civil society in China or Korea. This is a remarkable difference from the recent rediscovery of the
        same notion, which has provoked international debates in the global context of the present-day world.
      


      
        The second difference consists in the purely theoretical nature of the debates, lacking political programmes.
        It is true that to argue for civil society in postwar Japan had something to do with the urgent task of
        democratising the country, which had been for more than a decade under the yoke of militarism and military
        government. Undoubtedly civil society theorists were favourable to the general orientation of democratic
        movement at the time. But they were more concerned, as intellectuals and scholars, with the longer-term
        question of what the historical foundations of modernity are, rather than with immediate political actions.
        Here there is also a contrast with the recent international debate on civil society, which was launched by East
        European dissidents in the 1970s and then broadened out by Western neo-Marxists around 1980, so, with the end
        of the Cold War, this had spread all over the world as a political reaction to the growing globalisation of the
        economy.
      


      
        One of the reasons for this political sterility in postwar Japanese discourse on civil society is that the
        notion was principally understood – under the heavy influence of Smith scholarship – as a category of classical
        political economy. In sharp contrast to the recent theorists of civil society, postwar Japanese proponents of
        the theory did not consider civil society to be a counterbalance to the market economy, but a necessary
        condition for it. They were concerned with finding an ethical foundation for industrial capitalism. That is why
        orthodox Marxists were hostile to them, saying that they supported bourgeois liberalism. Only after the
        Gramscian exploitation of the notion did it become widely known that Marxists took the notion of civil society
        seriously. As for non-Marxist or left-liberal intellectuals arguing for civil society, they were mainly
        concerned with the historical legacies of Japanese modernisation, which, they thought, had been led by the
        state bureaucracy and so had not developed an ethics for civil society based on the independence and
        self-respect of free and equal individuals. In this climate of opinion, what Charles Taylor would later call
        the M-stream in the theory of civil society was not very strong. Montesquieu’s vindication for the corps intermediaries was usually dismissed as feudalistic, and Tocqueville was virtually
        unknown at the time.
      


      
        Nevertheless, it is remarkable that the notion of civil society has attracted Japanese intellectuals for
        several decades. No less astonishing is the fact that their highly academic discourse has had a wide resonance
        among ordinary people and produced a lingering echo. This rapid spread of the notion after 1945 would not have
        occurred without the sudden collapse of the Great Empire of Japan. Of course, the Japanese discourse of civil
        society did not provide any theoretical weapons for causing the disintegration of the Japanese old regime,
        which apparently fell down as the result of a long and catastrophic war. However, it provided a theoretical
        framework for reconsidering Japanese modernisation, which had resulted in such great failure and offered
        prospects for the democratic reconstruction of the country. In a sense, this highly academic discourse was
        closely connected with the historical experience of the Japanese people, who had been plunged into a hopeless
        war under the military government and were bitterly defeated. At the cost of a painful war and defeat, however,
        people were emancipated from the yoke of militarism and given freedom, though they did not gain it for
        themselves. That is why the great majority of people ‘embraced the defeat’, despite the blows they had suffered
        and the humiliation of defeat (Dower, 1999). A mixed feeling of relief and repentance, humiliation and hope,
        which spread widely among ordinary people after the war, led them to listen to the voice of a small number of
        former dissidents, who had been relentlessly oppressed under the old regime, and also to the voices of their
        younger followers emerging from the academic ghetto. Their argument about civil society found sympathetic
        resonance among many people, for it seemed to them to give an appropriate perspective in which to reconsider
        their bitter experience in the immediate past and to find a new orientation for the future. For the people who
        had just been emancipated from an authoritarian, if not totalitarian regime, it provided a theoretical guide
        for criticising and democratising that old regime. In this sense, the discourse of civil society in postwar
        Japan had something in common with, and was therefore comparable with, the recent political use of the concept
        in Eastern Europe.
      

    


    
      Notes


      
        

        
          1 In the accumulated literature on international debates regarding civil society, there is virtually no
          reference to the Japanese argument about the topic. One exception is Keane (1998), in which the author
          recognises in the ‘civil society school’ of Japanese Marxism (Yoshihiko Uchida, Kiyoaki Hirata) a harbinger
          of the contemporary rediscovery of the notion. However, due to the incorrect information he gets from
          Japanese scholars, he regards it as a kind of Gramscian neo-Marxism, thus neglecting the intellectual
          heritage of Smith scholarship during the war. Gramsci’s theory of civil society was introduced to Japan in
          the 1950s, a decade earlier than it was known to English-speaking countries, but Japanese discussion of the
          notion preceded it by many years; see also Chapter 8, this volume.
        


        
          2 The protest against the revision of the Japan–US Security Treaty in 1960 was not a single and unified
          political movement; several different kinds of people and organisations were involved. It started in 1959 as
          a conventional anti-government and anti-American manifestation led by the socialist and communist parties and
          mobilised through trades unions. In the radicalisation of the movement, leftist students – in defiance of the
          communists – played a remarkable role through their adventurism and violent activism; this naturally invited
          blame and charges of being ‘Trotskyists’. However, the unexpected spread of the movement would not have been
          possible without the massive participation of ordinary citizens. Those who rushed in large numbers to join
          demonstrations surrounding the Diet in June 1960 raised their voices against Prime Minister Kishi’s
          undemocratic leadership rather than just making objections to the new treaty.
        


        
          3 On the pivotal importance of this collection for Japanese Marxism, see Hoston (1986); on the overwhelming
          influence of Marxism in the intellectual history of Japan, see Maruyama (1961).
        


        
          4 One of the reasons for the ambiguity comes from translation. Kan’ichi Fukuda notices a conceptual confusion
          brought into Japanese by the mechanical translation of ‘civil’ and ‘bourgeois’ into the same Japanese word
          shimin (Fukuda, 1971: 438ff.). Trouble with translation is not limited to Japanese, but also occurs
          in European languages, as is shown by Jürgen Habermas’ neologism Zivilgesellschaft; Jean Hyppolite
          sometimes translates G.W.F. Hegel’s ‘die bürgerliche Gesellschaft’ as ‘la société civile bourgeoise’.
        


        
          5 The late Japanese economist at the University of London, Michio Morishima, compared the British people’s
          voluntary collaboration with their government’s controlling powers during the war and the Japanese people’s
          different reaction in a similar situation; see Morishima (1980). In a well-known story about Japan a great
          deal of money accumulated for secret military use was stolen in the confusion at the end of the war and then,
          after the war, was given to political leaders as a start-up fund for founding a conservative political party,
          the Liberals, which was one of the origins of the later ruling Liberal Democratic Party. The contributor,
          Yoshio Kodama, was a right-wing activist, having collaborated in secret with the Japanese army in China;
          after the war he continued to play a role as political fixer until he was arrested for involvement in the
          Lockheed scandal. Among the recipients, the most important was Ichirô Hatoyama, grandfather of the former
          Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama.
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    The ‘Postwar Enlightenment’ project


    
      Masao Maruyama and liberal civil society1
    


    
      Fumio Iida
    


    
      ‘Postwar Enlightenment’ and the two visions of liberal civil
      society


      
        As is often the case with non-Western countries, Western political ideas played a significant role in the
        process of Japanese democratisation. Most of the major Western political traditions or categories have been
        introduced at various stages since the beginning of the modernisation process in the early Meiji period
        (1868–1912). In postwar Japanese democratic development, the most important Western category was the liberal
        conception of freedom and civil society. As Cohen and Arato clearly pointed out in the context of
        democratisation in Eastern Europe and Latin America after the 1980s, the notion of civil society that allows
        for free human activity played a decisive role in many Western cases where democratic theorists wanted to
        resist the oppressive rule that characterised the prewar period (Cohen and Arato, 1992: 48–69). In postwar
        Japanese democratic development, there were similar concerns for the concept of civil society and free activity
        outside the state apparatus.
      


      
        In this chapter, I highlight the ways in which Western liberal notions of civil society have informed postwar
        Japanese democratisation by focusing on one dominant group of theorists. This group was labeled ‘Postwar
        Enlightenment’ and played an indispensable role in postwar Japanese democratisation both in theory and
        practice. Major figures of the group were Masao Maruyama, Hisao Otsuka and Takeyoshi Kawashima, to name a few
        (for a comprehensive account, see Tsuzuki, 1995). In this chapter I engage in a critical reassessment of the
        major discourse of Masao Maruyama.
      


      
        Putting the matter briefly, Postwar Enlightenment thinkers resorted to the notion of civil society in order to
        realise their ultimate liberal ideal of self-government, which is government by autonomous and rational
        citizens (I use the term ‘self-government’ as derived from Michelman, 1986). However, it is important to note
        that there was another way in which postwar Japanese liberal democratic theorists employed the notion of civil
        society. Moreover, even the Postwar Enlightenment thinkers themselves seemed to be endorsing this alternative
        notion of civil society when they first began their inquiry. Therefore, I would first like to distinguish
        between the two contrasting ways in which postwar Japanese liberal democratic theorists
        employed the notion of civil society and free human activity outside the state apparatus.
      


      
        On the one hand, there was a group of liberal democratic theorists who employed formal and individualistic
        notions of civil society. Economic theorists such as Zenya Takashima and Hiroshi Mizuta are representative of
        this category (Takashima, 1947; Mizuta, 1954). There were common features to this group. First, they related to
        Western notions of civil society primarily by engaging in a systematic analysis of the canonical texts of the
        West. Second, their notion of civil society can be labeled ‘institutional’ since it focused primarily on
        institutional and formal aspects of civil society, such as the market. Third, their notion can be labeled
        ‘individualistic’ because it presumed that civil society can be established only by securing free human
        judgement and activities on the part of individuals. Finally, because of this individualistic connotation, this
        group tended to endorse a linear concept of Westernisation. So long as traditional Japanese political culture
        was oriented towards consensus and conformity, this group considered that it would be necessary for Japanese
        citizens to leave their traditional political culture behind in order to bring civil society into existence in
        postwar Japan.
      


      
        On the other hand, other liberal democratic and Postwar Enlightenment thinkers endorsed more substantive and
        solidaristic notions of civil society. There were some common features to this second group of liberal
        democratic theorists. First, this group did not relate themselves to Western arguments by directly referring to
        the canonical texts of the West. Their relationships were far more indirect and less conceptual (see Uchida,
        1959: 282). Second, this group accepted most of the institutional and formal claims of the civil society
        arguments of the first group. They in principle agreed with the institutional claim of the first group that the
        statist ideal of omnipotent states was neither feasible nor desirable (see Keane, 1988: 44–50). It is important
        to note here that the first and second versions of postwar Japanese notions of civil society did not differ
        significantly when seen from the perspective of the anti-statist thesis. Rejection of the omnipotent state was
        a common claim shared both by the formal and substantive wings of the postwar Japanese liberal democratic
        theorists in spite of all their differences (for a discussion of a contrasting Western view of civil society in
        Hegel’s work, see Keane, 1988: 50–5).
      


      
        Third, however, Postwar Enlightenment thinkers (i.e. the second group of liberal democratic theorists) were
        committed to a more substantive and solidaristic claim that civil society should be sustained by human civility
        and self-government by autonomous citizens. As John Keane and Helmut Kuzmics aptly suggested in their
        illuminating analysis of the conceptual history of the notion of civil society, one important feature of
        Western liberal arguments for civil society was a firm belief in what might be labeled the ‘civilising effect’
        of civil society. Liberal theorists who argued for the notion of civil society, such as Adam Ferguson, Thomas
        Paine or Alexis de Tocqueville, assumed that citizens in civil society would learn to behave in a
        self-restrained manner and so lead a harmonious life in the course of their social transactions, even though
        they were motivated by an individualistic pursuit of self-interest at the outset (see
        Kuzmics, 1988, where ‘civilizing effect’ is derived from Norbert Elias’ historical analysis of civilisation;
        see also Macedo, 1998; for an analysis of the historical texts,2 see Keane, 1988: 35–71). As we will see in the rest of this
        chapter, Postwar Enlightenment thinkers also shared this Western conviction of the ‘civilising moral effect’ of
        liberal civil society. It is important to note that Postwar Enlightenment thinkers differed significantly from
        the first group of liberal democratic theorists who subscribed to the formal and individualistic notions of
        civil society. Seen from the perspective of human civilisation and the possibility of autonomous
        self-government, the Postwar Enlightenment seems to stand in sharp contrast to the formal and individualistic
        version of democratic theory.
      


      
        Finally, Postwar Enlightenment thinkers rejected the simplistic linear Westernisation visions of the first
        group of liberal democratic theorists, and envisaged a more local struggle to bring civil society into
        existence in postwar Japan. They believed that a postwar struggle for civil society could be organised well
        within the traditional communal political culture of Japan, and even attempted to make the most of some of the
        potential within communal cultures in order to bring civil society into being.
      


      
        Given this overview of the complex relationship between Japanese and Western notions of civil society, this
        chapter will clarify the way in which Postwar Enlightenment thinkers swung between two different notions of
        civil society within their own group. It does so by focusing on a unique and significant move in the
        understanding of nationalism in Postwar Enlightenment discourse. Although Postwar Enlightenment thinkers first
        regarded nationalism and community as a hindrance to their project of postwar democratisation, they later
        emphasised the positive role of nationalism in promoting human flourishing and civility. In this chapter I show
        that Postwar Enlightenment thinkers became far more aware of their final goal of achieving self-government by
        autonomous free human agents as postwar history progressed. I conclude that the Postwar Enlightenment provides
        an interesting case study for comparative political theory where Western notions were implanted in a
        non-Western cultural context.
      

    


    
      War guilt and elite responsibility: the Early Enlightenment project


      
        As I already indicated in the previous section, one of the common concerns among postwar Japanese intellectuals
        was to plant the seeds of postwar Japanese recovery. Their investigations began just after the arrival of the
        Occupation Forces in 1945. At the beginning, this seemed to be a relatively promising project because of the
        consistently democratising policies enforced by the Occupation Army throughout 1940s. For example, US General
        Headquarters (GHQ) ordered former soldiers and secret police off the political scene, and stipulated the
        exceptionally idealistic principle of disarmament in the new constitution. Likewise, they ordered the
        dismantling of trusts and monopolies in order to decentralise economic power. Above all, the most important
        change was the constitutional status of the Emperor which reduced his omnipotent position
        to that of merely ‘a symbol of the Nation’.
      


      
        As postwar democratic reform progressed, scholars searched for a theoretical tool to apply to this postwar
        situation in response. On the one hand, there emerged some traditionalist theorists who denied the necessity of
        postwar reforms. Soukichi Tsuda, for instance, maintained that the prewar totalitarian regime had emerged
        accidentally out of the panicky mood during the war, and concluded that it would not affect the legitimacy of
        the rule of the Emperor (Tsuda, 1946). On the other hand, Marxists maintained that it was not the superficial
        political reforms but the more structural economic revolution that would bring about genuine postwar democracy.
        For example, Koza School Marxists and Rono School Marxists debated seriously as to whether Japanese capitalism
        was mature enough to progress to a bourgeois revolution or not (Maruyama et al., 1948).
      


      
        Postwar Enlightenment thinkers, by contrast, attempted to provide a positive justification for postwar Japanese
        democratic transformations. For example, Hisao Otsuka provided a sort of capitalist defence of postwar
        democracy and civil society. He argued that free human transactions in a capitalist economy would bring about
        human rationality in the Weberian sense by breaking down the communal ties of traditional society (Otsuka,
        1955); Otsuka maintained this line for more than ten years. Likewise, a Kantian legal theorist, Takeyoshi
        Kawashima, sought the causes of prewar totalitarian rule in patriarchal hierarchy within the family, and
        maintained that postwar family law should be organised along the lines of a contractarian agreement between
        free and equal family members (Kawashima, 1946).
      


      
        The most powerful Enlightenment argument from a political perspective, however, can be found in the works of
        Masao Maruyama (b. 1914, d. 1996). As a representative figure not only among Postwar Enlightenment thinkers but
        also among postwar Japanese academics as a whole, Maruyama focused on the role of political elites in prewar
        totalitarian rule. In his essay, ‘Theory and Psychology of Ultra-Nationalism’, and elsewhere, Maruyama
        presented his epoch-making analysis of the evils of prewar Japanese totalitarian elites (Maruyama, 1946, 1969).
      


      
        At this early stage, Maruyama’s discourse seemed to share much in common with the formal and institutional
        version of postwar Japanese civil society arguments. He began his argument, first, by pointing to the
        institutional defects of prewar regime. He contended that the most decisive defect of prewar Japanese
        nationalism, compared with its European counterparts, was that it had failed to secure a proper distance
        between the state and its citizens. Maruyama attempted to clarify this point by borrowing some insights from
        the concept of the ‘neutral state’ taken from Carl Schmitt. Whereas Schmitt employed this concept to reveal the
        moral weakness of contemporary European nationalism, Maruyama did so to highlight its moral strength (for a
        detailed comparison of Maruyama and Schmitt, see Gonza, 1999). Maruyama defined the concept as a state adopting
        ‘a neutral position on internal values, such as the problem of what truth and justice are’ (Maruyama, 1969: 3).
      


      
        Maruyama maintained that most modern European nationalisms remained relatively liberal and escaped statist
        controls because of their adherence to the principle of neutrality. For one thing, some European states
        succeeded in establishing a liberal distinction between ‘public and private domains’ or between the ‘form and
        content’ of state imperatives. For another, some European states confined the role of the state mainly to ‘the
        external function of preserving public order’, leaving ultimate value judgements to ‘the conscience of the
        individual’ or to ‘special social groups’ (for instance, to the Church) (Maruyama, 1969: 3). European
        nationalism avoided being too oppressive because it worked to secure a free space between the state and its
        citizens.
      


      
        Maruyama pointed out that, by contrast, prewar Japanese nationalism tended to be far more oppressive and
        extreme than some European forms, because it failed to adhere to this principle of state neutrality. In prewar
        Japan, the public sphere swallowed up all aspects of human life and became the only source of authority and
        values, while there was no realm of the ‘personal’ or the ‘private’ that existed autonomously outside the state
        apparatus. One good indication of this predominance of ‘the public’ sphere was the existence of the Imperial
        Rescript on Education in prewar Japan. The Rescript stipulated that the supreme goal of all Japanese
        educational institutions, from elementary schools to universities, was to teach the divinity and omnipotence of
        the Emperor (Maruyama, 1969: 4–6).
      


      
        After this first critique of the institutional defects of the prewar Japanese regime, Maruyama then mounted a
        second critique at the level of human individuality. He argued that one important consequence of the lack of
        state neutrality in prewar Japan was the total lack of civilised political thinking that makes autonomous and
        rational rule possible. Prewar Japanese statist ideals generated extremely expansionistic tendencies, since the
        prewar Japanese state was ‘not subject to any moral code that supersedes’ the state itself. Where the Emperor
        was regarded as ‘ “the eternal culmination of the True, the Good, and the Beautiful throughout all ages and in
        all places” ’, it was easy for prewar nationalists to justify their expansionistic urges in terms of the
        eternal truth of the Emperor (Maruyama, 1969: 8).
      


      
        According to Maruyama, one good way to show the immaturity of prewar Japanese individuality was to compare the
        attitudes of elites towards their war guilt in Japan and in Germany. In Germany, leaders atoned as an act of an
        independent self, an act based solely on their own judgement and responsibility. Because of the existence of
        free private spheres where one can escape from state power, the leaders were capable of making their own
        judgement whether to commit ill-treatment or not. As a result, even though their acts were so cruel as to treat
        captive prisoners not like a ‘free subject’ but rather like ‘a thing’, they took responsibility for their own
        actions (Maruyama, 1969: 12).
      


      
        In prewar Japan, however, there was a different moral psychology at work. Where ‘the public’ was absolute and
        ‘the private’ was missing, military leaders totally lacked the opportunity freely to re-examine existing
        communal norms and to pass their own moral judgement. Maruyama labeled the typical psychology among Japanese leaders as ‘the sense of proximity’, since leaders justified their conduct in
        terms of ‘the comparative proximity of himself and of his victim to the ultimate value, that is, to the
        Emperor’. There was no room for them to take responsibility for their own actions, when all their actions were,
        ipso facto, actions of the Emperor (Maruyama, 1969: 12).
      


      
        Maruyama finally exemplified the extreme weakness of prewar Japanese individuality by contrasting the attitudes
        of two Japanese soldiers, Tsuchiya and Furushima, with that of the German, Herman Goering. Whereas ‘Tsuchiya
        turned pale and Furushima wept’ at the war crimes trials, ‘Goering roared with laughter’. Maruyama pointed out
        that the Japanese soldiers revealed total weakness when ‘they were turned adrift and reverted to being lone
        individuals, no longer able to depend on superior authority’. He concluded his analysis by leaving one question
        open. ‘Among the famous war crimes suspects in Sugamo Prison, how many are likely to display the arrogant
        impudence of a Herman Goering?’ (Maruyama, 1969: 12). Maruyama later engaged in further detailed analysis of
        the war trials of Japanese military leaders and their cowardly and miserable attitudes (Maruyama, 1949).
      


      
        Although Maruyama’s original essay contained no explicit reference to Western civil society discourse, most
        readers of Maruyama’s time took his essay to be an expression of his commitment to the formal and institutional
        version of the civil society arguments. For one thing, this essay clearly argued that the idea of omnipotent
        state control should be totally rejected. For another, it suggested that individualisation rather than
        solidarity was the key to postwar democratisation. It was natural that most readers took this essay to
        represent Maruyama’s commitment to the formal and institutional version of civil society arguments (see Iida,
        1997; Otake, 1994, warns against exaggeration and over-simplification).
      


      
        Given this analysis of Maruyama’s diagnosis of his contemporary postwar situation, let us now turn to
        Maruyama’s more historical arguments. It should be pointed out that early on Maruyama was still sympathetic to
        the formal liberal position in his historical examination of Confucian thought in the Tokugawa Period in Japan
        (1603–1876) (Maruyama, 1940, 1941–2, 1974). He was seeking out exceptionally early traces of the Japanese
        notion of the individual, which would be useful in critically re-examining communal traditions and norms. He
        reached a mixed conclusion, predicting both the stubbornness of statist, hierarchical Japanese culture and the
        inevitability of gradual challenges to it from individual reason.
      


      
        Maruyama’s analysis began with the early Tokugawa Period, when conservative Confucianism succeeded in achieving
        a stable social order while Japan enjoyed isolation from foreign countries for more than 200 years. He reduced
        the secret of early Confucian success to the tactical way in which it explained the genealogy of everything in
        the world by utilising two basic concepts, namely a metaphysical Principle (‘Li’ in Japanese) and the physical
        Ether or Mood (‘Ch’I’). Although both Principle and Ether were subject to the same heavenly law, ‘Supreme
        Ultimate’, they had different metaphysical functions. Whereas Principle determined the
        intrinsic ‘nature of a thing’ or human being, Ether determined ‘its form’. The upshot of this Confucian
        metaphysical explanation was the denial of an intrinsic badness in human beings, since a Principle that a bad
        person shared with a good person ‘was more deeply rooted than the Specific Ether’ that made that person
        temporarily bad (Maruyama, 1974: 21–3).
      


      
        Maruyama pointed out that this early Confucian metaphysics provided a conservative justification for the rule
        of Tokugawa feudal elites and political leaders by denying a role for individual human reasoning and artifice.
        Within this Confucian metaphysics, the promise of a good political order was almost automatic without any human
        engagement in politics, since every being in the world shared the same Principle that was intrinsically
        directed to the good. This Confucian metaphysics led to the most conservative quietism, as only a life
        ‘maintaining quiescence and holding fast to seriousness’ allowed us to recognise the Principle that would
        automatically lead us to moral goodness (Maruyama, 1974: 21, 30).
      


      
        According to Maruyama, however, there emerged a revolutionary challenge to this early Confucian conservatism
        from Sorai Ogyu (b. 1666, d. 1728), who was a progressive Confucian in the later Tokugawa Era. Maruyama pointed
        out that Ogyu had succeeded in presenting a contrasting notion of politics based on rational political
        leadership and elites by asking who had discovered this very metaphysics in the first place. Ogyu went back to
        the first Confucian canon ‘Six Classics’, and revealed that Confucianism itself was founded by the saints of
        ancient China. Ogyu maintained that it is a mistake to reduce the validity of Confucianism to the eternal
        Principle of everything. Rather, Confucian teachings were valid because they had originated with the supreme
        individual elite, the old saints (Maruyama, 1974: 76–8).
      


      
        Maruyama admired Ogyu’s challenge because it opened up the possibility of establishing individualistic notions
        of politics. He described Ogyu’s challenge as a revolt of ‘human artifice’ against ‘nature’, and argued that
        most challenges against the Tokugawa regime after Ogyu were parasitic on Ogyu’s idea that political order was
        human-made and hence was amenable to change (Maruyama, 1974: ch. 4). For example, there emerged a physiocratic
        challenge from Shoeki Ando, who maintained that it was farmers and not soldiers who qualified as supreme moral
        authority, since only farmers produce food and feed themselves (Maruyama, 1974: 249–64).
      


      
        Similarly, there emerged a traditionalist Kokugaku (National Learning) challenge from Norinaga Motoori, who
        revealed that Tokugawa rule was not eternal because traditional Shinto had legitimated it only temporarily
        (Maruyama, 1974: 264–73). Finally and most importantly, there was an early and incomplete rise of the theory of
        popular sovereignty after the collapse of the Tokugawa government, which could be understood as prefiguring the
        spread of the doctrine of the supremacy of human artifice and reason widely among ordinary Japanese individual
        citizens (Maruyama, 1974: 311–16).
      


      
        As the above analysis highlights, early in his career Maruyama clearly accepted some of the central claims made
        in postwar Japanese liberal civil society discourses. However, the relationship between the early Maruyama and
        postwar civil society discourse requires careful analysis, since the relationship is
        somewhat complex. On the one hand, early Maruyama clearly accepted the formal and institutional claims of
        postwar Japanese arguments concerning civil society shared both by the first and the second group of liberal
        democratic theorists. He shared the main claim that the statist ideal of omnipotence is neither feasible nor
        desirable. By accepting this Enlightenment critique of statist ideals, Maruyama succeeded in pointing to the
        evils of prewar Japanese politics. What characterised Maruyama’s early discourse was the tactical way in which
        he identified past evils of Japanese regimes, when both conservatives and Marxists still refused to engage in
        any critical reflections on their past.
      


      
        On the other hand, early Maruyama remained relatively ambiguous as to whether he would go further and accept
        the second substantive claim made by democratic theorists concerning civil society, or not. For example, when
        we examine Maruyama’s analysis of prewar nationalism, he seems to have more in common with the first group of
        liberal democratic theorists of postwar civil society. Maruyama’s perverse one-sided praise for German military
        leaders seemed to recommend the linear model of Westernisation by individualisation, or at least most of his
        contemporaries thought so.
      


      
        However, when Maruyama analysed the history of modern Japan, he began to suggest an alternative political
        vision based on solidarity among civilised human beings. For example, when he presented his analysis of
        historical discourse in the Tokugawa Era, he seemed to be suggesting an image of an ideal elite capable of
        civilised political judgement and self-government. Moreover, Maruyama was even beginning to look for an ideal
        image of civilised citizens when he admired the early quest for a theory of popular sovereignty, although he
        also cautiously added that this quest was incomplete because of reactionary movements within Meiji ruling
        elites (Maruyama, 1974: 316–19; for contrasting views, see Fujiwara, 1985; Saito, 1998).
      


      
        As we shall see in the remaining portion of this chapter, the later Maruyama made his position clearer when he
        began to see many different aspects of postwar Japanese democracy. In order to highlight a more positive role
        for citizen civility and solidarity in the Postwar Enlightenment project, the later Maruyama attempted to
        identify certain concrete issues around which the citizen’s struggle for enlightenment could be organised. What
        characterised the later Maruyama was the tactical way in which his theory met the local cultural context.
        Although the early Maruyama’s project was successful at the most abstract level, this success remained partial
        compared with his later, more concrete formulations.
      

    


    
      Civic participation and national solidarity: later Enlightenment
      visions


      
        Although postwar democratisation progressed smoothly at the outset, the situation changed drastically after the
        1950s. One decisive moment was the reversal of the occupation policy of the United States, known in postwar
        Japanese history as ‘The Reverse Course’. At the earliest stage of the occupation, the US
        General Headquarters (GHQ) forced through a radical reform policy in every aspect of the Japanese society. Due
        to the Cold War and especially its Asian expression in the Korean War, however, GHQ implemented series of
        policies that attempted to nullify the achievements of the early reforms. GHQ denied public servants their
        right to strike, and even ordered a kind of rearmament under the name of ‘National Police Reserves’. Although
        US occupation policies for a time provided a sound basis for the Postwar Enlightenment, they turned out to be
        conservative and an obstacle later on.
      


      
        This revision of US policy forced Postwar Enlightenment thinkers into serious doubts as to whether Western
        ideas were as ideal as might first appear. One good example can be found in the later works of Kawashima, who
        conducted sociological research in order to examine whether Western individualistic family laws could be
        functional within the Japanese context (Kawashima, 1965). Likewise, Hisao Otsuka began to talk about the limits
        of the Western notion of capitalisation by pointing to the cultural differences between the West and Japan
        (Otsuka, 1960).
      


      
        In the case of Maruyama, however, the change in the postwar political environment resulted in significant
        revisions to his basic conceptions, such as solidarity and community. He began to talk more about the positive
        aspects of these notions that he had once criticised in his early formalistic versions of civil society
        discourse. He began to reveal this revision when he published a further essay on nationalism, ‘Nationalism in
        Japan: its Theoretical Background and Prospects’ (Maruyama, 1951). Even though the general line of his analysis
        of prewar Japanese nationalism remained the same, there were some important revisions as well. The most
        important point was that Maruyama now considered that nationalism could coexist or even strengthen democracy.
        In order to highlight this possibility, he compared Japanese nationalism not merely with European variations
        but also with Asian variations as well. From this new analytical framework, Maruyama attempted to shed light on
        the pathologies of Japanese prewar nationalism (Maruyama, 1995b: 57–8).
      


      
        First, Maruyama’s new framework still ranked European nationalism at the head of many different versions of
        nationalism. However, he did not praise it because of its individualistic connotations. He did so primarily for
        its tendencies towards solidarity and communal ties. According to Maruyama, due to the existence of the Roman
        Empire and the European community organised under the aegis of the Catholic Church and the Holy Roman Empire,
        European countries shared common moral ties before the rise of modern nationalism, which resulted in antagonism
        among nations. Maruyama made this point clear, when he wrote, ‘well before the rise of the modern nation state,
        Europe had its own universalism’ (Maruyama, 1995b: 60–1).
      


      
        Second, Maruyama characterised Asian nationalism, including the prewar Japanese version of it, by its total
        lack of this shared feeling of universal moral ties. Asian nations stood too isolated from each other to raise
        a universal communal feeling, and this revealed moral weakness when major European powers invaded the region at the end of the nineteenth century. For one thing, Asian nationalism was
        often accompanied by extreme fanaticism towards other countries, because most Asian countries treated each
        other merely as an enemy and not as an equal. For another, as for its domestic composition, Asian nationalism
        often turned out to be a movement of the ruling few, totally deficient in popular support because of the lack
        of domestic communal ties (Maruyama, 1995b: 62–3).
      


      
        Finally, Maruyama maintained that the real pathology of prewar Japanese nationalism could be revealed only by
        comparing it with the normal Asian development of nationalism in the twentieth century. According to Maruyama,
        Japan was characterised by its exceptional success in the early modernisation stage when all Asian countries
        were attempting to defend themselves against European invasion at the end of the nineteenth century by
        modernising themselves from above. However, this success had a significant impact on the formation of prewar
        Japanese nationalism. Whereas most Asian countries had succeeded in generating a healthy democratic nationalism
        that had gained proper popular demand and mass participation, prewar Japan had failed to do so. Even though
        most Asian citizens could find an appropriate target for mobilising mass anger, such as the ruling class of the
        country and their allied foreign forces who were responsible for the failures of modernisation, prewar Japanese
        citizens could not do so, because of the exceptional but superficial early success in modernisation (Maruyama,
        1995b: 64–8).
      


      
        At this point, it was quite apparent that Maruyama made a significant move in his theoretical formulations. He
        denounced prewar Japanese nationalism not simply because it hindered individuation and detachment from
        community. Rather, he denounced it because it lacked the moment of national involvement and solidarity.
        Maruyama was clearly making a first step towards admitting a democratic and liberal potential for some form of
        national solidarity, when he wrote:
      


      
        
          If traditional nationalism still survives in a dispersed way in the non-political normalcy of everyday life,
          it will be perfect proof that postwar Japanese democratisation still persists in simple institutional and
          legal reform. … While the notion of ‘democracy’ remains as a refined theory or edifying sermon, it is just a
          foreign import and can never find an inherent connection of itself with the notion of nationalism. In other
          words, if we want our democracy firmly connected with our nationalism, it is necessary, to use a somewhat odd
          expression, for us to de-rationalise democracy just as we rationalise nationalism.
        


        
          (Maruyama, 1995b: 74–5)
        

      


      
        As is clear from our analysis so far, Maruyama’s revised formulations on Japanese nationalism revealed some
        important features of the substantive and solidaristic version of postwar Japanese civil society discourse.
        First, his revised formulations on nationalism clearly rejected the statist claims that the omnipotent state is feasible and desirable. Later on he clearly rejected the revival of prewar totalitarian
        nationalism, and his commitment to liberal democratic ideals remained the same in spite of all his revisions.
      


      
        Second, however, Maruyama significantly revised his views about the conditions of postwar civil society. Later
        on he ceased to subscribe to his earlier views that individualisation was the key to achieving his final goal.
        He recommended individualisation as a precondition for human solidarity and autonomous self-government, so long
        as solidarity and self-government were possible only among human individuals capable of rational political
        judgement. Indeed, the later Maruyama was beginning to contend that the most fundamental condition for
        establishing liberal civil society was human solidarity and cooperation. He made this point quite clearly when
        he praised normal Asian nationalism for its tendencies towards solidarity and community.
      


      
        Finally, the later Maruyama also experienced a significant move in his evaluation of the West/East dichotomy.
        In his early formulations, in contrast to his open praise for Western possibilities for individualisation and
        civility, he had no systematic account of whether the East could also civilise humanity. He therefore passed a
        tacitly negative judgement on the East by highlighting the civilising effects only of the West. However, the
        later Maruyama was also characterised by his more open hope for Eastern possibilities in civilisation. For the
        later Maruyama, normal Asian development seemed to provide an alternative source for his imagination about
        development in postwar Japanese civil society.
      


      
        Although Maruyama’s shift from the formal to the substantive version of the civil society argument was already
        quite clear at this point, there was another occasion when the later Maruyama clearly revealed this. He made
        his new position plain during his involvement in actual politics throughout 1950s, when the main political
        agenda was the recovery of national independence and the revision of the Japanese Security Treaty with the
        United States. Whereas the ruling Liberal Democratic Party sought independence under the protection of US
        military power and its allied Defense Force by maintaining the Security Treaty, Maruyama and most other Postwar
        Enlightenment thinkers strongly opposed this. Postwar Enlightenment thinkers maintained that expanded and
        cooperative diplomatic relations with all countries around the world, including Soviet and other socialist
        countries, would usher in an unarmed independence. The whole of Japanese society was divided along this
        national question of the day, and the Postwar Enlightenment was at the centre of the most enthusiastic mass
        protests from all strata of society (see Tsuzuki, 1995: ch. 5; Kersten, 1996: ch. 6).
      


      
        In another famous essay Maruyama provided a comprehensive vision of how his revised notions of civil society
        could respond to the changing conditions of world politics; this was ‘The Third Statement on Peace’ (Maruyama,
        1950). In that essay, he presented a systematic account as to why Japan should reject the rearmament policies
        that the US Occupational force was beginning to endorse. He argued that his quest for disarmed neutrality,
        although seemingly an idealistic alternative, nevertheless was the most practical way to achieve peace and
        autonomous self-government in postwar Japanese society. In this epoch-making article, he
        began his analysis by pointing to some important features in the world politics of his time. According to
        Maruyama, the most fundamental condition of contemporary world politics was the rise of modern technology. He
        argued that there was an inevitable tendency towards global total war in the contemporary world, because modern
        technology had developed ‘super-weapons’ such as atomic bombs and had also developed mass communication media.
        In an age of global total war, ‘war became the worst evil on earth’. He maintained that the damage caused by a
        total global war would be so serious as to spread easily beyond national borders and the boundaries of the
        soldier class. This clearly suggested the limitations imposed by modern technology, and it made peace the
        ‘supreme goal without which any other values would not be realized’ (Maruyama, 1995b: 8–10).
      


      
        Under these contemporary conditions, Maruyama argued that it was absolutely necessary to endorse the postwar
        Japanese constitutional ideal of peace by disarmament as the most practical and realistic vision. He criticised
        the so-called realists’ rearmament strategy for peace as an empty idea, since there was a high possibility that
        any use of small weapons would eventually lead to total destruction of the globe, including Japan. Where peace
        had supreme priority, the principle of disarmament, which was seemingly idealistic to most realists of his day,
        nevertheless would have to be the only practical choice, even on the realists’ own account (Maruyama, 1995b:
        10–11; see also Sakai, 1996: esp. 33ff.).
      


      
        Maruyama further elaborated the compatibility between his disarmament policies and realist perspectives by
        engaging in a radical critique of Cold War ideology, which had constituted a moral basis for the rearmament
        alternative. Throughout this critique, he once again resorted to his revised evaluation of Western and Eastern
        cultures and civilisations.
      


      
        First of all, Maruyama argued that it would be unrealistic to expect a war between capitalism and communism,
        contrary to what Cold War ideology dictated. He denied the linear link between ideological conflict and actual
        physical confrontation involving armed forces, and further added that there were many concurrent conflicts that
        would crosscut those between capitalism and communism. In addition to the former conflict between fascists and
        democratic forces, Maruyama counted those between Asian nationalists and imperialists as the most important
        countervailing conflicts (Maruyama, 1995b: 15–22).
      


      
        Moreover, Maruyama utilised the elements of Asian national solidarity not only to guard against the invasion of
        the Westernised Cold War ideology into Japan, but he also stressed that Asian national solidarity would play a
        positive role so as to deconstruct this Cold War ideology itself. His most significant example was India under
        the rule of Nehru. Maruyama praised Nehru’s even-handed strategy in pointing out the evils of both the United
        States and the Soviet Union; Nehru was praised for ‘embodying a most accurate insight into current conditions
        of war’. He added that Nehru’s ‘principle to resolve any conflict by non-violent negotiation’ suggested the
        high potential of the positive contributions that ‘young energetic Asian nations’ would make in contemporary
        politics. Besides this, Maruyama even referred to the potential of China, which seemingly was one force among
        many in the communist bloc at this time. He argued that ‘it was not wholly unlikely that China would begin to
        seek for an independent path’ by exploiting ‘its high status in world politics’ (Maruyama, 1995b: 24–7).
      


      
        It was quite apparent that Maruyama was organising a totally new struggle against Cold War ideology and the
        West when he concluded his remarks by stating that ‘at the present moment, the quest for neutrality was the
        most genuine expression of Japanese independence and autonomy’. He rejected alliances with either the United
        States or the Soviet Union, because it would make the unique position of postwar Japan far less visible
        (Maruyama, 1995b: 36). What Maruyama consistently sought for in his later formulations was to secure a free
        political space which would accommodate individual citizens capable of the rational judgement and civic
        solidarity necessary for self-government. It is now time to demonstrate in conclusion that Maruyama’s later
        discourse revealed a significant move away from the formal to the substantive version of postwar Japanese civil
        society discourse, although on the surface it had something in common with his early formulations.
      

    


    
      The legacies of the Postwar Enlightenment and the de-nationalisation of civil
      society


      
        So far, I have been examining the ways in which Maruyama developed his ideas of civil society and
        self-government in the context of postwar Japanese history. I did so by focusing on the way in which he partly
        praised and partly criticised elements of the Western defence of civil society. Maruyama gave full support to
        the anti-statist premise of Western formulations of civil society. His attitudes were quite ambivalent,
        however, as to whether civil society would civilise human morality. On this point, his later formulations
        revealed a significant move, in that he then engaged in a serious critique of the Western way of civility that
        he had once idealised.
      


      
        The remaining task of this chapter, therefore, is to relate this historical narrative to current Japanese
        understandings of civil society. There remains a vital question to consider, namely, how this historical
        narrative informs the current Japanese quest for civil society and self-government. I conclude that Postwar
        Enlightenment thinkers left both positive and negative legacies for our current understanding of Japanese civil
        society.
      


      
        On the one hand, Postwar Enlightenment formulations are still making a positive contribution to our current
        understanding by reclaiming anti-statist premises as necessary. Postwar Enlightenment arguments are still
        meaningful in Japan to the extent that they constantly warn against the high potential for despotic and
        totalitarian tendencies there that once swallowed up the country as a whole. Postwar Enlightenment narratives
        constantly warn us that the concept of liberal society should be so constructed as to reduce the tendencies
        towards despotism to a minimum. So long as Postwar Enlightenment thinking clearly stipulates this minimum
        requirement, it is quite reasonable for us to see that there are still many contemporary Japanese theorists of
        civil society who refer to these works.
      


      
        On the other hand, however, this does not mean that Postwar Enlightenment formulations are immune from critique
        nor without any limitations. The decisive weakness in Postwar Enlightenment thinkers was that they were
        preoccupied primarily with unity and solidarity at the national level. Because Postwar Enlightenment thinkers
        were heavily involved in the defence of national civil society against totalitarian rule and foreign pressure,
        their arguments were subject to the later critique that they contain an element of deformation and
        over-simplification. One such critique from the ideological right was raised by the so-called pluralist
        democrats, who have dominated the Japanese academic scene since the 1970s. They argued that Maruyama’s analysis
        of wartime military leaders was too critical and hence unfair to Japanese examples. According to these critics,
        there was less ground for sustaining the totalitarian Japan/pluralistic West dichotomy so long as both the West
        and Japan accommodated both virtuous and vicious individuals (see Otake, 1994). In a similar vein, another
        left-wing critique emerged from cultural studies sects in the late 1980s. They denounced Maruyama’s ideal of
        postwar democracy as being insensitive to the voices of marginalised ‘others’, such as Korean forced immigrants
        or people in Okinawa who were still suffering from power struggles in world politics (for a typical left
        critique, see Kan, 1994; Sakai, 1994; for defences, see Tsuzuki, 2000; Karube, 2006).
      


      
        As witness to these recent critiques, one might be inclined to cast serious doubts on the validity of
        Maruyama’s formulations. However, in order to do justice to his postwar efforts, it is important to stress here
        that Maruyama himself seemed to be partly aware of the dangers of his biased focus on national solidarity. To
        be more specific, Maruyama seemed to be aware of the fact that his preoccupation with national unity and
        solidarity could be justified precisely because of the special historical conditions of postwar Japanese
        democracy.
      


      
        What justified Maruyama’s preoccupation was the insight that postwar Japanese democratisation was a delayed
        one. He took the view that a young and weak democracy such as postwar Japan could be sustained only when all
        its citizens unite monolithically under common national democratic causes. As we have already noticed in detail
        in this chapter, we can easily recognise similar lines of reasoning when he praised the normal Asian
        development of nationalism in the 1950s. However, Maruyama himself made a clearer statement of his own
        justification, when he selectively praised the Meiji liberal nationalist, Katsunan Kuga, as early as 1947 in
        the following way:
      


      
        
          The first thing Kuga did was to distinguish his position from a reactionary chauvinism. To do so, he first
          followed the historical development of modern nationalism in Europe, and made it clear that it was an
          ideology progressive enough to destroy feudalism and to realise national unity. He then attempted to find a
          link between this global trend of nationalism and its Japanese variation by stating that ‘just as the
          European national movements emerged as reaction to French oppression, so did Japanese nationalism emerge as a
          reaction to the assimilation into European cultures in Meiji period.’ Kuga correctly
          acknowledged the historical imperative inherent in the modernisation movement of less developed nations: in
          order to fight both for the national dependence against foreign forces and for the freedom of citizens from
          domestic reactionary tendencies, the movement should necessarily be a combination of democracy and
          nationalism.
        


        
          (Maruyama, 1995a: 95)
        

      


      
        If this is the limit inherent in Maruyama’s notion of civil society and postwar democracy, we are now in a
        better position to evaluate the way in which his historical narrative informs the current Japanese quest for
        civil society and self-government. First of all, despite doubts on the part of pluralists and postmodernists
        regarding possible exclusions and over-simplifications, it is important to reconfirm that Maruyama’s defence of
        civil society played an indispensable role in the development of postwar Japanese democracy. This is because
        Maruyama proposed it as a time-bound strategy. He was fully aware of the fact that his narrative was embedded
        in the context of postwar Japanese democracy, where the defence of free political space was a common concern
        that all Japanese citizens could reasonably expect to recognise as taking top priority.
      


      
        Second, this does not necessarily mean that from the contemporary perspective any portions of Maruyama’s
        formulations are immune from critique or revision. The most decisive weakness is the lack of theoretical
        formulations reflecting social changes after the 1960s, when postwar Japan experienced high economic growth and
        an increased importance of individual pursuit of self-interest in moral life. Although Maruyama did not have
        any systematic account of how to locate the proper pursuit of self-interest in his theories of civil society,
        it was least likely that he positively recommended it as an ideal moral quality required for the citizens of
        his civil society. One good indication supporting this claim was the fact that the Postwar Enlightenment
        thinkers made substantially no reference to the actual politics of the day, once a national common cause such
        as independence from American Occupation had disappeared and Japanese politics had normalised again after the
        peace movement. What the Postwar Enlightenment thinkers witnessed after the 1960s was a mere patchwork pursuit
        of fragmented interests without a national cause, resulting in the total decline of the quality of civic life
        in Japan (for discussions of the tension between nationalism and liberal theory, see Tamir, 1993; Miller,
        1995).
      


      
        The real task of our day, however, is to deflect the postwar Japanese defence of civil society away from any
        excessively national connotations. As the history of Western arguments for liberal society suggests, the
        concept of civil society should be so constructed as to be more open to the kinds of moral qualities and
        activities required of those who participate. Although civil society sometimes requires a wholehearted and
        analytically ‘thick’ commitment to the cause of the nation, this is not the only form of moral life adequate to
        democracy (for a discussion of the moral qualities required by liberal notions of politics, see Macedo, 1990).
        By relating the concept of civil society to even the meanest pursuit of self-interest in our local everyday
        life, Western justifications of liberal society attempted to keep its moral requirement for
        citizens to a minimum (see Keane, 1988: 44–50, where there is a discussion of Paine’s critique of Ferguson’s
        moralised defence of civil society).
      


      
        Indeed, what we have witnessed in Japan in the past few years is the rise of the movement towards freedom and
        autonomy, but based on rationalist rather than national perspectives. One decisive turning point was the
        earthquake of 1995 in Kobe City, which aroused concerns for voluntary work outside the state apparatus,
        typically involving NGOs or day-care centres. This new movement was quite puzzling to most ordinary Japanese
        minds which still held tightly to the Postwar Enlightenment’s myth about Japanese society, because this new
        movement attracted so many Japanese young people, who were often believed to be too selfish to be the core
        component of liberal civil society. The younger generation did not have any wholehearted commitment to the
        cause of the national solidarity, nor were they denying the pursuit of self-interest itself. Still, they
        contributed something indispensable for the establishment of a society characterised by freedom and
        independence for its members; they did this by sharing – outside the state apparatus – part of the rescue work
        that was necessary.
      


      
        If this is the current condition of Japanese politics, what is necessary is the de-nationalisation of civil
        society, as Maruyama and Postwar Enlightenment thinkers had once de-rationalised and emotionalised postwar
        Japanese civil society. We need to reject the over-privileged status of the quest for national solidarity and
        instead to envisage a notion of civil society compatible with many different forms of moral life that are
        pursued both at the national and local level. Only by emancipating Japanese conceptions of liberal civil
        society from this democratic nationalist commitment would we secure a firm moral basis for sustaining a free
        political life in postwar Japan.
      

    


    
      Notes


      
        

        
          1 I would like to thank Reiji Matsumoto, the late Iris Marion Young, Manfred Steger and Russ Muirhead for
          their insightful comments at various stages. My research was supported by the Grants-in-Aid for Scientific
          Research programme of the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science.
        


        
          2 I am grateful to Jens Bartelson for drawing my attention to Keane’s work on Ferguson, Paine and de
          Tocqueville.
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    ‘Mass society’ and ‘civil society’ in postwar Japan1


    
      Ryusaku Yamada
    


    
      Debates on ‘mass society’ can generally be found in Western industrialised countries from the mid-nineteenth
      century to the 1960s. However, Japanese debates in the 1950s had a unique character. The reason lies in the fact
      that since the 1920s Marxism had been overwhelmingly influential in modern Japanese social sciences. This does
      not mean that all Japanese social scientists were Marxists, but that, between the pre-war era and around the time
      of the 1960s, both Marxists and non-Marxists in Japan tended to share a basic understanding that social
      science is Marxism, or that Marxism had established a genuine social science. The influence of
      Marxism over Japanese social sciences weakened at the end of the 1960s and declined after the 1980s. But during
      the 1950s, the academic atmosphere was dominated by the feeling that social scientists could not say anything
      without Marxism. In 1956 and 1957 a remarkable ‘Debate on Mass Society’ took place between theorists of mass
      society and Marxists in Japan (Yamada, 2006: ch. 5).
    


    
      The central figure of the debate was Keiichi Matsushita (1928–), a Japanese political theorist. There are several
      reasons why Matsushita’s theory of mass society is worth recovering for the English-speaking world today. First,
      his theory was of a highly Marxian kind. While he himself was not a Marxist and was very critical of Stalinist
      Marxism, he regarded theories originating with Marx and Lenin as social theories of industrial society, and he
      repeatedly endorsed their significance in theorising about contemporary society in the twentieth century. While
      many Western theorists of mass society tended to describe it as an amorphous ‘classless society’ (Arendt, 1951;
      Lederer, 1940; Neumann, 1942; cf. Kornhauser, 1959) Matsushita did not deny the existence of capitalistic class
      relationships but rather built Marxian class theory into his theory of mass society. His theory of mass society
      is unique, and it is difficult to claim that even Japanese political and social theorists have really understood
      it.
    


    
      Second, Matsushita’s theoretical insight into the relation between socialism and democracy is significant. He
      advocated a kind of socialism that could cope with the reality of mass society, neither a form of communism that
      totally denied democracy, nor a social democracy that compromised with capitalism. For him, contemporary society
      faced a ‘double alienation’: ‘capitalistic alienation’ and ‘alienation in mass society’. The role of both
      political theorists and socialists was to find a way to overcome this double alienation. His
      ideas in the 1950s seem to run parallel with later arguments of the European Left for radical democracy during
      the 1980s and 1990s.2
    


    
      Matsushita is a good example of a Japanese political scientist who developed an original and distinctive
      political and democratic theory. The purpose of this chapter is to examine his theory of mass society in order to
      further English-language discussion of Japanese debates on democracy and to provide common ground for comparative
      studies of Western and Japanese theorisations of democracy and civil society.
    


    
      Matsushita’s historical view and theoretical framework


      
        Let us begin with a close examination of Matsushita’s mass society theory. According to Matsushita, his purpose
        was to theorise the structural transformation of political theories in Europe and America at the beginning of
        the twentieth century.
      


      
        Matsushita was asking why, at the stage of monopoly capitalism in the twentieth century, the theoretical
        structure employed by theorists in Europe and America, such as Karl Mannheim, Emil Lederer, Graham Wallas,
        Walter Lippmann, John Dewey and others, had become so different from the one current in the nineteenth century.
        As Lenin says, the time of this transformation in social theory corresponds to the time of ‘the split’ in
        socialism at the outset of the First World War. But why then should Leninism, which unified syndicalism and
        Spartacism through the institution of the Comintern, be called a development of Marxism at all? (Matsushita,
        1969: 232; this book was originally published in 1959, and collected his most essays about mass society which
        were written during the period of the ‘Debate on Mass Society’ in Japan between 1956 and 1958).
      


      
        Matsushita enquired into the historical basis for a change in social theory: how a mass society was formed, and
        why, then, Marxism also developed into Leninism. ‘If an existence is reflected in a theory, a change of theory
        should mean a change of existence itself ’ (Matsushita, 1969: 233). His answer to the question ‘what has
        changed?’ was this: ‘the formation of the mass society that accompanied the switchover to the stage of monopoly
        capitalism, and the establishment of the state that corresponded to this’.
      


      
        Matsushita’s theory attempted to explain the social structure of the stage of monopoly capitalism that brought
        about a mass society, and to provide the framework or analysis for grasping it. He formulated a list
        summarising the transformation:
      


      
        
          • The proletarianisation of a massive population, the core of which is the working class;
        


        
          • The leap in mass production and mass communication which accompanies the socialisation of technology; and
        


        
          • The consequent political leveling of traditional social strata (Matsushita, 1969: 11).
        

      


      
        Table 5.1 Matsushita’s historical schema
      


      
        For Matsushita, this list represents the stage of monopoly capitalism regardless of the economic system,
        capitalist or communist.
      


      
        Matsushita also proposed a threefold theoretical framework for analysing the stage of monopoly capitalism:
        ‘Economic Structure – Form of Society – Political System’. Within this framework, he conceived his historical
        view (see Table 5.1).
      


      
        Matsushita theorised that the socialisation (Vergesellschaftung) of production at the stage of
        monopoly capitalism and the advances in technology in the so-called second industrial revolution (that Marx had
        not be able to predict) had brought about a form of society in the twentieth century different from the stage
        of industrial capitalism. This was a form of mass society. Thus, by using the schema above, he regarded the
        twentieth century as the age of the ‘contemporary’ that could be distinguished from the age of the ‘modern’, so
        he attempted to theorise the former.
      


      
        Matsushita presupposed the relative autonomy of the ‘logic of politics’ in relation to the ‘logic of the
        economy’. In other words, even if it were true that the capitalist economy ultimately prescribed the form and
        content of politics and society, the political process itself was swayed by each situation and by political
        efforts to search for possibilities (‘the art of the possible’). ‘We cannot propose an effective theory of
        tactics or organisation in the political process only through the exposure of class conflict’ (Matsushita,
        1969: 287), and, therefore, the political process must be theorised in a dimension different from any Marxist
        ‘inevitability’ arising from the economic structure (Matsushita, 1969: 98–9).
      

    


    
      The ruin of civil society


      
        What did Matsushita mean by the transformation of the form of society and its people in the stage of monopoly
        capitalism? Referring to Marx’s Capital, Matsushita conceived of the advancement of the forces of
        production as a cause of the ruin of civil/bourgeois society. In his view, the advancement of the forces of
        production and capitalist free competition resulted in the concentration of capital. The consequence of this
        was the establishment of the joint-stock companies system that adhered to finance capital; joint-stock
        companies were not personal but social corporations or Gesellschaften, which
        realised ‘socialized production’ by denying capitalism in its traditional sense of private ownership and
        isolated individual labour. This resulted in the appearance of a massive proletariat that had no control or
        ownership of the means of production. Therefore, in the stage of monopoly capitalism, the notion of civil
        society, i.e. bourgeois assumptions – free, equal and independent individual citizens – was destroyed.
        Moreover, as Matsushita mentioned later in ‘Mass Democracy’ and ‘Mass Nationalism’, the working class was
        rendered into a ‘nation’, a constituent of the capitalist state, through the expansion of suffrage, and thus
        formally became a political sovereign (Matsushita, 1969: 18–19, 20–2; 1959: 420–1). Likewise, Matsushita
        explained the transformation ‘from civil society (shimin shakai) in the nineteenth century to mass
        society (taish[image: Image] shakai) in the twentieth
        century’ through ‘the socialisation of production’ and ‘the proletarianisation of a massive population’ at the
        stage of monopoly capitalism. Again, he described this stage of monopoly capitalism, distinguished from the
        stage of industrial capitalism, as ‘the contemporary’, rather than ‘the modern’.
      


      
        Here we need to examine several terms used in Matsushita’s arguments. First of all, <taish[image: Image] (the masses)> with brackets is the key concept.
        Matsushita wrote that the word ‘mass’ or ‘the masses’ is a controversial concept and that it can mean people,
        multitude, crowd or mob, and he declared that his conception of <taish[image: Image] (the masses)> (not ‘the masses’ without brackets) was different from
        such expressions (Matsushita, 1969: 9–10). His <taish[image: Image] (the masses)> meant the social form of the working class that became immanent within the
        monopoly capitalist regime of the twentieth century. Next we need to consider the terms ‘working class’,
        ‘new middle class’ and ‘proletarianisation’. According to Matsushita, ‘proletarianisation’ is ‘estrangement
        from the traditional means of production and the commodification of labor power’ (Matsushita, 1969: 10). He
        added: (A) a new middle class can be included in the working class from the viewpoint of this
        ‘proletarianisation’; but, even if (A) is supposed, (B) the working class and the new middle class should
        confront each other from the viewpoint of their different positions in the process of production (Matsushita,
        1969: 12). He seemed to distinguish logically between the working class and the new middle class, but, in his
        explanation of ‘the proletarianisation of a massive population at the stage of monopoly capitalism’, he seemed
        nonetheless to include both of them. What he meant by ‘proletariat’ was those who necessarily make a living by
        selling their labour power in the process of socialised production.
      


      
        How then was the realisation of mass society accomplished, such that the working class was rendered into
        <the masses>? Referring to Max Weber’s study of bureaucracy, Karl Mannheim’s theory of mass society, and
        Harold J. Laski’s pluralist theory, Matsushita conceptualised the processes of social change as ‘organisation’
        and ‘atomisation’. Here ‘organisation’ is the mechanisation of the process of production, including the
        transport system; and ‘atomisation’ is the appearance of a massive group of unskilled workers consequent on the
        ruin of the traditional community and proletarianisation (or estrangement from the traditional means of
        production) (Matsushita, 1969: 13–14).
      


      
        Matsushita never intended to suggest that capitalistic class relationships would disappear in mass society when
        he argued that ‘kaiky[image: Image]’ (class) became
        <taish[image: Image] (the masses)>. From the
        viewpoint of his ‘proletarianisation’, class relationships were still there. Rather, he argued that the social
        form of the working class had become different as the stage of industrial capitalism in the nineteenth century
        gave way to the stage of monopoly capitalism in the twentieth century:
      


      
        
          What my mass society theory poses is the difference in pacification between class society in the nineteenth
          century and that in the twentieth century, not class society in general. The issues of mass society theory in
          Japan today are: why people specifically appear as <the masses> now, and why democracy is mutilated and
          becomes mass democracy. What are the contemporary conditions that bring about <the masses>? And what
          kind of prescriptions should be made which would enable us to overcome such <massification>?
        


        
          (Matsushita, 1969: 236)
        

      


      
        
          The point at issue that I pose through the theory of mass society is that the form of the working class’
          unawareness in the twentieth century has changed from that in the nineteenth century. Formerly, people were
          unaware because of their ignorance owing to material poverty. Today, they are unaware while they enjoy mass
          consumption.
        


        
          (Matsushita, 1969: 238)
        

      


      
        Matsushita even referred to the relevance of the Marxian view:
      


      
        
          Surely, ‘mass society’ is not the concept posed by Marxism…. However, as far as we recognise mass society as
          the new actuality, social theory has to correspond to this. And the view of Marx, who could foresee the fate
          of modern industry, makes it possible for us to approach mass society theoretically. Marx’s theoretical view
          allows us a more structural theorising of mass society that is different from positivistic description or
          pathological analysis.
        


        
          (Matsushita, 1969: 56)
        

      


      
        The above quotation shows that Matsushita regarded Marx as a theorist of industrial society, as previously
        mentioned, and that Matsushita stressed the role of the forces of production in changing the form of society
        and the working class. Matsushita’s intention was not to abandon Marx, but rather to apply Marxian thinking to
        the circumstances of mass society. He asserted that Marxists had to acknowledge the fact that the form of
        society called ‘mass society’ existed; that the dimension of the argument was different between mass society
        theory (regarding the form of society) and Marxism (on economic structure), so the opposition of mass society
        theory and Marxism was impossible. A possible point of comparison would be ‘the theorising of mass society from
        the viewpoint of Marxism and from other standpoints’ (Matsushita, 1969: 235).
      

    


    
      ‘Mass democracy’ and ‘mass nationalism’


      
        Through what process was the working class made immanent within the regime? Matsushita’s answer to this
        question consisted of two points: ‘mass democracy’ and ‘mass nationalism’. The meaning of the former is clear
        enough, but the latter cannot be said to be a familiar term within social science.
      


      
        The problem with ‘mass democracy’ is that the working class, which appeared as a political subject through
        political levelling (as in universal suffrage or the labour movements), became, at the same time, passive under
        changed social conditions. Matsushita called the development of technology and mass communication ‘the second
        industrial revolution’, and he made a distinction between industrial capitalism of the nineteenth century and
        monopoly capitalism of the twentieth century. On the one hand, the advancement of technology with mass
        production and mass consumption seemed to have relieved the working class from economic and mental poverty. On
        the other hand, however, technology made bureaucratic control and the manipulation of the masses possible. The
        working class, who should have become the political subject, were at the same time made into a political object
        – Matsushita called such a situation ‘alienation in mass society’:
      


      
        
          Indeed, it is necessary to pay attention to the double dehumanisation of capitalistic alienation (through
          making labor power a commodity) and alienation in mass society (bureaucratic control and the manipulation of
          the masses). That is, to render the working class to <the masses> does not mean to that the class
          relationship itself has been overcome but only that it has changed its existential form.
        


        
          (Matsushita, 1969: 57)
        

      


      
        Matsushita posed this double alienation in order to criticise both ‘the simple reduction of the specifically
        contemporary alienation of mass society to capitalistic alienation in general’ and ‘the tendency to lose sight
        of basic capitalistic alienation by only seeing the current actuality of bureaucratic control and the
        manipulation of the masses’ (Matsushita, 1969: 297). Also, Matsushita refused to regard political apathy or
        irrationality, which were often discussed in the pathological analyses of mass society in Europe and America,
        as substantial attributes that were peculiar to <the masses>. For him, mass society was brought about
        through the manipulation and domestication of the working class by the dominant political regime. Therefore, to
        grasp the problems of <the masses> involved criticising the political regime (Matsushita, 1969: 29).
      


      
        Matsushita’s explanation of ‘mass nationalism’ was that the proletarianised <masses> (as he defined it)
        became political subjects who were constituent of the nation-state with universal suffrage, and at the same
        time, ‘national identification’ was also cultivated by national popular culture by means of advances in
        technology. National identification penetrated deeply and spread among the working class through compulsory
        education or by means of national symbols, such as national anthems, flags and so on
        (Matsushita, 1969: 86). However, the consequence of ‘mass democracy’ was not the activation but the
        passivisation of the working class, and in this sense, universal suffrage brought about the
        spontaneous self-domestication of the class. Moreover, with the development of the welfare state, ‘socialism
        that had been opposed to the state changed into socialism which could be realised by the state’ (Matsushita,
        1969: 22). Therefore, Matsushita said, the working class was no longer the deprived segment of humanity without
        a motherland, but rather it became ‘<the masses> which were emancipated by universal suffrage as the
        political subject within the state, which enjoyed national popular culture, whose lives were made secure
        nationally, and which had national allegiance’ (Matsushita, 1969: 87). Matsushita’s ‘mass nationalism’ referred
        to this change in form of the working class as a ‘nation’ which had a motherland.
      


      
        Furthermore, Matsushita said that the political regime ‘the state of the masses’ by ‘mass nationalism’ was
        completed through imperialist war at the stage of monopoly capitalism. That is, what enabled ‘total war’ to
        mobilise all material resources and manpower was the fact that <the masses> did not have ‘class
        consciousness’ but rather ‘national allegiance’. Nationalism, which was used to mobilise the masses/people for
        the crisis of war, was mass manipulation by the dominant political regime, and it was ‘the penetration of the
        logic of the political regime’ into the working class (Matsushita, 1969: 87). According to Matsushita, to say
        that the welfare state was ‘the motherland’ of the working class was an illusion. Monopoly capital reigned over
        the welfare state and social democracy, and the working class did not win political rule, contrary to the
        pseudo-subjectivity of <the masses> (Matsushita, 1969: 22–4). At this stage, socialism split into two
        factions. Socialism was nationalised by the formation of social democracy as ‘the socialism that could be
        realised by the state, parliamentary and patriotic socialism’, and therefore ‘the uniting of working men of all
        countries’ was betrayed in favour of the defence of their motherland in the First World War (Matsushita, 1969:
        87–8). Then the Comintern-type of communism, which rejected social democracy, regarding it as ‘social
        patriotism’, fatefully appeared (Matsushita, 1969: 85).
      


      
        This was the theory of mass society developed by Matsushita. He persistently used Marx’s framework as the
        theory of industrial society. Matsushita’s conception of double alienation, ‘capitalistic alienation’ and
        ‘alienation in mass society’, shows that he was critical of both Western mass society theories that stressed a
        classless society and of dogmatic Marxism that merely insisted on class conflict. Matsushita’s mass society
        theory was an attempt at a comprehensive political and social theory of ‘contemporary society’ and its double
        alienation.
      

    


    
      Socialism as society-ism: ‘the Lockean Marx’


      
        Matsushita’s mass society theory was based on his study in the early 1950s of John Locke. In his arguments on
        mass society the intention was not to show how outdated Marxist class theory was, but to
        make clear why the characteristics of the political and social theories of the twentieth century (the
        ‘contemporary’) differed from those of the nineteenth century (the ‘modern’). Now let us look at how Matsushita
        understood the nature of modern political theory up through the nineteenth century, which he called ‘civic
        political theory’, and its transformation in the twentieth century. The point to be made clear here is that
        Matsushita regarded Marx’s theory and socialist thought as a successor to civic political theory; that is,
        Marxism was the civic political theory of industrial society or of the stage of industrial capitalism.
      


      
        What Matsushita called ‘civic political theory’ was the dominant theory during the age of industrial capitalism
        in England in the nineteenth century; the origin of this theory was Locke’s political theory in the seventeenth
        century. Matsushita found that civic political theory had a particular theoretical structure: its central
        value was the ‘liberty’ of the ‘individual’; and its theoretical frame was ‘power versus liberty’
        or ‘the state versus the individual’. For Matsushita, to theorise about the relation between power and liberty
        by starting from the notion of individual liberty was ‘theorizing modernity’; and it was Locke who established
        modern theory in this sense, because his social contract conceived of civil (or political) society as a free
        association among individuals. This civil society was different from Thomas Hobbes’ absolutist Leviathan,
        constructed through the transfer of each individual’s natural right to govern himself. The Lockean concept of
        civil society was the model for Matsushita’s conception of civil society as an association of free, equal and
        independent individuals (Matsushita, 1956: 160–2).
      


      
        And, for Matsushita, Marx also shared the same conception of civil society. Matsushita argued that in Britain
        civic political theory after Locke developed through the Scottish Enlightenment and Jeremy Bentham (Matsushita,
        1959: ch. 5), and that political theory then had to deal with the rise of the working class under the
        development of industrial capitalism (Matsushita, 1959: 417). He understood the rise of socialism as follows:
      


      
        
          [I]t became clear that the ‘liberty’ of the universal ‘individual’ substantially meant the ‘liberty’
          of the bourgeois ‘class’. Then, the class-nature of the ‘individual’ was revealed, and the movement
          of ‘socialism’ attempted to turn the ‘liberty’ that alienated the proletarian ‘class’ into the ‘liberty’ of
          the truly universal ‘individual’.
        


        
          (Matsushita, 1959: 418)
        

      


      
        Then Matsushita attempted to situate Marx’s Manifesto of the Communist Party as the ultimate
        completion of socialist thought, and here is another unique quality in his understanding of modern Western
        political theory: he read Marx’s theory as a conception of proletarian civil society in industrial society over
        against bourgeois civil society. Matsushita asserted that what was remarkable was the fact that socialist
        thought ‘inherited the theoretical frame of the antinomy of the “state” versus the “individual” from civic
        political theory’ (Matsushita, 1959: 418). In other words, Marx set up an antinomy between the bourgeois state
        and the proletarian individual, instead of an antinomy between the state and the individual.
      


      
        This point is important, so let us quote from his text:
      


      
        
          [In Marx’s theory] the antinomy of absolutist ‘state’ versus civic ‘individual’ in classical civic political
          theory turned to bourgeois ‘state’ versus the proletarian ‘individual’, through interpolating the medium of
          ‘class’ between the ‘state’ and the ‘individual’…. Socialist movements in general derived from civic
          political theory: the notion of the ‘individual’ that is opposed to the ‘state’, and also the notion of
          ‘civil society’ as the free association of ‘individuals’. The Lockean revolutionary problematic of civic
          political theory, that is, the ‘state’ versus the ‘individual’ (or civil society), reappeared in socialist
          theory.
        


        
          (Matsushita, 1959: 418)
        

      


      
        And he used the term ‘society-ism’ to describe the inheritance of the notion of ‘civil society’ as a free
        association of individuals from civic political theory to socialist thought.
      


      
        
          Marx’s image of communist society was ‘civil society’ as the association of ‘free individuals’, which would
          be realised through the Aufheben of the bourgeois ‘state’ by the proletarian ‘class’.
        


        
          ‘In place of the old bourgeois society with its classes and class conflicts there will be an association in
          which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all’.
        


        
          (Manifesto of the Communist Party)
        

      


      
        What we can see here is the harmony of ‘free individuals’ in ‘civil society’ as a free association. ‘Socialism’
        was indeed a legitimate successor of ‘society-ism’ (Matsushita, 1959: 418–19).
      


      
        Matsushita did not define his concept of ‘society-ism’ clearly, but we can understand it as the idea of
        ‘civil society’ or the free association of individuals. For him, utopian socialist thought, which marked
        the transition from bourgeois civic political theory to socialist theory, was society-ism rather than
        socialism. It merely intended to expand quantitatively the subject of ‘civil society’ from the
        bourgeoisie to the working class. Marx, on the contrary, ‘raised the destruction of bourgeois “civil society”
        or the bourgeois “state” by the proletarian “class” which was generated from the production of modern
        industrial capitalism. Socialism therefore pursued the qualitative transformation of a bourgeois to a
        proletarian civil society’ (Matsushita, 1959: 419). Here, Matsushita understood Marx as a theorist of
        ‘proletarian civil society’ in industrial society. This is the core idea of Matsushita’s political theory that
        was often called the ‘Lockean Marx’.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        Matsushita believed that ‘modern’ civic political theory, continuing from the seventeenth to nineteenth
        centuries and running from Locke to Marx, could not help transforming itself into mass society theory in the
        ‘contemporary’ age of the twentieth century. That is, political and social theory had to theorise about social
        change from the ‘civil society’ of industrial capitalism in the nineteenth century to the ‘mass society’ of
        monopoly capitalism in the twentieth century. In mass society, the individual was no longer independent and
        autonomous but atomised and organised, and the power of the bureaucratic state came to be maximised while that
        of the individual was minimised. At this stage the form of proletariat became <taish[image: Image] (the masses)> and faced a dual alienation – capitalistic
        alienation (turning labour into a commodity) and alienation in mass society (bureaucratic control and the
        manipulation of the masses).
      


      
        Matsushita rejected both a dogmatic Marxism that merely repeats the ideology of class struggle and does not
        attempt to theorise about mass society, and also some kinds of Western mass society theories that, on the
        contrary, ignore capitalistic class relationships. He conceived his socialism as ‘society-ism’ in order to
        overcome this double alienation: socialism that does not reject liberal democracy but rather champions formal
        democracy as opposed to fascism, and a democracy that would empower people who are otherwise still
        substantially dominated by the state and by the powers of capitalism. It can be said that his idea of socialism
        or ‘society-ism’ was a conception of ‘res publica’ in the age of mass society.
      


      
        While Matsushita’s studies of political theory during the 1950s were the foundation and preparation for his
        conception of civil society, his studies and discussions in the 1960s and afterwards represent the application
        of his conception to the political, social and intellectual context of post-war Japan. Though it is impossible
        here to discuss the development of his theory after the 1960s, it is true that Matsushita’s mass society theory
        remained the basic paradigm of his political theory. It can be said that his paradigm included the notion of
        ‘citizenship’ in the sense of the constitution of ‘res publica’ as the public sphere and people’s
        participation in it, and also the criticism of privatisation voiced by Japanese people in post-war democracy.
        His paradigm included the notion of ‘self-determination’ as a principle of voluntary participation and
        self-government, a notion that criticised the traditional authoritarian and hence passive nature of Japanese
        people.3
      


      
        Matsushita’s theory is unique as mass society theory and is a legacy of post-war Japanese political studies to
        be reread and revaluated when Japanese political students think about the further democratisation of Japan.
        Matsushita’s theory also represents a legacy of twentieth-century democratic theory to be reconsidered when we
        argue about the relation between socialism and democracy, between mass society and civil society, and between
        mass democracy and radical democracy.
      

    


    
      Notes


      
        

        
          1 The earlier, much longer version of this chapter was presented at the 102nd Annual Meeting of the American
          Political Science Association in Philadelphia, USA, on 2 September 2006. This chapter was originally
          extracted and edited from Yamada (2006).
        


        
          2 In Yamada (2006: ch. 7) I attempted to compare Matsushita’s theory with the idea of double democratisation
          of both the state and civil society by John Keane and David Held in the 1980s, as well as the idea of
          Norberto Bobbio’s ‘liberal socialism’; cf. Bobbio (1987a, 1987b); Held (1989, 1996); Keane (1988).
        


        
          3 In Yamada (2006: ch. 6) I attempted to examine fully Matsushita’s political theory which has been
          elaborated since the 1960s.
        

      

    


    
      References


      
        Arendt, H. (1951) The Origins of Totalitarianism. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World.
      


      
        Bobbio, N. (1987a) Which Socialism? Marxism, Socialism and Democracy. Cambridge: Polity.
      


      
        Bobbio, N. (1987b) The Future of Democracy. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
      


      
        Held, D. (1989) Political Theory and the Modern State. Cambridge: Polity Press.
      


      
        Held, D. (1996) Models of Democracy, 2nd edn. Cambridge: Polity.
      


      
        Keane, J. (1988) Democracy and Civil Society. London: Verso.
      


      
        Kornhauser, W. (1959) The Politics of Mass Society. Glencoe, IL: Free Press.
      


      
        Lederer, E. (1940) State of the Masses: The Threat of the Classless Society. New York: W.W. Norton.
      


      
        Matsushita, K. (1956) Sh[image: Image]dan Kannen no Keisei to Shimin
        Seiji Riron no K[image: Image]z[image: Image]Tenkan (1) [The Formulation of the Idea of Group and the Structural
        Transformation of Civic Political Theory: Part 1], H[image: Image]gaku Shirin [Review of Law and Political Sciences], 53 (3/4), H[image: Image]sei University, pp. 131–73.
      


      
        Matsushita, K. (1959) Shimin Seiji Riron no Keisei [The Foundation of Civic Political
        Theory]. Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten.
      


      
        Matsushita, K. (1969) Gendai Seiji no J[image: Image]ken
        [Conditions of Contemporary Politics], expanded edn. Tokyo: Ch[image: Image][image: Image]-K[image: Image]ron Sha.
      


      
        Neumann, S. (1942) Permanent Revolution: The Total State in a World at War. New York: Harper.
      


      
        Yamada, R. (2006) Democracy and Mass Society: A Japanese Debate. Tokyo: Gakujutsu Shuppankai.
      

    

  


  
    

    6
    

    Challenging democratic governance


    
      The impact of globalisation on the territorial and temporal sovereignty of the state and the capacities of civil
      society1
    


    
      Bob Jessop
    


    
      This chapter focuses on the impact of globalisation on the national state and civil society and its implications
      for democratic governance. It is important to note at the outset that globalisation is not some kind of fateful,
      inevitable force of nature that impinges on the state and state system and civil society from outside, without
      having been promoted in many respects by certain economic and political forces (often through the active
      encouragement or passive activities of one or more states) and/or realised through individual or group decisions
      in civil society at scales ranging from the local to the global. It is also important to note that the criteria
      chosen for assessing the impact of globalisation on democratic governance should not be anachronistic – a problem
      that can also be observed in recent debates on the European Union. Thus it would be wrong to take an idealised,
      nineteenth-century liberal representative democracy as the benchmark in an era when even national states are
      marked by growing authoritarian statism. That said, I will address the topic in three steps: first, indicate the
      complexities of globalisation; second, consider its impact on the state and civil society in the light of other
      changes occurring in these interconnected aspects of political and social order; and, third, address questions of
      democratic renewal. While my analysis will focus on globalisation and the transformation of the state and civil
      society, it will also raise broader issues of political economy, political ecology and governance failure. This
      leads eventually to some important questions about democratic governance and global solidarity and the
      prerequisites of a sustainable social and natural order.
    


    
      Globalisation


      
        Although globalisation has been related to changes in many different institutional orders associated with the
        extension and expansion of world society in an age of flows and ‘mobilities’, the centre of gravity of debates
        on globalisation and the state remains the process and impact of increasing world market integration. This
        highlights qualitative changes linked with the growing capacity of some fractions of capital to operate on a
        global scale in real time, but also disguises basic continuities with earlier waves of world market
        integration. The most recent wave is distinctive less for the tendential planetary reach of capitalism
        than for the enhanced speed of its linkages and their repercussions in real time. Indeed, much of the
        pressure that state managers claim to feel from globalisation has less to do with its spatial
        extension than with its temporal compression. For globalisation affects not only the territorial
        sovereignty of states (through the gap between world market integration and the still largely national
        architecture of many state apparatuses), but also their temporal sovereignty as a ‘runaway’ world undermines
        normal policy cycles. This loss of temporal sovereignty reduces the time available for determining and
        coordinating political responses to economic events and crises. Two responses have generally been privileged
        here:
      


      
        
          1 withdrawal from areas in which states are too slow to make a difference or would become overloaded if they
          tried to keep pace; and
        


        
          2 engagement in fast policy-making and the fast-tracking of policy implementation (cf. on the second aspect,
          Scheuerman, 2004).
        

      


      
        The first measure tends to privilege superfast and hypermobile international capital, and the second to
        privilege the executive over the legislature and the judiciary. Together they weaken the capacities for
        democratic control over economies because democracy takes time.
      


      
        That said, the many social forces and mechanisms generating globalisation always put pressure on
        particular forms of state with particular state capacities and liabilities, and with
        different unstable equilibria of forces. This requires serious engagement with the modalities of globalisation
        and with the specificities of state forms and political regimes. Blanket generalisations about globalisation
        and the state (or, again, civil society) are quite inappropriate. Both aspects must be explored carefully
        because different kinds of state favour different modalities of globalisation based on inherited modes of
        insertion into the world market and the recomposition of power blocs and class compromises. Likewise, the
        differential and uneven dynamic of globalisation has different impacts on metropolitan capitalist states,
        export-oriented developmental states, rentier oil states, post-colonial states, post-socialist states, etc.
        Considering so-called failed or rogue states, especially those with allegedly ‘weak’ civil societies, would add
        yet another dimension to any serious inquiry.
      


      
        These considerations exclude a zero-sum approach to the relation between world market and state power in terms
        of a singular emergent borderless flow-based economy operating in timeless time that is expanding at
        the expense of a plurality of traditional national territorial states operating as ‘power containers’ that
        control fixed territorial boundaries. The dynamic of the world market has crucial territorial as well as
        flow dimensions. Conversely, states are also ‘power connectors’, serving as nodes in a network of states and
        other political forces. Finally, world market integration intensifies competitive pressures on capital and labour as well as constraining state managers. In this sense, it modifies not only
        the balance of economic and political forces (including the relations between fractions of capital as well as
        capital–labour relations), but also the relation between market and state and the manner in which this is
        reflected in the transformation of the state and state policies.
      


      
        Given these qualifications and caveats, I now address the conventional view of globalisation and the state. The
        increasing integration of the world market underway by the 1980s and continuing thereafter, especially with the
        growing turn to neoliberalism on a world scale, made it harder for the economic and political forces organised
        through national states to act, as they did at the height of Atlantic Fordism, East Asian exportism or
        Latin American import substitution industrialisation, as if the state’s chief economic task were to advance and
        govern national economic performance. Claims that globalisation undermines the national state often
        take an idealised view of the post-war sovereign national territorial state in the ‘Anglosphere’ and/or Western
        Europe as their main reference point, and overlook the ways in which imperialism and colonialism had previously
        impacted on economic and political orders in the ‘South’ and/or ‘East’. They also neglect bilateral and
        multilateral policy coordination within various blocs, and the extent of superpower hegemony in various policy
        fields. Thus concern with globalisation and the national state can be seen in part as an initial ‘Northern’
        reaction to the ‘revenge’ of post-imperialist or post-colonial states (plus Japan), as ‘Eastern’ economies and
        their developmental states gain economic and political power in the world market and, later, to the efforts of
        economic and political forces in the ‘North’ to regain hegemony or at least dominance by pushing international
        economic regimes in a neoliberal direction. Before going further, however, it is important to distinguish
        between national states and nation-states.
      

    


    
      National states and nation-states


      
        The mainstream approach to globalisation and the state tends to conflate these two forms of modern organised
        political community. The national state is the classic ‘Westphalian state’, which is organised around a clearly
        demarcated territory and recognised by most other states as having juridico-political sovereignty in its own
        territory. The subjects of such states are subordinate to common laws and should, ideally, recognise the
        national state (and, perhaps, its lower tiers) as the legitimate authority within its sovereign territory. It
        took more than three centuries from the initial treaties inaugurating the Peace of Westphalia, signed in 1648,
        for the great majority of states to acquire this ‘classic’ form (Teschke, 2003) and not all contemporary states
        are full Westphalian states, whether because of inadequate state capacities and/or continued foreign
        intervention. Three types of nation-state can be identified:
      


      
        
          1 an ethno-national community (Volksnation), which rests on an – imagined – common ancestry,
          consanguinity, and ethnic identity (e.g. Germany);
        


        
          2 a Kulturnation based on a shared national culture that is often defined and actively promoted by
          the state itself (e.g. France); and
        


        
          3 a Staatsnation (civic nation) based on patriotic commitment to the constitution and to fellow
          citizens in a system of representative government (e.g. the United States) (see Table 6.1).
        

      


      
        These types may exist in relatively pure form, be combined in mutually reinforcing or contradictory ways, and
        may support or weaken national states. In all cases, nationhood typically institutionalises exclusion as well
        as inclusion, within or beyond the boundaries of the national state. National identities are also subject to
        gendering, ‘racialising’, and other identitarian divisions; and there are also important differences in terms
        of class relations and uneven national development.
      


      
        Even when approached in general terms rather than through concrete cases, the impact of globalisation on
        national territorial states is not the same as its impact on specific forms of nation-state. Yet conventional
        discussions of globalisation and the state in the anglophone literature often refer misleadingly to the
        nation-state rather than the national state and, furthermore, refer not to the national territorial state in
        general but to its post-war instantiations: these include the European states that were reconstructed after the
        Second World War, sometimes in the wake of de-colonisation (e.g. India); the post-colonial states that emerged
        following struggles for independence during the 1950s to 1970s; and the national states that emerged following
        the collapse of the Soviet bloc. This locates globalisation in a specific historical period and distracts
        attention from the forms of globalisation associated with territorial states subject to colonial occupation,
        imperial conquest, or economic penetration in earlier periods.
      


      
        Despite significant differences, these post-war national territorial states all tend to be organised in terms
        of national economies, national territorial states,
      


      
        Table 6.1 Typology of imagined political communities linked to
        nation-states
      


      
        nation-building efforts, and, in some cases, national welfare states. Examples include
        advanced West European, North American, and Australasian welfare states, Latin American import substitution
        states (whether authoritarian bureaucratic or military dictatorships), South Asian national states, East Asian
        developmental states based on export-led growth, or various national states in the Soviet bloc, seeking
        national self-determination after 1989. Concentrating on nation-states (especially those based on
        ethno-nationalism) or treating all national states as if they were pure nation-states, would divert attention
        from the more important issue of the future of national states in the twenty-first century, whatever their
        bases of nation-building. It would also pose problems in thinking about democratic renewal, highlighting one
        aspect of political rights (self-determination) at the expense of other kinds of rights and their integration
        into constitutional design.
      

    


    
      Three main trends in national states


      
        Mainstream discussion of globalisation and the state has employed, as noted above, a ‘Northern’ (even Western
        European) benchmark based on post-war conditions to highlight three trends that indicated a decline in the
        power of national states. These trends are not always caused by world market integration, but have often been
        treated as if they were. Mainstream discussion also tends to interpret them from a narrowly state-theoretical
        viewpoint, in which case they appear as threats to the territorial and temporal sovereignty of the national
        state and/or as responses to problems confronting the national state, considered as a distinct institutional
        ensemble with its own logic and interests. From a capital-and/ or class-theoretical perspective, however, they
        might appear as a means to re-articulate the economic and political moments of the capital relation in response
        to the advance of the world market (and, a fortiori, the generalisation and intensification of the
        contradictions and crisis-tendencies inherent in the capital relation); and/or as part of a broader drive by
        powerful class forces to reorganise the market–state relation to their advantage (notably, of course, in recent
        decades, in the interests of international financial capital and other transnational capitals).
      


      
        These are the three trends in the national territorial state. First, there is the tendential de-nationalisation
        of statehood. Specifically, whilst the national state retains a large measure of formal sovereignty rooted in
        the mutual recognition of national states and remains an important site for political struggles, its
        substantive capacities to project its power domestically (let alone abroad) have generally been decisively
        weakened by the shift towards more internationalised, flexible (but also regionalised) production systems and
        by the challenge posed by global ecological deterioration induced by human action (and inaction). This trend
        involves the ‘hollowing out’ of national states with old and new state capacities (including rule- and
        decision-making powers as well as the capacity to mobilise resources and penetrate society) being reorganised
        territorially and functionally on subnational, national, supra-national and trans-local levels. We find some
        state capacities increasingly transferred to a growing number of pan-regional,
        pluri-national or international bodies with a widening range of powers; others are devolved to restructured
        local or regional levels of governance in the national state; and yet others are being usurped by emerging
        horizontal networks of power – local and regional – which bypass central states and connect localities or
        regions in and across several nations. Paradoxically, this also extends the scope for the national state itself
        to mediate between the supra- and sub-national.
      


      
        Second, there is a general trend towards the de-statisation of politics based on a shift from the centrality of
        government to more decentralised forms of governance on various territorial scales and across various
        functional domains. Whilst the first general trend concerns the territorial dispersion of the national state’s
        activities, the second affects the functional reorganisation of state activities in the broader political
        system on whatever territorial scale it operates. It involves movement away from the primacy of official
        (typically national) state apparatuses towards the assumed need for quite varied forms (and levels) of
        partnership between official, parastatal and non-governmental organisations in the management of economic and
        social relations. It also involves a shift from the top-down hierarchical political organisation that is a
        formal characteristic of sovereign states to emphasis on promoting and/or steering the self-organisation of
        inter-organisational relations. In this expanding range of networks, partnerships and other models of economic
        and political governance, official apparatuses remain first among equals. For, although public money and law
        underpin their operation, other resources (such as private money, knowledge or expertise) would also be
        critical to the success of state projects. Hence the state’s involvement tends to be less hierarchical, less
        centralised and less dirigiste than in previous periods. Although this involves a loss of decisional
        and operational autonomy by state apparatuses (at whatever level), it could enhance their capacity to project
        state power and achieve state goals by mobilising knowledge and power resources from non-governmental
        stakeholders.
      


      
        Third, there is a general trend towards the internationalisation of policy regimes. On the one hand, there is
        the increased strategic significance of the international context of domestic state action and governance
        practices; and, on the other, the national state’s field of action for domestic purposes has expanded to
        include an extensive range of extra-territorial or transnational factors and processes. This dual strategic
        reorientation is reflected in many fields of state policy. For example, the prime object of economic and social
        intervention by national states has changed in almost all types of national state from well-balanced domestic
        performance of the ‘national economy’ to its ‘international competitiveness’ understood in very broad terms.
        This is associated with diverse policies to promote permanent innovation, an enterprise culture, and labour
        market flexibility as well as to subordinate social policy more generally to the ‘imperatives’ of international
        competition. Neoliberalism is only one empirical manifestation of this trend and its long-term effectiveness
        has not yet been proved superior to other approaches.
      

    


    
      Three main trends in civil society


      
        Given the concerns of this volume with civil society, it is worth asking whether there are comparable trends in
        this sphere. This is a problematic question on conceptual as well as empirical grounds, especially as there is
        no definition of civil society that corresponds to the territorial state. I find the concept of civil society
        especially troubling when it is defined as a specific institutional space with its own structured coherence. It
        is hard to separate ‘civil society’ fully from the economy (which is always socially embedded, although the
        forms of this embedding vary) and the state (defined by Gramsci, 1971, for example, as ‘political society +
        civil society’). This raises the question whether ‘civil society’ is an autonomous domain of social life with
        its own logic or comprises no more than a heterogeneous set of social relations that are not (yet) dominated by
        other institutional orders. Jürgen Habermas advances the former approach in identifying the democratic
        potential of the ‘public sphere’. In contrast, I see civil society as relatively formless – but argue that it
        is this very formlessness that makes it such a significant (if imaginary) stake in so many different struggles.
        Not only are there what Habermas calls ‘colonising’ attempts to penetrate civil society and subordinate it to
        the requirements of specific institutional orders (e.g. market, law, science, education, healthcare, politics,
        foreign or homeland security, etc.) but civil society also serves as a site of struggles to resist such
        colonisation in defence of identities and/or interests that lie outside and/or cross-cut the relevant
        institutional orders (e.g. in defence of class, gender, race, nationality, generation, stage in the
        life-course, citizenship, human rights, the natural environment). This makes ‘civil society’ an essentially
        contested space for representatives of very different types of interests, norms and values. It serves as a
        target for strategies to secure the dominance of particular institutional orders through expansion into this
        space; and as a reservoir of antagonistic ‘instincts’ (rooted in other identities) and social resources for
        resisting this.
      


      
        This said, what are we to make of the alleged resurgence, recovery, resistance or revenge of civil society on
        the market economy and/or national territorial states and of the countless calls from many quarters to promote
        a ‘global civil society’? The former trend is linked to the crisis of state socialism in the Soviet bloc and
        the initial construction of post-socialist societies; and the latter trend is evident in the heartlands of
        advanced capitalism as well as the ‘global South’. This does not entail that ‘civil society’ has become
        materially and social unified – let alone on a global scale. But it does indicate major changes in the
        ‘self-understanding’ and ‘self-description’ of societies that are reflected in the renewed discussions on
        ‘civil society’. In particular, growing structural and social complexity together with the processes of
        time-space distantiation and compression entailed in the development of world markets, global politics and
        world society have increased the significance of a growing plurality of values, identities and interests as
        means to cope with the disorienting effects of complexity by providing social anchoring and meaning.
      


      
        These changes can be linked to three trends in contemporary ‘civil society’ as defined above. First, just as a
        de-nationalisation of statehood is occurring relative to the heyday of the national
        territorial state – which occurred from 1945–80 and, indeed, even later in the case of post-Soviet states, we
        are witnessing the ‘de-nationalisation’ of civil society. This is reflected in the increased importance of
        cosmopolitanism, ‘tribalism’ (i.e. the rediscovery or sheer invention of primordial, affective identities at
        the expense both of liberal individualism and of civic loyalty to an ‘imagined’ national community), and
        expansion of diverse social movements that operate across national boundaries. Second, particularly in the
        ‘West’, where civil society had its firmest (albeit fragile) roots, several major changes have affected the
        principles and practices of civil society considered as a (residual) social sphere. These include rejection of
        class-based egalitarianism (with its associated redistributive politics); greater concern with empowerment or
        social inclusion (via measures to secure life-time access to participation in different institutional orders –
        for example, the promotion of employability, entitlement to essential legal services, life-time education in
        the ‘learning society’, subsidiarity in the political system, access to scientific assessment of individual and
        collective risks, etc.); growth in identity politics (with its emphasis on respect, authenticity and autonomy);
        and expansion of the so-called ‘third’ sector (operating outside both the pure market and the bureaucratic
        state). The first two trends are linked in contradictory ways both to more nationalist, populist and
        authoritarian discourses and to a more cosmopolitan, neoliberal demand for ‘more market, less state’ in a more
        open economy.
      


      
        Third, although national citizenship is still important in many established national states, there is
        increasing emphasis on (transnational) human rights that can be invoked even where an individual is not a
        citizen of a given state and/or where the state resists the enforcement of human rights by external agencies.
        In part the development of human rights is related to the globalisation of the legal system, the economy and
        the political system. But it also represents the development of a cosmopolitan ‘public sphere’ in which liberal
        principles can be extended beyond national boundaries and thereby challenge the bases of purely national
        citizenship and the rise (or reinvention) of liberal humanitarian intervention.
      

    


    
      Counter-trends and limitations


      
        Having considered recent trends in the reorganisation of the national state and civil society, I now comment on
        some important counter-trends and limitations. First, the tendential de-nationalisation of statehood is being
        countered by an increasing role for stronger national states in managing the transfer of old and new state
        capacities upwards, downwards and sideways. For individuals and organisations still expect that, however
        complex the real world may be and however global the world’s functional systems may become, there should
        somewhere be a social power (typically the state) capable of managing crises and securing social cohesion
        despite the tendencies towards uneven development that inevitably occur in a modern social formation.
        Paradoxically, the state is an interdependent part of a more complex system but is held responsible for that
        system’s overall performance. This paradox is reinforced by the residual significance of the national state as
        a focus of political loyalties. Indeed, national identities help to block the development of a supra-national
        state or global governance system with powers equivalent to those of national states. There are important
        asymmetries among national states in this regard with the United States seeking, especially since its rise to
        single superpower status and the broadening of its claims to exercise ‘extra-territorial’ power, to pursue
        something close to what Noam Chomsky calls a ‘single standard’, i.e. the principle that whatever is in the
        interests of the United States as currently perceived should be pursued and that no state, international
        organisation or set of foreign economic interests should be permitted to interfere with this (Chomsky, 2007;
        cf. Blum, 2001). Whether this makes the United States more effective internationally or intensifies the risks
        of ‘blowback’ is, of course, another matter (cf. Johnson, 2000, 2004, 2007). Nor is the United States alone in
        seeking to implement such a standard – it is simply better placed to do so.
      


      
        Second, while there is a steady shift from government to governance, there is a countervailing shift from
        government to meta-governance. This involves the role of states (especially, but not exclusively, national
        territorial states) in organising the framework for self-organising governance regimes. States’ control of
        organised coercion and their constitutional right to treat any activity as politically relevant tends to give
        them greater authority to engage in governmental, governance and meta-governance activities than any other
        organisations within their territory. Hence social relations are typically organised and conducted ‘in the
        shadow of [state] hierarchy’. Moreover, even when state managers try to reject responsibility for specific
        fields of action, social forces tend to hold the state responsible for the effects of withdrawal and to call
        for re-engagement in one form or another. The response may be renewed direct intervention by the state and/or
        modifications in attempts to modify the rules of the game and/or the balance of forces as the state seeks to
        organise self-government through its continuing role in meta-governance.
      


      
        Third, as international regimes grow more important across a widening range of policy and issue areas, local,
        regional, national and supra-national states engage in increasing struggles over the form and content of such
        regimes and the extent and timing of their adoption and implementation in particular territorial states. This
        holds as much for the emerging global civil society as it does for formal economic and political regimes.
        Indeed, global civil society is becoming another terrain for inter-state struggles as well as for class
        hegemony.
      


      
        Fourth, the ‘de-nationalisation’ of civil society prompts state policies to deal with the challenges to many of
        the traditional bases of national citizenship and mutual solidarity that arise from multi-ethnicity,
        multiculturalism and divided political loyalties – whether these latter features stem from or are inherited
        from the earlier stages of state formation or are the product of more recent regional or global shifts in
        population and/or from other economic, political and socio-cultural transformations. This is where the issue of
        national identities and global civil society begins to emerge – whether in terms of their potential opposition
        or reconciliation. For example, growing individualism weakens national identity; a ‘melting
        pot society’ may also do so, but, in states like the United States, it could also reinforce identification with
        the Staatsnation and promote patriotism; multi-ethnicity is potentially threatening to the
        Volksnation; multiculturalism could weaken the Kulturnation or reinforce identification with
        global civil society; cosmopolitanism and nested political loyalties may promote identification with
        supra-national regimes (e.g. the European Union); and, when tied to plural identities, cosmopolitanism may
        promote global civil society.
      


      
        Fifth, ‘civil society’ comprises a heterogeneous set of institutional orders, many of which are operationally
        autonomous and structurally resistant to control from outside – whether through top-down command or through
        horizontal networking. It is also the site of identities and interests that are not grounded in any specific
        institutional order but cross-cut them by virtue of their relationship to the experience and ‘life-world’ of
        whole persons. Indeed, people with multiple roles and complex personal identities and, in addition, complex
        multifunctional organisations often attempt to integrate their personal and organisational lives by retaining
        autonomy and resisting state intervention. This is where demands for empowerment and capacity-building become
        relevant. But identity politics and empowerment could become just another opportunity for capital to
        appropriate more flexible labour power, to commodify other institutional orders, to restructure consumption
        even as its tendencies towards economic polarisation continue on a global scale, to seek legitimacy through the
        domestication of calls for corporate social responsibility, and so forth. This would limit attempts to ensure
        the inclusion of all citizens within each order.
      


      
        Sixth, the promotion of human rights by transnational social movements and parts of the legal profession is
        still best seen as a secondary rather than a dominant feature of political and social organisation.
        Humanitarian intervention risks becoming another means of inter-state conflict with the rationale, timing,
        extent and purposes of such intervention being contested and the incidence of intervention explained more in
        terms of reasons of state than universal principles.
      

    


    
      A new form of civil society?


      
        Some of the counter-tendencies that prevent a complete de-statisation of politics in favour of market forces
        and/or civil society and that prevent a complete ‘governmentalisation’ (state absorption) of the economy and
        civil society could also enable a partial transcendence of the opposition between state and civil society or, a
        fortiori, between a plurality of national states and an emergent global civil society. Here I would
        particularly identify:
      


      
        
          1 the decomposition of different forms of national identity associated with nation-states, which creates the
          space for transnational and/or cosmopolitan identities as well as for localist, ‘tribal’ or other
          particularisms; and
        


        
          2 the continuing importance of state power, in the sense of state capacities and strategic resources rather
          than formal territorial sovereignty, for the realisation of major objectives of the social forces active in
          an emerging global civil society.
        

      


      
        What brings these two factors together is ‘meta-governance’, i.e. the organisation of the conditions for
        self-organisation and the reflexive search for the appropriate balance between different modes of coordination
        in achieving global economic, political, social and cultural objectives.
      


      
        In this context, ‘global civil society’ would have a dual significance. First, it would develop as a ‘public
        sphere’ based on dialogue not only among individuals but also among organisations or associations as
        representatives of a wide range of personal, inter-personal, organisational, inter-organisational, systemic and
        inter-systemic interests. The development and expansion of social forums, either independently of or in
        parallel with inter-governmental or business forums, illustrates this. Such forums could be seen as a new form
        of associational democracy with its own autonomous logic based on dialogue in the context of solidarity. As
        such they would provide crucial transversal networking mechanisms among social movements on different scales
        with a view to building new forms of transnational solidarity. Their aim would not be to replace all forms of
        coordination through the market (though emphasis would go to fair trade rather than free trade) and/or through
        statal and other hierarchical organisations. Instead they would aim to provide forums for shaping the
        appropriate balance among different coordination mechanisms and to provide flanking and supporting devices for
        solidaristic initiatives. Thus the overall challenge is to connect particular local struggles, generalise them,
        and link them to a universal project of socio-ecological transformation, against the socially and ecologically
        destructive universalisation of a globalising neoliberal capitalism as the regulator of society and nature (cf.
        Albo, 2007). As such it would also be grounded in the heterogeneity of social relations and the openness of a
        space for dialogue, subject to agreed rules for participation in that dialogue.
      


      
        Second, it would be crucial for the emerging global civil society to have the resources, capacities and
        collective will to resist hegemonisation, domination or colonisation by the institutional logics associated
        with one particular functional system (e.g. the profit-oriented, market-mediated logic of the capitalist
        economy, the authority of science, the fetishism of law, the prioritisation of military security) or by the
        power interests of one superpower or bloc of states. Only then could it serve as a space for dialogue between
        different systemic and organisational logics with a view to developing mutual understandings and sustain
        negative and positive coordination among different organisations and systems. This dialogue might lead to
        consensus on hegemonic values, axial principles of societalisation and procedural roles for system integration
        and social cohesion without the need for an increasingly impossible top-down government or blind co-evolution
        of anarchic market forces.
      


      
        What practical principles might underpin the development of this kind of global civil society? First,
        disregarding questions about specific fields and scales of government or governance, four factors affect the
        capacity to build effective self-reflexive government or governance mechanisms of the kind
        that a global civil society needs:
      


      
        
          • Simplifying models and practices that reduce the complexity of the world but are still congruent with real
          world processes and their governance.
        


        
          • Developing the capacity for dynamic interactive learning about various causal processes and forms of
          interdependence, attributions of responsibility and capacity for actions, and possibilities of coordination
          in a turbulent world.
        


        
          • Building methods for coordinating actions among different social forces with different identities,
          interests and meaning systems, over different spatio-temporal horizons, and over different domains of action.
          This depends on self-reflexive self-organisation to sustain exchange, negotiation, hierarchy or solidarity as
          well as on the specific nature of the coordination problems engendered by operating on different scales and
          over different time horizons.
        


        
          • Establishing both a common worldview for individual action and a system of meta-governance to stabilise key
          players’ orientations, expectations and rules of conduct. This allows for a more systematic review and
          assessment of problems and potentials, of resource availability and requirements, and the framework for
          continued commitment to negative and positive coordination.
        

      


      
        Presented in these terms, it might seem that these are purely technical matters that can be left to relevant
        ‘experts’ or the ‘leading’ states as the final arbiters of good governance issues. Effective decision-making
        involves not only institutional design but also ‘cultural’ governance. Whereas there has been much interest in
        issues of institutional design appropriate to different objects of governance, less attention has been paid to
        the reform of the subjects of governance. This poses basic questions not only about institutional compatibility
        of different modes of governance in a global governance regime but also about the complementarity among the
        individual and collective capacities and individual and collective orientations needed to sustain them. I
        address this in terms of democratic renewal and ‘romantic public irony’.
      

    


    
      Democratic renewal


      
        Representative democracy involves a plebiscite of a state’s citizens to elect deputies who will make decisions
        on their behalf. It is premised on the relation between individual citizens and territorial states based on the
        rule of law. The ruler–ruled relation always tends towards oligarchy and representative democracies are no
        exception. ‘Natural parties of government’ insert themselves into this space to reconcile the formal logic of
        electoral majorities with the substantive logic of the effective exercise of state power. Moreover, while
        representative democracy enables responsibility to be formally attributed to named officials and bodies and to
        change those held accountable in this way, it does not follow that actual political responsibility is located
        at specific points or with specific persons. Power circulates through wider and more complex sets of social
        relations both within and beyond the state and these circuits become increasingly complex in a period of
        globalisation affecting many different institutional orders and social worlds. There is typically a chaotic
        multiplicity of directly political and politically-relevant networks in which effective political
        responsibility is impossible to locate, even if it can be said to exist. At most, then, loss of office (or its
        threat) may encourage other political agents to take greater account of public opinion and political
        legitimacy; at worst it may lead to a cynical symbolic politics to hold on to power and a shift to more
        authoritarian forms of government, governance and meta-governance.
      


      
        Complicating these issues further is the growing disjunction in an increasingly integrated global economy
        between the formal structures of political power in sovereign states and transnational circuits of power. Yet,
        with the development of world society, national states (plus supra-national states like the EU) may become even
        more important addressees of political communications. This does not mean that national states can effectively
        exercise power because growing complexity makes it harder for any state to exercise effective power. If
        representative democracy is based on territorial representation, it is rendered problematic by the
        relativisation of scale (the loss of primacy of the national scale), by de- and re-territorialisation (the
        territorial re-scaling of government powers and authorities), the resulting increase in variable geometries and
        tangled hierarchies of political power (the loss of territorial congruence and/or of neatly nested hierarchies
        of power across a growing range of fields of government action), and the challenge to many of the traditional
        bases of national citizenship and mutual solidarity in some national states that come from multi-ethnicity,
        multiculturalism and divided political loyalties. It is also rendered harder by the growing complexity of the
        tasks that hierarchical, sovereign states are expected to resolve through the traditional means of imperative
        coordination. Given ever-increasing interdependence among functionally differentiated systems with their own
        operational codes, logics of appropriateness, temporalities, spatialities, etc., it becomes harder for one
        system (even the state as the core of the political system) to control the operations of other systems from
        outside and above. This is an important factor, as we have seen, behind the shift to governance.
      


      
        Representative democracy can also rest on inclusion within a system of indirect functional representation
        rather than on individual citizenship of a territorial state. Examples include syndicalism, corporativism,
        corporatism, the negotiated economy, and the ‘stakeholding society’. But indirect functional representation is
        made harder by more rapid and often unpredictable changes in the nature and relativities of the functional
        bases of representation (e.g. through sectoral shifts, occupational changes, the increased importance of the
        space of flows and mobilities at the expense of place-bound activities and relative fixities), the
        contestability of functional and institutional boundaries, uncertainty about relevant stakeholders, and
        problems of externalities. This explains why institutionalised and even constitutionalised
        forms of functional representation have given way to more flexible, informal social pacts and/or proliferation
        of short-term public–private partnerships and strategic alliances. This poses many issues around the
        legitimacy, inclusiveness and consistency of functional arrangements in and across different fields and scales
        of action as well as about the participation of social forces anchored in identities, interests and values that
        are not directly rooted in different functional systems (or, to put the same point differently, social forces
        anchored in civil society). To this we must add the more general problem of functional as well as territorial
        representation, namely, the potential division of interests between leaders and led (e.g. trade union leaders
        versus the rank-and-file members).
      


      
        Direct democracy faces even more difficulties. In its ideal form, in a decentralised world with adequately
        resourced and empowered local communities or other inclusive, self-organising bodies, local organs of direct
        democracy would propose, ratify and implement policies in a complex system of self-management, taking account
        as far as possible of the repercussions of their decisions on legitimate interests beyond the borders of their
        respective local communities. But even in these conditions there are real risks of parochialism, more or less
        subtle forms of discrimination and social exclusion, and neglect of externalities. With growing complexity,
        increasing inequality in local resources and capacities, these problems and threats become even greater. In
        addition, the general problems of securing legitimacy, inclusiveness and consistency characteristic of an
        increasingly fragmented and disjointed system of indirect functional representation are reinforced in the case
        of direct democracy. This is why some theorists suggest that the difficulties of coordinating dispersed and
        fragmented democratic organs at the base should be resolved by linking them organically to representative
        democracy. Thus the superordinate tier of government would be responsible for ensuring adequate resources and
        capacities at lower tiers and also provide the framework for mutual communication and collective intelligence
        about the interdependencies and indirect interactions between decisions and policies on these lower tiers. With
        appropriate forms of subsidiarity and an overall commitment to norms of fairness and justice and an open public
        sphere, representative government bodies would provide a framework to elaborate a national-popular will that
        transcends particular interests. In this sense parliamentary institutions would remain the principal site for
        elaborating national-popular hegemony around democratic projects.
      


      
        An alternative is associational democracy (Hirst, 1994), with its proposals for a multi-scalar, mixed
        constitution based on twin territorial and functional legislative chambers and a complex, competitive and
        overlapping series of democratically organised associations that produce and/or deliver goods and services
        within a clearly defined meta-governance framework. Hirst’s model of associationalism rests on voluntary
        associations that compete for members (and, in some cases, partial public funding) in providing economic,
        welfare and political services. These associations would be accountable to key stakeholders – including
        suppliers, consumers and ‘neighbours’ as well as their own workers and managers – and be
        subject to definite (but not over-detailed) legal regulation and wide-ranging audit. Although there would
        obviously be wide scope for transnational as well as highly local associations, these would all operate within
        a context of democratically accountable (national) states that would each act as an ‘association of
        associations’ for a given national territory – being charged in particular with the tasks of constitutional
        design, the ‘governance of governance’, and the guarantee of basic freedoms, a minimum income and basic social
        benefits. Finally the national state (as well as all other associations) would operate in the context of free
        and open communication – a feature that Hirst regards as the most important guarantee of democratic
        accountability and certainly more important than infrequent plebiscitary elections.
      


      
        Even if we ignore the inevitable selectivities in the elaboration of national-popular and/or associationalist
        projects, which always marginalise or exclude some interests, such ‘mixed constitutions’ become harder to
        maintain when the bases of effective territorial representation are also under threat. One solution is to focus
        less on the mechanisms through which political rulers in specific national states are elected, appointed and
        held accountable and more on the mechanisms that would enable a plurality of demoi to play an active
        role in decision-making and the holding of decision-makers to account, whether elected or appointed. To prevent
        this plurality degenerating into a series of blockages and stalemates, however, mechanisms are also needed to
        constitute an active ‘people’ that comprises more than:
      


      
        
          1 the sum of individual electors casting their legitimating votes in infrequent elections (whether for
          parliamentary assemblies or voluntary associations); and/or
        


        
          2 a disorganised plurality of competing interests and local economic and political organs (without means of
          open communication, negotiation and negative coordination).
        

      

    


    
      Romantic public irony


      
        There are many recommendations for institutional design for good governance, and, as experience shows, they are
        not only heavily contested but also prone to failure when adopted. This poses a key question about how to
        proceed in the face of failure. Four basic reactions to the failure are fatalistic or stoical resignation,
        denial and cynical opportunism. The fatalist concludes that nothing can be achieved and therefore makes no
        effort. The stoic recognises that failure is likely but goes through the motions in ritualistic fashion. Others
        deny that failure has occurred, continually moving the ‘goalposts’ and engaging in spin. Others again seek to
        ensure that they ‘cash in’ before the failure becomes evident, leaving others to pick up the losses. A fifth
        approach, recommended here, is romantic public irony. An ironist must simplify a complex, contradictory and
        changing reality to be able to act – knowing that such necessary simplifications also distort reality and,
        worse, can generate failure. A romantic public ironist also acts on the assumption that success may be possible
        – thereby ‘thinking one thing and doing another’. Moreover, given that she cannot guarantee success, the
        romantic public ironist can at least choose her mode of failure. But she should choose wisely, adopting a mode
        of governance that will minimise the likelihood of failure (see Box 6.1). A wise choice rejects the anarchy of the market or the top-down
        command of more or less unaccountable rulers in favour of self-organisation, mobilising the collective
        intelligence of stakeholders and other relevant partners in a form of participatory democracy. Thus, in
        contrast to cynics, ironists seek to involve others in policy-making, not for manipulative purposes but to
        promote conditions for negotiated consent and self-reflexive learning. Self-reflexive and participatory forms
        of governance are crucial means of defining the objectives as well as objects of governance and help to secure
        these objectives by reinforcing motivation and mobilising capacities for self-reflection, self-regulation and
        self-correction. This does not exclude resort to the anarchy of exchange or the hierarchy of formal
        organisation as part of an appropriate repertoire of modes of coordination that are available to respond to
        signs of failure. But it does stipulate that public romantic irony is the most appropriate mechanism for
        working out the best modes of governance in particular situations and deciding when collibration is required.
        Other modes of coordination are subordinated to the logic of participatory governance in the interests of
        balancing efficiency, effectiveness and democratic accountability. In this context, of course, slowing down the
        speed of capital accumulation at a global scale is a prerequisite for expanding democracy. This is where
        proposals to create relative political time by slowing the circuits of ‘fast capitalism’ have provoked vehement
        opposition (especially on the part of financial capital to the proposal of a Tobin tax). Similar problems occur
        in relation to the speed of climate change, the approach of peak oil and other environmental constraints, and
        questions of the worsening food and water shortages linked to the interrelated logics of industrialisation and
        capital accumulation.
      


      
        The adoption of romantic public irony as an approach is a counsel of perfection. It represents a form of
        Pascalian wager – a bet on the possibility of finding collective and democratic solutions to apparently
        insoluble problems. The chances of success are enhanced if three conditions are met:
      


      
        
          1 A flexible repertoire (requisite variety) of responses is maintained in order to be able to alter
          strategies and select those that work. Complexity excludes simple governance solutions and effective
          governance often requires a combination of mechanisms oriented to different scales, different temporal
          horizons, etc., oriented to the object to be governed. Strategies and tactics can be combined to reduce the
          likelihood of failure and to modify their balance as appropriate in the face of governance failure and
          turbulence in the policy environment.
        


        
          2 There is continuing reflection on what would be an acceptable outcome in the case of incomplete success, on
          the implications of inadequacies in the market, government and governance, and on the extent to which current
          actions are producing desired outcomes. This involves the monitoring of mechanisms to
          check for problems, resort to collibrating mechanisms to modulate the coordination mix, and the reflexive,
          negotiated re-evaluation of objectives. It requires monitoring mechanisms, modulating mechanisms and a
          willingness to re-evaluate objectives. And it requires learning about how to learn reflexively. There is a
          general danger of infinite regress here, of course; but this can be limited provided that reflexivity is
          combined with the other two principles.
        


        
          3 The participants in meta-governance recognise the likelihood of failure but proceed as if success were
          possible. The supreme irony in this context is that the need for irony holds not only for individual attempts
          at governance using individual governance mechanisms but also for the practice of metagovernance.
        

      


      
        
          Box 6.1 Romantic public irony
        


        
          
            • Expect failure, act as if you intend to succeed
          


          
            • If you are bound to fail in meta-governance, choose your mode of failure
          


          
            • Choose to fail wisely, i.e. together, through participation and dialogue
          


          
            • This will reduce the chances of failure!
          

        

      


      
        These three principles are valid not only for the powerful but also for the powerless. Indeed, Karl Deutsch
        suggested that power can be defined as ‘the ability to afford not to learn from mistakes’ (1963: 21). It
        follows that the powerless need to be more circumspect, reflexive and capable of learning – for seizing even
        temporary advantages certainly depends on reflexivity and learning. This is powerfully conveyed by Laura
        Balbo’s homely metaphor of the ‘patchwork’ continually performed by women in mixing different resources and
        strategies in their attempts to suture fragile social networks together (Balbo, 1988). There are innumerable
        examples of the importance of requisite variety and reflexivity in the everyday survival strategies and tactics
        of resistance among the poor, deprived, underprivileged and oppressed in peasant communities, informal urban
        settlements, marginalised sectors, networks of the weak, and so on (see Chatterjee, 2004; Hobsbawm, 1959;
        Scott, 1985). And, if the powerless are not to retreat into fatalistic escape, stoic acceptance or cynical
        exploitation of their fellows, a healthy dose of romantic irony is especially vital. Choosing to fail
        democratically and collectively is their least bad option – it increases the chances of developing requisite
        variety, encourages mutual learning and reflexivity, and provides the basis for shared understandings of their
        material and social situation that will reduce the risks of failure.
      

    


    
      From political economy via political ecology to moral economy


      
        It is tempting to analyse the prospects for the development of an appropriate mix of representative,
        associational and direct democracy without regard to the broader context in which this must
        occur. But, disregarding the continuing propensity to conduct internal and external wars for (sometimes
        allegedly) extra-economic reasons, there remain a set of economic constraints rooted in the competitive,
        profit-oriented, market-mediated logic of the world market and the damaging, growth-oriented,
        resource-intensive logic of ‘industrialism’ operating from local to planetary scales. The logic of capital
        accumulation, whether the dominant forces of production are purportedly ‘industrial’ or ‘post-industrial’,
        entails a competitive treadmill oriented to ever-increasing production of wealth in the form of a massive
        accumulation of commodities. This treadmill operates not only among firms but also clusters, regions and
        national states, and is one of the principal limits to the de-nationalisation of statehood and the harmonious
        internationalisation of policy regimes. In addition, the logic of industrialism is not suspended by the alleged
        (but still partial) transition to post-industrialism and, indeed, could never be fully suspended. For a wholly
        post-industrial society is impossible. Immaterial production continues to depend on material production and is
        usually integrated into broader circuits of production, distribution and consumption. Indeed, the shift to
        post-industrialism in advanced capitalist economies depends in part on the transfer of industrial production
        and its associated pollution elsewhere, modifying the ecological footprint of national economies and
        encouraging, in some cases, pollute-thyneighbour policies that are unsustainable for one earth. When an
        integrated world market and global ecosystem characterised by uneven development and growing ecological
        vulnerabilities are combined with many competing economic and political entities endowed with unequal strategic
        capacities and power, the prospects are virtually nil within the existing economic and political order for
        effective coordination to resolve market and state failures, environmental problems, economic inequalities and
        unequal access to opportunities for human flourishing. For the modes of economic and political calculation
        associated with profit-oriented, market-mediated accumulation and exclusive juridico-political sovereignties
        militate against the sacrifice and reciprocity required to overcome the problems generated by economic
        competition and political rivalries on a global scale. Cooperation within these logics is feasible where a
        positive-sum game can be played against other competitors and rivals where the costs of cooperation can also be
        deferred into the future and/or displaced onto others. But it is not possible within these logics in a global
        negative-sum game against nature.
      


      
        The sort of cooperation that I have in mind demands a radical break with these logics and joint moves towards
      


      
        
          1 economic solidarity and reciprocity oriented to the stewardship of nature and the flourishing of future
          generations on a global scale; and towards
        


        
          2 political subsidiarity and reciprocity oriented ‘to improving the conditions of the least advantaged’
          rather than entrenching existing inequalities and dependencies.
        

      


      
        While the second movement is reminiscent of John Rawls’ liberal theory of justice (Rawls, 1973), its
        articulation with economic solidarity, political subsidiarity and reciprocity gives it a
        very different meaning and implications. In this sense it is closer to another famous dictum – ‘from each
        according to his ability, to each according to his needs’ (Marx, [1875] 1974: 347) – but relates it to an even
        broader set of changes. In short, it is not enough to move from the critique of political economy to radical
        political ecology; a move is also required from political economy to a moral economy that puts at its centre a
        concern with human flourishing within a global community and with promoting reciprocal interdependence within a
        global ecology. And this can be achieved only through substantively asymmetrical rather than formally equal
        sacrifice.
      

    


    
      Note


      
        

        
          1 This chapter pulls together a mix of considered arguments presented in more detail in my other work and
          occasional thoughts presented at different workshops and conferences that remain largely unpublished in the
          scholarly literature. Representative of the first type of publication for present purposes are The Future
          of the Capitalist State (2002) and State Power: A Strategic-Relational Approach (2007). The
          conference literature is reflected in its most developed, but still provisional form, in a publication from a
          preparatory conference for the World Civic Forum, held in Seoul, Korea, November 2007, and a workshop on
          globalisation and civil society at Ritsumeikan University, Kyoto, Japan, March 2008 (see respectively, Jessop
          2008, 2009).
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    Civil society, democratic values and human rights


    
      Chantal Mouffe
    


    
      I personally do not find the notion of ‘civil society’ very useful, and I tend not to use it in my work. The
      problem with such a notion is that it is much too elusive. It has so many different and conflicting meanings that
      it has become almost completely indeterminate. First, it is used in very different ways in different geographical
      and cultural contexts, for instance in advanced Western societies, in ex-Eastern Europe and in the non-Western
      world. Second, in the West itself, it is used to refer to such different things that sometimes it is very
      difficult even to begin a fruitful discussion. One usually remains in the first stage which consists in trying to
      find basic agreement on the definition of what one is going to talk about.
    


    
      However, there is one thing on which all those who use the term agree: it is that civil society is a ‘good
      thing’. They all see it as a good thing, because, albeit in different ways, they envisage civil society as
      something which will bring back a series of economic, social or personal powers that have been taken away by the
      state. But when it comes to specifying the resources to which one can appeal in order to reassert the role of
      society against the state, the answers given differ so widely that, despite the agreement on the goodness of
      civil society, one has to conclude that there is no agreement in the use of the term. This means that if we
      follow Ludwig Wittgenstein in asserting that the meaning of a term is linked to its use, we are really in trouble
      when it comes to defining civil society.
    


    
      Faced with such a situation there is, in my view, no point in trying to decide what the term really means. Of
      course, each group or theorist proclaims that their definition is the correct one, and I do not see on what basis
      we could decide who is right. I think that it is clearly more interesting to examine what, if any, are the family
      resemblances between the different uses of civil society and what they tell us about the real stakes in this
      debate.
    


    
      In this chapter I will limit my examination of the term civil society to the Western context, but it could also
      be fruitful to scrutinise the different uses of civil society elsewhere, as in the present volume, and
      particularly in the Muslim world. For instance, there is a very interesting debate in Egypt which has been
      documented by Sami Zubaida (2001). He shows how one can find there two completely contradictory conceptions of
      civil society, one secular and liberal, which calls for the legal recognition of voluntary associations such as
      political parties and trades unions, and another one Islamic and communitarian, for which
      civil society is a space not subject to the rule of law but governed by Islam.
    


    
      Which civil society?


      
        With respect to the discussion in Western liberal democratic societies, we can distinguish roughly three main
        uses that correspond to the different answers given to the question: what are the forces that can help us to
        roll back the power of the state? Those three uses of civil society are conservative, liberal and radical.
        Conservatives believe that those resources are to be found in communities, culture and traditions; liberals
        stress the role of the individual, the market and private property; for radicals the main resource is the
        creation, through a plurality of voluntary associations, of a public sphere independent both of the state and
        of the economy, where individuals can communicate freely and deliberate about the public good. This three-part
        classification is more useful than the dual one of liberals and communitarians, because it helps us to
        introduce distinctions which the dual classification does not allow. It also points to the fact – important for
        my later argument – that the key question in the debate about civil society is not an epistemological but a
        political one.
      


      
        It must also be stressed that, while the three positions share a common distrust of the state, it is clear that
        the sources of their anti-statism are not identical. For a start, they do not envisage the state in the same
        way. It is usually the interventionist welfare state that conservatives and liberals see in a negative light,
        albeit for different reasons. In the name of the defence of individual autonomy (liberals) or traditional
        values (conservatives), they both want the state to steer clear of intervening in the private domain (which, of
        course, can be defined in various ways) and they want it to abandon its redistributive functions. The main aim
        for liberals is to liberate the economy and the individual from the control of the state in order to further
        individual liberty, while the conservatives’ aim is to fight what they see as the illegitimate intrusion of the
        state into traditional practices and institutions, including its interference with the family. However, both
        are generally happy with the reinforcement of the ‘law and order’ functions of the state, which they see as
        necessary for the defence of either private property or traditional values.
      


      
        The radicals, for their part, usually visualise the state as the representative of the dominant interests in
        society, and, having lost the hope that this situation could be transformed through party politics, they
        celebrate social movements as the only possible actors for progressive change. The problems here are that many
        of the existing social movements are far from being progressive and that the notion of civil society does not
        allow in and of itself – without smuggling in normative considerations – any discrimination among them.
        Moreover, their distrust of the state leads radicals to underestimate its progressive functions in the very
        struggle for equality to which they are themselves committed.
      


      
        As we see, the divergences in the use of the term civil society refer ultimately to different understandings of
        the good society. To privilege one meaning is in fact a political decision to
        privilege one conception of the best way to organise our social life. This is why the meaning of civil society
        is not a question that can be settled at an epistemological level. The issue here is truly a political one, and
        if we take pluralism seriously, we have to accept that there is no final, rational solution on which all
        parties could agree.
      


      
        Let me state my position clearly. What I am arguing is that what is really at stake in the current debate about
        civil society is how we should envisage the nature of liberal democracy, more precisely the role in it played
        by pluralism. It is indeed interesting to note that it is usually in circumstances where there are not enough
        possibilities for the expression of dissenting positions to be expressed through the party system that the
        theme of civil society emerges. This, of course, was the case in communist Eastern Europe, where the struggle
        for civil society was a struggle for the establishment of a pluralist democracy. In liberal democratic
        societies the situation, of course, is different, but there are many circumstances in which the working of
        pluralist institutions becomes hindered for a variety of reasons.
      


      
        So, I propose to see the debate about civil society as a symptom reflecting the lack of what I call an
        ‘agonistic public sphere’. I will argue that it brings to the fore the need in liberal democratic societies for
        effective confrontation within a plurality of conceptions as to which institutions are best suited to embody
        the political principles of liberty and equality that are constitutive of such a regime. To put it another way,
        I submit that the whole discussion about civil society should lead us to acknowledge that, contrary to what
        many theorists of ‘deliberative democracy’ believe, the model of a democratic society should not be a society
        that is pacified and harmonious, where basic disagreements have been overcome, and where an overlapping
        consensus has been established around a single interpretation of common values. On the contrary, a democratic
        society is one with a vibrant public sphere where many conflicting views can be expressed, and where there is
        the possibility of choosing among legitimate alternative projects.
      


      
        Once this is granted, the problem which interests us here can be reformulated as an enquiry about the best way
        to envisage liberal democracy, and this is how I intend to address the question from now on. In order to
        clarify this question, I will scrutinise the model of deliberative democracy which is currently presented as
        the more adequate way of envisaging the nature of pluralist democracy. First, I want to bring to the fore its
        shortcomings, and then I will propose an alternative model which can better come to terms with the conflictual
        nature of pluralism. It is this pluralism whose recognition constitutes the specificity of liberal democracy as
        a new regime.
      

    


    
      Power and antagonism


      
        My theoretical starting point is that in order to grasp the nature of pluralism it is necessary to acknowledge
        the dimensions of power and antagonism and their ineradicable character. By postulating the availability of a
        public sphere where power and antagonism will have been eliminated and where a rational
        consensus will have been realised, deliberative democracy denies these dimensions and their crucial role in the
        formation of collective identities.
      


      
        On the contrary, this question of power and antagonism is at the centre of the approach that I want to put
        forward, and whose theoretical bases have been delineated in Laclau and Mouffe (1985). What Ernesto Laclau and
        I attempted to do in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy was to draw out the consequences for the
        understanding of democracy of the ineradicability of power and antagonism and of the fact there can never be
        total emancipation, but only partial ones. This means that the democratic society cannot be conceived anymore
        as something that would have realised the dream of perfect harmony or transparency. Its democratic character
        can only be given by the fact that no limited social actor can attribute to herself the representation of the
        totality and claim in that way to have ‘mastery’ of the foundation, or, for that matter, to represent civil
        society exclusively. The central thesis of the book was that social objectivity is constituted through acts of
        power. This implies that any social objectivity is ultimately political and that it shows the traces of the
        exclusions that govern its constitution. The point of convergence between objectivity and power is precisely
        what we mean by hegemony.
      


      
        This way of posing the problem indicates that power should not be conceived as an external relation
        taking place between two pre-constituted identities, but rather as constituting the identities themselves.
        Therefore political practice in a democratic society does not consist in defending the rights of
        pre-constituted identities, but rather in constituting those identities themselves in a precarious and always
        vulnerable terrain. It is clear that the approach that I am advocating involves a displacement of the
        traditional relationship between democracy and power. For the vision of deliberative democracy, as in Habermas
        (1984) for instance, the more democratic a society is, the less it would be the case that power would be
        constitutive of social relations. But if we accept that relations of power are constitutive of the social, then
        the main question for democratic politics is not how to eliminate power but how to constitute forms of power
        that are compatible with democratic values. To acknowledge the existence of relations of power and the need to
        transform them, while renouncing the illusion that we can free ourselves completely from power, is what is
        specific to the approach delineated in Hegemony and Socialist Strategy. This provides the theoretical
        terrain necessary to elaborate my alternative to deliberative democracy – ‘agonistic pluralism’ (Mouffe, 2004:
        ch. 4).
      

    


    
      An agonistic model of democracy


      
        In order to clarify the basis of this alternative view, I propose to distinguish between ‘the political’ and
        ‘politics’. By ‘the political’, I refer to the dimension of antagonism that is inherent in all human societies,
        antagonism that can take many different forms and can emerge in diverse social relations. ‘Politics’, on the
        other hand, refers to the ensemble of practices, discourses and institutions that seek to
        establish a certain order and to organise human coexistence. This occurs in conditions that are always
        potentially conflictual because they are affected by the dimension of ‘the political’.
      


      
        It is only when we acknowledge this dimension of ‘the political’ and understand that ‘politics’ consists in
        domesticating hostility and in trying to defuse the potential antagonism that exists in human relations, that
        we can pose the fundamental question for democratic politics. This question, pace the rationalists, is
        not how to arrive at a rational consensus without exclusion – an impossibility. Politics aims at the creation
        of unity in a context of conflict and diversity; it is always concerned with the creation of an ‘us’ by the
        determination of a ‘them’. The novelty of democratic politics is not the overcoming of this us/them
        distinction, but the different way in which it is established. The crucial issue is how to establish the
        us/them discrimination in a way that is compatible with pluralist democracy.
      


      
        In the realm of politics, this presupposes that the ‘other’ is no longer seen as an enemy to be destroyed, but
        as an ‘adversary’, i.e. someone with whose ideas we are going to struggle but whose right to defend those ideas
        we will not put into question. This category of the adversary does not eliminate antagonism, though, and it
        should be distinguished from the liberal notion of the competitor with which it is sometimes identified. An
        adversary is a legitimate enemy, an enemy with whom we have in common a shared adherence to the
        ethico-political principles of democracy. But our disagreement concerning their meaning and implementation is
        not one that can be resolved through deliberation and rational discussion, hence the antagonistic element in
        the relation. To come to accept the position of the adversary is to undergo a radical change in political
        identity; it has more of the quality of a conversion than of rational persuasion, in the same way that Thomas
        Kuhn (1996) has argued that adherence to a new scientific paradigm is a type of conversion. To be sure,
        compromises are possible; they are part of the process of politics. But they should be seen as temporary
        respites in an ongoing confrontation.
      


      
        Hence the importance of distinguishing between two types of political relations: one of antagonism
        between enemies, and one of agonism between adversaries. We could say that the aim of democratic
        politics is to transform an antagonism into an agonism. This has important consequences for the way we envisage
        politics. Contrary to the model of deliberative democracy, the model of agonistic pluralism that I am
        advocating asserts that the prime task of democratic politics is not to eliminate passions nor to relegate them
        to the private sphere in order to render rational consensus possible, but rather to mobilise those passions
        towards the promotion of democratic designs. Far from jeopardising democracy, agonistic confrontation is in
        fact its very condition of existence.
      


      
        To deny that there ever could be a free and unconstrained public deliberation about matters of common concern
        to all is therefore crucial for democratic politics. When we accept that every consensus exists as a temporary
        result of a provisional hegemony, as a stabilisation of power, and that it always entails some form of
        exclusion, we can begin to envisage the nature of a democratic public sphere in a
        different way. Modern democracy’s specificity lies in the recognition and legitimation of conflict and the
        refusal to suppress it by imposing an authoritarian order. Breaking with the symbolic representation of society
        as an organic body – which is characteristic of the holist mode of social organisation – a democratic society
        makes room for the expression of conflicting interests and values. To be sure, pluralist democracy demands a
        certain amount of consensus, but such a consensus concerns only its constitutive ethico-political principles.
        Since those ethico-political principles, however, only exist through many different and conflicting
        interpretations, such a consensus is bound to be a ‘conflictual consensus’. This is why a pluralist democracy
        needs to make room for dissent and for the institutions through which it can be manifested. Its survival
        depends on collective identities forming around clearly differentiated positions, as well as on the possibility
        of choosing between real alternatives. To borrow a term from game theory, we could say that pluralist politics
        should be envisaged as a ‘mixed-game’, i.e. in part collaborative and in part conflictual, and not as a wholly
        cooperative game, as most liberal pluralists would have it. When the agonistic dynamic of the pluralist system
        is hindered because of a lack of democratic identities to identify with, there is a risk that this will
        multiply confrontations over identities that are essentialist and over non-negotiable moral values.
      


      
        The current disaffection with politics that we witness in many liberal democratic societies stems in my view
        from the fact that the role played by the political public sphere is becoming irrelevant. Political decisions
        are increasingly taken to be of a technical nature and thus better resolved by judges or technocrats as bearers
        of a supposed impartiality. Today, because of the lack of a democratic political public sphere where agonistic
        confrontation could take place, it is the legal system that is often seen as responsible for organising human
        coexistence and for regulating social relations. Given the growing impossibility of envisaging the problems of
        society in a political way, it is the law which is expected to provide solutions for all types of conflicts.
        This situation, in my view, explains the current revival of the theme of civil society, which is perceived as a
        realm whose resources can provide a solution to the absence of a vibrant political life.
      


      
        In fact, this retreat of the political can be seen as the fulfilment of a tendency inscribed at the very core
        of liberalism, which, because of its incapacity to think in truly political terms, always has to move to
        another terrain: economic, moral or juridical. There is indeed an undeniable link between the dominant trend in
        liberal political theory and the current retreat of the political. This is very clear, for instance, in the
        work of John Rawls, who gives the US Supreme Court as the best example of what he calls the ‘free exercise of
        public reason’ (Rawls, 2005), and he sees it as the very model of democratic deliberation. Another example of
        this trend can be found in Ronald Dworkin (1997), who in many of his essays gives primacy to the independent
        judiciary seen as the interpreter of the political morality of a community. According to him, all the
        fundamental questions facing a political community in the field of employment, education, censorship, freedom of association, etc., are better resolved by judges, providing that they interpret the
        Constitution with reference to the principle of political equality. Very little is left for the political
        arena.
      


      
        Even pragmatists like Richard Rorty (2008), despite carrying out a far-reaching and important critique of the
        rationalist approach, fail to propose an adequate alternative. The problem with Rorty is that, albeit in a
        different way, he also ends up privileging consensus and missing the dimension of ‘the political’. To be sure,
        the consensus that he advocates is to be reached through persuasion and ‘sentimental education’, not through
        rational argumentation, but he nevertheless believes in the possibility of an all-encompassing consensus.
      


      
        Such privileging of consensus, in my view, is inimical to democracy, because it tends to silence dissenting
        voices. This is why I believe that an approach which reveals the impossibility of establishing a consensus
        without exclusion is of fundamental importance for democratic politics. By warning us against the illusion that
        a fully achieved democracy could ever be instantiated, it forces us to keep the democratic contestation alive.
      


      
        The urgent task is not to try to reach a rational consensus about the true meaning of civil society. There is
        no true meaning of civil society, and it is a good thing, too, since in a pluralist democracy it is important
        that a confrontation exists between different understandings of the good society. This is a confrontation that
        can never be settled once and for all through reference to rationality. Any victory of one conception over the
        other will always be partial and precarious, since it is the result of a hegemonic articulation. What is
        necessary is that all the parties acknowledge that they do not possess the final truth and that it is vital
        that the confrontation be kept alive. So, in the end, what is really important is the creation, cultivation and
        reinforcement of all the practices, institutions and language games that would secure the conditions of an
        agonistic confrontation. Some people might want to call that ensemble of conditions civil society, but no doubt
        others would object to such an understanding of the term and would propose another one. As far as I am
        concerned, there is no way to settle this matter finally. This is why I am not interested in defending a
        specific use of this notion. So in the end, what I am really advocating is a type of reflection situated
        ‘beyond civil society’.
      


      
        However, this way of thinking beyond liberalism and communitarianism poses another question: ‘Can democratic
        values be shared across cultural and religious differences?’ I intend to pose this in a global context and not
        to restrict it to the context of a particular nation-state. I am convinced that the very idea of ‘democratic
        values’ needs to be problematised. First, I will examine this issue from a particular angle by scrutinising the
        universal relevance of the notion of human rights that is at the core of the Western conception of democracy.
        To envisage the question in those terms has in my view the advantage of making it more precise, because the
        term ‘democracy’ is too polysemic to be an unequivocal guide in our enquiry. No doubt democracy is often
        envisaged as it is defined in Western liberal democratic societies. But there is no reason to believe that this
        is the only possible way to understand it, nor the only legitimate one, for that matter.
        Of course, many people assert that the liberal democratic meaning of democracy is the only true, rational one,
        but this is precisely the kind of assertion that needs to be put to the test if we want seriously to examine
        the question of the universality of democratic values with an open mind. True, we will not avoid encountering
        the same problems simply by posing the question in terms of ‘human rights’. But putting the question this way
        will allow me to bring to the fore the difficulties of the universalist approach.
      

    


    
      The problem with human rights


      
        The point of departure for my reflections is that there is something very problematic about the idea of ‘human
        rights’ as it is usually envisaged, i.e. as a cultural invariant that should be accepted by all. This is due to
        the fact that, as it has often been pointed out, human rights are presented as being both universally valid and
        uniquely European in their origins. An important consequence of this formulation is that the universalisation
        of human rights is generally seen as depending on the adoption by other societies of Western types of
        institutions. Indeed most contemporary political theory – not to speak of Western politics – asserts that
        Western liberal democracy is the necessary framework for the implementation of human rights. Liberal democracy
        is presented as the ‘good regime’, the ‘just regime’, the only legitimate one. In fact a great deal of liberal
        democratic theory aims at proving that it is the kind of regime that would be chosen by rational individuals in
        idealised conditions ‘from behind the veil of ignorance’ (Rawls, 2005) or the ‘ideal speech situation’
        (Habermas, 1984).
      


      
        The dominant view, found in many different currents of political theory, asserts that moral progress requires
        the acceptance of the Western model of liberal democracy because it is the only possible shell for the
        implementation of human rights. It is interesting to note that such a view is found not only among the
        theorists who belong to the universalist-rationalist camp, but also in many others who argue for a
        contextualist approach. This, for instance, is the case with Rorty. Despite being an eloquent critique of
        Habermas’ brand of universalism, with its search for ‘context-independent’ arguments to justify the superiority
        of liberal democracy, Rorty comes very close to Habermas when it comes to the point of asserting this
        superiority.
      


      
        To be sure, there are important differences between them. Habermas believes that the process of
        universalisation of liberal democracy will take place through rational argumentation and that it requires
        arguments from transculturally valid premises, while Rorty insists on making a distinction between ‘universal
        validity’ and ‘universal reach’. In his view, the universality of liberal democracy needs to be envisaged in
        this second mode, since it is not a matter of rationality but of persuasion and economic progress. According to
        Rorty, it is a question of people having more secure conditions of existence and sharing more beliefs and
        desires with others. He is adamant that, through economic growth and the right kind of ‘sentimental education’,
        it is possible to build a universal consensus around liberal democratic institutions. His disagreement with
        Habermas concerns the way to arrive at such a universal consensus, not its very
        possibility, and he never puts into question the superiority of the liberal way of life (Rorty, 1997, 1999).
      


      
        Taking issue with both Habermas and Rorty, I want to challenge the idea that moral progress consists in the
        universalisation of Western liberal democracy with its specific understanding of human rights. I will argue in
        favour of a pluralist conception, which allows us to make room not only for the pluralism of cultures and ways
        of life but also for ‘good’ political regimes. In my view, liberal democratic institutions and the Western
        language of human rights represent only one possible ‘political language game’ among others, and they cannot
        claim to have a privileged relation to rationality. We should therefore accept the possibility of a plurality
        of legitimate answers to the question of the ‘good regime’. Let me clarify that, contrary to the objection that
        many rationalists would certainly make, such a pluralist approach does not entail any relativism. This is not
        an ‘anything goes’ approach that is unable to make any distinction between existing regimes. According to a
        pluralist perspective, some ethico-political conditions need to be fulfilled in order for a regime to qualify
        as just. Which requirements would need to be specified for a given political form of society to be accepted as
        a ‘good regime’ is of course a very big issue, and I do not intend to resolve it here. I will limit myself to
        giving some indications as to how this problem could be tackled.
      

    


    
      Panikkar: human rights as human dignity


      
        When we begin to enquire about the requirements to be met by a ‘good regime’, the idea of human rights can
        clearly play an important role, but on condition that it is reformulated in a way that permits a pluralism of
        interpretations. What I mean is the following: in order to pass the test of a good regime, a political form of
        society would need to be informed by a set of values whose role in that regime corresponds to the one that is
        played in liberal democracy by the notion of ‘human rights’. An important source of inspiration can be found in
        that respect in the work of Raimon Panikkar, whose interesting insights I want to bring into this discussion.
      


      
        In an important article entitled ‘Is the Notion of Human Rights a Western Concept?’ Panikkar (1982: 81–2)
        argues that, in order to understand the meaning of human rights, it is necessary to scrutinise the function
        played by this notion in our culture. This allows us to examine later if this function is fulfilled in
        different ways in other cultures. In other words, Panikkar urges us to enquire about the possibility of what he
        calls ‘homeomorphic’, i.e. functional, equivalents of the notion of human rights. Looking at Western culture,
        we ascertain that human rights are presented as providing the basic criteria for the recognition of human
        dignity and as being the necessary condition for a just social and political order. Therefore the question we
        need to ask is whether other cultures give different answers to the same question.
      


      
        Once it is acknowledged that what is at stake in human rights is the dignity of the person, the possibility of
        different ways of envisaging this question becomes evident, as well as the different ways
        in which it can be answered. Indeed, what Western culture calls ‘human rights’ is a culturally specific form of
        asserting the dignity of the person. It would therefore be very presumptuous to declare that it is the only
        legitimate one.
      


      
        Panikkar convincingly shows that the concept of human rights relies on a well known set of presuppositions, all
        of which are distinctively Western, namely: that there is a universal human nature that can be known by
        rational means; that human nature is essentially different from and higher than the rest of reality; that the
        individual has an absolute and irreducible dignity that must be defended against society and the state; that
        the autonomy of that individual requires that society be organised in a non-hierarchical way, as a sum of free
        individuals.
      


      
        All those presuppositions, says Panikkar, are definitively Western and liberal, and they are distinguishable
        from other conceptions of human dignity in other cultures. For instance, there is no necessary overlap between
        the idea of the ‘person’ and the idea of the ‘individual’. The ‘individual’ is the specific way in which
        Western liberal discourse formulates the concept of the self. However, other cultures envisage the self in
        different ways. Thinking on similar lines, Bhikhu Parekh (1994) has shown how non-liberal societies rest on a
        theory of overlapping selves: those bound together by familial, kinship, religious or other ties do not see
        themselves as independent and self-contained ontological units involved in specific kinds of relationships with
        ‘others’, but rather as bearers of overlapping selves whose identities are constituted by – and incapable of
        being defined in isolation from – these relationships. For them, individual and self are distinct, and their
        boundaries do not coincide, so that naturally distinct individuals may or may not share their selves in common.
        Each individual is deeply implicated in the lives of those related to him or her, and their interests, lives
        and life plans are inextricably interlinked and incapable of individuation.
      


      
        Many consequences stem from these considerations. One of the most important is that we should recognise that
        the idea of ‘autonomy’, which is so central in Western liberal discourse and which is at the centre of our
        understanding of human rights, cannot have such a priority in other cultures where decision-making is less
        individualistic and more cooperative than it is in Western societies. This in no way signifies that those
        cultures are not concerned with the dignity of the person and the conditions for a just social order. What it
        means is that they deal with those questions in a different way. This is why the search for homeomorphic
        equivalents is an important one. We need to establish a cross-cultural dialogue based on the acceptance that
        the notion of human rights as formulated in Western culture is one formulation among others of the idea of the
        dignity of the person. It is a very individualistic interpretation, specific to liberal culture, and which
        cannot claim to be the only legitimate one.
      

    


    
      Sousa Santos’ mestiza conception


      
        Of course, acknowledging the cultural specificity of the notion of human rights, and putting into question
        their universal validity, does not imply that, using Rorty’s distinction, we should
        automatically negate their universal ‘reach’. In other words, this does not force us to reject the idea that
        they could become universally accepted. But in that case we need to be aware of the conditions that
        would have to be fulfilled for such a process to take place. Indeed, this would require that Western culture
        becomes the universal culture. Of course, this is not impossible, and there are many liberals – Rorty included
        – who would rejoice in such an evolution, since they believe in the superiority of the Western culture. But not
        everybody would see such a situation as a cause for celebration, and many people have been calling attention to
        the dangers that such a process of homogenisation would imply.
      


      
        One of them is the Portuguese theorist Boaventura de Sousa Santos (Sousa Santos and Rodriguez-Garavito, 2005),
        to whose work I will now turn because I find his ideas particularly fruitful for the elaboration of the
        pluralist approach that I am advocating. While critical of the dominant form of universalisation in the
        language of human rights, Sousa Santos does not deny that such a notion could be used in positive ways. His
        main concern is to envisage how human rights could be put at the service of a progressive emancipatory
        politics. His central argument is that human rights can become the vehicle for a progressive politics, provided
        they are reconceptualised in a ‘multicultural’ way.
      


      
        In Sousa Santos and Rodriguez-Garavito (2005), he argues that, as long as they are conceived as ‘universal’,
        human rights will always be an instrument of what he calls ‘globalisation from above’, that is, something
        imposed by the West on the rest of the world. As a consequence, they will contribute to the clash of
        civilisation announced by Samuel P. Huntington (1996). But Sousa Santos affirms that there exists another
        possible form of globalisation, a globalisation ‘from below’, which he proposes to call ‘cosmopolitan
        globalisation’.
      


      
        To avoid any misunderstanding, let me indicate straightaway that Sousa Santos utilises the term ‘cosmopolitan’
        in a manner that is very different from the conventional modern sense, where it is associated with rootless
        universalism and individualism, world citizenship and negation of territorial or cultural borders. For him
        ‘cosmopolitanism’ refers to cross-border solidarity among groups that are exploited, oppressed or excluded from
        the hegemonic globalisation from above. His main idea is that the form of domination prevalent today does not
        exclude the possibility for subordinated nation-states, regions, classes or social groups and their allies to
        organise transnationally in defence of perceived common interests, and to use for their benefit the
        capabilities for transnational interaction created by the world-system. As examples of cosmopolitan activities
        he gives, for instance: South–South dialogues and organisations; new forms of labour internationalism;
        transnational networks of women’s groups; indigenous peoples and human rights organisations; cross-border
        alternative legal services; North–South anti-capitalist solidarity; transformative advocacy NGOs; networks for
        alternative development and sustainable environmental groups; literary, artistic and scientific movements on
        the periphery of the world system in search of alternative, non-imperialist cultural values; engaging in
        postcolonial research, subaltern studies, and so on. In his view, despite their heterogeneity, the different anti-globalisation movements are a good example of cosmopolitanism,
        and he has been very active in them, being one of the founders of the World Social Forum at Porto Alegre.
      


      
        Also taking his bearings from Panikkar, Sousa Santos stresses the importance of looking for functional
        equivalents of the idea of human rights in other cultures. He argues that in order to be able to operate as a
        cosmopolitan counter-hegemonic form of globalisation, human rights needs to be reconceived as ‘multicultural’,
        that is, allowing for different formulations, according to different cultures. In his view, the very question
        of the universality of human rights indicates that it is a Western cultural question, peculiar to a specific
        culture. Indeed the focus on universality is itself a product of Western culture, and therefore the idea of
        universal human rights cannot be presented as a cultural invariant. He does not conclude, however, that this is
        a reason for rejecting the idea, and, while acknowledging that human rights policies have often been at the
        service of the economic and geopolitical interests of the hegemonic capitalist states, Sousa Santos recognises
        that the discourse of human rights has also been articulated in the defence of the oppressed. He indicates the
        existence of a counter-hegemonic human rights discourse which can play an important role in the struggle for
        globalisation from below and for the development of the cosmopolitan project that he advocates.
      


      
        It is indeed crucial to realise that a hegemonic struggle is taking place around the discourse of human rights,
        a struggle which sets those who want to use it to impose the Western model on the rest of the world against
        those who are trying to harness it for an emancipatory politics. I agree with Sousa Santos that in order for
        this counter-hegemonic move to be successful, it is vital to organise cross-cultural dialogues. The aim, as he
        says, is to develop a ‘mestiza’ conception of human rights, acknowledging cultural specificity and proposing
        different versions of human dignity, instead of resorting to false universalisms.
      

    


    
      Different forms of democracy?


      
        What I find interesting in the approaches of Panikkar and Sousa Santos is their emphasis on pluralism and the
        fact that their critique of universalism is not made in the name of a relativist approach that would foreclose
        any possibility of criticising specific regimes. It is therefore a pluralism that does not eliminate the
        political dimension and that permits the making of political judgements.
      


      
        I would like now to bring to the fore some of the consequences of this pluralist approach for envisaging the
        possibility of multiple forms of democracy. Let us come back to an affirmation that I made at the beginning. I
        asserted that the liberal democratic regime had to be envisaged as one possible political language game among
        others, with no privileged claim on rationality. This led me to the idea that there could be a plurality of
        answers to the question of the ‘good regime’. I also proposed that respect for ‘human rights’ (if we want to
        keep that term) could be seen as a necessary requirement for classifying a regime as good, on condition that
        these rights were reformulated in a pluralistic way. It is in that context that I brought the ideas of Panikkar
        and Sousa Santos into my argument.
      


      
        Now if we draw out the consequences of the previous reflections on human rights for our understanding of
        democracy, the universality of liberal democracy is again put into question. As I have argued in my recent work
        (2004), liberal democracy is the articulation between two different traditions: liberalism, with its emphasis
        on individual liberty and universal rights, and democracy, which privileges the idea of equality and ‘rule by
        the people’, i.e. popular sovereignty. Such an articulation is not a necessary but a contingent one; it is the
        product of a given history. Indeed, the liberal democratic model, with its particular conception of human
        rights, is the expression of a specific cultural and historical context, in which, as has often been noted, the
        Judaeo-Christian tradition has played a central role. Such a model of democracy is constitutive of our form of
        life, and it is certainly worthy of our allegiance, but there is no reason to present it as the only legitimate
        way of organising human coexistence and then to try to impose it on the rest of the world. The kind of
        individualism dominant in Western societies is alien to many other cultures, whose traditions are informed by
        different values, and democracy understood as ‘rule by the people’ can therefore take other forms, in which,
        for instance, the value of community is more potent than the idea of individual liberty.
      


      
        I submit that a political theory that takes seriously ‘value pluralism’ in its multiple dimensions needs to
        make room for the pluralism of cultures, forms of life and political regimes. This means that to the
        recognition of a plurality of understandings of ‘human rights’ we should add the recognition of a plurality of
        forms of democracy. Societies that envisage human dignity in a way that differs from the Western understanding
        of human rights would also have a different way of envisaging the nature and role of democratic institutions.
        When we ask the question, ‘Can democratic values be shared across cultural and religious differences?’ it is
        therefore necessary to take this plurality into account. By not doing so, and by taking for granted that there
        is only one possible understanding of democracy – our Western understanding – one contributes, even if
        unwillingly, to the imposition of globalisation from above as denounced by Sousa Santos.
      

    


    
      Different types of pluralism


      
        Of course I am aware that the approach I am defending would require dealing with a very wide range of new
        questions, questions which cannot be addressed in the context of this chapter. My aim here is a very limited
        one: to transform the way the problem is usually posed and to delineate the framework which I see as more
        adequate for a pluralist questioning of central concepts and assumptions. Nevertheless I feel that I should at
        least indicate how I envisage the connection between this pluralist approach that I am advocating and some of
        the issues which are at the centre of current controversies in political theory.
      


      
        One of the first questions that comes to mind concerns the way in which this plurality of understandings of
        human rights and democracy could be accommodated within a given political community. To put it more precisely,
        what kind of multiculturalism is compatible with liberal democracy? My position is that
        the adoption of a pluralist approach which questions the privileged position usually granted to liberal
        democracy does not entail endorsing the type of multiculturalism that calls for the acceptance of legal
        pluralism. Conflicting principles of legitimacy, in my view, cannot be made to coexist inside a political
        association without putting its very existence into question. This is why I do not believe that in a liberal
        democratic regime pluralism requires us to allow different communities to organise themselves according to
        their own laws, when those laws are in contradiction with constitutional essentials. To acknowledge the
        existence of a plurality of legitimate answers to the question of the good regime does not imply the assertion
        that those different regimes could coexist inside a single political association. Within the context of a
        liberal democratic political association, it is perfectly legitimate for the state to require allegiance from
        its citizens to the ethico-political principles which are constitutive of the liberal democratic form of life.
        These are ethico-political principles which are embedded in its constitution and which constitute its
        ‘political grammar’.
      


      
        To be sure, pluralism is one of the central values of such a regime, but here we are dealing with another kind
        of pluralism, the liberal pluralism which celebrates the individual and asserts the priority of the right over
        the good. In my view what this liberal pluralism demands is recognition of the legitimacy of a multiplicity of
        different interpretations of those shared ethico-political principles. What is at stake is the multiplicity of
        ways in which liberal-democratic citizenship can be envisaged. But this kind of pluralism can only be exercised
        within certain limits, and it cannot enter into contradiction with the principles of the constitution. To be
        sure, the constitutional framework itself can be the site of conflicting interpretations, and it is a mistake
        to present it as permitting only a single, ‘true’ interpretation. Many important political struggles among
        competing conceptions of citizenship do in fact take place at that level. However, what cannot be erased is the
        need for a framework, with the limitations of pluralism that this necessarily entails.
      


      
        It is therefore necessary to distinguish between different types of pluralism. The pluralism which has been at
        the centre of my reflections here differs from the liberal pluralism which deals with individual liberty. It is
        a pluralism which refers to the relation between regimes and which requires recognising as legitimate forms of
        political associations other than liberal democracy. Despite significant differences, it has affinities with
        the kind of pluralism advocated by Carl Schmitt (1996: 53) when he insisted that the world is a ‘pluriverse’
        not a ‘universe’. This pluralism has important consequences for envisaging the future of the world order. In
        current international circumstances this question is of particular relevance.
      

    


    
      Towards a multipolar world order?


      
        When we enquire about the possible scenarios for the future of democracy at the world level, we find two main
        possibilities. There are those who call for the establishment of a ‘cosmopolitan
        democracy’ and a ‘cosmopolitan citizenship’ resulting from the universalisation of the Western interpretation
        of democratic values and the implementation of the Western version of human rights at the world level.
        According to such an approach this is how a democratic global order could come about. There are different
        variants of this approach, but all of them share a common premise: that the Western form of life is the best
        one and that moral progress requires its worldwide implementation. This is the liberal universalism which aims
        at imposing its institutions on the rest of the world, using the argument that they are the only rational and
        legitimate ones. I have been arguing against such a conception because in my view, even if this is very far
        from the intentions of those who advocate it, it is bound to justify the hegemony of the West and the
        imposition of its particular values on others.
      


      
        Those who believe in the possibility of a ‘World Republic’ with a homogenous body of cosmopolitan citizens with
        the same rights and obligations, a constituency that would coincide with ‘humanity’, are denying the dimension
        of the political which is constitutive of human societies. They overlook the fact that power relations are
        constitutive of the social and that conflicts and antagonisms cannot be eradicated. This is why, if a World
        Republic were ever established, it could only signify the world hegemony of a dominant power which would have
        been able to erase all differences and impose its own conception of the world on the entire planet. This would
        have dire consequences, and we are already witnessing how current attempts to homogenise the world are
        soliciting violent adverse reactions from those societies whose specific values and cultures are being rendered
        illegitimate by the enforced universalisation of the Western model.
      


      
        As opposed to the flawed models of ‘cosmopolitan democracy’ and ‘global civil society’ it is therefore urgent
        to acknowledge a different conception of the world order, a conception that would value pluralism in its
        strong, Weberian or Nietzschean sense, with all its implications for politics. Against the delusions of the
        universalists we need to listen to those who warn us about the dangers implied in the illusions of the
        universalist-globalist discourse which envisages human progress as the establishment of world unity based on
        the global acceptance of the Western definition of human rights and the dream of a unification of the world
        achieved by transcending the political, conflict and negativity. At a moment when the United States – under the
        pretence of a ‘true universalism’ – is trying to impose its system and its values elsewhere in the world, the
        need for a multiplolar world order is more pressing than ever. We should aim to establish a pluralist world
        order where a number of large regional units would coexist, with different cultures and values, and where a
        plurality of understandings of ‘human rights’ and forms of democracy would be considered legitimate.
      


      
        At this stage in the process of globalisation I do not want to deny that we need a set of institutions to
        regulate international relations, but those institutions should allow for a significant degree of pluralism,
        and they should not require the existence of a single unified structure. Such a structure would necessarily
        entail the presence of a centre which would be the only locus of sovereignty. It is vain
        to imagine the possibility of a world system ruled by Reason, where power relations would have been
        neutralised. This supposed reign of Reason can only be a screen concealing the rule of a dominant power which,
        identifying its interests with those of humanity, would treat any disagreement as illegitimate and a challenge
        to its ‘rational’ leadership.
      


      
        In my view this is a recipe for disaster. A pluralistic world order is the only way to avoid the ‘clash of
        civilisations’. It is crucial to realise that the universalist approach does in fact contribute to this clash.
        By attempting to impose the Western conception of democracy, deemed to be the only legitimate one, on
        recalcitrant societies, some in the West have been led to present those who do not accept this conception as
        ‘enemies’ of civilisation, thereby denying their rights to maintain their cultures and thus creating the
        conditions of an antagonistic struggle among different civilisations. It is only by acknowledging the
        legitimacy of a plurality of just forms of society, and the fact that the liberal democratic model is only one
        form of democracy among others, that conditions can be created for an ‘agonistic’ coexistence between different
        regional poles with their specific institutions. To be sure, this multipolar world order would not eliminate
        conflict, but this conflict would be less likely to take antagonistic forms than in a world that does not allow
        for pluralism. Peace has more chance to be secure and long-lasting when some sort of equilibrium is reached
        between regional units than by the imposition of order by a single hyper-power. If we are concerned with
        diversity, justice and democracy, we cannot avoid facing those issues.
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    Democracy in the twenty-first century


    
      Global questions
    


    
      John Keane
    


    
      In 1945, following several decades that saw most experiments in democratisation fail, there were only a dozen
      democracies left on the face of the earth. Since then, despite many ups and downs, democracy has bounced back
      from near oblivion to become a planetary phenomenon for the first time in its history (Diamond, 2008; Dunn, 2005;
      Keane, 2009b). Fresh research perspectives on this sea change are required, and that is because the point has
      been reached where the language and institutions of democracy have taken root in so many different geographic
      contexts that several fundamental presuppositions of democratic theory have been invalidated. As democracy spread
      through the world, the world has made its mark on democracy, even though the metamorphosis has remained largely
      unregistered in the literature on democracy. I give two recent English examples: the effort of John Dunn (2005)
      to write a history of the word democracy ignores its pre-Greek origins, its survival in the early Muslim world,
      its earliest modern redefinition in the Low Countries, its penetration of the countries of Spanish America during
      the nineteenth century, and its more recent metamorphosis in contexts as different as southern Africa, Taiwan,
      Indonesia and India; and the influential textbook treatment by David Held (2006) of various ‘models’ of democracy
      that have a distinctively Eurocentric bent which precludes references to many anomalous cases, past and present.
    


    
      Well into the twentieth century, analysts of democracy supposed that the functional prerequisites of democracy
      included:
    


    
      
        1 a ‘sovereign’ territorial state that guaranteed the physical security of a resident population of citizens;
      


      
        2 a political culture favouring mechanisms that were widely supposed to be synonymous with democracy:
        competition among political parties, periodic elections and parliamentary government;
      


      
        3 a more or less homogeneous social infrastructure or ‘national identity’ bound together by a common language,
        common customs and a common sense of shared history; and
      


      
        4 an economy capable of generating wealth that lifted citizens out of poverty and guaranteed them a basic
        standard of living sufficient to enable them to take an interest in public affairs.
      

    


    
      The grip of each of these supposed prerequisites has been broken during the past generation. The cases of India,
      Taiwan, South Africa, Botswana, Nepal and the Tibetan Government in Exile are just some of the anomalous cases
      that throw into disarray many presumptions about democracy in such disciplinary fields as political science,
      sociology, economics and international relations. In each case, the meaning of democracy and the ways in which it
      took root in local soils prompt brand new questions to do with what future research might call the
      indigenisation of democracy. This phrase refers to the manifold complex ways in which the language and
      institutions and normative ideals of democracy undergo mutations when they are carried more or less successfully
      into environments where previously they exercised little or no influence.
    


    
      Indigenisation is always a complex and contested set of processes. What is arguably needed is a new
      twenty-first-century political anthropology of democracy: new approaches sustained by fresh
      perspectives, metaphors, theories and methods for making sense of the way in which democracy undergoes alteration
      when it takes root in unfamiliar soils. For this purpose, translation and other literary similes drawn from
      linguistic philosophy have sometimes been utilised, most notably in Frederic Schaffer’s remarkable study of the
      ways in which Wolof and French speakers in Senegal, the country with the oldest tradition of multi-party
      government in Africa, adopted and transformed the European donor language of démocratie to make new
      sense of the importance of electoral practices within a culturally divergent society that calls itself a
      demokaraasi (Schaffer, 1998). Some scholars have adapted an approach, outlined by Michel de Certeau, to
      examine the ways in which the tactical appropriation of a technical procedure like the secret ballot is always a
      creative ‘theatrical’ performance that results unpredictably in long-lasting changes in its functioning (Bertrand
      et al., 2007). Other literature (to take a third example) has relied on the language of mutations,
      mutagens and other terms drawn from evolutionary biology within the field of the biosciences (Keane, 2009b:
      673–86). In contrast to political science approaches that emphasise aggregate trends guided by teleology
      (‘liberal democracy’ as the ‘end of history’; Fukuyama, 1992) or by maritime metaphors (most influential has been
      the ‘third wave’ approach; Huntington, 1991), this third alternative examines changes in the language and
      institutions of democracy by drawing loose analogies with those sudden or more protracted mutations in the
      inherited characteristics of the cells of organisms deep down within the earth’s biosphere. The reasoning of this
      approach is that mutations sometimes transcend unfitness and consequent death, and can be beneficial; they
      sometimes produce organisms much better adapted to their environment (here there are clear implications for
      theories of democratisation), in which case the process of competitive selection enables the altered gene to be
      passed on successfully to subsequent generations. These beneficial mutations turn out to be the raw material of
      evolution and adaptation to changing environments.
    


    
      Analogies drawn from linguistics, theatre and evolutionary biology must be handled with great care – and keen
      awareness of their limitations. But in pursuit of new ways of analysing and evaluating the global processes by
      which democratic languages and institutions become ‘embedded’ (Merkel, 2004) in particular
      contexts, one thing seems abundantly clear: the field is wide open for creating novel metaphors, fresh
      interpretations and original case studies that add significance to the thesis of indigenisation and in turn force
      the refinement of our understanding of democracy, past and present. Much can arguably be learned (to mention a
      few possible examples) from the reinterpretation of efforts to nurture democracy on ‘foreign soils’, including
      Athenian efforts at ‘democracy promotion’; the invention of the norms and institutions of representative
      democracy in France and their diffusion to the British colonies and Spanish America (Hirst, 2002; Keyssar, 2000;
      Rosanvallon, 1992, 1998, 2000, 2004); and the colonial roots of democratisation in Taiwan, China and Japan during
      the last great growth spurt of globalisation that lasted roughly from 1870 to 1930 (Chang, 1971; Dower, 2000;
      Ike, 1950; Wu, 2003). There is scope as well for the reinterpretation of the spread of new forms of democracy in
      the current round of globalisation, including much-neglected cases that include India, Papua New Guinea, Tanzania
      and the world of Muslim societies (Guha, 2007; Keane, 2009b; Reilly, 2001; Sadiki, 2009; Scheps, 2000). The
      conventional accounts of the coming of federalist visions of democracy to Australia – to take just one further
      example – also seem ripe for reinterpretation along these lines. The standard narrative is that the piecemeal
      colonisation of the continent propelled the conjoining of the various colonies into a new federation, as if
      through an act of historical inevitability. It turns out that the nineteenth-century push towards federation was
      the contested resultant of many forces, including post-1776 reassessments of British views of empire, the
      resistance of local colonists, visions inspired by the American ‘compound republic’ (Madison) and decentralist
      initiatives guided by the mental maps and patterns of movement of aboriginal peoples (Brown, 2004)
    


    
      Monitory democracy


      
        New research on the indigenisation of democracy is bound to raise questions about how to construct meaningful
        time periods within the history of democracy. For instance, when historians look back on the early years of the
        twenty-first century, will they categorise existing forms of democracy differently than we currently do? Among
        contemporary journalists, politicians, scholars and other analysts of democracy it is customary to speak of
        ‘liberal democracy’, ‘Western democracy’, ‘parliamentary democracy’ and other epithets. These phrases arguably
        function as living-dead ‘zombie’ categories that have the effect of suppressing the novel dynamics that are
        unfolding within actually existing democracies. Alternative approaches are needed to make sense of these
        original tendencies of our age.
      


      
        An example: the theory of ‘monitory democracy’ draws strength from the historical observation that since 1945 a
        major sea change has been taking place in the real world of democracy (Keane, 2009b). Post-electoral or
        ‘monitory’ democracy was born. A clue to its novelty is the invention of scores of power-scrutinising
        mechanisms – human rights organisations, summits, forums, integrity commissions, participatory budgeting and
        citizens’ assemblies – whose combined effect has been gradually to alter the political geometry and everyday
        dynamics of democracy. From this perspective, democracy is coming to mean much more than the periodic election
        of representatives to a parliament – though nothing less. In the new age of monitory democracy, or so this line
        of research suggests, elections still count, but parties and parliaments now have to compete with thousands of
        monitory organisations and networks that try to keep power on its toes. Political parties and parliaments find
        it hard to keep their fingers on the pulses of power. The old meaning of democracy as the periodic election of
        representatives based on the rule of one person, one vote, is replaced by democracy guided by a different and
        more complex rule: one person, many interests, many votes, many representatives, both at home and abroad.
      


      
        The trend towards ‘post-electoral’ or ‘monitory’ democracy naturally prompts many difficult but highly
        interesting research questions. For example: what have been the principal drivers of the growth of
        extra-parliamentary scrutiny bodies? How are the different types of monitory mechanisms best catalogued (e.g.
        auditors-general and public enquiries are adjuncts to parliamentary assemblies, while other mechanisms, such as
        human rights campaigns, anti-corruption commissions and environmental watchdogs, operate at a distance from
        elected representatives, parliaments and incumbent governments)? Do these mechanisms compound the weaknesses of
        contemporary political parties and parliaments, forcing them further into decline? Can political parties,
        elected representatives and parliaments recover their powers, or are they fated to share power with
        unelected representatives whose public legitimacy stems from such criteria as subscription membership,
        ethical probity, media exposure and resilience in suffering?
      

    


    
      Communication media


      
        The growth of specialised accountability institutions is evidently linked with the growth of new communication
        media. With few exceptions, the historical affinities between democracy and communication media are still
        poorly analysed in contemporary social science literature. Major research initiatives may profitably think of
        the affinities in the following way: ancient forms of assembly democracy belonged to an era dominated by the
        spoken word, backed up by laws written on stone or papyrus, and by messages despatched by foot, or
        donkey and horse. Representative democracy in territorial state form sprang up in the age of print
        culture – the era of the printing press, the book, pamphlet, newspaper and novel, and telegraphed and
        mailed messages – and fell into crisis during the advent of early mass communication media, especially radio
        and television and cinema and (in its infancy) television. By contrast, or so the evidence suggests,
        contemporary forms of democracy are tied closely to the growth of multi-mediasaturated societies –
        societies whose structures of power are continuously ‘bitten’ by monitory institutions operating within a new
        galaxy of media defined by the ethos of ‘communicative abundance’.
      


      
        Regardless of how the changing historical relationship between communication media and democracy is understood,
        many new questions are prompted by the contemporary trends. What are the distinctive qualities of the new
        galaxy of communication media? Is it best described in terms of overlapping and interlinked media devices that
        integrate texts, sounds and images and enable communication to take place through multiple user points, in
        chosen time, either real or delayed, within modularised and ultimately global networks that are affordable and
        accessible to many hundreds of millions of people scattered across the globe? Does this new age of
        communicative abundance produce disappointments, instability and harmful self-contradictions, for instance in
        the concentration of media capital, the commercialisation and erosion of private life, or in the widening power
        gaps between communication-rich and communication-poor, who seem almost unneeded as communicators, or as
        consumers of media products? Are the strongly generative qualities of the Internet so vulnerable to
        degenerative trends (such as spyware, adware, spam, phishing, viruses and cyber-attacks) that new hierarchies
        of restricted public access ‘gated communities’ are likely to develop, so weakening the richly democratic
        effects of communicative abundance? Is disaffection with political parties, politicians and ‘politics’ a
        necessary effect of the new communication media, at least when compared with the era of representative
        democracy, when print culture and limited-spectrum audiovisual media were closely aligned with political
        parties and governments? How plausible is the suggestion that such disaffection is dangerous for democracy,
        simply because it can be tapped by authoritarian political leaders (Silvio Berlusconi, for instance) who use
        state-of-the-art rhetorical methods to convince people that their own interests are identical with those of the
        leader, so turning people into the satisfied and admiring People that the leader says they are (Eco, 2008;
        Ginsborg, 2005; Sartori, 2009)?
      


      
        Research on communicative abundance might also profitably concentrate on the past, present and future of
        journalism. Do democracies functionally require an ‘unlovable press’ (Schudson, 2009)? Is democracy compatible
        with red-blooded journalism concerned less with fact-based ‘objectivity’ (an ideal born of the age of
        representative democracy) and more with adversarial and ‘gotcha’ styles of commercial journalism driven by
        ratings, sales and hits? Is there substance to the widespread complaints that are directed at new-style
        ‘churnalists’ who hunt in packs, feed upon unconfirmed sources, spin titillating sensations and concentrate too
        much on personalities and events, rather than time-bound contexts? Does the new journalism – and the challenges
        posed to its authority by ‘citizen journalists’ – nevertheless add substance to democracy by giving a voice to
        ‘ordinary people’ talking publicly about their private fears, fantasies, hopes and expectations, and by making
        every ‘private’ nook and cranny of power the potential target of ‘publicity’ and ‘public exposure’, so
        encouraging citizens’ suspicions of unaccountable power?
      


      
        What about those moments when the public exposure of wrongdoing and poor decisions does not happen? Is it
        meaningful to speak of ‘media decadence’ (Keane, 2009c) or ‘media failures’, those junctures when powerful
        organisations are not subject to public scrutiny, or when journalists are responsible for
        circulating firestorms of disinformation around the globe many times before inaccuracies are corrected? Granted
        that the new communication media are marked by these and other structural defects, are there ways in which the
        quality of democracy can be enhanced (say) by fostering new business models and patterns of media ownership, or
        by reshaping the contours of journalism through new codes of conduct and new public expectations? What is the
        likely long-term impact of citizen journalists – those who operate through hand-held cameras, mobile phones,
        weblogs, tweets and social networking sites? Are they profoundly transforming the meaning of journalism; and,
        if so, do they on balance offer hope to those who are engaged in the political business of keeping reins on
        those who exercise power, or will they have the effect of disorientating, commercialising and ruining public
        life, as is sometimes alleged?
      

    


    
      Markets and democracy


      
        The tensions between journalism and democracy are mired in a larger magnetic field: the potentially
        contradictory relationship between markets and democracy. New research initiatives in this force field are
        vital. From the early years of the nineteenth century, and especially during periods of capital disinvestment
        and mass unemployment, this relationship has often been a source of public disturbance. The recent global
        recession is no exception: it has had the effect of breathing new life into an old subject waiting for fresh
        research to happen.
      


      
        Cutting-edge enquiries on the subject of markets and democracy might profitably reinterpret key historical
        cases. Investigations are likely to show that the standard formula, ‘no bourgeois, no democracy’ (Moore, 1966:
        418) is implausible; and that viable democratic political forms, such as citizens’ assemblies, public juries,
        political parties and periodic elections, are contingently related to a wide repertoire of property forms. The
        early Greek assembly democracies enjoyed a functional but tense relationship with commodity production and
        exchange; the life of (male) citizens was widely seen as standing in opposition to the production of the
        necessaries of life in the sphere of the oikos. The modern forms of representative democracy that
        first sprang up in the Low Countries, at the end of the sixteenth century, were intimately bound up with
        profit-driven commodity production and exchange. Since that time, capitalist markets have proved to be a mixed
        blessing for democracy in representative form. The dynamism, technical innovation and enhanced productivity of
        (unconstrained) markets have been impressive. So, too, has been their rapaciousness, unequal (class-structured)
        outcomes, reckless exploitation of nature and their vulnerability to bubbles, whose inevitable bursting
        generates wild downturns that bring manias, fear and misery to people’s lives, in the process destabilising
        democratic institutions, as last happened on a global scale during the 1920s and 1930s (Kindleberger and
        Aliber, 2005).
      


      
        Future research might be guided by a handy formula: democracies can neither live with markets nor live without
        markets. The formula helps explain the wildly divergent political recommendations concerning markets and
        democracy. According to pro-market observers, political democracy distorts and paralyses the spirit and
        substance of rational calculations upon which markets functionally depend; understood as government based on
        majority rule, democracy is profoundly at odds with free competition, individual liberty and the rule of law.
        What is required is ‘democratic pessimism’ (Caplan, 2007) and the restriction of majority-rule democracy in
        favour of ‘demarchy’ (Hayek, 1979), limited constitutional government whose job is to protect and nurture ‘free
        markets’. Other observers stake out the contrary view: they maintain that market failures and ‘externalities’
        require correction by political interventions that are based on popular consent and serve the ideals of
        equality, freedom and solidarity.
      


      
        Exactly what this latter formula means in practice has been hotly disputed since the earliest (Chartist and
        cooperative movement) public attacks on markets in the name of democracy. The democratisation of markets has
        meant various things. For some analysts, democracy requires the replacement of markets by the principles of
        Humanity (Giuseppe Mazzini), or by visions of ‘social individuality’ (Karl Marx) and post-market individualism
        (C.B. Macpherson). Other analysts have championed social democratic proposals designed to ‘socialise’ the
        unjust effects of competition by ‘re-embedding’ markets within civil society institutions guaranteed by welfare
        states that protect and extend social citizenship rights (Hall and Soskice, 2001; Marshall, 1950; Polanyi,
        1945).
      


      
        It seems important to revisit policy thinking about the relationship between markets and democracy, if only to
        develop fruitful comparisons among contemporary Anglo-Saxon, Rhineland, Japanese, Indian, Chinese and other
        ‘varieties of capitalism’; and to craft new lines of research, for instance concerning the ill-understood
        phenomenon of democracy failure (Keane, 2009a). There is evidence, under certain conditions, that the
        absence of viable mechanisms of democratic representation can induce the breakdown of markets. Democracy
        failure can breed market failure. Research into a topical example might help to clarify the equation. For
        example, during the past several decades, especially in the Atlantic heartlands of the global banking and
        credit sector, the willingness of unelected regulatory bodies, elected governments and self-regulation agencies
        (such as Standard and Poor’s) to leave unchallenged the practice of dispersing credit risk by selling it to
        third-party investors produced undesirable consequences. Collateral debt obligations, mortgage-linked
        securities and other newfangled instruments encouraged banks, investment firms and hedge fund operators to
        pursue reckless adventures that eventually had destabilising effects on the whole global economy. Among these
        effects is a raft of unanswered questions: can the quest to extract folly and hubris from capital markets, to
        rein in the ruinous power of foolishly inflated expectations, succeed? Are risk-taking and (broken) promise
        making, for instance in the banking and credit sectors, by definition neither fully predictable nor
        controllable? If so, is the implication that capital markets cannot fully be guided by rational calculations
        that keep things in permanent equilibrium; and that, especially when left to their own devices, private banks
        and credit institutions will always retain the power to fuel major market movements that
        take on lives of their own, entrap investors in foolish illusions (J.M. Keynes called them animal spirits) that
        have the effect of seducing other market participants into expecting permanent gains – until feedback signals
        driven by actual underlying trends puncture the foolish illusions, at which point, a boom–bust sequence with
        incalculable effects takes hold? Assuming (therefore) the need for new early warning systems, can more
        democratic ways be found for doing things that central banks, bankers, securities regulators and accounting
        standards boards manifestly failed to do? Are democracies now witnessing first-ever attempts to build regional
        and global oversight structures in the fields of banking, insurance and securities – credible forums that would
        crack down on fraud, discourage excessive risk-taking, foster best practice through open-minded counsel and
        provide a means by which those hurt by this crisis may seek redress?
      

    


    
      The biosphere


      
        It is commonly said that the bitter struggles for extending the vote to all classes and categories of people
        came to an end during the course of the twentieth century – that the question of the universal franchise is now
        settled. From this perspective, the matter of who votes has been replaced by questions concerning
        where people can or should vote (Bobbio, 1989). The great exception to this handy formula is the
        emergence of new battlefronts on the political terrain of the biosphere (Alonso et al., 2010, esp. the
        contributions by Robyn Eckersley and Michael Saward). Most democracies are nowadays preoccupied not merely with
        tough questions about the causes and effects of changes within the biosphere. The matter of how democracies can
        reverse, modify or adapt to these changes has prompted some activists and policy-makers to suggest that the
        world of nature has political rights, in the sense that it is blessed with entitlements that require people to
        take care of the biosphere by finding ways of respecting and representing it through new modes of governance
        that are mindful of the parameters of ‘intergenerational justice’ (Hiskes, 2009).
      


      
        To speak as if the biosphere was in favour of inclusion in political affairs is, of course, only a way of
        speaking, but it functions as a reminder of the possibility that human labours will be in vain unless the
        powers of nature are heeded. In the age of monitory democracy, the earliest and most challenging effort to
        think along these lines was Heidegger’s theoretical interpretation of human beings’ interference with the
        biosphere using techniques based on the rationale of total control through measurement and mechanisation (what
        he termed Machenschaff ). Heidegger rejected the will to universal measurement and domination; he did
        so by appealing to the possibility of cultivating an abiding sense of ‘dwelling poetically on the earth’
        (Heidegger, 1973, 1995). Technological hubris, homelessness and their poisonous effects (‘world-darkening’,
        ‘devastation’, ‘the flight of the gods’) are not necessarily the destiny of the world, he argued. Through a
        combination of meditative reflection and a new ‘openness to mystery’ and ‘releasement toward beings
        [Gelassenheit]’, humans can come to dwell within the biosphere by acting as
        shepherds who refuse to lord over other beings by preserving them in their nearness to the truth of being –
        their sense of fruitfully being rooted within a world that must be respected, not dominated.
      


      
        Researchers can learn much from Heidegger, including recognition of the dangers posed by his vision of
        ‘rootedness’ or ‘autochthony’, or what he termed Bodenstandigkeit. The vision undoubtedly involved a
        short-sighted rejection of politics; it proved to be the flipside of his earlier gushing identification with
        Nazism. That is why the fundamental problem outlined by Heidegger can and must be confronted with cutting-edge
        research questions that are posed from a democratic perspective. Some possible examples: to what extent is
        democracy, considered as an historical project, implicated in the trends that Heidegger spotted? Is a way of
        political thinking guided by the principle of the supremacy of ‘the people’ incorrigibly arrogant, a way of
        life inherently at odds with the biosphere and its (supposedly) lesser creatures? How can the current
        ‘greening’ of contemporary democracies be explained? Compared with other ways of making decisions, is democracy
        better equipped to handle the complex, intractable, open-ended and often ‘wicked’ problems caused by our
        long-standing quest to dominate nature? Given that democratic mechanisms continue to be heavily encased within
        territorial state frameworks that are often dysfunctional when it comes to handling environmental problems, can
        regional and global institutional mechanisms subject to democratic control be developed? What is the best way
        of understanding the relationship between democracy and the rapid growth of environmental laws in matters
        ranging from air and water quality to the decontamination of hazardous waste sites, climate change and the
        protection of biodiversity? Can new democratic forms of representation be extended to nature itself, despite
        the fact that it has no personality and no voice or ‘subjectivity’ in any straightforward sense? Is there
        evidence that monitory democracies are good at stimulating institutional inventions – green political parties,
        green benches of national courts, bioregional assemblies and other early warning detector systems – that change
        the meaning and significance of democracy itself?
      

    


    
      Cross-border democracy?


      
        Among the remarkable features of our age is the spread of power-scrutinising mechanisms whose effects are felt
        across borders. Some analysts of democracy downplay the significance of these innovations, sometimes on the
        definitional ground that democracy in representative form functionally requires a territorial state framework
        (Dahl, 1998). Future research needs to interrogate this claim, whose empirical, strategic and normative
        weaknesses seem obvious. Exactly how, for the first time on any scale in the history of democracy, democracy
        can be re-imagined across borders is another matter. It is among the cutting-edge tasks of democratic thought
        and practice. Analysts of ‘global chains’ (Sassen, 2005) and ‘cosmocracy’ (Keane, 2003) as well as advocates of
        ‘cosmopolitan democracy’ (Archibugi, 2008; Held, 1995, 2006) are generally agreed that there are forces afoot
        which are combining to complicate and weaken the conventional mechanisms of electoral
        democracy within states: trends such as the concentration of power in the hands of global firms and the
        hesitations of parliamentary mechanisms in the face of globalising markets; the disproportionate power of a few
        states within global bodies such as the United Nations and the G7/G8/G20; and the growth of supra-national
        institutions, agencies and networks which are wholly unaccountable to citizens and their elected
        representatives.
      


      
        Much less normative and political agreement follows from the empirical diagnosis of such trends. Some champions
        of ‘global civil society’ think of it as the best hope for protecting struggles for justice, freedom and
        solidarity across borders. Others give priority to the reform of the United Nations, for instance by convening
        a global constitutional convention, or by widening the basis of representation of the General Assembly. Still
        other democrats work for the general proliferation of power-chastening monitory mechanisms, including
        cross-border human rights networks, regional parliaments, summits, forums, enhanced public scrutiny of
        non-governmental organisations and the making and enforcement of laws by local, regional and global courts.
      


      
        Each of these approaches has advantages and disadvantages that might fruitfully be explored within a new
        research, teaching and public outreach agenda. For instance, the ‘two-tier’ thinking of cosmopolitan democracy,
        its call for ‘the creation of new political institutions which would coexist with the system of states but
        which would override states in clearly defined spheres of activity where those activities have demonstrable
        transnational and international consequences’ (Held, 2006: 305, 308–9), seems both too simple and too close to
        conventional accounts of state-bound representative democracy. Cosmopolitan democracy certainly counts as a
        brave and important effort to find a language through which the lineaments of ‘post-representative’ democracy
        are defined. But its vision of ‘an intensive, participatory and deliberative democracy’ certainly begs
        questions about the meaning of democracy (for instance, would democracy in cosmopolitan form require the
        fiction of a ‘global people’ capable of participating and ‘deliberating’ in global decision-making
        mechanisms?). The approach also forestalls the hard work of re-imagining the architecture or ‘political
        geography’ of democracy in new ways – or so a new research agenda might imply. For this purpose, empirical
        studies of efforts to construct cross-border mechanisms of integration are likely to yield important insights.
        East Asia is a critical case in point: during the past three decades, bilateral and multilateral cooperation by
        governments, economic networks and development corridors, and ad hoc problem-solving bodies have combined to
        bring a greater sense of ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ interdependence and, correspondingly, heightened the need
        for new arguing and bargaining mechanisms, including peer review panels, cross-border parliaments and summits
        (Gyngell and Wesley, 2003; Pempel, 2005; White, 2006).
      

    


    
      War, peace and democracy promotion


      
        The subject of democracy entered the disciplinary field of international relations belatedly, principally
        during the past several decades. In recent years, in disciplines otherwise as unconnected as diplomatic
        studies, international relations, peace studies and classics, a large body of literature has been produced on
        the subject of war, peace and democracy promotion.
      


      
        Several topics seem especially ripe for further investigation, including a fundamental ethical and political
        dilemma confronting all democracies: if they intervene in contexts riddled with authoritarianism and violence
        using military and other means (as India did in Bangladesh in 1971) then democracies are readily accused of
        double standards, of violating the territorial ‘sovereignty’ and autonomy of peoples entitled to govern
        themselves; whereas if they hesitate or avoid intervention in these contexts (as happened initially in Timor
        Leste during the 1990s) then democracies are easily accused of hypocrisy, of avoiding their responsibility to
        protect people by sitting back smugly with their arms folded, hence of turning a blind eye to cruelty that
        contradicts human rights and other democratic standards. Research might show that the dilemma is compounded by
        the conundrums associated with military intervention in the name of ‘democracy promotion’. The building of
        democracy from scratch in hostile contexts no longer remains an impossibly daunting ‘leap in the dark’, as Lord
        Derby famously claimed to Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli in the 1860s. Yet the historical record suggests
        that successful ‘democracy promotion’ is always and everywhere subject to the most stringent conditions –
        preconditions that defy simple-minded presumptions that democratisation is a matter of will, firepower, policy,
        strategy, toolkits and implementation.
      


      
        Further research in this area is vital. It is likely to show that democratic self-government requires the
        creation or preservation of a functioning set of governmental institutions capable of making and executing
        policies, extracting and distributing revenue, producing laws and public goods, and of course protecting
        citizens by wielding an effective monopoly over the means of violence. The contradiction between the promise of
        self-government and the reality of forcible occupation by a power calling itself a democracy also has to be
        handled sensitively, for instance through a form of ‘trusteeship’ or ‘shared sovereignty’ managed by
        multilateral institutions that help produce a viable, wider regional settlement. Democratisation is not
        synonymous with state building. Furthermore, occupation has to follow a clear timetable for withdrawal. It has
        to cultivate wherever possible the institutions of a civil society, including functioning markets, and – as if
        the list of preconditions is not already long enough – the intruders have to make real efforts to cultivate
        local trust, not only through respect for local traditions and political aspirations, but especially by
        enabling the occupied population to organise and speak out against the occupiers, to subject them to mechanisms
        of public accountability.
      


      
        Whether occupying powers are capable of democratic self-restraint that leads to successful democracy building
        is a vital research matter. Historical perspectives are needed, if only to highlight the key point that
        democratic empires – classical Athens, revolutionary France, the United States of America – have had a mixed
        record in matters of war, peace and democracy promotion. During the fifth century BCE, there was a strongly
        symbiotic relationship between Athenian democracy and its war-making prowess (Pritchard, 2010). Revolutionary
        France witnessed new forms of violence carried out at home and abroad; while the United
        States’ stated global commitment to ‘make the world safe for democracy’ (Woodrow Wilson) has been regularly
        dogged by outright resistance and bitter accusations of double standards and ulterior motives (Smith, 1994).
        Further research on the US case is likely to heap doubt on the recent presumption that democracies are
        ‘peaceful’; raise tricky questions about both the war-fighting capacities of democracy and the dangers of
        hubris and empire; and, minimally, show that most ‘fight them, beat them, teach them to be less autocratic,
        perhaps even democratic’ wars have been fraught affairs, or outright failures: one prominent report suggests
        that nearly 85 per cent of a sample of ninety US military interventions from 1898 to 1992 proved democratically
        infertile, while another study, covering more than 200 US military operations, including forcible
        interventions, peacekeeping, border control and military training, showed that democratic effects were
        observable in only 28 per cent of recorded cases (Keane, 2010; Peceny, 1999; Tures, 2005).
      

    


    
      Anti-democracy promotion


      
        From a twenty-first-century perspective, the patchy record of success of democracy promotion by military means
        is complicated by the rise of what might be called anti-democracy promotion. During the past several
        decades, many scholars remarked that democracy had become the dominant global norm, the ‘only game in town’.
        This claim is beginning to look unrealistic. The first decade of the twenty-first century has witnessed the
        rise of new types of criticism and resistance to democracy – paradoxically, often in the name of democracy.
      


      
        In striking contrast to the recent vigorous debates about democracy promotion, there has been limited scholarly
        discussion of cleverly justified and organised efforts to concentrate governmental and business power, usually
        in the name of ‘the people’. It remains to be seen whether contemporary forms of ‘democracy pushback’
        (Carothers, 2006) are the prelude to something that resembles a repeat of the widespread failures of democracy
        during the 1920s and 1930s. It is nevertheless clear, or so research in this area might show, that the critics
        and foes of democracy are encouraged by various endogenous weaknesses within contemporary democracies. These
        weaknesses have a distinctively twenty-first-century feel: they include the decline of the conventional
        mechanisms of electoral democracy and signs of deep disaffection with parties, parliaments and politicians;
        regulatory failures in the field of market economies; and the spread across the earth of a ‘triangle’ of means
        and forms of violence, including the proliferation of nuclear weapons, uncivil wars and new forms of terrorism
        sustained by asymmetric warfare.
      


      
        Such processes are potentially threatening to contemporary democracies, which are challenged as well by newly
        inhospitable international conditions. Worthy of fresh research efforts are two especially striking
        developments. One trend is the presence of global powers – China and Russia, paragons of authoritarian state
        capitalism – whose present leaders are clearly not committed to the ideals and institutions of democracy in
        representative form. Contrary to ‘end of history’ speculations, these powers represent a
        regime alternative to the representative democracies of Asia and elsewhere. Though many observers continue to
        be persuaded that there are no normatively acceptable and practically viable alternatives to democratic
        representation, the truth is that emerging global realities may not care much for viability, or for normative
        considerations. In any case, new research might show, many commentators are projecting the rise of ‘Asia’ and
        the decline of the West, especially at the hands of China, itself said to be a distinctive ‘civilization state’
        that cares little for democracy and much for economic growth, a new global dominant power that will overtake
        the United States in economic, cultural and political matters (Jacques, 2009; Mahbubani, 2008).
      


      
        The wider implication of these trends is clear: with the striking exception of India, consolidated ‘monitory’
        democracies are now becoming geographically particular, very much confined within the thirty-member OECD world.
        Further research may indicate that this pattern is being reinforced by a second international trend: the growth
        of strongly guided, illiberal or defective democratic regimes, for instance in eastern-central Europe (e.g.
        Ukraine and Georgia), Asia (Thailand) and in Latin America (Venezuela) (Keane, 2009b; Merkel, 2004; Zakaria,
        2003). New research might examine the way these regimes seem to tolerate a measure of pluralism and rely on
        elections, at the same time as they are defined by corrupted political parties, grave deficiencies in the rule
        of law, press unfreedom and a general spirit of populist authoritarianism. Strange as it may seem, these
        ‘phantom democracies’ give the impression that they are responsive to the real or imagined claims of the bulk
        of the population. The electoral and sometimes demagogic appeals of their presidential governments are in a
        sense a direct response to certain needs of parts of their population: the government of Vladimir Putin’s
        Russia represents widespread sentiments for a strong state and a ‘managed democracy’, while the left-wing
        populist policies of Hugo Chávez are responses to the (self-perceived) interests of the majority of the society
        for a fair distribution of corporate profits and economic resources. In either case, the political
        representation of interests is mixed with plebiscitary elements. Intermediary institutions, such as parties,
        interest groups and parliaments, do not actively represent the will of the people; it is rather the caudillo,
        the president, the (religious) leader of ‘the people’ that claims to represent the nation’s will. The form of
        politics unleashed by these regimes – research might show – bears more than a faint resemblance to the type of
        popular sovereignty proposed by Carl Schmitt (1991 [1923]) in his critique of the emerging representative
        parliamentary democracies of the early twentieth century. Within these regimes, plebiscitary or populist
        politics is pseudo-representation: based on claims that the direct and unfiltered will of the people is both
        honoured and implemented, such politics leads to the weakening and deinstitutionalisation of democracy in
        representative form.
      

    


    
      The making of peoples


      
        Seen from a twenty-first-century perspective, does the term democracy have a precise meaning? Some sceptics
        doubt whether it does. They like to quote T.S. Eliot, who famously complained that ‘when a
        term has become so universally sanctified as “democracy” now is, I begin to wonder whether it means anything,
        in meaning too many things’ (Eliot, 1940: 11–12). The commonplace reply to this complaint is that democracy,
        despite its many forms, is, in essence, a political form that rests upon the principle that ‘the people’ are
        the foundation of political authority.
      


      
        The cliché is a convenient shorthand way of summarising its distinctiveness, a synecdoche that highlights the
        commonality of its various different parts, but those who speak of democracy in this way arguably fail to
        acknowledge the changing historical meaning and public salience of the sovereign people principle – or so
        further research could show. The suggestion can be put like this: Athenian-style assembly democracy supposed
        straightforwardly that the ultimate source of power and authority is ‘the people’, a body that is capable of
        assembling face-to-face in a public place to decide matters concerning the common good. The invention of
        representative democracy (a term coined during the last quarter of the eighteenth century) had the long-term
        effect of reconfiguring the sense and function of ‘the people’. Representative democracy cast doubt on the
        presumed homogeneity of ‘the people’; it also proposed reasons why flesh-and-blood people were to be kept at
        arm’s length from government – transformed into part-time judges of how well or badly representatives
        performed. Representative democracy meant: a form of self-government guided by elected representatives of the
        people.
      


      
        This reasoning is rejected by contemporary scholars who express nostalgia for the age of assembly democracy by
        agitating for forms of ‘real’ or ‘deep’ or ‘participatory’ democracy that are designed to bring back the
        energies and wisdom of an imaginary ‘people’ (Barber, 1985; Wolin, 2004, 2008). Their nostalgia needs further
        research, if only because it seems ill equipped to grasp the ways in which post-electoral or monitory democracy
        has equally transformative effects on the sense and legitimacy of ‘the people’. Monitory democracy arguably
        exposes the empirical fiction of a unified ‘sovereign people’; it demonstrates in action that the world is made
        up of many demoi, and that any particular society is made up of flesh-and-blood people who have
        different interests and do not necessarily see eye-to-eye. From a strategic and normative point of view, or so
        research might show, the dynamic and plural structures of monitory democracy also daily serve as barriers
        against the uncontrolled worship of ‘the people’, or what could be dubbed demolatry. Monitory democracy
        undoubtedly stimulates references to ‘the people’; but it does so by treating ‘the people’ as a vital fictional
        device in humbling the powerful, by reminding citizens and their representatives that those who make the laws
        are not the source of their ultimate legitimacy (along these lines, German constitutional lawyers say that ‘the
        people’ are a ‘Zurechnungssubjekt’, a fictional legal subject to whom collectively binding powers are
        attributed, but a subject that is not itself capable of acting as a unified and purposeful subject).
      


      
        New research on the subject of ‘the people’ might find that the proliferation of monitory mechanisms has the
        effect of democratising literal accounts of the principle of ‘the sovereign people’ –
        publicly exposing and de-naturing it as a haughty watchword that can sometimes prove to be a dangerous fiction.
        Whether or to what degree the sovereign people principle is being transformed into a handy reference device
        that most people know to be just a useful political fiction that serves as a reminder that everybody counts in
        matters of politics, is of course ultimately an empirical question. What is certain is that the ‘discovery’ or
        growing awareness that ‘the people’ is a convenient fiction raises challenging ‘anthropological’ questions
        about how exactly a sense of ‘peoplehood’ is constructed, for instance through contested narratives that define
        flesh-and-blood people’s identities in ethical-cultural terms; promise them enhanced wealth, status and
        political power; and strengthen their shared sense of worth as a people (Smith, 2003). There are also strategic
        and normative questions, for instance concerning whether democracies are able to tolerate divergent forms and
        definitions of ‘peoplehood’, that is, conflicting understandings of who is or are ‘the people’; or even whether
        democratic ways of handling the exercise of power, in order to avoid bowdlerisation at the hands of populists,
        may actually require a downgrading of the ‘sovereign people’ principle, its restriction to particular moments
        when sharp contests of power require for their resolution the invocation of the fiction of an undivided people
        that is the source of authority.
      

    


    
      Why democracy?


      
        The current surge of resistance to democracy makes it imperative that research tackles among the toughest sets
        of questions in the field: is democracy worth defending? Given that the twenty-first century is already
        witnessing plenty of other ways of handling power, isn’t democracy to be seen as just one – dispensable – ideal
        among many others? Is it really a universal norm, as many observers have claimed? Or, when all is said and
        done, is democracy actually just a fake universal norm (as the nineteenth-century German anti-philosopher
        Friedrich Nietzsche thought), just one of those pompous little Western values that jostles for people’s
        attention, dazzles them with its promises and – for a time – seduces them into believing that it isn’t a mask
        for power, a tool useful in the struggle by some for mastery over others?
      


      
        These questions are not easy to answer. New research on the ethics of democracy might note how the stormy
        history of democracy has been marked by warnings, jeremiads, accusations of its incorrigible weakness and
        vulnerability to outside forces. Examples include: Plato’s insistence that democracy suffers from mass
        ignorance and popular seduction of the rich; early modern European republican objections that popular control
        of large-scale polities is either impossible and/or a recipe for mob rule, followed by tyranny; Tocqueville’s
        anxiety that the modern ‘democratic revolution’ promotes both the centralisation of state power and new forms
        of servitude oiled by the selfishness and decayed civic virtues of the property-owning middle class; and
        Weber’s insistence that efficiency and effectiveness functionally require bureaucratic organisations that
        render impossible the whole idea of democratic equality and freedom.
      


      
        Research on democracy needs to revisit these negative claims, to learn from them (wherever possible) by making
        fresh assessments of their conceptual and empirical plausibility and political implications. Urgently needed as
        well is new research on the long history of positive justifications of democracy. There is plenty of evidence
        that the catalogue of old reasons once given for the superiority of democracy as a universally desirable mode
        of self-government is now largely exhausted. Who today plausibly believes that democracy is sanctioned either
        by the deities or by its military superiority (as many ancient Greeks thought)? Who still straightforwardly
        thinks of it as a Christian gift to humanity, a worldly expression of the march of History (Mazzini, Sun
        Yat-sen) or (more recently) a complement of the universal power of communicative reason (Habermas)?
      


      
        In matters of justificatory reasoning, it turns out that democracy, considered as a possible universal norm, is
        wilting under the hot sun of suspicion that it is stamped with the birthmark of particularity, that discourses
        in defence of democracy are always expressions of local time-space contexts (Keane, 2009b; Rorty, 1991). That
        being so, further research might draw the conclusion that since democracy is by no means a ‘universal value
        that people anywhere may have reason to see as valuable’ (Sen, 1999) its champions are forced to relativise
        their enthusiasm by admitting its frail peculiarity and, thus, drawing the conclusion that ‘democracy is not
        for everybody’. There is another, quite different possibility: those political forces seeking to defend the
        time-space specific form of life called democracy might instead draw the conclusion that it is indeed worth
        fighting for, especially in a world riddled with friends and foes, and with the demons of power, politics and
        violence.
      


      
        Faced with difficult ethical questions and practical challenges of this kind, some scholars have proposed that
        democracy should part company with the whole business of philosophical justification, conventionally understood
        as the search for unquestionable First Principles; they draw the conclusion that a truce between philosophy and
        democracy should be declared, so that democracy sheds its old philosophical baggage and hereon travels light in
        the world, following the path of pragmatic calculation (Rorty, 1991). Other scholars try instead to speak of
        democracy as an ethical universal by resorting to justifications based on consequentialist reasoning. They
        claim, for instance, that democracy promotes peace, or that it is the precondition of market-generated wealth,
        or the guarantor of human wellness.
      


      
        New research is likely to show the implausibility of most if not all of these arguments, which thus raises a
        fundamental question: are there fresh – twenty-first century – ways of thinking positively about democratic
        ideals? Can it still be said, with a strong measure of credibility, that democracy is in principle a set of
        ideals and institutions that can be applied in virtually all settings in the world? Answers to these questions
        might be prompted partly by research that engages with older normative defences of democracy; and the (not
        unrelated) insistence that democratic institutions and ways of being are vital conditions of possibility of
        freedom from the debilitating, often politically dangerous, effects of pseudo-universal claims based on belief
        in such norms as the Nation, the Market and the State. Other candidates for consideration include the claim
        (famously popularised by Winston Churchill) that the respect for diversity and openness
        makes democracy the ‘least worst’ form of government; and the bolder conjecture that democracy is not just the
        best weapon ever invented for dealing with human arrogance, folly and hubris, but that it also has a deep
        sensitivity to the facts of uncertainty, complexity and diversity, and that it therefore has a compelling close
        affinity with the political problem of identifying, handling and resolving so-called ‘wicked problems’
        (Fukuyama, 2007; Head, 2008). This line of reasoning would certainly be new in the history of democracy: the
        strongest case for its superiority as a way of preventing and amending mistakes, as a self-reflexive mode of
        anticipating, defining and handling unexpected events and unforeseen consequences and reversing wrong-headed
        decisions and their unjust effects.
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      Turkish women and Muslim headscarves1
    


    
      Hakan Seckinelgin
    


    
      
        The problem of headscarves, which has been brought to attention in Turkey at various times, hides behind the
        rhetoric of democracy, but is nothing but an attempt to obscure democratic achievements. Because our citizens
        in their private lives are able to comply in full and with absolute freedom with their religion’s requirements,
        the use of religious symbols for political ends and the use of sacred religious feelings for foul ends cannot
        be tolerated. This would contradict the structure of laic [sic] democracy, the freedom of
        consciousness, principles of equality as well as the principle of national unity.
      


      
        (Sezer, 2004)2
      

    


    
      In this public message for International Women’s Day on 7 March 2004, the Turkish President, Ahmet Necdet Sezer,
      after acknowledging the important role played by women in modern Turkey in all walks of society, elaborates the
      official position of the establishment on headscarves and warns against its dangers. This stated view
      encapsulates the dilemmas experienced in Turkey in relation to the issue of Muslim headscarves within a
      democratic process. How do we decide who has a legitimate claim among the many claimants within the system on
      this issue? Does every claim have legitimacy in the system? Deciding between claims for recognition and between
      various demands for resources is one of the central questions implicit in the foundations of democratic regimes.
    


    
      These are questions related to an ideological, nationalistic, understanding of Turkish identity which has
      recently become much more self-aware about the implications of Islamic culture in Turkey in relation to the
      European Union. While Turkey has committed itself to the European social value system through its secular
      outlook, and is under pressure from the EU to further democratise its system and build a more open society, this
      social ideology has been questioned on the basis of its democratic limits on rights and entitlements. Together
      with other ethnic issues, Islam has become a part of the discussion about common understanding of the public face
      of secular Turkishness. However, EU pressure and reaction to the debate in Turkey has had interesting
      implications, as I will discuss. Of course these implications are not limited to Turkey. In recent debates over
      Muslim women’s headscarves they have become more clearly pronounced in several European
      countries, such as Belgium, Britain, France and Germany. They demand urgent responses from political authorities
      as well as from the general public within which they are posed.
    


    
      The present chapter examines demands from Muslim women and political responses to them, and problematises the
      general perception of civil society as a privileged space for social negotiation within discussions of democracy.
      It questions the general view that civil society is a space through which marginal voices can be represented and
      gradually recognised. In this view, political distance between state and society is seen as sufficient for
      political independence while any commonality in socio-political values between the two is ignored. I analyse a
      proposal from Nancy Fraser in relation to state, civil society and democracy and relate these ideas to the
      Turkish context. Fraser’s proposal then allows me to investigate the challenge presented to the democratic system
      by Muslim women, particularly within what is considered to be civil society. Analysis of the Turkish case leads
      us to question the role of civil society in this process, since a public confrontation is clearly taking place,
      not only with the state authorities, but also with a civil society in which women describe themselves as
      modern Turkish women. The implications of the latter are important since they point to an underlying
      context which combines the aspiration underpinning the state’s legitimacy and the defence of social identity
      within civil society. The headscarves discussion raises some questions for Fraser’s proposals and more widely in
      relation to women’s relationships among women and women’s well-being in Turkey. The discussion also highlights
      the tension between the democratic pressures put on Turkey by the EU to have a more open civil society and what
      can actually be achieved.
    


    
      By questioning the limits of these assumptions about civil society, I argue that if people do not participate
      publicly on the basis of consensus over values in the form of a socio-cultural reflex, the assumed role of civil
      society becomes merely a rhetorical device (Seckinelgin, 2004). The often assumed distinction between state and
      civil society needs to be closely examined by looking at intra-civil society contestation within certain power
      relations. First, I outline the Fraser proposal and then look at the historical process, which has established
      both the grounds for democratic process and the identity of women in Turkey. Then I look at the way civil society
      functions in response to the Muslim women’s demands. Lastly I discuss the implications of this context for the
      present debate in terms of democratic participation in the public debate.
    


    
      Before moving onto the next section I would like to make certain caveats. Following Iris Marion Young (1990:
      43–9), I suggest that the headscarf forms a useful analytical starting point which allows unpacking of complex
      questions of power relations. This avoids reducing, as is commonly done in political debate, women’s demands and
      claims in general to a particular case of Islamism by attributing a natural meaning to the fact of
      wearing a headscarf. My focus in this study is the political debate involving citizens within civil
      society underpinned by the socio-cultural values framed in a certain nationalistic perspective. For that reason I
      do not discuss various perspectives on headscarves in terms of their standing in Islamic
      discourse and theology, or various interpretations of the use of headscarves as a subversive cultural tool in
      engaging with the incursions of modernity in various societies (Mule and Barthel, 1992; Göle, 1996; Hashim, 1999;
      Saktanber, 2002; Navaro-Yashin, 2002; White, 2002).
    


    
      The proposal


      
        The question of whether girls wearing Muslim headscarves should be allowed to attend public schools combines
        both the issues of recognition and provision of a public good, education in this particular case, with lifetime
        consequences. The demands to be recognised as an equal citizen in a society and as a citizen free to claim
        entitlement to education are demands that fall under a general understanding of democratic aspirations, which
        suggests that these should be openly negotiated and provided. However, responses to these claims are not all
        articulated with the same clarity in line with democratic principles.
      


      
        It is in this area that Nancy Fraser’s solution for this issue in France is convincing. Her perspective
        establishes the ban on headscarves as an unjust treatment of a religious minority imposed by French
        communitarians. Here the argument recommends exacting a just solution by reversing an unjust policy.
        She argues that a ban based on considering headscarves as means for gender subordination, as argued by some in
        France, fails to take into consideration the various dissenting views on the issue from within the French
        Muslim community. Therefore they in fact exacerbate the possible subordination of Muslim women by excluding
        variant views on the issue that might otherwise emerge through participation in public education. On these
        grounds she argues that letting headscarves into schools would have been a better way forward (2003: 41–3).
      


      
        In order to understand her position it is important to start with what she calls ‘the notion of parity of
        participation’ (2003: 36, emphasis in original). This concept assumes that the principle of justice
        requires all members of a society to engage with each other as peers. For this to be possible, she looks at two
        necessary conditions: the objective condition and the intersubjective condition. The former is articulated as a
        preclusion of all forms and levels of exclusion that would impede parity of participation. This includes social
        and institutional arrangements that create exclusion from participating, or which create exploitation and
        deprivation. The latter condition is developed as a preclusion of all institutionalised patterns of norms and
        values that deny participation for all in the social processes of recognition. Therefore, all institutionalised
        or ascribed values that are used as filters for participation become questionable. Fraser acknowledges the
        importance of the unity of these conditions and emphasises the centrality of the latter in engaging with
        ‘concerns pertaining to the status order of society and to culturally defined hierarchies of status’ (2003:
        36).
      


      
        Once this is formulated, Fraser suggests that the notion can be used as an evaluative perspective to judge
        claims for justice. The claims are measured according to their relationship with the parity of participation,
        that is, how the claims seek to ‘promote parity of participation’ (2003: 38). In other words, how does a claim’s objective increase participation of one group without ‘introducing or
        exacerbating disparities among other dimensions’ (2003: 39)? Overall, she suggests that this process of
        deciding needs to take place through ‘the democratic process of public debate’ (2003: 43). However, she also
        recognises that there is a need to articulate a way of recognising claims, since not all will require or
        stimulate such processes. Her argument suggests that the recognition of difference needs to be both contextual
        and pragmatic, in this it becomes ‘remedial for specific, pre-existing injustices’ within certain contexts
        (2003: 46). This approach is persuasive, as it firmly locates the potential claim or contestation between the
        claimants’ position in society and the existing institutions. Furthermore it gives importance to the
        contexuality of such claims over and above the interests shared by common humanity. In this way, the authority
        of the hierarchical social models that ascribe social values to certain groups and attitudes that inform
        distributive decisions or choices are destabilised. This occurs even though these decisions create conditions
        that affect the provision of education and the regulation of public space according to some secular social
        imagery that does not include headscarves.
      


      
        It is the justice question which motivates Nancy Fraser’s attempt to articulate a criterion to decide between
        the sorts of claims I have been outlining. Her analysis is focused on the changing sociological parameters of
        people’s everyday lives with respect to ongoing globalisation. She considers the social changes that we are
        living through to be a challenge to the central authority of the state and to its ability to create a social
        order on the basis of a particular societal vision. In this challenge, social movements infused with identity
        politics, developed through transcultural communications and migration, have an important role. The
        institutionalised hierarchies that manage societal relations are dislocated at the level of everyday life,
        while institutional mechanisms are trying to keep them intact in the formal patterns of recognition and
        distribution, as is clearly demonstrated time and again in the debates on Muslim headscarves. As a result, many
        social movements are raising questions establishing claims for, and demands on, traditional political systems.
        Her position tries to valorise demands for both recognition and redistribution in order to be able to engage
        with the question of justice put on the table by the multiple voices within these social movements.
      


      
        Reversal of policy seems to solve the problem of justice. It also recognises the diversity among the views
        available to the claimants. Furthermore, Fraser’s solution seems to open up a space for public debate rather
        than limiting it (the preferred outcome for the French communitarians, as she calls them). However, one
        question remains unanswered: how do we know that redress of what is considered to be unjust by one group will
        not simply create another unjust situation for another? Although Fraser implicitly responds to this question in
        the way her solution is developed, this issue needs to be problematised in two areas.
      


      
        The first area emerges in the previous discussion on headscarves. It seems that the proposal to let girls wear
        headscarves is based on the understanding that they are challenging an institutionalised hierarchy that
        excludes them from participating fully in society and, furthermore, that their wearing
        headscarves per se does not exclude anyone else from participating in the education system (2003: 41). The
        solution, while recognising the value base of institutional arrangements, seems to ignore that such a proposed
        reversal would be seen as unjust by the French communitarians on the basis of their assumed shared image of
        social identity. The point here is that the proposed strategy is articulated at the level of ideal democratic
        principles, which are also articulated by Todorov (2004: 241). These assume that the institutions of democracy
        in a particular context are sufficiently independent of certain socio-cultural imaginations so that a
        reasonable outcome for all involved can be arrived at. This represents what Martha Nussbaum calls an
        ‘overlapping consensus’ (2004: 61) about democratic space.
      


      
        Such consensus is rare. In most cases, the principles that are used as legitimating factors for a democratic
        regime also embody socio-cultural values, for example in the present case, a secular outlook for women. A
        decision to impose participation on the basis of a particular form of secular outlook leads to an explicit
        exclusion of certain people from exercising their right to participate. Consequently the democratic system that
        shares such secular values would find it very difficult to adjudicate between the claims of Muslim women with
        headscarves and the French communitarians who are feeling threatened in their secular identity. In short we are
        dealing with democracy in context, rather than some decontextualised procedural system.
      


      
        The second area relates to a complementary issue in Fraser’s approach, that is, the strong awareness of the
        roles played by social movements and civil society in this public process of contestation. Axel Honneth raises
        some issues for her framework by questioning, among other things, the significance or weight given to the role
        of social movements or civil society as a space for contestation. He convincingly argues that this perspective
        is misleading in attributing a privileged identity component to the new social movements while considering
        traditional movements only in relation to distribution. Even if we would like to follow Fraser’s perspective,
        Honneth’s questioning challenges us to think about the sociological priority given to civil society in its role
        of raising voices in the fragmented social space.
      


      
        This approach problematises the common assumption that civil society contributes to an inclusionary process
        through contestation in democratic systems. For instance, Iris Marion Young suggests that ‘associational
        activity fosters democratic inclusion by enabling excluded or marginalized groups to find each other, develop
        counter-publics. … Civil society limits the ability of both state and economy to colonize the lifeworld’ (2000:
        189). Honneth’s approach points out an underlying tension in these discussions. The civil society voices that
        are recognised are only those referenced by the central authority of the state as the expression of embodied
        social values. Even in the absence of clear institutionalised links between the state and civil society which
        exist in Turkey, the relationship between the socio-cultural values of the society and democratic institutions
        makes it important to question this assumption.
      

    


    
      Headscarves in Turkey


      
        In order to elaborate the dilemma involved in this debate I now discuss the foundation of the democratic
        process as it establishes the boundaries of deliberation in the Turkish case. Generally, the positions of
        Islamic groups are presented as pre-democratic and pre-modern views on women, antithetical to the European
        aspirations of modern Turkey embodied by the arch-patriarchal symbol, headscarves. Women with headscarves
        demonstrating for public recognition are constructed as tools for Islamic politics manipulated by men behind
        the scenes. Since the late 1990s this has been under the close scrutiny of the National Security Council, so
        that the demand for wearing Muslim headscarves in universities has been considered to be an important
        manifestation of the adverse influence of the politicisation of Islam.
      


      
        Explicit demands for education and recognition contradict these reductionist attempts to isolate women’s
        voices. As a demand to increase women’s entry to higher education institutions headscarf-wearing represents a
        shift within traditional relations. It is a dynamic engagement with socio-political structures rather than a
        resort, either to patriarchal party politics or to what are seen as backward Islamic social norms. In this way
        women are also challenging the patriarchal formation of civil society within a certain national imagination. As
        a result, it is possible to agree with Young that there is an impetus in civil society to create groupings for
        marginalised voices to emerge. However, the Turkish case also demonstrates that this emergence can be
        neutralised within civil society before it engages with the democratic state institutions, because the
        overarching social consensus sets the limits to ‘reasonable’ discussion (Nussbaum, 2004). It is in this
        contradictory context that Fraser’s solution faces some problems.
      


      
        There are several good reasons for focusing on Turkey in order to understand more about the assumptions often
        made about the state–civil society relationship as well as the challenge in building a common socio-cultural
        value-base for civil society activity. First, Turkey differs from the other European countries dealing with the
        issue in one important area. The debate is not taking place in relation to a community that can be constructed
        as foreign by their migrant characteristics or identity. In the Turkish context, despite similarities with
        France in the centralised nature of public administration, confrontation takes place within what is seen as one
        body of Turkish citizens as a nation. In this process there are in fact no outsiders, in the form of a migrant
        group to be assimilated, to be created as citizens within the receiving country that reproduces a particular
        republican model. Therefore, it is much more a direct questioning of a particular imagination of the national
        identity. Second, related to this, this direct questioning of Turkish identity takes the form of questioning a
        certain idea of womanhood.
      


      
        In order to understand the situation at present in Turkey, and to be able to assess whether Fraser’s proposal
        provides a reasonable solution in this case, one needs to look at the early twentieth century. The ideals
        developed in the period between the disappearance of the Ottoman Empire and the establishment of the Turkish
        Republic still loom large in today’s Turkish society. One of the many reactions to the
        decline of the empire was the development of a particular kind of Turkish nationalism attached to a certain
        territorial identity, and presenting a particular commitment to cultural modernism on the basis of European
        enlightenment ideals. In this nationalism, an attempt was made to move beyond race or ethnicity-based ideals of
        nationhood in order to survive the collapse of the multicultural Ottoman Empire. This attempt defined
        nationalism according to a set of socio-cultural characteristics that needed to be accepted in order to be a
        member of the nation. These characteristics were drawn from western European life, and were strongly committed
        to a secular modernity. Overall the secularisation is seen, as Nur Vergin suggests, as the sign of power and
        the authority (hikmet-i hükümet) of the new republic (2000: 36).
      


      
        The position of women was central in the process, since the construction of new womanhood was used as one of
        the most important interventions to initiate the secular modern nation. As Göle argues, ‘women’s corporal
        visibility and citizenship rights constitute the political stakes around which the public sphere is defined’
        (1997: 61). Portrayed as an unveiled participant in public affairs and appearing in all areas of education from
        engineering to law, women liberated from the backwardness were constituted as the new face of nationalist
        ideology. In this sense, Deniz Kandiyoti notes that the participation of women in labour and education
        processes was seen as an important part of the ongoing new nation-building project (1991: 432, 435).
      


      
        Ernest Gellner (1981: 68) considers this Kemalist secularism to be a didactic secular project that was applied
        and then pursued through society by means of education and changes in public life (such as changing the civil
        law, adaptation of modern marriages, western time and metric measurements, clothing, and alphabet). Here, as
        Gellner suggests, one also observes a particular ethical outlook on life that was and is defended and
        implemented. The Kemalist project commits society and people to a particular way of being. Therefore, while the
        contractual mechanism of this process makes this nationalism amenable to change, the content, as summarily
        discussed above, that substantiates the nature of Turkishness, creates certain limitations. Thus,
        social space itself was defined in terms of a laic/secular social vision. This indicates a process of
        construction of this space through a set of norms based on certain patriarchal impositions. While women were
        taken out of the backwardness of the private and brought into public life to participate as full members of new
        nation, the new public space itself was framed independently of women’s contributions.
      


      
        Thus, as suggested by Carole Pateman, modern civil society emerges as a patriarchal category (1988: 102). In
        other words, participation in national public space has become a legitimacy filter for particular identity
        claims that were approved by the authority of the state. Given that this process establishes a close
        identification between the status of women and the core ideal of the reason of state, activist women and their
        groups in this civil society have always been seen as one of the fundamental faces of secular society. The
        central implication of this process is a dual construction of women’s identity together with the civil society
        which is based on this identity. As Kandiyoti suggests, in this process women are included
        in public only as a subordinate to the state’s rationale (1991: 430). Therefore, it is possible to argue that
        civil society in Turkey embodies the characteristics of a social movement to maintain a secular outlook
        invested in women. This seemingly public role and voice have bolstered the implicit relationship between the
        particular secular identity of womanhood, which is constructed as a public identity, and the interests of the
        nation as defended by the state apparatus. One can observe the organic relationship between what is seen as an
        essentially political struggle to create a new form of politics and what is a social construction of a
        particular cultural identity. The relationship is a political one in the sense that the cultural changes and
        measures that were committing the society to a particular mode of being civilised were (and are still) seen as
        anchoring a political regime which would move gradually towards a democratic system. This has produced a double
        coding process whereby women’s identity is referenced to the secular national ideals, and the secular nature of
        social space is referenced to women’s identity as manifested in outward appearance. This assumption has fixed
        social life and identities in terms of the political commitments of the Kemalist project.
      


      
        This process, of course, has anchored the idea of womanhood through legal and social frameworks whereby women
        are given all civil citizenship rights. Immediately after the establishment of the republic, a new civil law
        that recognised all civil rights for women was adopted in 1924, and in 1936 all political electoral rights for
        women were recognised. However, independent of the choices available to women in the system through formal
        citizenship, the boundaries of social relations were set – as suggested by Zehra F. Arat (1994: 72) – around
        the cultural values of family obligations based on care and reproductive functions. As Judith Butler points
        out, this process of ‘juridical formation’ of a national feminism is ‘an effect of a given version of
        representational politics’ (1990: 2). In a way, there has been a liberation of women from backwardness by
        introducing civil rights and education, while at the same time these reforms were coded in traditional family
        values that are creating or maintaining particular roles for women. This has meant that the public face of
        women was once more subordinated to their role in the family as mothers, wives and carers of the secular
        society.
      


      
        One important aspect of this situation was the differentiation of the public image of women, as demonstrated
        through clothes or participation, from the experience of women as more subservient actors in relation to their
        husbands as the head of the social unit in family life. Therefore, patriarchy in the public realm, as suggested
        by Pateman, was subordinated to patriarchy in the private-family sphere. This has only recently been addressed
        by the new Civil Code, enacted in November 2001, which reformed Turkish family law and in particular enhanced
        the position of women in marriage, for example by dropping the definition of the man as the head of the family
        and by introducing the equal division of property acquired after marriage as the legal norm.
      


      
        During these processes there has been an important urban–rural divide. While women in urban settings, both as
        students or professionals, have always participated in the performance of public
        secularism, women in rural areas participating in agricultural production have been constructed as actors who
        have yet to benefit from the outcomes of republican modernism. On the one hand, women in the rural areas came
        to represent the traditional nurturing and caring role of women, while urban women embodied the modern active
        image. On the other hand, this has created a secular narrative about women’s identity performed by urban women,
        particularly as teachers and doctors, moving to rural areas to spread the modern ways in order to set an
        example of secular identity in their professional duties. Therefore, it is possible to argue that the secular
        identity of women was also coded with education and professional aspirations. As students, in particular as
        university students, women are seen as the enlightened face of the society.
      

    


    
      Civil society today


      
        Today the conditions discussed above constrain the democratic process, public discussion and the outcomes of
        these processes. The particularity of the Turkish case highlights the implications of a link between state and
        civil society for the welfare of women with Muslim headscarves. The causes of these consequences are not only
        state related, but also mediated within civil society. Although civil society is taken to be an important
        factor in the democratic process for people to voice demands (see Jaquette, 2003), the relationship between
        democracy and civil society, hence the priority given to civil society by Fraser in judging demands, may not
        fit very comfortably with the context discussed here.
      


      
        The development of a democratic republican polity has been the ultimate aim of the Kemalist project.
        Furthermore, the process also committed civil society to becoming a defender of a secular form of life. As a
        result, civil society has gained two roles: it has assumed the role of making sure, on the one hand, that the
        state is democratically responsible, while on the other hand, it is also the guarantor that society develops
        within the Kemalist lines.
      


      
        While the early years of the republic were devoted to the creation of a certain secular socio-political
        identity to guarantee this project, during the years after the Second World War the system was involved in a
        struggle for the establishment of democratic processes. The principle of laicism has always been the
        contentious issue, since more traditional sections of society continued to describe their social relations
        through the culture of Islam. The political debate took shape under the multi-party regime initiated at the end
        of 1940s and was interrupted by three military interventions up until 1980. These were justified under the
        rubric of defending the Kemalist principles in society against other powers, including religious ones. Although
        during this process actors tried to represent the interests of these traditionalists in the society, it was not
        until 1972, with the establishment of the National Salvation Party (Milli Selamet Partisi-MSP) that an Islamic/
        traditionalist party was introduced to the system. From the public perspective, while the defence of the nation
        was seen as legitimate, in some parts of the public sphere Islamic/traditionalist methods were considered to be
        anti-democratic.
      


      
        Therefore, a certain ideologically-oriented civil society developed in this period. As a result civil society –
        sivil toplum – has until very recently represented a debate and a mobilisation for democratic politics
        and its establishment independent of military interventions bolstering the regime.3 However, tension between these two sides of the public
        sphere remained, as was demonstrated once more in 1997. The warnings issued by the National Security
        Council4 on 28 February 1997 to contain the
        Islamic influence of The Refah (Welfare) Party (RP), as the leading partner in the governing
        coalition, led to a change in the government that was seen as an acceptable defence of Kemalist principles.
      


      
        As democratic ideals have taken deeper root, and the military, despite its continuing pre-eminence in the
        society, has become more respectful of these ideals in the post-1980 period, the idea of civil society has
        become much more nuanced. But within this increased civil society activity, which started in the early 1980s
        and climaxed in the late 1990s, one can observe an implicit tension. This is between a secularist civil society
        that was much more interested in voicing problems with the military, and another civil society that was
        focusing on more radical demands based on identity politics, broadly defined by questioning the structure of
        the Kemalist social contract (Toprak, 1994; Ayata, 1997). This tension has generated a need to establish openly
        ideologising civil society organisations to defend the social contract. Society’s defence of Kemalism, unlike
        its imposition by the military throughout the 1980s, has moved the country into a new phase where Kemalism was
        unambiguously located within the mechanisms of civil society (Ayata, 1997). In this period civil society claims
        moved explicitly beyond conventional organisational forms based on Kemalist ideals towards organisational forms
        acting to defend Kemalist ideals. Large numbers of country-wide organisations, such as The Association for
        Kemalist Thought (Atatürkcü Dü[image: Image]ünce
        Derne[image: Image]i), the association for the Support of
        Modern Life of Turkey (Türkiye Ca[image: Image]da[image: Image] Yasami Destekleme Vakfı), and the Association of Republican
        Women (Cumhuriyetçi Kadinlar Derne[image: Image]i), were
        established in this period.
      


      
        Note, once more, that this process of civil society building is a step for democratisation, albeit within the
        parameters of the national ideology rather than in terms of a questioning of that vision. In this, however,
        there were other forces influencing changes in civil society by allowing marginalised groups to take part in
        the public debate. In addition to the above-mentioned pressure from the EU, the role of new technologies, such
        as the Internet, have been important. The web has provided a forum for many groups, including women with Muslim
        headscarves. A civil society based on identity politics has gradually diversified: from various women’s issues
        to the environment, from gay and lesbian rights, such as Kaos GL and Sappho’s Girls, to homelessness, from
        language rights to major human rights issues, and from ethnic group rights to prison reform associations. In
        other words, the civil society scene has become more open for dissenting voices and thus less formalised.
        Although this change is neither very rapid nor widely observable outside large urban settings, it is,
        nonetheless, diffused throughout the country. Various groups have managed to emerge with concrete political agendas and demands on the system. Therefore it is possible to talk about a very
        vibrant civil society space in relation to women’s issues.
      


      
        In addition to more traditionally aligned Kemalist organisations such as The Women’s Union of Turkey
        (Türkiye Kadinlar Birligi), human rights based groups with specific interests in minority civil rights
        have also emerged. The Association of Women Rights Against Separatism (Ayrımcılı[image: Image]a Kar[image: Image]ı Kadın Hakları
        Derne[image: Image]i) and the Association of Human Rights and
        Solidarity for Oppressed People ([image: Image]nsan Hakları ve
        Mazlumlar için Dayanı[image: Image]ma Derne[image: Image]i) are examples of these organisations. In terms of women with Muslim
        headscarves with particular demands, activism is very evident from various Internet sites such as www.basortusuneozgurluk.8m.com (freedom to headscarves) and
        www.basortum.net (my headscarf ), which are directly intended for the
        Muslim headscarves cause and prepared by women who are taking part in active protests.
      


      
        There are also umbrella organisations such as the Rainbow Istanbul Women’s Platform (Gökku[image: Image]a[image: Image]i
        [image: Image]stanbul Kadın Platformu) as studied by Kenan
        Çayır (Çayır, 2000; Pusch, 2000). According to Çayır this initiative was established in 1994 as the first
        Islamic women’s umbrella group consisting of forty-four individual civil society organisations. It is important
        to note that in most organisations involved with the headscarves issue, the nature of the debate has been to
        claim rights for public life rather than to remain in the private sphere, both as a woman and as women with
        certain traditional values. The activism manifested in these forums represents an active opposition to both
        state discourse and to Kemalist civil society’s imposition of a particular public identity for women.
      


      
        Newly emerging groups of women in civil society, defending their right to wear headscarves, were confronted
        with claims of unfoundedness of such rights under the laicism principle, which was subsequently supported by
        the decision of the European Court of Human Rights. On the Leyla Sahin v. Turkey case (No
        44774/98) in 29 June 2004 the Court decided that there was no violation of rights by barring her from attending
        university with a headscarf as it was up to the state to determine regulations to limit rights in order to
        protect secularism and democratic values. Overall the Court considered the Turkish law on this as a legitimate
        measure. This decision indicates that the claims by Turkish women with headscarves presents an interesting
        dilemma for the debate on democratic process in general, as the Court seems to have interpreted the claim
        according to a set of values based on secularism.
      


      
        The voice of women who would like to take part in public life whilst also following religious aspirations by
        wearing headscarves clearly questioned the underlying social consensus around the secular identity of women in
        Turkey and the general assumptions behind what it is to be democratic in the European context. Furthermore,
        this demand voiced by educated women has exposed a tacit consensus around the issue of women’s identity: that a
        woman can have a voice in public only as a secular individual. It is at this conjunction, of the demand for
        recognition and the mainstream defence of laicism, that the existing tacit understanding between civil society
        and the state has become problematic for the democratic ideals endorsed by Fraser in terms of open public
        debate. Moreover, the strong emphasis on a Kemalist public space distanced from private
        space, defined by the state as the home, has created a situation within which demands for recognition are
        transformed into an issue of distribution. In this way, discourse has constructed civil society as public,
        fixed to the national ideology, defended by secular civil society organisations.
      


      
        The election of the Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi-AKP) with Islamic
        credentials as the majority government in November 2002, has created an important socio-political tension in
        Turkey. This was, and is, exacerbated by the fact that all the wives of most ministers, including the Prime
        Minister’s wife, wear headscarves. This has signalled an aspiration to establish an Islamic way of existing
        that is largely considered to be a return to the backward past in Turkey. On 23 April 2003 the President of the
        Republic refused to attend a reception in parliament for the anniversary of the founding of the National
        Assembly, because the host, the speaker of the parliament, issued the invitation together with his wife who
        wears a headscarf. Most secular politicians participated in this protest and were supported by many
        representing the Kemalist elite – judges, journalists, academics and others who were offended by a hostess who
        might have worn a headscarf. As a result, in reaction to the protest, no women with headscarves appeared at the
        reception. An important debate followed, in which the president, an ex-head of the constitutional court, argued
        that wearing headscarves was fine in one’s personal life but that in public spaces this was unacceptable and
        could not be allowed. This understanding was adopted and has been applied on other national days since then.
        Those dignitaries who are known to have wives with headscarves are invited without their wives. In this way,
        the understanding of public space and of those who can participate in this space and have a voice, is very
        important. It restricts access and voice in the political and social sphere by appealing to the Kemalist
        project and to the resulting socio-cultural prejudices on the identity of womanhood. The entire process reached
        its climax with the president’s statement, quoted earlier, issued on International Women’s Day in March 2004.
        Note here that the debate is on the conditions of access to public space as actors, which was at the centre of
        the state feminism developed by Kemalism.
      


      
        The reaction in civil society against headscarves in defending Kemalist principles has also followed this
        argument. This reaction has constructed people wearing Muslim headscarves in public as people against the
        system rather than considering these demands under citizenship rights. In this, the democratic process as a
        neutral mechanism for responding to demands – also used as a mechanism for deliberation by Fraser – is
        demolished by socio-cultural ideology. This suggests that reactions to these demands are leading to a process
        of exclusion from the distribution of public goods. Given the nature of the demands based on headscarves, and
        initiated by women, the exclusionary process is very much gender-based, as men’s Islamic aspirations cannot be
        controlled through their attire (Saktanber, 2002). It can only be done to women.5
      


      
        Although civil society space represents a vibrant and dynamic environment, there is a strong tendency towards
        ideological homogenisation. Necmi Erdo[image: Image]an argues that this is a process of building a hegemonic civil society in parallel with an
        authoritarian state apparatus (2000: 251). The position of women’s organisations in general, in relation to the
        Muslim headscarves debate, is remarkable in its nationalistic aspirations at the expense of women’s rights.
        Merve Kavakçı, the first elected headscarf-wearing female Member of Parliament was forced out of the chamber
        and then had to leave the country in May 1999. She said that ‘women even took to the streets declaring they
        would never allow a women wearing a headscarf into the parliament. They called for laicite’ (2004:
        66). Support for women with and for Muslim headscarves within civil society comes mostly from human rights
        based organisations that are also involved with prison reforms and defending socioeconomic rights for Kurdish
        people. The large number of women’s organisations described earlier with extensive interest in women’s welfare
        and public participation do not provide public support for the demands for education voiced by young women in
        headscarves. On the contrary, these organisations tend to voice outrage at the appearance of women with
        headscarves in public as they are seen as reminiscent of backwardness. As a result, state feminism is employed
        to contain and delegitimate demands for recognition and just distribution of democratic rights from women in
        headscarves.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        I have argued that the directness of women’s demands in relation to Muslim headscarves is creating anxieties in
        the social sphere as well as a democratic paradox. I have drawn attention to important continuities between the
        ideologies of state and civil society and their implications. While the Kemalist state structures are able to
        emasculate political manifestations like the AKP’s potential to influence some of the secular aspects of
        governing, civil society actors are facing a different situation. Their opposition is based on a claim to a
        different kind of womanhood. In this sense, it is a challenge to the secular image of women and thus a
        challenge to the secular identity of the society. On the one hand, it is clear that women in headscarves are
        representing a liberated sort of identity which is not necessarily in line with the patriarchal relations
        usually represented within more conventional party political engagements. On the other hand, as a result of the
        reaction of secular women in civil society, these women’s demands are reduced to the threat of backwardness at
        best, or worse, totally marginalised as irrelevant claims for a modern society. Fraser’s preferred procedure of
        democratic public debate for decision-making does not consider these groups of women as relevant actors. Both
        the state’s and the laic civil society’s reactions ignore the larger implications of this consideration of
        public laicism versus private freedom of consciousness for women.
      


      
        This process of alienation from the public sphere, mostly supported and undertaken by secular civil society,
        also questions the possibility of arbitration based on Fraser’s notion of parity of participation. Clearly the
        demands of women can be judged according to the existing legal bar on access to public services in education
        for these women. This would comply with Fraser’s first objective condition. The situation would also comply
        with the second category of an intersubjective condition, because the exclusion of women with headscarves
        contains institutionalised patterns of values, as discussed earlier, creating a certain status order relating
        to the ability to participate in modern society. By fulfilling these conditions, women’s appeal against unjust
        treatment needs to be taken into consideration. The analysis becomes less realistic, however, with Fraser’s
        suggestion that the claim should be judged with reference to the extent to which it promotes parity of
        participation. The issue needs to be judged ultimately by those who are in the position of deciding about the
        distributive process as well as underwriting the possibility of recognition. It is possible for women with
        headscarves to use the parity of participation principle with its accompanying conditions for their claims, but
        the situation in Turkey demonstrates that this principle becomes null when it is located in a context where the
        claimants’ identity or political ideas are constructed by both civil society and the state through the same
        discourse. From their perspective, such claims can be delegitimated, as the identity attributed to these women
        expresses a position that is antithetical to the parity principle. Therefore, Fraser is locating the
        possibility of correcting the unjust situation right in the middle of an unjust system, or as suggested by
        Young, ‘where structural inequalities underlie significant inequalities or social harm’ (2001: 670). These are
        mediated through the formal and informal mechanisms of public discourse, without providing any suggestions for
        how this system would be self-reflexive so as to change its fundamental constitution. Fraser’s proposal from
        this angle falls short of engaging with the political debate on the ground.
      


      
        In conclusion I would like to point out three broad issues. As the Turkish context demonstrates, civil society
        together with the state elite can ignore, for the sake of Kemalist principles, the dynamic nature of women’s
        voicing of educational needs. It simply lumps them together with men under the category of Islam in which a
        certain patriarchal structure is promoted at the expense of women’s welfare. This suggests that Fraser’s
        solution, which seems to have worked at a theoretical level, is not sufficiently contextual in its articulation
        of the conditions for democratic processes to engage with the political debate as it happens in a given
        context. It also raises questions about the limits of democratic procedures once they are considered within a
        historical and political context. The actors in this situation, in particular civil society, also ignore the
        importance of higher education for women in engaging with Islamic patriarchy internally, and as a result they
        ignore those women who are indeed wearing headscarves because of family pressures. This suggests, in line with
        Young’s argument, that considerations of civil society in democratic theory need to be more nuanced in order to
        be able to engage with the voices of people that are systemically marginalised in their everyday experiences.
      


      
        Lack of higher education means that the socioeconomic participation of women with Muslim headscarves will be
        limited, particularly in the public sector where such women will be excluded on the basis of their identity.
        Thus, Kemalist forces, or the forces of French secularism, function as barriers for social change for women
        both within Islamic communities and within the larger social context. These are important conclusions, for the
        contestation among women as discussed above presents an important political challenge for the discussion of
        women’s rights and well-being. It also provides an important theoretical lens with which to understand the
        relationship between civil society and the state.
      

    


    
      Notes


      
        

        
          1 The author would like to thank Jude Howell, David Lewis and Damien Fennell, who read and commented on
          earlier versions of this work, together with Gamze Avcı and Ayla Göl, with whom some of the earlier ideas on
          this topic were discussed.
        


        
          2 Translated by the author.
        


        
          3 The adjective ‘sivil/civil’ is translated into Turkish as that which is not related to military.
        


        
          4 The National Security Council was chaired by the president of the republic and included mostly high-ranking
          military officers as well as the Prime Minster and other representatives of the government. It was mostly
          seen as a forum through which the military could influence the general direction of what was happening in the
          country.
        


        
          5 Although men do participate in demonstrations to support the women’s cause, this is generally a voluntary
          exclusion on their part. For instance in 2001 female students wearing Muslim headscarves were barred from
          sitting their exams in the faculty of theology at Marmara University, Istanbul. Their fellow male students
          refused to sit exams in protest at this situation.
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    Civil society between Europe and Asia


    
      Postcommunist Russian democracy
    


    
      Oleg Kharkhordin
    


    
      Following Charles Taylor, I distinguish between two main traditions of understanding civil society in the West
      (Taylor, 1990). What he calls the L-stream is a theoretical tradition, with John Locke as a paradigmatic figure,
      which envisions civil society as a pre-political ethical community delegating certain limited powers to the
      minimal state. By contrast, the M-stream, taking its name from Montesquieu, sees civil society as a set of
      associations, or the association, that mediates relations between an individual and the strong state,
      defending the former from the encroachments of the latter. Let us first sum up and sharpen this distinction
      proposed by Taylor so that it can serve as an analytical tool for further exposition.
    


    
      According to Taylor, the L-stream comprises many other thinkers of the Anglo-American liberal tradition. The
      central component of reflection on civil society in this tradition comes from Locke’s conception of the state of
      nature rather than from his exposition of ‘civil society’ as such, since he frequently used this term
      interchangeably with ‘political society’ or ‘the state’, following the usage of his epoch. For L-stream thinkers,
      it is important that the state of nature in Locke already possesses many features that would be ascribed to
      ‘civil society’ by his followers when they redefined the term in the eighteenth century, in books such as Adam
      Ferguson’s Essay on the History of Civil Society, Adam Smith’s Theory of Moral Sentiments or
      Tom Paine’s On the Rights of Man.
    


    
      In contrast to pessimistic conceptions of the state of nature, presented for example by Thomas Hobbes, Locke’s
      theory stresses the peaceful and rich character of human existence in a pre-political condition. People can
      develop industry, trade, culture and the arts already in the state of nature, and they choose to unite into a
      political state largely because of some trifling inconveniences. As a consequence, the state has a fiduciary
      character: it is entrusted with carrying out the minimal function of eliminating those few inconveniences of
      human coexistence. If the state expands its powers beyond those functions that were entrusted to it and
      unjustifiably penetrates the pre-political spheres of life, then this trust is revoked and the state is
      ‘dissolved’, in Locke’s famous term.
    


    
      Introducing the term ‘civil society’ in its modern understanding, Ferguson and Smith also based themselves on
      this Lockean vision of a peaceful and multi-faceted pre-political life in the community. First, they opposed
      ‘civil society’ to a ‘military society’, seeing it as a non-belligerent community that
      prefers to use civil rather than military means to attain its aims and one that clearly values peaceful trade
      over armed conquest. Second, in their conception, civil society is opposed to a barbaric society, one that does
      not know fine manners and is ignorant of the industrial and cultural achievements of contemporary civilisation.
      In short, civil society partakes of the fruits of civilisation. Civilised manners, civil rather than military
      methods of solving the few disputes, and a common pride in the achievements of civilisation tie people into a
      community that exists according to the laws of civil life outside the political sphere. The minimal political
      state emerges only when this civil society calls it into life.
    


    
      By contrast with this vision of the L-stream, the implicit starting point of the M-stream is the pre-existence of
      a strong centralised state. Montesquieu, Benjamin Constant and Alexis de Tocqueville centred their concerns on
      the problem of defending individual liberties against the despotic leanings of the modern state. Accordingly,
      suggests Taylor, the core concept of the M-stream is the corps intermediaires mediating the relations
      between the individual and the state. For example, Montesquieu envisioned the traditional privileges of the
      aristocracy and the clergy, and the recognised liberties of cities, guilds and corporations, as the ‘mediating
      bodies’ that act to curtail the despotism of European monarchies. Indeed, the functioning of justice, collection
      of taxes, even the formation of armies were frequently delegated to the powerful aristocratic families,
      provincial assemblies and parliaments, city corporations and municipalities. Thus the crown was divested of some
      of these powers by these bodies, the members of which the king frequently could not nominate. Therefore, the
      relative independence and ancient privileges of these mediating bodies served as a bulwark against the despotism
      of centralised power.
    


    
      Tocqueville, who lived after the elimination of many of these intermediary corporate institutions by the French
      Revolution, acutely perceived the threat to individual liberties coming from the centralised state. He proposed
      that the defence of individual liberties, that is, the role played by the old corps intermediaires,
      could be assigned to new associations of free citizens. Apart from defending the individual from the
      encroachments of the state, these associations were also to become a kind of school of freedom where citizens
      would learn the civic virtues necessary for the preservation of liberties in an age threatened by what
      Tocqueville termed the threat of democratic despotism (Weintraub, 1992: 57–61).
    


    
      Hegel finally supplied the first formulation of the opposition of civil society and the state as such, when he
      synthesised the L- and M-streams in his political philosophy. In his understanding, civil society is just a stage
      in the unfolding of the ethical Idea, a lamentable condition where private interests prevail, the contradictions
      of which are finally resolved only with the appearance of the universal state that pursues the general interest.
      Still, the ‘corporations’ that form part of Hegel’s vision of civil society are pictured positively, and may
      remind the reader of corps intermediaires. It is very important to stress this ambivalence in Hegel’s
      theory because Antonio Gramsci, whom one might include among renowned thinkers of the
      M-stream also, revived an interest in Hegel’s corporations in the twentieth century. Curiously, he did so within
      the Marxist tradition which aspires to the annihilation of difference between civil society and the state. Marx
      himself, of course, considered the presence of association-like corporations in Hegelian theory a residue of the
      feudal past, and he reduced civil society to economic life as the main sphere of realisation of private interest
      (Cohen and Arato, 1992: 115).
    


    
      The vision of civil life among the M-stream thinkers, who represent civil society as a set of independent
      associations that mediate relations between the individual and the state, came to dominate contemporary Russian
      debates on civil society. Historically, this may be explained by the fact that the most popular version of the
      civil society thesis came to Russia through East European interpretations in the 1980s, particularly by way of
      interesting attempts to interpret the experience of the Polish Solidarity movement through the lens of Gramscian
      analysis (Pelczynski, 1988). The clash between the authoritarian state of the Soviet type and the semi- or
      quasi-independent associations of what was called ‘civil society’ in Eastern Europe at that time seemed to be the
      fundamental political dynamic of the epoch. Accordingly, creating and maintaining similar free associations still
      seems to be the decisive guarantee for the consolidation of a democratic regime in contemporary Russia. However,
      careful consideration of the religious roots of different conceptions of civil society suggests that this is not
      the only, and, perhaps, not the main avenue for the consolidation and development of democracy in Russia.
    


    
      The religious backgrounds of different conceptions of civil society


      
        Adam Seligman has already pointed to the implicit religious background of the ‘classic’ understanding of civil
        society as an ethical pre-political community (what Taylor would call the L-stream): it is a Protestant vision
        of ethical life within a religious community, characterised by ‘natural benevolence’ and minimal coercion
        (Seligman, 1992: 10). Seligman’s study of early theorists of civil society in the Anglo-American tradition,
        such as Locke’s disciple Lord Shaftesbury, Smith, Ferguson and Hutcheson, has revealed that all of them base
        themselves to a certain extent on something like an innate human capacity for benevolence and mutual sympathy,
        thus ensuring the existence of peaceful and civilised life. This optimistic perception of human nature seemed
        strange, if not ridiculous, to David Hume, and many contemporary readers perhaps still take Hume’s sneer at
        this perception of an innate goodness to be well-founded. However, as Seligman has suggested, this shared
        perception of human benevolence was not a product of some historical naivety, but was rather a consequence of
        the Lockean representation of the state of nature as in conformity with the basic precepts of Calvinist
        theology.
      


      
        The state of nature in Locke is not a hypothetical construct or a description of some actually existing society
        or some stage of its development; rather, it is part of the common and widely unquestioned Calvinist worldview.
        Seligman relies here on John Dunn, who has indicated this Calvinism in Locke’s thought:
      


      
        
          The state of nature, then, is a jural condition and the law which covers it is the theologically based law of
          nature…. That is to say: men confront each other in their shared status as creatures of God without intrinsic
          authority over each other and without the right to restrict the (natural) law-abiding behavior of others. But
          though it is a state of liberty it is not a state of license; though apolitical it is not amoral.
        


        
          (Dunn, 1969: 106)
        

      


      
        The predominantly peaceful life in the state of nature is explained by the fact that an attack on the life or
        property of a fellow Christian is interfering with God’s providence and is thus impossible for a good
        Protestant.
      


      
        Having described these transcendental roots of the vision of civil society as a rich, peaceful and civilised
        pre-political coexistence, Seligman then points out some elements in the way of life of early Protestant
        communities in America that corresponded to that vision. If one simplifies and radicalises his account, it
        seems that the life of the first Protestant congregations could serve as an empirical referent for the state of
        nature in Locke’s conception, so that in this case later English and Scottish ideas about the natural
        benevolence of a human being in civil society were not far off the mark. Indeed, in a tight Puritan
        congregation of the New World, attacking a fellow lay saint was almost inconceivable. Furthermore, many New
        England settlers could possibly have agreed with a proposition that secular political power was created as if
        following the Lockean doctrine, as a body of government arising from the life of a pre-political religious
        community. Thus, one of the founders of the Massachusetts Bay colony, John Winthrop, wrote in 1637: ‘Whereas
        the way of God hath always been to gather his churches out of the world: now the world, or civil state, must be
        raised out of the churches’ (quoted in Seligman, 1992: 72).
      


      
        Seligman’s convincing hypothesis on the religious roots of the ‘classic’ theory of civil society – that of the
        L-stream, in Taylor’s designation, or what one might also call the Anglo-American, or the Calvinist tradition
        of thinking about civil society – may be extended to comprise the M-stream as well. This theoretical tradition
        may be redescribed as offering the Franco-Italian, South European or – more generally – a Catholic vision of
        civil society. Here we find a different perception of the ethical foundations of social life: for example, in
        contrast with the Protestant congregations of the New World, Catholic congregations in France, Italy and Spain
        always encountered a problem in facing secular powers of greater or lesser strength. In theory, Catholic
        theology decreed this problem solved in Pope Gelasius’ doctrine of the two swords: the Church took care of the
        matters of salvation in the next world, while secular power sustained law and order in this world. However, in
        practice, when interests clashed in this world, the Catholic Church could act as a supreme association that
        defended its members against the encroachments of the secular state. One may suggest that theorists belonging to the M-stream based their conceptions of civil society to a greater or
        lesser extent on this vision of the ethical role of the Christian congregation in this world.
      


      
        Of course, the Catholic Church is not the sole example of corps intermediaires in Montesquieu or
        Tocqueville; still, both grant it a central position in their descriptions of the intermediary bodies of the
        ancien régime. For instance, in his famous consideration of the principle of monarchy, Montesquieu
        first mentions aristocracy as the most ‘natural’ of the pouvoirs secondaires, but then he immediately
        switches to a consideration of common issues in the jurisdiction of the aristocracy and the clergy, which
        surprisingly ends with the thesis on the decisive role of the Church as the last barrier against absolutism:
      


      
        
          Though the ecclesiastic power is so dangerous in a republic, yet it is extremely proper in a monarchy,
          especially of the absolute kind. What would become of Spain and Portugal since the subversion of their laws,
          were it not for this only barrier against the torrent of arbitrary power?
        


        
          (Montesquieu, 1977: 113)
        

      


      
        Also, he repeatedly notes that in despotic regimes no defence is available to the individual but religion,
        which may oppose the will of the sovereign.1
      


      
        In his discussion of the role of intermediary bodies prior to the French Revolution, Tocqueville dedicates as
        much space to a consideration of the clergy as he assigns to all the other three corps he mentions
        together (aristocracy, bourgeoisie and independent courts). The clergy was ‘one of the most independent bodies
        in the land and the only one to enjoy a freedom none dared call in question’ (Tocqueville, 1955: 111). On the
        verge of the revolution the provinces had lost their liberties, the cities had kept only a shadow of their
        previous ones, and a dozen aristocrats could not get together to discuss some important questions without prior
        permission from the king, while, Tocqueville writes, the French Church preserved its periodic assemblies. In
        the new democratic age he also asserts the place for associations, similar to church congregations. For
        example, enumerating the spheres of activity with which the corps intermediaires had been
        traditionally concerned, but after the Revolution were taken care of by the centralised state, Tocqueville
        names charity, education and religion itself, that is, spheres traditionally entrusted to the Catholic Church
        (Tocqueville, 1969: 680–1). Consequently, he thought that entrusting these spheres to the new civic
        associations, i.e. modern equivalents of the obsolete corps intermediaires, would help to thwart the
        new threat of democratic despotism.
      


      
        At first sight, the internal hierarchy of the Catholic Church hardly seems compatible with the principles of
        free citizens’ associations. But, as Tocqueville stressed in L’Ancien Régime, one of the factors that
        contributed to the preservation of the spirit of liberty among the Catholic clergy was a system of internal
        checks on the power of a bishop, which was duly respected: the Church did not prepare its members for political
        slavery.2 Also, Tocqueville’s conception may
        have had another implicit empirical referent rather than a centralised Catholic hierarchy
        – the religious confraternities that played a very important role in Catholicism. For example, looking at the
        bustling associational life of America, and conceiving of American associations as a model for the potential
        re-creation of the French corps secondaires, albeit on a more democratic basis, he gave – in one
        startling excerpt – an extensive list of associational activities: ‘Americans combine to give fetes, found
        seminaries, build churches, distribute books and send missionaries to the antipodes. Hospitals, prisons and
        schools take shape in that way.’ Save for perhaps the prison, this description of American civil associations
        stresses activities that in a different cultural setting properly pertained to a Catholic confraternity
        (Tocqueville, 1955: 189, 513, 515–16).3
      


      
        Robert Putnam has stressed the connection between these associations of laymen and the formation of the civic
        tradition in Northern Italy (Putnam, 1993: 127). In theory, the Pope’s authority in matters of salvation was
        never put into question, but starting from the Renaissance, religious feelings and aspirations were frequently
        channelled through these semi-secular brotherhoods. Indeed, in Northern and Central Italy no less than eighty
        confraternities were founded in the thirteenth century, 202 in the fourteenth century, and 218 in the fifteenth
        century (Burke, 1972: 215). Usually parishioners of a certain local church would join a confraternity in order
        to perform pious works and devotional exercises together. The list of their activities is reminiscent of the
        American civil associations described by Tocqueville. Confraternities prepared and conducted religious
        festivals, staged periodical pious processions, sang hymns and engaged in charity. Members of confraternities
        visited others who fell ill, and attended their funerals. Starting from the fifteenth century, however, works
        of charity became targeted not only on the membership of the confraternity: members visited prisoners,
        collected dowries for poor brides, founded hospitals and asylums. In the opinion of contemporary historians,
        this testified to the formation of a new understanding of faith as a ‘social Christianity’ (Burke, 1972:
        216).4
      


      
        Putnam traced the development of these quasi-religious associations up to the twentieth century, which puts
        Tocqueville’s conception of civil society into an interesting context. In the nineteenth century many Catholic
        associations were abolished, while the creation of new ones was prohibited in both France and Italy. However,
        confraternities and mutual help societies, similar to them in structure and aims, formed the foundation for
        future civic associations. In Italy, for example, the place of prohibited pious confraternities was taken at
        the end of the nineteenth century by other associations of parishioners – groups of ‘social Catholicism’, which
        soon became the core of the Popular Party. Simultaneously, ‘chambers of labour’ gave rise to the Socialist
        Party, and, according to a widespread opinion, the subsequent competition between the white (Catholic) and red
        (communist) traditions defined the character of political life in Italy in the nineteenth century. Still,
        according to Putnam, this red-and-white picture should not obscure the fact that both mass parties had common
        sociological roots in the ancient traditions of collective solidarity and horizontal collaboration. Another
        claim may be equally plausible: the common sociological roots that Putnam mentions were in
        fact linked to an implicit Catholic model of a civic association.
      


      
        Perhaps Gramsci was aware of this commonality like no one else. His conception of civil society, a direct heir
        to the Hegelian synthesis, also had some typically Italian origins. According to Cohen and Arato, for example,
        his idea of gaining hegemony in civil society in order to curtail the power of ‘political society’ (this term
        is most frequently used by Gramsci to designate the apparatus of violence, i.e. the state). Among other
        sources, this term came from successful resistance by the Catholic Church to the assault of the liberal state
        on the traditional bonds of Italian society (Cohen and Arato, 1992: 144). Gramsci wanted to repeat this
        success, which at the end of the nineteenth and in the early twentieth centuries had managed to maintain its
        cultural hegemony throughout the system. It did this on the basis of all-penetrating Church functions,
        festivals in neighbourhoods, Church education and Church press, and it thus thwarted liberalism from becoming a
        dominant ideology in Italy. Similarly, if the Communist Party could gain hegemony in the associations of civil
        society, it would gradually eliminate the domination of the capitalist state. In the authoritative opinion of
        Norberto Bobbio, ‘Gramsci translates another great historical antithesis, between the Church (broadly speaking,
        the modern church is the [Communist] party) and the state into the antithesis between civil society and
        political society’ (Bobbio, 1988: 95).
      


      
        A Catholic vision of civil society may also be found in the works of Polish Solidarity authors who used
        Gramscian concepts to describe their opposition to the repressive state. Jadwiga Staniszkis has suggested that
        behind the high rhetoric of Kuron and Michnik was a simple idea of resistance to the state imposed from abroad
        (Staniszkis, 1984). Solidarity spoke about the conflict between the civil society and the state, while in
        practice it followed the example of the Catholic Church – the most serious stronghold of Polish national
        liberation in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and the only real bulwark of resistance after the
        imposition of Communist rule. Thus, together with Staniszkis, one may say that the rhetoric of civil society
        covered the reality of the struggle for national liberation. But another interpretation is possible also: the
        vision of civil society formed by the Solidarity authors was primarily conditioned by the Catholic roots of
        Polish culture.
      


      
        Let us sum up some provisional results of this exposition. Anglo-American theories of civil society rest on the
        vision of ethical life in a Protestant congregation (Sorensen and Strath, 1997),5 while Franco-Italian conceptions are closely linked to the
        vision of the ethical role of a Catholic congregation in this world. But if these theories were formulated
        against the background of their corresponding religious visions of the ethically founded life, then, perhaps,
        other religious traditions with differing background perceptions may offer their own visions of civil life as
        well.6 Thus, Orthodox Christianity may
        harbour its own vision of ethical life in a Christian congregation, functionally equivalent to those that
        underlie the Catholic and Protestant conceptions, but contributing to a very specific conception of civil
        society, different from those outlined above.
      

    


    
      Dostoevsky on the mission of the Church


      
        Ivan first appears in Dostoyevsky’s (1960) novel The Brothers Karamazov in an episode discussing the
        fate of ecclesiastical courts. This may seem either strange or archaic to a contemporary reader. However, that
        discussion was very important at the time of the novel’s appearance, when Russian reformers intended clearly to
        demarcate the jurisdiction of the Church from that of the secular courts, and to rationalise the procedures of
        both. In the novel, Ivan has just published an article rejecting the liberal opinion that all secular affairs
        still subsumed under Church court jurisdiction (as was the case with some matters pertaining to marriage and
        divorce, for example) should be transferred to secular courts. He proposes instead that the ecclesiastical
        jurisdiction should be radically expanded. In Ivan’s opinion, the Church court should come to regulate all
        aspects of secular life, so that the merciful authority of the Church can be substituted for bloody state
        punishments handed down by secular courts. If this were to happen, states Karamazov, the Christian Church would
        finally fulfil its mission in this world. He says:
      


      
        
          When the pagan Roman Empire desired to become Christian … it included the Church but remained a pagan State
          in very many of its departments … The Christian Church entering into the State could, of course … pursue no
          other aims than those which have been ordained and revealed by God Himself, and among them that of drawing
          the whole world, and therefore the ancient pagan State itself, into the Church. In that way … every earthly
          State should be, in the end, completely transformed into the Church and should become nothing else but a
          Church, rejecting every purpose incongruous with the aims of the Church…. If everything became the Church,
          the Church would exclude all the criminal and disobedient, and would not cut off their heads.
        


        
          (Dostoyevsky, 1960: 61, 63)
        

      


      
        Ivan stresses that the Church should in no way take over the state functions of repressing crime and sustaining
        political life; Dostoevsky, like many other Orthodox authors of that time, ascribed this yearning to
        Catholicism. In his project, the Orthodox Church would not punish, it would not become the state: rather, all
        social relations would be recast in accordance with the New Testament. The elder Zossima, who participates in
        the conversation, supports Ivan:
      


      
        
          If anything does preserve society, even in our time, and does regenerate and transform the criminal, it is
          only the law of Christ speaking in his conscience. … If the jurisdiction of the Church were introduced in
          practice in its full force, that is, if the whole of the society were changed into the Church, not only the
          judgment of the Church would have influence on the reformation of the criminal such as it never has now, but
          possibly also the crimes themselves would be incredibly diminished. And there can be no doubt that the Church
          would look upon the criminal and the crime of the future in many cases quite differently and would succeed in
          restoring the excluded, in restraining those who plan evil, and in regenerating the fallen.
        


        
          (Dostoyevsky, 1960: 65)
        

      


      
        Father Paissy, present at the conversation, sums up the shared prophecy:
      


      
        
          the Church is not to be transformed into the State. That is Rome and its dream. That is the third temptation
          of the devil. On the contrary, the State is transformed into the Church, will ascend and become a Church over
          the whole world – which is … the glorious destiny ordained for the Orthodox Church. This star will arise in
          the east!
        


        
          (Dostoyevsky, 1960: 66)
        

      


      
        Obviously, this vision of the ethical mission of the Christian congregation (Weber, 1978)7 is very different from those already discussed. This vision
        does not imply an autonomous pre-political congregation that later creates the minimal state, as in Calvinist
        conceptions; neither is it based on the vision of the congregation which has to coexist with the powerful
        secular state, as in Catholic conceptions. Rather, the Christian congregation attempts to supplant the state
        altogether. From the point of view of the characters in the Dostoevsky novel, this Orthodox vision still
        reflects the true, ‘right’ (the meaning of orthos in Greek) project of the Christian Church: not to
        coexist with the violent state as a necessary evil (a point on which both Catholics and Protestants seem to
        agree) but to strive to deny this evil radically through the deification of man (an Orthodox
        theosis)8 and through the
        reconstruction of the world on Church principles.
      


      
        Let us tentatively call this project – the conversion of the world into the Church and thus supplanting the
        state – ‘the project of Dostoevsky’, keeping in mind that the space constraints on this chapter do not allow us
        to consider to what extent the words of the characters in the novel corresponded to the views of Dostoevsky
        himself, whether the early Christian communities really strove to supplant the state, what was or could be the
        opinion of the guardians of the official dogmatic theology of the Russian Orthodox Church on Dostoevsky’s
        pronouncements, and so on. What is important is that Dostoevsky articulated a vision of ethical life shared by
        many of his contemporaries, who thought that this project captured the essence of the Russian Idea. For
        example, Semyon Frank also wrote: ‘The highest mission of human life is … to let the beneficial spiritual
        forces pervade human nature to a fuller extent and saturate it up to the end, and, consequently, to let the
        “world” dissolve in the church without residue’ (Frank, [1930] 1992: 97).
      


      
        Many Russian authors stressed the non-violent foundations of Church life. Standard Church apologetics affirmed,
        for example, that Russia did not have an Inquisition in the strict sense of the word, since the Orthodox Church
        never practiced bloody retribution (Barsov, 1892: 6). Of course, princes could execute heretics in accordance
        with the code of Justinian, acting to cleanse corruption and to prevent the disturbance of law and order, but
        this act of the secular arm did not belong to Church affairs. The Church jurisdiction
        proper did not exceed the words of Jesus (Matthew XVIII: 15–17):
      


      
        if thy brother shall trespass against thee, go and tell him his fault between thee and him alone: if he shall
        hear thee, thou hast gained thy brother. But if he will not hear thee, then take with thee one or two more,
        that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every word may be established. And if he shall neglect to hear
        them, tell it unto the church: but if he neglect to hear the church, let him be unto thee as an heathen man and
        a publican.
      


      
        In other words, the Church influence in principle could be reduced to three correctional practices: to denounce
        sin, to admonish sinners into righteousness, and – if the sinner does not listen to admonitions – to
        excommunicate. Almost all Russian pre-revolutionary introductions to canon law cited this standard description
        of the three central practices of Church discipline.
      


      
        We are now in a position to outline what kind of civil society corresponds to this Orthodox vision of the
        ethical mission of a Christian congregation, or at least, to the ‘Dostoevsky project’. First, the Orthodox
        version of civil society may be seen as advocating a non-militaristic and civilised life (as in the Protestant
        conceptions). Second, it may defend individuals from state encroachments on their liberties and educate them in
        virtue (as in Catholic conceptions). However, and this is its main feature, the Orthodox version of civil
        society would strive to supplant completely the secular state and its use of the means of violence by
        empowering the Church to regulate all aspects of human life.
      

    


    
      Soviet collectives as orthodox congregations


      
        Paradoxically, the Russian Revolution may have tried translating the Dostoevsky project into reality. Nikolai
        Berdiaev was perhaps the first to forcefully state this thesis, expressed, however, in semi-mystical
        formulations that annoy many contemporary readers used to the language of positivist science: Soviet communism
        won and consolidated so easily because it fed on the deep religious energy of the Russian people. An atheist
        facade should not deceive an astute observer, implied Berdiaev: it only covered the essentially religious
        mechanisms at work in the Russian Revolution (Berdiaev, 1955).
      


      
        However, the change brought about by the Russian Revolution did not mean only the seizure of state power or the
        subsequent dominance of ‘religious asceticism turned inside out’, in Berdiaev’s apt characterisation. One of
        the most fundamental changes elicited in the everyday life of millions of Soviet citizens concerned the radical
        transformation of the structure of a small contact group (Kharkhordin, 1999: ch. 3). A group of workers on a
        given factory shop floor, a group of colleagues in a given Soviet office, a group of servicemen in a given army
        regiment, a group of inmates in a given cell, even a group of Soviet people on holiday in a given resort hotel
        – all were supposed to be transformed to become a ‘collective’.
      


      
        This word is used in contemporary common Russian parlance to designate any contact group. However, at the
        beginning of the century the term ‘collective’ in Russian applied not to any human group as such but only to
        those that were structured in a very specific way; Soviet social psychology stressed this important difference
        until the very end of its existence. Only after all major types of contact groups were transformed to become
        collectives did groups that were not so structured become almost unnoticeable, and the term ‘group’ almost
        became synonymous with the term ‘collective’. Furthermore, by the end of the Brezhnev era a pyramid of Soviet
        collectives formed the skeleton of Soviet society, with each individual belonging to this or that official
        collective. Only a small amount of external violence was needed to maintain the assigned system of bonds
        between these collectives and to punish deviants who chose or happened not to fit. That is, after a huge amount
        of violence had been applied in the initial creation of the new system of collectivised life, a radically
        reduced amount was needed to maintain the stable functioning of the system. The secret of this stability and
        restricted use of physical violence in normal Soviet life consisted in the fact that each Soviet collective
        functioned as a quasi-religious congregation, employing the principles of the New Testament to maintain the
        powerful system of circular social control within each collective.
      


      
        Anton Makarenko described the stages for the introduction of this circular control in his numerous works on the
        construction of the collective (Bowen, 1962). The first stage in collective-building involves the imposition of
        a collective goal for a group of more or less randomly assembled individuals and the introduction of collective
        responsibility for attaining this goal. The second stage is the stage of formation of the core of the group,
        called the aktiv, which first fulfils the tasks of in-group surveillance and regulating the behaviour
        of its members in accordance with group goals and norms. The aktiv disciplines those who are the
        reason for failure to attain the group goals. At the third stage of building the collective the aktiv
        itself should be subjected to the same norms, so that the group becomes self-regulating. Circular horizontal
        surveillance unites all; each suffers from it as a victim but willingly imposes its demands on others.
      


      
        The immediate roots for Makarenko’s pedagogy lie perhaps in various doctrines of progressive education of the
        nineteenth and twentieth centuries and in his personal experience of military discipline, but the widespread
        use of his methods for constructing a collective and their easy adoption in so many different Soviet milieux –
        in schools, factories, sports teams, army regiments and prison cells, to name but a few – point to the fact
        that the methods advocated captured something fundamentally important to Russian life. Many would say that
        Makarenko’s techniques concisely summed up the principles of organisation of the Russian peasant land commune
        after 1861. While not denying the validity of this familiar thesis, I would like to stress another parallel:
        the Russian Church used similar methods in organising a model Christian congregation. This assertion may sound
        strange for those who are used to seeing the Soviet collective and the Orthodox congregation as two essentially
        different and opposed phenomena. However, from the perspective of the sociology of everyday life, that is, in analysing habitual functioning and practices, one finds that the structures of these two
        seemingly opposed phenomena coincide in a spectacular way.
      


      
        Let us consider the cenobite statute of St Joseph Volotsky that was written at the beginning of the sixteenth
        century and then taken as a model for many Russian monasteries. Circular surveillance presented as brotherly
        help forms the background for efficient implementation of the statute’s precepts:
      


      
        
          As St Ephraim says, it is appropriate to us brethren [to act as follows] – the strong should raise the
          infirm, the industrious should console the exhausted, the vigilant should rouse those falling asleep, the
          orderly should punish the disorderly, the reverend should teach the outrageous, the abstinent should
          remonstrate with the non-hesitant [about sin], the healthy should show compassion to the sick – and holding
          ourselves in such manner, teaching good to one another, we will unanimously defeat our enemy, and glorify our
          God.
        


        
          (Volotsky, 1868: 576)
        

      


      
        In order to transform the cloister into a ‘single body’, Joseph proposes to create the corps of special
        brothers that he calls ‘bigger’ (bolshie or preimushchie) brothers. This disciplinary core of
        the monastery is recruited from those ‘who are first in virtue and reason, willing and able to help the abbot
        in his care for pious order’. This monastery aktiv fulfils all the immense work of enforcing
        collective discipline. For example, during the liturgy bigger brothers stand in different parts of the
        sanctuary, and, if need be, ‘reprimand with humility’. In the refectory they seat themselves so as to break up
        impious conversations, discipline those who are late and those who steal food. One of the bigger brothers makes
        an hourly walk over the territory of the monastery, searching for the idle and assigning them work. The bigger
        brothers also police the monastery at night, capturing those who try to leave without the abbot’s permission.
        They check the material possessions of monks in their cells, allowing not more than two shirts, trousers,
        mantles and so on. They search for the drunken and destroy the potions, accompany visitors on the monastery’s
        territory, women and boys in particular, so that the devil would not tempt the brethren, and so on (Volotsky,
        1868: 588–607).
      


      
        A transgressor is to be disciplined in accordance with evangelical writings: at first, the brothers ‘humbly
        denounce’ a sinner in private; if he does not listen to them, they denounce him in the face of the monastic
        community; if he is still resilient, then the abbot expels him from the cloister. However, this outcome is an
        ultimate threat that is seldom invoked in practice. The preferred disciplinary means advocated by the Church is
        mutual corrective surveillance: ‘let the sinner fear you more than he fears the abbot. If he fears only the
        teacher he may sin again soon; if he fears many fathers and many lips, he will shrivel in many ways’ (Volotsky,
        1868: 574).
      


      
        Of course, this list of disciplinary arrangements is not so different from those advocated by many other
        monastery statutes, both Eastern and Western. What is important, though, is that the principles of setting up a
        pious cloister became a feature of the everyday life of almost every Soviet citizen after
        small contact groups were restructured as collectives. St Joseph’s rhetoric allows an insight into the secret
        of the Soviet regime: the power of the collective is not the power of one Big Brother; rather, it is the
        tyranny of a whole multitude of sanctimonious ‘bigger brothers’. The great achievement of Makarenko was a
        certain democratisation of this power: in his children’s labour colonies, and later in Soviet schools,
        factories and offices, each could become a ‘bigger brother’ from time to time, and could always help the cause
        of discipline by word and deed. The Soviet system might have based itself not so much on the hierarchical
        surveillance and despotism of the boss as on humiliating peer surveillance and on the tyranny of righteous
        admonition, presented as friendly help.
      


      
        One can thus define the Soviet collective as a small human group restructured on the model of a saintly
        Christian congregation. All the terrifying aspects of the horizontal disciplining of the individual are shared
        by both this congregation and the collective. Paradoxically, this proximity also means that the life of the
        collective reminds one of elements of the visions of civil society contained in the different religious
        traditions of its conceptualisation. First, the collective does not inflict violence on its members; all of its
        measures are of the admonitory-educative type. That is, instead of uncivilised brutality, civil methods are
        employed, recalling the Protestant vision of civil life. Second, the spread of the system of collectives – i.e.
        the transformation of each contact group into a collective – decreases the need for state violence to control
        deviant behaviour. This corresponds to the Orthodox project as proposed by Dostoevsky’s characters. Third, the
        collective defends its members from the arbitrary rule of supreme authorities or immediate bosses, a condition
        that is reminiscent of Catholic conceptions of civil life.
      


      
        It is interesting to consider the third aspect of the Soviet collective’s activities in a more detailed way,
        because this is important for a discussion of the fate of civil society in post-Soviet Russia. Of course, the
        collective could hardly defend its members against the encroachments of the KGB, but in many everyday
        situations it could counterbalance the powers of the centralised state. This statement would hardly be novel
        for those who still remember, for example, how the comrades’ courts were transformed in the 1970s and 1980s
        from being part of the system of Communist training into a ritualised ordeal of individual public penance, one
        that supplied a cheap way of escaping more serious charges; how ‘public defence’ during a trial or ‘taking on a
        mutual guarantee’ (vziatie na poruki) after trial by representatives from the work collective could
        save the accused from a term in a corrective institution, and so on.
      


      
        The collective could also curtail the tyranny of immediate bosses. Alexander Zinoviev – at his best in his
        early descriptions of the mundane realities of Soviet life, drastically superior in powers of analysis and
        insight compared with his latter-day polemicising and biased rhetoric – was the first to notice an interesting
        function of hierarchical violence that worked to mediate relations between the upper- and lower-level cells in
        the pyramid of Soviet collectives. Gosplan, and the state punitive bodies that united all Soviet collectives
        into a single system, embodied the constant threat of vertical violence and thus could
        curtail the arbitrary rule of the aktiv over each collective. Periodic inspections from the top
        required the leadership of a given collective to support and maintain its outward image as the community of
        equal builders of communism. The rank-and-file members of the collective could use these inspections to thwart
        the boss and the aktiv who – in the absence of such inspections – were likely to transform the
        collective into a group where the powerful openly oppressed and brutalised the weak. Zinoviev calls the final
        stage to which the collective may devolve ‘a closed shop’ (chastnaia lavochka) or a gang, a mafia:
        ‘The mafia becomes the sovereign ruler and rules according to its own communal laws, virtually ignoring the
        limitations imposed by formal laws’ (Zinoviev, 1984: 200).
      


      
        Still, these two functions of the Soviet collective – maintaining civil means of interaction and defending an
        individual against the encroachments of immediate bosses or state punitive bodies – do not justify calling it
        the most important element of civil society in Russia. The collective was unfree in two fundamental respects:
        first, official collectives were created by regime decision rather than spontaneously; second, inside the
        collective, individual freedom was almost non-existent, and the individual was hardly ever defended from the
        terror of collective denunciation. This unfreedom prohibits us from taking the collective as an element of
        civil society, even if it corresponds to the realisation of a religious project of developing ethical life in
        many respects. Notwithstanding which conception of civil society – Catholic, Protestant or Orthodox – one
        espouses, contemporary reflections on civil society make sense only as part of the discourse on freedom.
        Theories of civil society implicitly rely on visions of ethical life inherent in each religion, but they are
        not to be reduced to these visions. Indeed, these visions simply constitute the background (usually
        unreflected) for the discourse on individual freedom, and thus cannot force us to adopt corollaries that
        constrain individual liberties.
      


      
        For example, Tocqueville could not directly import into his conception of democratic liberty those elements of
        monarchical liberty that were pointed out by Montesquieu – corps intermediaires that curtailed the
        power of the centralised state – because they did not guarantee individual liberties and thus were not suitable
        for the democratic age. He instead found the acceptable analogue of these corps in the free
        associations of American citizens, because they played the role of ‘intermediate powers’ in the new democratic
        society and also supported individual liberties. Similarly, one may look for the post-Soviet equivalent of the
        Soviet collectives that would fulfil their main functions but would also ensure the freedom of the individual.
        Luckily, one need not spend time in long searches: even the old Soviet regime witnessed the formation of
        groups, similar to the collective in structure, but formed spontaneously and not practising the terror of
        collective denunciation. These were non-official groups of friends, or, as I shall call them in the remaining
        exposition, ‘friendly networks’.
      


      
        Ksenia Kasianova has dubbed these non-official networks of friends ‘diffuse groups’. Basing herself on Kingsley
        Davis’ analysis of stratification, she proposes to distinguish between diffuse and concrete types of
        interaction. If concrete interaction is concerned with instrumental gains for an actor who
        pursues it, then a person enters diffuse interaction not because his or her partners may be useful in attaining
        this person’s goals but because of some deep interest in the personalities of these partners. One may say that
        this classification restates the familiar Kantian opposition of treating another human being as a means to an
        end or as an end in themself.
      


      
        A diffuse group forms itself over an extended period of time, in the course of many mutual perspicuous tests,
        and has a certain degree of reticence. Having been formed, it has two main features. First, a member of a
        diffuse group allows it to interfere in his or her personal affairs, even ‘to form himself as a persona’,
        according to Kasianova, because this friendly network guarantees the unquestioned support and defense of the
        individual: ‘No social welfare system, never and nowhere, could guarantee a man such confidence and freedom as
        that given by the support of a group of a diffuse type.’ Second, the diffuse group is tolerant towards
        individuals constituting it, and ensures authentic communication without any need to dissimulate, serving as
        the arena for the formation of the image of a given individual self:
      


      
        
          In this group a man can be himself: playing a role or impersonating some intended other is simply impossible.
          Consequently, only one variant of behavior is possible – they should accept you as you are, such as you have
          become to this very moment, with your drawbacks, sins and weaknesses.
        


        
          (Kasianova, 1994: 254)9
        

      


      
        Therefore, a friendly network functions similarly to Makarenko’s collectives, because it employs all the same
        evangelical methods of influencing people, but differs from the educational collectives in that it does not
        enserf its members (entering the network and abandoning it are free), and it is not an institutionalised social
        unit, collectively responsible for achieving the goals imposed from the outside. Collective surveillance in
        this case does not result in periodic assemblies to discuss who is to blame (for loss or punishment imposed on
        the group as a whole), which constituted the rhythm of work of any official collective and which unleashed the
        terror of group denunciation on individuals.
      

    


    
      Uncivil society in contemporary Russia


      
        Contemporary Russian society comprises a complicated set of transformed elements of Soviet society and new
        bodies. First, old Soviet collectives were either destroyed or have devolved into a condition that I designate,
        for lack of a better term, as ‘the post-collective’: ties that kept small contact groups functioning as a
        collective have become radically loosened. The goal of group activity, previously imposed by the bodies of
        state governance, has now to be set up by the group itself. Consequently, throughout the 1990s
        collective-building mechanisms were frequently reoriented towards pursuing a new group goal – survival of the
        collective as such (Kharkhordin and Gerber, 1994: 1075–107). There are ample grounds to
        suspect, however, that in the absence of hierarchical surveillance over the aktiv – if Zinoviev’s
        hypothesis still holds – collectives habitually devolved into ‘closed shops’. The aktiv from the old
        days found it more profitable to manipulate the opinions of their colleagues directly or to bully them into
        compliance, perhaps even to seek recourse to primitive violence, than to support the fiction of the collective
        as a group of equal colleagues. The first stages of privatisation may have simply helped to legalise this overt
        violence undertaken by the strong against the weak.
      


      
        Second, many new groups that emerged in the business sphere – for example, groups of employees of new
        commercial firms, banks and so on – do not even care to present themselves as collectives, openly proclaiming
        the individualistic principles of their formation and functioning. The regular Friday tea or cocktail parties,
        set up according to the recommendations of human relations consultants in order to create some kind of team
        spirit, do not hide a fact obvious to everyone involved – someone is an owner or a boss and someone else is
        just a hired employee.
      


      
        Third, bodies of state regulation and repression that had mediated relations between the Soviet collectives
        were either dissolved or were gradually losing this function in the 1990s. The need for coordinating business
        relations between small groups in post-Soviet society has been met by the phenomenal proliferation of
        businesses providing protection and security services (Volkov, 2002; Varese, 2001). Protection services are now
        provided by a whole spectrum of suppliers, starting from the transformed or privatised parts of the old Soviet
        repressive apparatus and moving on to new semi- and fully criminal structures. The selective enforcement of law
        makes even the official judiciary and power ministries subject to widespread criticism that they are frequently
        nothing but an instrument in the forceful resolution of economic conflicts. Furthermore, it is becoming
        increasingly difficult to draw a line separating these ‘public’ and ‘private’ suppliers of protection, given
        the multiplication of semi-public and semi-private firms producing security, and given a constant turnover of
        businessmen in governmental positions and the outflow of government officials into business or attempts to
        control key companies even while in office.
      


      
        Fourth, friendly networks that formerly existed as if on the obverse side of social life have emerged into the
        open. On the one hand, they have become an obvious part of the post-Soviet business world and of what some
        observers call clan politics. Although networks of patron–client relations seem to be increasingly important
        for the formation of political cliques and the establishment of business ties in contemporary Russia, one may
        suspect that friendly networks also play a role in their formation. At the very least, some friends’ networks,
        transformed and institutionalised to a certain extent in assigning related government or business positions,
        lie at the core of many power groups (Wedel, 1998; Jack, 2004).10 On the other hand, those friendly networks that withstood
        the temptations of jointly pursuing wealth or power, and thus have eschewed any testing of their cohesion under
        those pressures, seem to retain the functions they inherited from the old days. They provide the most
        fundamental means of social welfare and defence for the individual, and ensure the maintenance of important
        communication arenas contributing to personality formation among their members.
      


      
        Overviewing this terrain of diverse groupings and ties, one notes two curious features. On the one hand, the
        post-collectives and new business groups are tied into a post-Soviet society by means of semi-private and
        semi-public protection providers that use the threat of physical violence to maintain predictable behaviour in
        civil bodies. The weak state calls into existence a whole plethora of entities that use violent non-civil
        methods to ensure the smooth functioning of businesses. On the other hand, all of these bodies, civil and
        militant, are penetrated by the networks of friendly concern, mutual help and non-violent influence. The
        central problem of contemporary Russian civil society may thus consist in transforming the relations of uncivil
        violence according to the principles of friendly networks.
      


      
        Building a civil society in Russia is perhaps directly linked to introducing ‘the civil’ – meaning non-military
        and non-violent – means of tying post-collectives and new business groups into a single society. Of course,
        creation of free associations that would mediate relations between the individual and the state – a project of
        building civil society that is now usually taken as the only possible one – is also very important and
        necessary. But in a country that has witnessed the collapse of the monopoly position of the state with respect
        to violence – that is, where the ‘state’ is the name assigned to the powerful provider of protection services
        (but not the most powerful now once you are outside Moscow) – defence of the individual against the
        encroachments of this entity can hardly be central to the task of ensuring individual liberties. If the ‘state’
        is just a linguistic marker attached to a firm for the production of violence that has its office in the
        Kremlin and by tradition claims to represent the rest of the country in international negotiations, then the
        relations between the individual and this ‘state’ are not very different from relations between the individual
        and other firms manufacturing violence. Defending oneself from uncivil means of interaction as such, rather
        than defending oneself from the ‘state’ as one of the providers of such means, is the task that a post-Soviet
        citizen encounters on a daily basis.
      


      
        Concentration of attention on the creation of free citizens’ associations that (potentially) oppose the state
        and educate the citizenry is, as I have shown in this chapter, a result of the vogue in political theory for
        Catholic conceptions of civil society. The Russian state, however, is severely limited in its capacity to
        attain its goals; its traditional competencies, especially in producing protection services, are diffused among
        many firms and corporations. This diffusion of violence has attained menacing proportions; hence the current
        attempts at ‘strengthening of vertical power’. In order to make a Catholic model of civil society make sense in
        these conditions, one has therefore first to re-create the absent monopoly of legitimate violence, a task
        pursued by many in the current Russian government (Weber, 1946: 78).11 And only after that think about building effective civic
        associations that would oppose those actions of a newly reborn state that could threaten individual liberties.
        This task is formidable, and requires a two-pronged strategy of rebuilding the state, on
        the one hand, and developing civil society associations, on the other. But logic suggests that a simpler
        development is also at hand.
      


      
        Russia is paradoxically close to the realisation of the Dostoyevsky project, a project of building civil
        society on the Orthodox model. That is, instead of strengthening the weak state, one may help to finish the
        transformation of a vast contemporary terrain of uncivil life according to evangelical principles. Indeed,
        Russia has a very weak state and uncivil society, which employs military rather than civil methods in solving
        the problem of its integration. And instead of trying to re-concentrate violence – that is now diffused among
        many actors – in the single hands of the state once again, one may counteract this diffusion of violence by the
        diffusion of a civil way of life. To play on Kasianova’s terms, the main task of creating civil society in
        Russia would then be a reconstruction of the bodies of diffuse violence on the principles of diffuse
        communication.
      

    


    
      Problems and conclusions


      
        In closing, one should mention that this conception of civil society based on the Orthodox Christian tradition
        has two serious drawbacks. On the one hand, it seems to be highly idealistic; on the other, its realisation
        harbours many dangers. However, one may try to eliminate both of these disadvantages.
      


      
        Let us start from the first one. A proposal to transform violent, gangster-like methods of social integration
        according to the principles practised in friendly networks will not seem so unrealistic if one reminds oneself
        of a troubling partial coincidence between the ideologies of St Joseph’s brethren and the contemporary Russian
        criminal ‘brotherhood’; it is not for nothing that the self-designation of Russian gangsters is bratva
        rather than la famiglia, as is the case in the Sicilian mafia. One may also recollect that one of the
        central problems that concerned Kasianova in her studies of friendship networks was the emergence of
        avtoritet, the Russian word for both ‘moral authority’ and ‘an informal leader of a criminal world’
        (Kasianova, 1994: 264, 327). Zinoviev’s hypothesis about an unavoidable devolution of the collective into ‘a
        gang’ or ‘a mafia group’ in the conditions of decreasing hierarchical surveillance also points to some
        proximity of the evangelical practices and the main mechanisms of group formation among gangs or other
        brothers-in-arms supplying violence in Russia.
      


      
        Problems of small group development and interaction between them have been neglected after the virtual collapse
        of the Soviet ‘science of the collective’ in the late 1980s. Hence it is very hard to evaluate the prominence
        of the parallels suggested; this is a subject for future research. One thing is obvious, however: sermons on
        brotherly love in the face of thugs, no matter what their provenance is, are the shortest route to discrediting
        the Orthodox project of building civil society, of transforming centres of diffuse violence according to
        peaceful and civil principles. One would need stern but attractive political and economic mechanisms that would
        steer the former virtuosi of violence in the direction of employing civil means of interaction.
      


      
        A second drawback of the Orthodox vision of civil society concerns the danger inherent in the practical
        implementation of this vision. Frank ([1930] 1992: 97–8), whom I have already cited, first formulated this
        threat. In his opinion, the transformation of the world on Church principles, but carried out by worldly means,
        can only lead to the debasement of the Church, its entrapment in worldliness and mundanity, rather than to a
        deification of the world. Frank asserted that the total dissolution of the world in the Church would only
        happen ‘beyond the empirical being of man’; any attempts to dissolve the world in the Church by this-worldly
        means leads to all the atrocities inherent in the projects of building the Holy Commonwealth on earth. Thus,
        the transfiguration of the world into the Church should be carried out by holy rather than worldly means, by
        mysterious Divine Providence rather than by rational human projects of transforming the world. Before this holy
        transfiguration happens, the fundamental irreconcilable duality of the world and the Church should be
        maintained, wrote Frank; a border between the two realms passes through each human heart.
      


      
        Translating this emotional warning into the language of contemporary social sciences, we arrive at the
        following: an individual heart should be transfigured on the basis of transcendental rather than this-worldly
        yearnings; civil principles of life should spread and take root, not as a result of rational plans for
        eradicating diffuse violence but rather as a result of the mysterious descent of a deeply intense personal
        faith onto each human being. While this condition is yet to be achieved, a radical duality of the
        repressive-violent methods espoused by state-like organisations and the mores of Orthodox civil society should
        be carefully observed and supported.
      


      
        But what is faith from the standpoint of studies of everyday life? As sociologists are prone to mention, common
        people – that is, religious virtuosi aside – tend to believe in what it is profitable to believe in. Of course,
        everyday observance of certain moral or religious norms, advantageous for the individual in question, may
        suddenly be highlighted by an acute and extraordinary experience, as a result of which an individual will
        obstinately insist that he or she really believes now, a sign that some may take as indicating ‘real internal
        belief ’ (Certeau, 1984: 178).12 Until this
        happens, however, until strong transcendental faith in the unconditional observance of the principles of
        civilised and civil life does in fact descend on each individual soul, we may be satisfied with the
        uncomplicated external observance of the rules of this civil life. Attainment of individual faith in the
        unconditional ideal of civil life for each citizen may be a goal hardly achievable in this world, but we may
        gradually broaden the terrain of peaceful civil and civilised existence where this descent of faith may happen,
        while also in the meantime cautiously maintaining the duality between the need to shrink state-like bodies and
        to expand civil society.
      

    


    
      Notes


      
        

        
          1 ‘[H]ence it is that religion has generally so much influence in those [despotic] countries, because it
          forms a kind of permanent depositary; and if this cannot be said of religion, it may be of the customs that
          are respected instead of laws’ (Montesquieu, 1977: bk 2, ch. 4); and in despotic Persia ‘there is one thing
          that may be opposed to the prince’s will; namely religion’ (Montesquieu, 1977: bk 3, ch. 10).
        


        
          2 Within the Church the powers of the high ecclesiastical authority had well-recognized limits; even the
          lowest orders of the hierarchy had effective means of defending themselves against would-be tyrannical
          superiors. Thus they had not been tamed by all-powerful bishops to a habit of blind obedience, which as a
          result they might have practiced likewise toward the temporal power. (Tocqueville, 1955: 111)
        


        
          3 Tocqueville mentions ‘religious, moral, serious, futile, very general, and very limited, immensely large
          and very minute’ associations right before the quoted passage, and cites associations that would like to
          ‘proclaim some truth, or propagate some feeling by the encouragement of the great example’ immediately after
          it. These words also support the claim for religious roots of associational life, since all examples come
          from spheres of some higher religious or moral concern. He also eliminates in this excerpt, first, political
          and, second, industrial and commercial associations from consideration; hence only religious and moral ones
          are left. Still, claiming that Tocqueville viewed American associations solely on the model of the religious
          confraternity is unwarranted. Although the quoted excerpt gives some grounds for this radical claim, others
          may easily disprove it. For example, in another famous description in vol. 1, part 2, ch. 4 of Democracy
          in America (Tocqueville, 1969: 189), he gives the following examples of civil associations: an assembly
          to eliminate the object blocking the road; an association ‘to make festivities grander and more orderly’, and
          finally, moral associations. Thus, it seems more appropriate to speak of the special role of moral and
          intellectual associations (closely linked to a religious model) in Tocqueville’s vision of civil life, or
          about contradictory evidence. Whether commercial corporations and political associations (bodies of local
          self-government, such as townships and counties, or juries and political parties) should be included in
          Tocquevillean ‘civil society’ strictly defined is a subject for discussion. Of course, their role is very
          important since political associations, for instance, defend citizens ‘against the encroachments of royal
          power’ or ‘despotic action of the majority’ (513). It would seem logical to suggest that those associations
          rather than ‘intellectual and moral associations’ are the nearest candidates for replacing the corps
          secondaires in terms of defence of the individual. However, moral associations are the closest to
          replacing the ‘powerful private persons’ of the past as sources of public emulation and of the spread of
          moral ideas. Hence ‘the latter are as necessary as the former to the American people; perhaps more so’
          (515–16). In any case, much of Tocqueville’s discussion of civil associations depends on examples of
          quasi-religious activities, a fact not to be ignored.
        


        
          4 Historians also note the prominent role of the confraternities in financing the development of Renaissance
          art. They collected money for paintings and statues for the churches under their patronage, placing orders
          with such masters as Leonardo and Carpaccio. Brothers also ordered new hymns and compositions of Church
          music. Some confraternities were based on common membership in a guild rather than in a parish. Hence,
          confraternities may be considered an epiphenomenon of a growth of civic virtue rather than its driving force,
          in the manner in which Putnam usually describes them. I would like to stress what Putnam usually omits from
          consideration: the religious background of much associational activity in what is usually taken to be a
          secular republican tradition.
        


        
          5 I equate here Protestantism and Calvinism to make the argument more succinct. Lutheranism, however, poses
          special problems: its radical religious individualism, on the one hand, and advocacy of obedience to secular
          authority, on the other, are perhaps best captured in Hegel’s synthesis that depicts clashing individual
          interests subsumed in the universal state. For an argument that considers the Lutheran roots of a
          Scandinavian understanding of civil society, see Stenius (1997).
        


        
          6 This argument should not be understood as introducing some type of ‘religious determinism’. I am just
          assembling some facts that would reveal a coherent background setting, following a lead proposed by Seligman.
          Two methodological points are in order here. First, those other sources of civil society in the West that are
          frequently invoked – such as independent cities and guilds, republicanism, civic rather than religious
          virtue, and the like – are paid little attention here in order to highlight a different common denominator
          for cross-cultural comparison. Second, showing what presuppositions (and/or practices) constituted the shared
          background against which different conceptions of civil society were formulated is not akin to
          causal analysis. Religious perceptions of ethical life constrain the limits of what is thinkable or sayable
          in the theories of civil society in a given religious tradition, though they do not define or cause what will
          be said about it.
        


        
          7 I use the term ‘congregation’ here in a broad Weberian sense of ‘an association dedicated to exclusively
          religious purposes’ (Weber, 1978: vol. 1, 454). Of course, this ignores Weber’s distinction between
          incompletely and fully congregational religions, and may also seem inappropriate to the Orthodox clergy who
          would claim that the term kongregatsiia pertains to Protestantism only.
        


        
          8 On this category of Orthodox theology see, for example, Ware (1993: 231).
        


        
          9 Here one may suspect a certain contradiction: how may one be oneself when the group forms your persona?
          Perhaps the answer lies in a very Russian mechanism of self-formation (partly captured, however, by Erving
          Goffman also): I know who I am only as a result of a relevant group judgement on myself; without this
          judgement ‘being oneself ’ is impossible since one does not know who one is without appropriate peer review.
          On the mechanism of self-revelation in public review, and its religious roots, see Kharkhordin (1999).
        


        
          10 On networks of friends around Chubais, see Wedel (1998); on the role of personal ties in Putin’s
          administration, see Jack (2004).
        


        
          11 Most people remember only the ending of the Weberian definition of the state and forget that Weber fully
          defines it as ‘a human community that (sucessfully) claims’ the monopoly of the use of legitimate violence
          within a given territory (Weber, 1946: 78). This implies that the only indisputable recent success in
          state-building was achieved during the crackdown on non-Kremlin-controlled media, when the Kremlin managed to
          succesfully suppress all major discursive challenges to its claim to possess the monopoly of legitimate
          violence. However, hardly many would agree that it managed to either re-establish the crumbled monopoly in
          reality or to make the Kremlin violence legitimate.
        


        
          12 Certeau (1984: 178): ‘As a first approximation, I define “belief ” … as a subject’s investment in a
          proposition, the act of saying it and considering it as true – in other words, a “modality” of assertion and
          not its content.’
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    Civil society in Japan


    
      Peace movements and the post-war Japanese Constitution
    


    
      Shin Chiba
    


    
      
        We, the Japanese people, desire peace for all time and are deeply conscious of the high ideals controlling
        human relationships, and we have determined to preserve our security and existence, trusting in the justice and
        faith of the peace-loving peoples of the world. We desire to occupy an honored place in international society
        striving for the preservation of peace, and the banishment of tyranny and slavery, oppression and intolerance
        for all time from the earth. We recognize that all peoples of the world have the right to live in peace, free
        from fear and want.
      


      
        (Constitution of Japan, Second Paragraph of the Preamble)
      

    


    
      
        1 Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice and order, the Japanese people forever renounce
        war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as a means of settling international
        disputes.
      


      
        2 In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war
        potential, will never be maintained. The right of belligerency of the state will not be recognized.
      


      
        (Constitution of Japan, Article 9)
      

    


    
      In Japan for the past decade or so we have witnessed a lively academic interest among social scientists,
      philosophers and historians in the concept of publicness, of public philosophy or of the public sphere. This was
      partly ignited by their academic concern for democratic citizens’ participation and was influenced by works by
      diverse theorists such as Jürgen Habermas, Hannah Arendt, Sheldon S. Wolin, J.G.A. Pocock, Quentin Skinner,
      Robert N. Bellah, Michael Sullivan, Michael Sonnet, Robert Putnam and Michael J. Sandel. But it was also caused
      by the Japanese theorists’ practical intent to recover both the active and responsible citizenry and the
      authentic public sphere in civil society from the monopoly position on publicness held by the state and its
      bureaucracy, which had thus far controlled at will the public sphere, its concerns and functions. However, in
      current Japanese discussions of publicness there are significantly different ways of understanding it.
    


    
      To be sure, there should be diverse ways and understandings of publicness or of public philosophy. For these
      concepts are bound to be controversial and richly ambiguous. So this diversifying trend and
      the resultant discussion of publicness and of public philosophy in Japan is more than welcome at present.
    


    
      An influential approach to the discussion of public philosophy has been proffered by various proponents, such as
      Kim Tae-Chang, Naoshi Yamawaki and Masaya Kobayashi. These writers insert significant doubt into the traditional
      structure of the public–private relationship – the state vs. the individual – that is prevalent in Japanese
      society. They have instead emphasised the common publicness of ordinary citizens, and have thus formulated a
      tripartite structure:
    


    
      
        1 the public,
      


      
        2 common publicness, and
      


      
        3 the private (Kim, 2001: iv–xii, 267–74; Kim, 2002: i–iii, 293–9; Yamawaki, 2002: 1–23; Yamawaki, 2004: 28–37;
        Kobayashi, 2005: 243–79).
      

    


    
      The public signifies the official publicness of the state and its bureaucratic institutions, which generally
      overrides and suffocates traditional privateness. Thus, this public philosophy has a threefold structure:
    


    
      
        1 traditional and official state publicness,
      


      
        2 the common publicness of civil society, and
      


      
        3 individuals’ privateness.
      

    


    
      This version of public philosophy aims at revitalising the commonality and solidarity of ordinary people living
      in the actual day-to-day life-world.
    


    
      As long as there are many possible forms of public philosophy, one needs to be as attentive as possible in one’s
      search for a public philosophy or a philosophy of publicness. In this connection I would like to recall the first
      formulation of a public philosophy in the United States of the mid-1950s, namely Walter Lippmann’s stimulating
      attempt. Lippmann was well aware of the dangers of invoking a public philosophy in American society, as that
      society had become increasingly pluralistic and secular. Modern society of the mid-twentieth century became the
      locus of the ‘struggles among gods’, using Max Weber’s terminology. So Lippmann was tempted to concede the
      liberal premise that each person’s beliefs are private and that only overt conduct is a public matter. Yet he
      went back to the natural law tradition of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in which the presence of a
      general public philosophy was assumed. Lippmann maintained the following:
    


    
      
        The public philosophy was in part expounded in the Bill of Rights of 1689. It was re-enacted in the first ten
        amendments of the Constitution of the United States. The largest part of the public philosophy was never
        explicitly stated. Being the wisdom of a great society over the generations, it can never be stated in any
        single document. But the traditions of civility permeated the peoples of the West and provided a standard of
        public and private action which promoted, facilitated and protected the institutions of
        freedom and the growth of democracy.
      


      
        (Lippmann, 1955: 76)
      

    


    
      Lippmann spoke of the decline of public philosophy in America of the 1950s, when the disappearance of the common
      beliefs in public values was in progress and a consensus on the first and last things had vanished. Consequently,
      a great vacuum had opened up in the public mind. This was accompanied by a liberal democratic policy of public
      agnosticism and practical neutrality in crucial matters. Not only that, Lippmann was worried by the rise of value
      relativism, in which all truths are self-referential, and there is no public criterion of true and false, right
      and wrong. In this situation Lippmann wrote The Public Philosophy out of his conviction that ‘there is
      such a thing as the public philosophy of civility’ and that ‘it is known; but it does have to be revived and
      renewed’ (Lippmann, 1955: 77–8). Because society had increasingly become pluralised and fragmented, a public
      philosophy with common and binding principles was needed much more than it had ever been.
    


    
      What kind of ideas, rights or institutions did Lippmann turn to in order to envisage the components of the public
      philosophy of civility? It is interesting to remark that among the essential ingredients of a public philosophy
      he found the notions of private property, freedom of speech, communication, democracy, lawful contracts, the
      commitment to rational determination and the commitment to act in public life. These components are beyond doubt
      expressive of the public philosophy of liberal democracy. Lippmann insisted that these elements of public
      philosophy need to be ‘believed to be right’, because ‘without that belief, most men will not have the
      energy and will to preserve in the action’ (Lippmann, 1955: 79). Lippmann’s effort to forge a public philosophy
      in the United States is helpful, as it provides us with a good theoretical model. It thus allows us to reflect on
      the various forms which public philosophy can assume in a concrete historical context. I would like now to follow
      an example from Lippmann in reflecting on the problem of public philosophy in post-war Japan:
    


    
      
        For political ideas acquire operative force in human affairs when, as we have seen, they acquire legitimacy,
        when they have the title of being right which binds men’s consciences. Then they possess, as the Confucian
        doctrine has it, the mandate of heaven.
      


      
        (Lippmann, 1955: 138)
      

    


    
      Post-war Japan: three public philosophies in tension – a synopsis


      
        It is difficult to wrestle with the question of what kind of public philosophy has operated in the post-war
        Japanese society. The following discussion is not meant to be an empirical and precise historical analysis of
        what happened in post-war Japan but rather a theoretical analysis of three public philosophies observable
        during that period. This chapter is concerned with different public philosophies at work, and also in mutual
        tension. They are, first, constitutional democracy and pacifism grounded in the Japanese Constitution; second,
        the ideology and public policy of economic growth adopted and carried out forcibly by the post-war
        administrations; and third, the public discourse and policy of neo-nationalism which gained ascendancy
        especially from the mid-1980s onward. This chapter will mainly focus on the first public philosophy, that is,
        constitutional democracy and pacifism, with particular emphasis on the latter. Where necessary, the other two
        public philosophies are mentioned intermittently with reference to the first.
      


      
        It is widely known that the Constitution of Japan, which was promulgated on 3 November 1946 and went into
        effect on 3 May 1947, is based on three fundamental principles: popular sovereignty, human rights, and
        pacifism. One might justifiably say that over sixty years these three fundamental principles, despite adverse
        trends and tensions under conservative post-war politics, have fared well enough as post-war Japan’s public
        philosophy. This, as we shall see later, is a unique type of public philosophy in its intimate and necessary
        coupling of democracy with pacifism.
      


      
        Moreover, the important point to note is that the type of pacifism stipulated in the Japanese Constitution does
        not simply mean ‘anti-war-ism’ or ‘war-opposition’ in a broad sense of these terms, as defined, for instance,
        by Jenny Teichman (1986: 4). As Teichman’s discussion presupposes, the notion of pacifism as ‘anti-war-ism’ or
        ‘war-opposition’ is strongly against ‘aggressive war’ and ‘non-discriminatory war’, but does not necessarily
        contradict the concept of ‘self-defence war’ or ‘just war’. The pacifist principle of the Constitution of
        Japan, however, upholds the idea of radical pacifism – tettei heiwashugi – in my terminology. It
        demands rendering all wars illegal. This is because the fundamental principle of this constitutional pacifism
        goes back in the history of international law to the stipulation of the ‘outlawry of war’ in various historical
        documents: the Covenant of the League of Nations (1919), the Anti-War Treaty (1928) and the UN Charter (1945).
        In addition, the idea of the ‘outlawry of war’ in the Japanese Constitution has been taken a step further by
        renouncing in principle military power as a means of settling international disputes, thus aiming not to retain
        any military force or war potential. The first clause of Article 9 clearly stipulates the renunciation of war
        as the sovereign right of the nation. The second clause upholds the non-maintenance of military forces and war
        potential as well as the renunciation of belligerent rights (jus belli). What we find here is not a
        vague or watered-down pacifism based on ‘anti-war-ism’ or ‘war-opposition’ but rather a strong assertion of
        radical pacifism with a very different nature. This is why the Constitution of Japan is often called the Peace
        Constitution.
      


      
        However, when it comes to the Japanese government’s policy-making and actual conduct, the principle of pacifism
        in the Constitution has in fact been consistently under threat from about 1949 onward. This was due to the
        onset of the Cold War, which brought about America’s shift in its Far Eastern policy. And this in turn had a
        great impact on the post-war policy of Japan’s conservative administration. Under the
        order of the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers (SCAP), General Douglas MacArthur, the National Police
        Force was formed in 1950, which became the National Safety Forces in 1952 and then the Self Defence Forces
        (SDF/Jieitai) in 1954. From the early 1990s Japan’s defence budget has consistently been among the
        largest in the world, and is the largest among the non-nuclear powers. In November 2001, the Japanese
        government sent the SDF overseas, to the Indian Ocean and the Arabian Sea. This was the first dispatch of
        national forces since 1945, i.e. the defeat in the Pacific War. In December 2002, a year later, an Aegis
        destroyer and accompanying support vessels were dispatched to the same waters to support the United States’ and
        allies’ military operations in that region. These acts were undertaken, as was explained, in order to make
        k[image: Image]h[image: Image] shien, that is, ‘aid from behind the lines’. And in December 2003, a year later, the Air
        Self-Defence Force (ASDF ) was sent to Iraq, and was immediately followed by the dispatch of the Land
        Self-Defence Force (LSDF ) in January through April 2004. The LSDF remained there until the end of July 2006
        and the ASDF until May 2008 for what was described as humanitarian and nation-building purposes.
      


      
        There is no doubt that, as far as the principle of radical pacifism is concerned, this series of recent
        undertakings by the Japanese government clearly marks a turning point in post-war Japanese politics. With
        regard to the principle of radical pacifism in the Constitution of Japan, the dispatch of Self-Defence Forces
        overseas represents an incident that directly questioned the national administration’s legitimacy by
        challenging the constitutionality of its actions. At the same time, this conduct on the part of the Japanese
        government evidently implies that the tacit social contract between the Japanese people and the government
        concerning pacifism, as was expressed in the pacifist principle of the Constitution, has been unilaterally
        breached by the government. It also means that the constitutional foundation of Japanese politics had been
        jeopardised and is in danger.
      


      
        It is correct to argue that the constant post-war crisis associated with the principle of pacifism in the
        Japanese Constitution has reached a definite turning point. We are faced with a situation witnessing a breach
        of the social contract regarding post-war Japan’s pacifism, something similar to what Robert N. Bellah (1975)
        refers to as a ‘broken covenant’. We can say this, because it is possible to consider any kind of act
        establishing a Constitution as a settled social contract both among the citizens and between the citizens and
        the government. What is meant by a ‘broken covenant’ here then is a situation where the Japanese people’s tacit
        social contract with the government, in which the principle of pacifism was accepted and upheld, has been
        breached by the government.
      


      
        As is broadly recognised, Japanese national politics has entered the stage of ‘constitutional politics’. But
        this ‘constitutional politics’ is not the one coming spontaneously from below, that is, from a popular basis,
        but rather a kind of quasi-‘constitutional politics’ or a government initiative. On 28 October 2005 the Koizumi
        administration published the ‘Draft for the New Constitution’. The Draft includes the replacement of the second
        clause of Article 9 with wording that endorses the ‘maintenance of Self-Defence Military Forces’. The coming
        decade or more will witness the ‘battle of Sekigahara’, as we might say in
        Japanese. It means that our de jure public philosophy of constitutional pacifism is facing a decisive
        crisis.
      


      
        Especially important in this regard is the emergence of neo-nationalist discourse. It has begun to dominate the
        conservative administrations and the minds of the conservative populace, the younger generation in particular,
        for close to two decades now. This neo-nationalist public philosophy has aspects of the continuation of
        post-war nationalism. The latter either tacitly or overtly places its ontological ground in the
        symbolic Emperor-system – sh[image: Image]ch[image: Image] tenn[image: Image]sei – instead of in its actual pre-war predecessor, that is, the absolutist Emperor system based
        on divinity. This neo-nationalist public philosophy, as espoused by a diversity of proponents and critics such
        as Nobukatsu Fujioka, Kanji Nishio and Yoshinori Kobayashi, has penetrated recent public discourse about the
        so-called issues of history and of history textbooks, the problem of war responsibility for the wrongs done to
        wartime victims including forced workers and so-called ‘comfort women’, the Yasukuni Shrine problem, and so
        forth. What is distinctly peculiar about this neo-nationalistic discourse is the fact that its increasing
        popularity and penetration into the minds of the populace has gone hand-in-hand with the move to the ‘economic
        great power’ policy, the so-called ‘redefinition of US–Japan security treaty system’, the demand for
        ‘international contributions’, and the strengthening of ‘patriotic’ education adopted and pursued at the
        government level.
      


      
        Thus, it is evident that the de jure public philosophy of constitutional pacifism has not
        entirely dominated public discourse in post-war Japan. As already mentioned, conservative politics led by the
        LDP has made a series of flexible interpretations of Article 9 – ‘constitutional amendment by interpretation’
        (kaishaku kaiken) – so as to mutilate it. Not only that, the de jure public philosophy of
        constitutional democracy and pacifism has sometimes collided with what I would like to call a de facto public
        philosophy of economic growth. To be sure, the early decades of post-war history often found both public
        philosophies consonant with each other. This was partly due to the policy of economic growth combined with
        social welfare. Social welfare became the priority policy agenda in post-war national politics, pursued by the
        ruling party and shared by the opposition parties. However, the last ten to twenty years have witnessed an
        increasing tension between the two public philosophies, especially due to the neoliberal economic policy newly
        adopted by the ruling parties. This economic neoliberalism has replaced the older social welfare economy.
      

    


    
      The lost decade of Japanese politics: a failure of and in democracy


      
        According to a prevalent view, Japanese post-war history can be divided up into three stages. The first stage
        is the period of confusion and reform that covers the first decade after the end of the Second World War. The
        second stage can be called the period of stabilisation and growth that extends from 1955 to the early 1990s. And the third post-war period is the one of the post-Cold War, which can be characterised
        as the period of globalisation and identity crisis (Oguma, 2002: 11–26, 794–829). During this third stage the
        national identity of Japan has been questioned from a number of different angles in the midst of globalisation
        and economic recession. The legitimation crisis in Japan has deepened in popular consciousness, as the
        vulnerability of Japanese economy, politics and bureaucracy has become evident. Japan’s identity crisis has
        been exacerbated, as is apparent from the sudden increase of Japan’s dependence on, and subordination to, the
        United States.
      


      
        The so-called ‘third post-war period’ – daisan no sengo – can rightly be characterised as the lost
        decade in Japanese politics. More concretely, the failure of Japanese politics during this period is
        conspicuous, both in diplomacy and in democracy. First, what I mean by the failure of Japanese diplomacy is
        clearly visible in Japan’s exceptional and gradual military budget increases in the global environment of the
        post-Cold War era that witnessed arms cuts and military reduction in a number of countries. China is another
        exceptional case in military build-ups, so the East Asian region is now regarded as one of the turbulent
        regions in the world. And Japan’s increasing dependence on the United States in security and war policy
        signalled the emasculation of constitutional pacifism as the cardinal diplomatic principle of Japanese post-war
        politics. Second, the malfunctioning of democracy can be seen in various problems, such as the lack of
        accountability in political leadership, alienation of citizens from politics in general, their distrust in
        politics and the corruption of state bureaucratic organisations (cf. Chiba, 2004b: 1–2).
      


      
        In this connection one should keep in mind that oftentimes acute observations are given about present-day Japan
        by foreign scholars of great insight rather than by Japanese intellectuals in general. John Dunn, for example,
        provides a deep observation in characterising recent decades in Japan as a period of ‘political paralysis’. The
        long stagnation of Japanese politics paralleled the lost decade which had started with the Gulf War shock of
        1991, the collapse of Hosokawa administration of 1994, the old Socialist Party’s acceptance of the Self-Defence
        Forces and the US–Japan Security Treaty as constitutional in 1994. According to Dunn, this ‘political
        paralysis’ means ‘a failure of democracy and in democracy’ (2002: 8–9). One may interpret this as follows.
        ‘Political paralysis’ signifies nothing but the long stagnation and malfunction of Japanese politics. It also
        suggests ‘a failure in democracy’ as the form and function of government – parliamentary politics, party
        politics and the politics of bureaucracy. Furthermore, it indicates as well ‘a failure of democracy’ in the
        sense that post-war citizens’ politics – with its point of departure in the anti-US– Japan Security Treaty
        movement of the late 1950s – suddenly found itself at an impasse.
      


      
        The late political scientist, Michitoshi Takabatake, identified one of the important causes that brought about
        the long stagnation of Japanese politics for the last decade – ‘meizonjitsub[image: Image]’ (‘names only, substance empty’). According to this interpretation, the
        terms system of representation, government party, opposition party, statesman, bureaucracy, administrative
        apparatus, political, economic and bureaucratic elite, pro-Constitution forces – these terms bear only a ‘name’
        but not meaningful substance (Takabatake, 2004: 2–5; 2005: 192–4; cf. Chiba, 2004a: 42–6).
        For this chapter it is important to note that the ‘political paralysis’ of Japan’s lost decade is manifested in
        the confusion and discord surrounding constitutional politics. There is no commonly shared image about either
        the shape Japan should assume or the future direction that it should take. Furthermore, there is little
        constructive discussion and debate about these basic problems of national identity either in the National Diet
        or in public opinion and journalism. What exists in the National Diet and the cabinet is policy-making
        accomplished by the exercise of arbitrary top-down leadership. This is at the level of a national politics that
        has become increasingly conservative. The majority of the current two biggest parties, LDP (Liberal Democratic
        Party) and DPJ (Democratic Party of Japan), aim to make Japan a ‘normal nation’ by amending the Peace
        Constitution.
      


      
        The political situation depicted above clearly puts the de jure public philosophy of constitutional
        democracy and pacifism in jeopardy. Despite this overall pessimistic assessment of national politics, I would
        like to point out that some positive elements for the politics of democracy have emerged at the local level in
        the past decade or so. What was remarkable, with regard to the revitalisation of local politics, was the
        introduction of a series of local citizens’ referenda. These include, among other things, a referendum
        regarding the construction of the Maki Atomic Power Plant at Maki-Machi in Niigata Prefecture in August 1996,
        and a referendum as to the continuance of the American military base in Okinawa Prefecture in September 1996.
        Local inhabitants’ referenda are by now established as a democratic institution by which the electorate’s will
        is consulted in both local and national politics. Another splendid achievement was the enactment of the NPO
        Legislation of December 1998. The Legislation had an inescapable effect of revitalising civil and voluntary
        associations at the level of civil society. Moreover, the Local Government and Decentralisation Reform of April
        2000 has enabled the national government to reallocate many of its powers, commissions and finances to local
        governments. These measures in turn will lead to various institutional reforms, the revitalisation of local
        politics, and the strengthening of citizens’ politics. Despite the failure of politics at the national level,
        which was the object of Dunn’s criticism, we have witnessed a kind of ‘lively politics’ at work in some local
        areas.
      

    


    
      The Peace Constitution: the foundation of de
      jure public philosophy


      
        In 1993 John M. Maki commented: ‘There has been constitutional controversy but no crisis. This stability
        demonstrates much about the actual operation of Japan’s constitutionalism’ (1993: 39). Now the era of optimism
        is gone, and the debate about the Constitutional amendment, as already indicated, has become one of the most
        important items on the agenda of Japanese national politics. First I would like to indicate some historical
        limitations of the Constitution and to examine critically a controversial view which argues that the present
        Constitution is an imposed one.
      


      
        To be sure, there existed some basic problems and historical limitations inherent in the Constitution of Japan.
        Constitutional theorists of diverse positions, Kenz[image: Image]Takayanagi, Sh[image: Image]ichi Koseki, Osamu Nishi and
        others have made it abundantly clear by meticulous historical research that the principle of pacifism as seen
        in the Preamble and Article 9 was incorporated into the Constitution of Japan by SCAP for three purposes
        (Koseki, 2002: 1–20; cf. Terajima, 2004: 270–86). First, the General Headquarters (GHQ) of the American Armed
        Forces wanted to carry out the demand in the Potsdam Declaration to disarm the nation. Second, they wished to
        make the Emperor system survive as the symbolic Emperor system in order to secure order in the
        occupied society. Third, they thought that Japan could be defended if Okinawa were to be fortified by a heavy
        concentration of US military power. Furthermore, the voice of Asian and Pacific countries victimised by
        Japanese militarism during the Second World War was strategically suppressed by the occupying forces. This
        suppression of the Asian-Pacific voice came about through the change in US policy in the East Asia at the
        beginning of the Cold War. The following can be counted among other problematic issues: Emperor Hirohito’s
        failure to make an official and sincere apology to the victim nations, his failures to accept war
        responsibility appropriately and to abdicate from the throne, and the nation’s stronger feeling for being
        victimised than any sense of guilt as assailants. The slogan of ‘ichioku s[image: Image]zange’ (hundred million people’s penitence), coined and promoted by the
        Higashikuni cabinet, had nothing to do with the genuine repentance coming from the hearts of the people. There
        is some credence to the view that the slogan was fabricated by the rulers of Japan so as to conceal and exempt
        the war initiators’ and leaders’ atrocious crimes. Also at the level of the populace, the militarists of
        yesterday suddenly changed to become democrats of today. This is the main reason why the nations of Asia and
        the Pacific were extremely indifferent to the promulgation of the Peace Constitution. They suspected that the
        Constitution would be changed soon after the end of the occupation of Japan by the Allied forces and that the
        ‘peace nation’ of Japan was nothing but the modus vivendi it had to adopt in order to survive during the
        turbulent post-war years.
      


      
        At the same time, however, we shall see that the Japanese people in general – amidst ashes and debris
        immediately after the defeat – came to share national sentiments of loss and remorse as well as a deep sense of
        kyodatsu (lethargy). This happened as brute facts and new data about the atrocities of the Fifteen
        Year War gradually began to disclose themselves. After all, the Emperor’s military invasions had resulted in an
        enormous number of casualties, including an astonishingly large number of civilians: approximately twenty
        million among the invaded and combatant countries, and more than three million among the Japanese. The
        disarmament of the nation, whether imposed or self-chosen, was a way of taking on responsibility for war – in
        line with the demands of the Potsdam Declaration. As a matter of fact, the connection between the acceptance of
        the Potsdam Declaration and the renunciation of war had been made in the Emperor’s well-known edict issued on 6
        March 1946: ‘While accepting the Potsdam Declaration … let us readily renounce war … and lay down the
        foundation for rebuilding the state by adding radical alteration to the Constitution.’
      


      
        Some of these facts certainly added strength to the view held by a substantial number of people from the early
        1950s that the Constitution of Japan was imposed and that it was not an independent and self-made document on
        the part of the Japanese people. But is this view correct? To be sure, this is a delicate matter, since there
        are subtle facts and courses of events involved here. But, on the whole, the great majority of the
        constitutional historians and theorists in Japan do not take the view that the Constitution was imposed.
      


      
        At first, GHQ wanted the Japanese government to draft the Constitution. The Constitutional drafts A and B
        prepared by the post-war Japanese oligarch, known as ‘Matsumoto drafts’, were far from being satisfactory to
        SCAP. They were not only unacceptable due to their status-quo oriented and backward-looking nature but far more
        conservative and unimaginative compared to a number of progressive and stimulating drafts formulated from a
        popular basis. It is natural that some segments of the Japanese people were also deeply disappointed with the
        Matsumoto drafts. This led General MacArthur to order a new draft to be prepared by SCAP’s government section
        headed by Brigadier General Courtney Whitney. This course of events gave some credence to the view that the
        Constitution was imposed. After all, the promulgation of the Constitution in November 1946 was made while Japan
        was under occupation by the Allied Forces. But it is clear that there were some substantial Japanese
        initiatives, such as that by Prime Minister Kijy[image: Image]r[image: Image]Shidehara, as was testified later in
        sources such as ‘Hamuro Memo’, the MacArthur Memorial, and the Report of the Takayanagi Constitutional
        Investigation Sub-Committee on the process of the Constitution making.
      


      
        MacArthur personally provided Whitney and his group with three points – the ‘MacArthur Note’ – to be
        incorporated in the new draft. The second point of the Note was concerned with the disarmament clause:
      


      
        
          War as a sovereign right of the nation is abolished. Japan renounces [war] as an instrumentality for settling
          its disputes and even for preserving its own security. It relies upon the higher ideals which are now
          stirring the world for its defense and protection. No Japanese Army, Navy or Air Force will ever be
          authorized and no rights of belligerence will even be conferred on any Japanese force.
        


        
          (cf. Auer, 1993: 71)
        

      


      
        The origin of the ideas concerning the renunciation of war and the non-maintenance of military forces has been
        disputed. MacArthur claimed that the idea originally came from Prime Minister Shidehara. Shigeru Yoshida, the
        Shidehara cabinet’s Foreign Minister and later Prime Minister, stated his belief that MacArthur first suggested
        the idea to Shidehara and that he strongly agreed. From 1957 to 1964 Kenz[image: Image]Takayanagi and his committee of investigation were summoned to examine the
        details of the procedures leading up to the promulgation of the Constitution and came to a conclusion contrary
        to Takayanagi’s initial belief that Article 9 had its origin in Washington, not in Tokyo:
      


      
        
          Shidehara astonished the General with a proposal for the insertion of renunciation-of-war and disarmament
          clause into the new Constitution. Apparently the General hesitated at first…. The Prime Minister, however,
          succeeded in persuading the General that in the Atomic Age the survival of mankind should precede all
          national strategies, that if an atomic war should break out, America herself might be destroyed, and that
          other nations must follow the same principle of renouncing war if they themselves were to survive.
        


        
          (Auer, 1993: 71; cf. [image: Image]take, 2001: 244–54)
        

      


      
        Nowadays the dominant theory of the origin of the Constitution accepted by the majority of scholars of the
        Japanese Constitution supports the so-called ‘Japan– US joint authorship’ position. At the same time, what
        cannot be ignored is that great support was shown by the majority of the Japanese people for the promulgation
        of the Constitution with Article 9. The opinion surveys of various nationwide newspapers at that time reveal
        that the people in general gladly accepted the Constitution and Article 9. According to Mainichi newspaper’s
        opinion survey result published on 27 May 1946, 70 per cent of the respondents answered that the clause for the
        renunciation of war was necessary. Furthermore, the Imperial Diet had repeatedly examined and carefully
        deliberated on the draft of the Constitution and had approved it with an overwhelming majority at the 90th
        Imperial Diet in October 1946. All these facts corroborate the theory of ‘Japan–US joint authorship’ of the
        Constitution of Japan. The theory of the imposition of the Constitution by SCAP does not seem to be altogether
        correct.
      

    


    
      The Preamble and Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution


      
        Next, we should take a close look at the essential ingredients of a kind of ‘soft power realism’ observable
        particularly in the Preamble and Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution. One can identify a conspicuous feature
        of constitutional realism in the consistent scepticism towards Japan’s own government and military power in
        particular. The ‘realist school’ of international politics often harbours hostile feelings against the enemy
        state and other nations. But it seldom maintains the same scepticism towards one’s own state power and its
        military power operation. But the Japanese Constitution is the Basic Law of the country whose government and
        military pursued the most aggressive — and the most bitterly fought-out — type of war in recorded history and
        which suffered the effects of the atomic bombings. It is the Constitution accepted by the populace because of
        their immediate experience of the calamity of war. The Constitution bears within it the vivid memory of scars,
        pains and sufferings that the people had to undergo during the war. This Constitution no longer endorses the
        possibility of ‘just war’ or ‘righteous war’, because the Manchuria Incident and the Invasion of China were
        carried out under the deceptive slogan of self-defence and proper national interests. Thus, the Preamble simply
        states: ‘We, the Japanese people … resolved that never again shall we be visited with the horrors of war through the action of government.’ Here one can see the Constitution’s spirit of consistent
        criticism and scepticism directed towards one’s own government and military. There was also a strong distrust
        of the military shared by the people at the end of the Fifteen Year War (Wada, 2002: 7–8).
      


      
        One might rightly say that according to the logic of the Constitution the guarantee of pacifist principle is
        entrusted to the principle of popular sovereignty, that is, the democratic principle. In other words, what
        guarantees Constitutional pacifism by arresting the resurgence of militarism is regarded as residing in the
        will, decision and responsibility of the people who are sovereign. This legal logic of the Constitution is
        peculiar compared to the normal course of history and developments of Western democracies. For, as is known
        generally, popular sovereignty presupposes the existence of the nation qua the aggregate of citizens who have
        the responsibility and obligation to defend the fatherland at the risk of their lives. We still have the relic
        of this presupposition, for instance, in the Second Amendment to the American Constitution, the oldest written
        constitution still in use, which reads: ‘A well regulated militia, being necessary to the security of a free
        state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms, shall not be infringed.’ One can also find a similar
        relic of the idea in the Swiss militia system, which has commissioned ordinary citizens to keep arms in houses
        and to participate in war activities when necessary. But in the case of the Japanese Constitution the severance
        of democracy from militarism took place due to its peculiar historical concatenations. This led to the inner
        and necessary connection between democracy and pacifism observable in the legal logic of the Constitution. Thus
        the exercise of the popular sovereignty to critique the use of hard power by the state is understood to be the
        institutional mechanism which defends and guarantees the principle of radical pacifism. Article 99 of the
        Constitution should be understood as specifying the legal logic of the Constitution indicated above: ‘The
        Emperor or the Regent as well as Ministers of State, members of the Diet, judges, and all other public
        officials have the obligation to respect and uphold this Constitution.’
      

    


    
      Pacifism of immediate experiences


      
        The Peace Constitution grew out of ‘taiken teki heiwashugi’ (Makoto Oda), that is, a pacifism derived
        from immediate experiences of the people. These immediate experiences include the extreme experiences of atomic
        warfare (Hiroshima and Nagasaki). The political theory of the Japanese Constitution presupposes that the terms
        of politics have changed so drastically in the age of nuclear war that the classical statement by Carl von
        Clausewitz that ‘war is merely the continuation of politics by other means’ no longer holds. It also
        presupposes that the cost and risk of war exceeds any objective a war might conceivably achieve. It holds that
        non-war and resultant world peace alone remain the survival scenario for humankind in post-nuclear-war
        politics. What endorses the realism of non-war-ism is the escalation of the destructive capability that
        mid-twentieth-century war technology and weaponry made possible. Thus it is understood that there can be no
        objective that can justify war as a necessary means or an effective instrument. It follows
        from all these considerations that the emergence of nuclear weapons has made obsolete the meaning of war as a
        practical means to achieve a higher end. Normally, pacifism is treated as a matter of an individual’s
        conscience in the West, but in the Japanese Constitution pacifism has become a national and international
        principle (cf. Sakamoto, 2004: 225).
      

    


    
      Self-limiting of state sovereignty


      
        Moreover, the political theory of the Peace Constitution also both presupposes and suggests the relativisation
        of the sovereign power of the modern nation-state. The right of belligerency (jus belli) constitutes
        the central category of the state sovereignty in the modern Westphalian paradigm of international politics.
        Thus the Peace Constitution is anathema to the modern notion of sovereignty. The first clause of Article 9
        promises to ‘forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation’. Its second clause insists that ‘land,
        sea, and air forces, as well as other war potentials, will never be maintained’ and that ‘the right of the
        belligerency of the state will not be recognized’. These measures signify that the survival of the earth itself
        depends on the elimination of the central component of state sovereignty: the right of belligerency.
      


      
        This constitutional and institutional design for world peace stemmed from the Japanese people’s miserable and
        humiliated experiences of the defeat of war, their suffering in the atomic bombings, their fear of starvation,
        and their sense of kyodatsu – lethargy and powerlessness. Here the principle of democracy is
        intimately and necessarily combined with the principle of pacifism. Democracy coupled with pacifism – certainly
        a rare achievement – was grounded in the defeated people’s immediate experiences of the miseries, devastation
        and calamities of war. This democracy was bound to be ‘humble democracy’ (a phrase used by John Keane elsewhere
        in an entirely different context) or rather a type of humiliated democracy that is a sharp contrast to the type
        of ‘imperial democracy’ or ‘triumphant democracy’ that we see particularly in the neo-conservative and
        monolateral foreign policies of the former President George W. Bush and his administration. The public
        philosophy of humiliated democracy, in which democracy and pacifism are organically and inseparably united with
        one another, can be regarded as a unique phenomenon in world history.
      


      
        As John Dunn indicated in his public lecture on the political theorist Masao Maruyama, this humiliated
        democracy, a combination of democracy and pacifism, was possible only under the conditions in which democrats
        like Maruyama participated in a ‘community of contrition’. They did so with a profound sense of remorse for the
        atrocities committed by the Japanese imperial military during Fifteen Year War. Dunn argues as follows: ‘There
        were idiosyncrasies in Maruyama’s postwar imagining of what it was to be a Japanese democrat – notably his
        heavy emphasis on pacifism and on the duty to abjure war, even defensive war, as an instrument of policy’
        (Dunn, 2002: 12, 14). This rare combination of democracy and pacifism was initially born out of the debris and
        ashes of the defeated Japan. As John Dower intimated, the defeated people’s ‘hope, resilience, visions and dreams’, together with ‘misery, disorientation, cynicism, and resentment’
        gave rise to ‘unusually chaotic vitality’ with which they began to grope for peace and a new life and to
        rethink ‘what it meant to speak of a good life and good society’ (1999: 25, 28).
      

    


    
      Pacifism as a new national principle


      
        The pacifism of the Preamble and Article 9 had an element of nationalism, although the proponents of post-war
        pacifism did not emphasise this nationalistic feature. This was because during the 1950s and 1960s the
        prevailing conservative, nationalistic public discourse strongly demanded the restoration of some of the
        pre-war values such as the fully-fledged Emperor system and the patriarchal family, and attempted either to
        eliminate or to revise the pacifist clauses of Article 9. Thus post-war pacifism claimed to be
        anti-nationalistic and internationalist in this particular historical context. However, as recent studies, such
        as Eiji Oguma’s voluminous work on post-war democracy and patriotism, have shown, pacifism was also an
        expression of nationalism (e.g. Oguma, 2002: 67–208, 447–597, 717–92; Kato, 2004: 63–6). Most of the Japanese
        who welcomed the Peace Constitution found in it the basis for a spirit of national self-reliance.
        Constitutional pacifism was capable of providing the defeated people with a new national identity as the ‘peace
        nation’. As Yoshikazu Sakamoto indicated, the unique characteristic of this pacifist nationalism consisted in
        founding the collective identity of the nation ‘not on the past national tradition but on the sharing of common
        international mission for the future’. Sakamoto gave the name ‘kakushin nashonarizumu’ – progressive
        nationalism – to this type of postwar ideology with an orientation for universal values such as peace,
        democracy, socialism and liberty. The atomic bomb experiences at Hiroshima and Nagasaki became the origin of
        post-war pacifism in Japan and as such they remained ‘almost a single important national principle’ (Sakamoto,
        2004: viii–ix, 137, 204, 221). Pacifism becomes serious and a real option only when it is based on the extreme
        experiences or Grenzfall of an individual, group or nation. In the case of the Japanese, the
        experience of Hiroshima and Nagasaki became such an ultimate limit case, i.e. the nation’s Grenzfall.
        Moreover, this post-war pacifism was a unique type of nationalism, because it promoted such universal values as
        non-war, world peace and anti-nuclearism, and thus became an expression of internationalism as well.
      

    


    
      Epilogue: the significance of constitutional democracy and pacifism for the
      future world


      
        John Keane put a question to Japanese political theorists: what would they consider to be a post-war Japanese
        contribution to democratic theory in the world? This question was raised when he came to Tokyo in May 2005 to
        deliver a series of public lectures. At that time I responded to him by saying that we have long criticised the
        negative aspects of actual post-war democracy and have had little to say about the positive elements of
        democracy, either in practice or in theory. In line with the argument of this chapter,
        however, I would now like to respond to Keane in retrospect in terms of the above-mentioned argument regarding
        a rare combination of democracy and pacifism that took shape in the Japanese Constitution as well as in
        Japanese post-war democratic discourse in civil society. This combination of democracy and pacifism implied the
        previously mentioned relativisation of the idea of state sovereignty by denying its central category: the
        state’s right of belligerency. This conceptual design for humiliated democracy clearly expresses a departure
        from the classical conception of the state’s military sovereignty long presupposed in the modern Westphalian
        paradigm.
      


      
        One can even claim that the principled denial of self-defence war in the Peace Constitution can be conceived of
        as a paradigm shift in the history of the modern state and of its theory. The Preamble’s claim that ‘all
        peoples of the world have the right to live in peace, free from fear and want’ can be construed as another
        expression of this paradigm shift. ‘The right to live in peace’ cannot be monopolised by any sovereign nation
        but should be shared by all peoples of the world. In the third paragraph of the Preamble one can find the
        following stipulation:
      


      
        We believe that no nation is responsible to itself alone, but that laws of political morality are universal;
        and that obedience to such laws is incumbent upon all nations who would sustain their sovereignty and justify
        their sovereign relationship with other nations.
      


      
        Here we can discern not merely the relativisation of state sovereignty and the emergence of global citizens’
        sovereignty in embryo but also the premise of the decentralised and multilateral world that was conceived in
        the Constitution (cf. Kobayashi, 1987: 405–7). The agony of democracy we have experienced throughout the
        twentieth century and beyond has in part stemmed from the inability of democracy both in theory and in practice
        to dissociate itself from the state’s military sovereignty. Herein resides the durable importance of a public
        philosophy of constitutional pacifism as envisaged in post-war Japan. Constitutional pacifism is based on the
        political precept of antiquity: Si vis pacem, para pacem (If you want peace, prepare for peace). It is
        ironic, indeed, that the conservative political forces in Japan that have gained momentum today are trying to
        destroy this treasure, Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution. Their guiding political precept also goes back
        to a time as old as human history: Si vis pacem, para bellum (If you want peace, prepare for war).
        Perhaps we need a new political precept for the future world: Si vis pacem, para pacem et cole
        justicium (If you want peace, prepare peace and cultivate justice).
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    Space and the politics of civil society


    
      Citizens at play
    


    
      James Martin
    


    
      Part of civil society’s appeal in recent democratic theory consists in the way it helps us locate an ‘ethos’ of
      freedom. Unlike theories of rights or constitutional power, which typically emphasise formal, ‘universal’
      relations between abstract entities and offices, civil society captures some of the informal and particular
      character of individual freedom as it is lived and experienced collectively. Democracy, it is often argued,
      requires a supporting ethos as well as institutions to function effectively. As a domain nestled ‘between’ the
      private realm of home and family and the public realm of state and authority, civil society purportedly functions
      as the space within which a democratic ethos circulates, disseminating amongst citizens values such as plurality,
      autonomy, toleration, self-restraint and mutual respect (see Seligman, 1992).
    


    
      Such is the sense of public estrangement with democratic institutions today that commentators have come
      increasingly to accentuate this ethical moment in the forging of sustainable democracies. In so doing, certain
      qualities are often sought out as defining of associative ethical conduct. Studies of ‘trust’ and ‘civility’ for
      example, or the hugely influential concept of ‘social capital’, exemplify a tendency to seek the key
      ‘qualitative’ ingredients – the norms and values – that sustain associational life in contemporary societies (see
      Fukuyama, 1996; Carter, 1998; Field, 2002; O’Neill, 2002). If we can just identify those essential elements of a
      democratic ethos, the reasoning goes, we can begin to remake stable, robust democracies.
    


    
      The problem with this orientation in democratic studies is its tendency to erase the traces of power and
      exclusion from the realm of civil association. The neo-Tocquevillean aspiration to revive civil association is
      typically oriented towards viewing democracy as a fundamentally consensual activity in which positive attributes
      eliminate, or at the very least override, the possibility of discord and division. These latter, negative
      tendencies are admitted to exist in civil societies, certainly, but their presence is regarded essentially as an
      obstacle to civic engagement. Yet if we understand antagonism and power relations as ineradicable dimensions of
      social relations as, for example, does Chantal Mouffe (1993, 2000), then a more realistic democratic ethos must
      be one that incorporates this conflictual dimension and the distorting effects it can have on civil life.
    


    
      In this chapter I want to explore that distorting, potentially antagonistic element in civil society, partly with
      reference to notions of social ‘play’ and ‘leisure’. For it is in associations dedicated to
      the pursuit of pleasure and enjoyment that the contradictory aspects of civil society come into view, allowing us
      to detect the fugitive experiences and alterity that partly constitute the civil sphere, as well as the efforts
      to eliminate such experiences in order to smooth out and regulate civil life. From this perspective, civil
      society will appear less like a lesson in civic participation and more like a complex domain of cultural and
      political contest. In a democratic ethos, I want to suggest, we need to grasp this politics as integral to the
      civil domain.
    


    
      I begin by reflecting on the problematic nature of civil society in modern liberal orders. Liberal emphases on
      freedom often idealise civil society as a realm of autonomous, self-organising citizens whose pursuits are, at a
      fundamental level, harmonised. But I argue this idealised representation obscures the strenuous efforts to
      spatially design and cultivate public association so as to encourage an ‘orderly’ freedom, and to eliminate the
      ‘dangerous’ excess that human association, particularly the realm of popular leisure activities, are likely to
      bring. I illustrate this point with some comments on the representation of public association in the paintings of
      the French impressionist, Edouard Manet. Finally, I bring my argument back to the present to consider some of the
      shortfalls of Robert Putnam’s thesis on reviving forms of civic engagement. Putnam’s narrative on the decline of
      social capital and the prospects for a revival of civic virtue presents us with a rich landscape of civil
      society, yet one that fails to recognise its own spatialising gestures or to grasp the centrality of power and
      exclusion in the constitution of associational practices.
    


    
      Spaces of freedom


      
        Civil society is typically understood to consist in a diverse variety of associational practices such as
        churches, clubs, community groups, voluntary organisations and leisure activities, ranging from the highly
        organised to the local and informal. Whilst many examples of associational activity long pre-existed modern
        civil societies, the link between such practices and the aspiration to personal freedom gives civil society a
        distinctly modern character. Joining clubs and associations became part of a ‘bourgeois’ notion of individual
        self-fulfilment and autonomy in which citizens, escaping from the immediate restrictions of church or family,
        and released momentarily from the obligations of work, make spontaneous decisions, uncoerced by social and
        political power. With the ideological and institutional separation of the formal ‘public’ from the familial
        ‘private’ realms from the late eighteenth century onwards, the civil realm became identified with the spaces of
        freedom provided, for example, by salons or parks (see Habermas, 1989; Tester, 1992).
      


      
        Of course, to accept this characterisation of civil society in its own terms – that is, as self-evident spaces
        of freedom – is, as Marx and Engels argued, to misunderstand the very power relations that gave rise to that
        realm and which conditioned its experience (see Marx and Engels, 1994: 134–5). Yet if Marx and Engels’ critique
        exposed ‘bourgeois society’ as part of a self-serving class ideology, it is by no means obvious that actual
        civil societies consist purely and simply in liberal idealisations. Modern civil societies have often been
        sites of persistent anxiety for authorities (both conservative and radical), especially when spontaneous
        self-recreation threatens to undermine the aspiration to an orderly freedom. We often forget that the emergence
        of bourgeois society was accompanied by powerful tendencies to manage and regulate public behaviour by
        moralising civil association and shaping interpersonal conduct to fit the new hierarchy of work and leisure.
        From the regulation of blood sports to controls on pubs and music halls, popular recreations in the late
        eighteenth century became objects of focused moral concern. The mass pleasures of the labour force were to be
        domesticated into private, individualised activities as much as possible in order to reduce their potential to
        subversion (see Mercer, 1983: 88–95).
      


      
        In this respect, then, civil society should be understood not as a domain in which the parameters of freedom
        are fundamentally set around the self-image of the bourgeoisie, but rather as a problematic site in which
        associational activity constantly threatens to exceed itself and disrupt the balance of public and private
        life. Modern public spaces (parks, leisure centres, city streets, etc.) have certainly been imagined as neutral
        sites of freedom, but these spaces have also been policed and regulated extensively to contain the activities
        that occur there within specified moral and cultural parameters. Modern spaces of association, particularly the
        urban centres of the modern city, might better be characterised as sites of contest in which efforts are made
        to spatialise freedom in an orderly way in the face of a perceived potential for excess that threatens
        to subvert the hierarchies that permeate it.
      


      
        Nowhere has this awkward balance between freedom and order been more focused than in the realm of popular
        leisure activities (see Rojek, 2005). The social pursuit of leisure and recreation – from drinking, gambling,
        taking drugs and seeking out sexual pleasures to organised sports and social gatherings such as fairs and
        circuses – has been a source of anxiety for the guardians of moral authority in most societies in history.
        Playing outdoor games and associating for purposes of exercise and/or pleasure usually means bringing human
        bodies out into the open where they may be viewed by others. Self-organised public leisure makes possible
        pleasures that disrupt the formal grammars of ‘proper conduct’ common to structured institutions. Enjoying
        private pursuits in public potentially weakens the boundaries that separate these realms, bringing libidinal
        investments into the open, often through forms of spectacle in which ‘players’ and ‘audiences’ intermingle
        ambiguously. In such contexts, social and cultural hierarchies (of gender and class in particular), and the
        obligations and exchanges that accompany them, loosen their grip.
      


      
        In modern, secular capitalism, particularly, where private consumption and choice are valued as the primary
        experiences of citizenship, the opportunities for leisure are massively expanded, and so, too, is the concern
        leisure brings to those who seek to protect social hierarchies; hence the desire to shape and regulate popular
        pleasures to avoid ‘oppositional’ forces from emerging (Rojek, 2005: 136–7). Gatherings of young people
        undertaking shared (sometimes illicit) pleasures have persistently worried authorities and
        set off ‘moral panics’ amongst opinion formers (see Cohen, 2002). Those parts of civil association dedicated to
        play and leisure can be seen to stage contradictory concerns about social and moral order, where the values of
        freedom and order regularly run into each other.
      


      
        It is not surprising, for example, to find that social recreation is riven with hierarchies of ‘acceptable’ and
        ‘unacceptable’ behaviour concerning physical contact, violence or the use of ‘bad’ language, with accentuated
        gender roles (for instance, the separation of ‘male’ from ‘female’ sports and teams) and with different levels
        of prestige that reflect class divisions (formal ‘balls’ and ‘dances’ are prized over informal dancing, for
        instance). In such circumstances, the spaces of recreation are charged with a kind of cultural-political
        significance in which public values are exposed to varying degrees of reinforcement and subversion. Yet it is
        precisely the presence of class or racial hierarchy and the possibilities of their subversion in
        sports such as cricket and football that makes such games attractive to many participants (see, for example,
        James, 2005). Social recreation can be said to articulate a complex, multi-layered politics of identity and
        difference that evades the traditional classifications of formal politics.
      


      
        Nor can these experiences of leisure be separated from the contradictory emergence of urban public space.
        Modern cities are widely regarded as spatial settings for a peculiarly modern quest for individual freedom, the
        ability to exercise choice outside of ascribed moral and familial parameters. Baudelaire’s urban
        flâneur, for example, symbolised precisely the bourgeois self-image of the unencumbered subject moving
        freely and anonymously through the city (Baudelaire, 1964). However, the spaces of the city were as much sites
        of regulation and boundary-making as they were of free movement. Foucauldian scholars have shown, for example,
        how freedom and power are not necessarily antonyms but, rather, often mutually interdependent. Liberal
        societies, Rose (1999) argues, involve efforts to generate self-governing subjects, that is, subjects who are
        disciplined to govern themselves ‘at a distance’ from the direct regulation of the state. Civil society,
        particularly the public spaces of the modern city, can be viewed not as a neutral domain with settled
        boundaries but as a dynamic field of power relations through which the understanding and practice of freedom is
        constantly shaped and ordered, negotiated and imposed.
      


      
        Patrick Joyce (2003), for example, draws attention to the success of public institutions in Victorian Britain
        in actively moulding public space in London and Manchester. The introduction of sewerage systems, public
        toilets, street lights, the widening of streets and so forth were means of shaping the city for free subjects.
        Light, open and fully-visible streets, hygiene, etc., were essential to generating ‘neutral public space’ fit
        for liberal subjects. Similar aspirations were at work, too, in Baron Haussmann’s immense redesign of Paris.
        There a world of well-ordered freedom was imagined to issue from properly designed and regulated spaces (see
        Kunstler, 2001: 2–40).
      


      
        These historical examples of city spaces and efforts at urban design should remind us that civil societies, and
        the activities of leisure and recreation present in them, are not so much neutral spaces
        as deliberate spatialisations of freedom. That is, they entail projects to represent and shape the
        urban landscape in ways that channel leisure and recreation so as to support a norm of orderly, regulated
        freedom. Staying with this historical perspective, let us briefly consider how social recreation in the city
        has been represented.
      

    


    
      Impressions of civil society


      
        Artistic modernism marks a significant encounter with the ambiguities of this fashioning of public space and
        the shifting boundaries of public and private in general. Impressionist painters in particular, with their
        depictions of the social and leisure activities of the emergent petit-bourgeoisie in mid- to
        late-nineteenth-century Paris, are closely associated with a growing sensibility concerning the expansion of
        public space in the metropolis and its representation (though that was not their only concern). As well as
        devoting considerable attention to the particular places of the petit-bourgeoisie as objects to be represented
        – the musical halls, the parks, the grandes magasins and streets – the impressionists are believed by
        some to initiate an aesthetic concern with ‘flatness’. According to Clement Greenberg (1993: 85–93), in the
        wake of Edouard Manet the impressionists gradually relinquished figurative and representational techniques in
        pictorial art and commenced a distinctively modernist concern with surface, with the medium of paint as
        substance rather than a reality ‘outside’ the work. Importantly, what this began was an abandonment of ‘the
        representation of the kind of space that recognizable objects can inhabit’ (1993: 87). For Greenberg this was
        all part of the ‘self-critical tendency that began with the philosopher Kant’ (1993: 85). Impressionism’s
        speckled colour and light – the ‘purely optical experience’ – manifested an intrinsic awareness of the limits
        of representation that became the hallmark of modernism.
      


      
        In The Painting of Modern Life, T.J. Clark (1984) rejects the abstract logic of Greenberg’s thesis on
        flatness in favour of a more contexualised account of the relationship between form and content. Clark
        identifies Manet with the spatial transformations of Paris during and after Haussmann, emphasising in
        particular the disruption of earlier class relations and the emergence of new forms of public ‘spectacle’
        brought with consumer capitalism. For Clark, flatness has multiple meanings and cannot be the primary theme of
        impressionism. Manet’s work, he argues, is peculiar in the way it registers in both form and content a
        widely-felt sense of a city landscape in need of visualisation. For Manet, however, this visualisation involves
        a new and awkward sense of changing public values and status, as the voraciously consuming petit-bourgeoisie –
        the clerks, salesmen, bank tellers, teachers, advertising men, etc. – present themselves as central to the new
        imagery of the city, for they were the ‘perfect heroes and heroines’ of modernity’s myth of freedom (1984:
        258). In Clark’s analysis, modernism’s concern with marginality is represented by Manet (and others) through
        depictions of a class presence that disrupt the earlier boundaries of social hierarchy in the metropolis:
        ‘Shifting and uncertainty were thus taken to be the truth of city life and of perception’ (1984: 259).
      


      
        This is precisely how Clark reads Manet’s Un bar aux Folies-Bergère (1882). The proliferation of
        cafés-concerts in post-Haussmann Paris had opened up sites for a new and disconcerting experience of popular
        spectacle that brought the petit-bourgeoisie into the open and placed them amongst the bourgeoisie proper. In
        these spaces, class status became difficult – though not impossible – to define visually. Manet’s Bar,
        according to Clark, simultaneously presents this new space and visually conveys the confusion it brought. Clark
        certainly recognises the evident flatness of the painting, its painterly display of surfaces. Yet the mirror
        behind the bar mis-reflects the girl in the foreground and the customer with whom she appears to be engaged.
        The tension between the surface of the painting and the representation we may seek but cannot quite locate is,
        for Clark, a suggestion of the uncertain class relations of modern Paris. Similar remarks are made of Manet’s
        other paintings such as Déjeuner sur l’herbe (1863) where the petit-bourgeoisie, the
        ‘shifters of class society’, enter the public realm and redefine its spatial codes and hierarchies.
      


      
        Clark’s reading shows how Manet undertook what liberal political theory today tends to avoid in its own visions
        of civil life: he captured the sense of ambiguity and potential disorder that comes with the surface spectacle
        of modern pleasures. Manet’s work was hugely controversial at the time precisely because of this distorting
        imagery, articulating not the smooth flatness of orderly freedom but a subtle, warping excess. Yet if, for
        Clark, Manet’s credentials as a truly ‘modern’ painter lie in his depiction of newly emerging class relations
        (‘What is visible in modern life … is not character but class’), feminists have drawn attention to the gendered
        character of public space and its representation (see Ryan, 1990). For Griselda Pollock (1992), Clark fails to
        capture this dimension of the modern experience. The point of view of Manet and other impressionist painters
        was that of the bourgeois male able, like Baudelaire’s flâneur, to wander into the public realm
        anonymously and gaze upon the spectacle of the city – and paint it. For women, however, this experience was not
        always possible. Marginalised for the most part to the domestic sphere, women artists were not in a position to
        enter the public realm as equals, but, often, as objects of display. Impressionist paintings, she argues,
        captured the erotic gaze of the bourgeois male upon working class and petit-bourgeois women.
      


      
        As a counterpoint to this dominant perspective, Pollock highlights the different views of women impressionists
        of the same period, in particular Berthe Morisot and Mary Cassatt, whose work represents what she refers to as
        the ‘spaces of femininity’.
      


      
        First she alerts us to the spaces represented in their paintings: not predominantly the cafes, bars
        and backstage worlds of public entertainment – places from which women were typically absent as detached
        spectators – but domestic interiors, the drawing rooms and sewing rooms where women were alone or in the
        company of other women, or outside yet at a distance from the socially fluid places of bourgeois pleasures
        where women were either isolated or, for instance, when attending the theatre, vulnerable.
      


      
        Second, the manner in which these artists depicted space was also distinctive. Morisot and Cassatt produced
        compositions in which women were often literally offset from the wider, public world. Whereas in male
        impressionist work the precise location of the viewer is sometimes impossible to discern – symbolising the male
        mastery of space – in Morisot’s paintings
      


      
        
          it is as if the place from which the painter worked is made part of the scene, creating a compression or
          immediacy in the foreground spaces … therefore forcing the viewer to experience a dislocation between her
          space and that of a world beyond its frontiers.
        


        
          (Pollock, 1992: 251)
        

      


      
        It is not my intention to delve further into these arguments in art history (which have certainly moved on in
        recent years). However, the historical representations of civil society provided here register the fractured
        nature of public space, its uneven formation through class and gendered relations of power and exclusion whilst
        simultaneously symbolising an ideology of universal freedom. Of course, both ‘mass’ social recreation and art
        have been transformed radically since the late nineteenth century. Yet the works of Manet and women
        impressionists serve to underline two, enduring points.
      


      
        First, civil society is a representation of a cluster of social activities, one that selectively
        foregrounds certain practices of association as they distribute and connect subjects across space into visual
        landscapes that seek to unify them.
      


      
        Second, the spatial representation of these associations will disclose the traces of power and
        antagonism in social relations, noticeable by the distorting effects popular pleasures (for example) often
        have on the liberal self-image of orderly freedom. With these points in mind, let us return to the question of
        civil society in contemporary democratic discourse.
      

    


    
      Dislocation and democracy


      
        Representations of public recreation such as that in the work of Manet draw attention to the fine balance of
        public and private life in liberal societies and the precarious sense of order that is achieved once various
        exclusions have been naturalised. This balance and order was persistently challenged from within by, amongst
        other things, the leisure pursuits of certain classes and groups which expose the fragility of the liberal
        imaginary. Though not always in themselves excessive or expressly political, still today citizens at play
        nevertheless are able both to reinforce and exceed the class, gender and racial hierarchies that are implicitly
        codified in modern public life. In recent decades the study of such activities has underscored this sense of
        public recreation as a site, not always of overt or unified political conflict, but certainly of aesthetic and
        cultural negotiation of social differences and identities. From sporting pastimes to dance culture or tourism,
        recreational life is now widely recognised as a central part of consumer society, one that demonstrates complex
        patterns of power, control and exclusion (see, for example, Jones, 1986; Wimbush and Talbot, 1988; Urry, 1990).
      


      
        If we are to think of civil society as part of the revival of democratic life, then we ought to remain
        attentive to the role of spatial representation and the presence of power and antagonism in civil association.
        Rather than being a unified domain of freedom in which subjects exercise free choice through forms of
        self-organisation, civil society might better be understood as a series of overlapping domains constituted
        through complex patterns of dislocation where the moral and cultural boundaries of public and private are
        asserted, contested and distorted (see Martin, 2009).
      


      
        By ‘dislocation’ I follow Ernesto Laclau’s usage which defines the incompleteness of subject formation as the
        fundamental condition of its existence (see Laclau, 1990: 39–50). Social agents never simply ‘are’, that is,
        they do not display a self-contained positive identity. Rather, they are formed in relation to ‘others’ that
        both limit them and partially constitute them through the ascription of social roles. Grasping the dislocated
        nature of social identity draws attention to the role of power and difference in the constitution of society.
        It also foregrounds the ever present possibility of conflict as fundamentally incomplete identities coalesce
        and seek out the illusion of ‘completion’, aligning with some social groups and practices against others. As
        Laclau argues, the struggle to provide a sense of completion to social identities entails a spatial dimension:
        to locate and identify subjects in particular ways is to spatialise them, to place them within a certain fixed
        set of moral and cultural parameters (Laclau, 1990: 68–9). Yet these parameters can only serve as partial and
        temporary stabilisations that never fully domesticate the identities they promise to unify.
      


      
        Thus we might say that, as a dislocated domain, civil society is characterised both by subjects set
        apart, if only temporarily, from the social roles ascribed to them in the private sphere or by the realm of
        work, and positioned by efforts to shape and channel that freedom in ways that limit the potential
        subversion of a specific social and moral order. As a domain of dislocated subjects, rather than
        fully-constituted agents, civil society is consequently a place of desire and danger, as well as order and
        control.
      


      
        This foregrounding of dislocation as a feature of civil life gives a distinctive accent to how we might
        conceptualise a democratic ethos today. For reviving democracy can be conceived less as the cultivation of a
        common public culture by eliminating obstacles to civic participation – the standard radical liberal model of
        relocating public culture in society, rather than amongst elites, by emphasising ‘civic mindedness’ and an
        ‘active’ citizenry – and more as the deepening and pluralising of sites of conflict and contest in a context of
        ever-expanding and overlapping social dislocations.
      


      
        Robert Putnam’s influential book Bowling Alone (2000) is an illuminating point of reference in this
        regard. Let us consider his argument for a moment. Putnam’s thesis is that contemporary America suffers from a
        declining quantity of social capital, a ‘collapse’ in civic engagement evidenced by the reduction in practices
        of associational life he enumerates in great empirical detail. By social capital Putnam understands ‘social
        networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness’ that connect individuals (Putnam, 2000: 19). Social
        capital, he points out, is both public and private, joining individuals in forms of
        reciprocity that create networks of community and social support (2000: 20), simultaneously satisfying private
        desires and generating communal interconnections. Different kinds of social capital offer up different forms of
        reciprocity, some inward and focused on group identity (‘bonding’ capital) and others outward, focused on
        connections to wider constituencies (‘bridging’ capital).
      


      
        Interestingly, Putnam also uses the example of citizens at play to illustrate his thesis on the decline of
        social capital (see also Putnam, 1995), not as an anxious Victorian, however, but as a progressive liberal. The
        bowling alley signified in the title serves as a metaphor for US associational life: the decline of league
        teams and their replacement by individuals ‘bowling alone’ testify to a declining ability of citizens to play
        together, and, by consequence, form associations that, in a highly mediated way, support democratic life and
        public values (see 2000: 111–13). In light of this situation, Putnam’s objective is ‘to help rekindle civic
        engagement’, particularly among younger generations, by discouraging the tendency ‘to retreat to private
        pleasures’ (such as TV) (2000: 404, 403), and, instead, seeking to ‘replenish’ the ‘stocks of social capital’.
        To this end he sets out a range of possible remedies to encourage civic participation and engagement, such as
        civic education and volunteering, family-friendly workplaces, greater tolerance amongst faith-based communities
        and collective leisure pursuits or increased political participation.
      


      
        Doubtless, Putnam’s goals are worthy and it is not my intention to dismiss them out of hand. But his approach
        to the issue of civic engagement, although not an explicit argument about the concept of civil society,
        nevertheless involves an effort to represent the spaces of civil society in a particular way. His extensive
        research takes up what we may call the ‘empiricist gaze’ across the American civil landscape, innocently
        observing the plethora of practices and qualities by means of which social capital is invested. Although not
        written to a pronounced political agenda, Bowling Alone undertakes a similar spatial-representational
        politics that we saw in Manet’s observations on the spectacle of public life in late nineteenth-century Paris.
        Putnam observes an impressive variety of associative activities – from volunteering, sports, and church-going
        to electronic communications, transport and urban design – and ‘measures’ their contribution to stocks of
        social capital. In so doing, he paints his own rich and complex landscape of contemporary civil life, a picture
        that details the myriad forms of everyday life, work and leisure. To this complex picture he brings a unifying
        narrative of concern about the retreat of citizen activity into the private realm.
      


      
        Putnam’s recommendations for reviving civic communal life also entail a distinctive spatial imagery, namely the
        creation of an internal structural unity. ‘Bridging’ distances between communities and ‘bonding’ individuals
        together to create ‘strong’, civic-minded communities are metaphors that suggest the creation of a
        self-supporting spatial container: the national community. It is no surprise, then, to find Putnam constantly
        referencing ‘we’ and ‘Americans’ as if his book was a conversation within an already-existing association of
        like-minded folks. The express desire to ‘restore American community’ (in the singular)
        gives away a tendency to inward self-referentiality. Putnam wants to restore what was lost, to rebuild the ship
        of American pluralist democracy, and to return to the commitment of the Progressive Era.
      


      
        But, unlike Manet, what is missing from this (simultaneously real and imagined) landscape is an awareness of
        the presence of power and antagonism that accompanies dislocated subjects. This is not to say that Putnam is
        unaware of the dislocatory effects of increasingly privatised civil societies: inward communities,
        fundamentalist outlooks and dissonant experiences are as much part of Bowling Alone as is the hope to
        restore a vibrant associational life. Putnam explicitly disavows a ‘warm and cuddly’ image of civic virtue as
        the sole reality of social capital (2000: 21). Social capital, he admits, ‘can be directed toward malevolent,
        antisocial purposes’, too (2000: 22). Nevertheless, for him this kind of example underscores the necessity to
        generate the right balance of positive forms of social capital, that is, to produce a situation of generalised
        reciprocity that reaches across isolated networks such as these. There is not a little hint of Benthamite
        utilitarianism here; a desire, that is, to calculate the correct balance of ‘social lubricant’ (see 2000: 21),
        to maximise social cohesion, encouraging only enough ‘in-group loyalty’ to ward off ‘out-group antagonism’
        (2000: 23).
      


      
        For Putnam, social antagonisms are an unfortunate but not essential aspect of civil life. The social capitalist
        is encouraged to minimise the potential frequency of antagonisms rather than treat them as an intrinsic feature
        of civil society. Indeed, Putnam’s goal seems precisely to relocate civic virtue across the landscape
        of civil association, injecting a sense of community engagement, liberal toleration and self-restraint in those
        self-organised activities that ‘connect’ people in so many different ways. This is the goal of seeking out the
        place of a democratic ethos I mentioned at the beginning of this chapter. But this view obscures the potential
        for excess and distortion to civil relations that associative activity often involves; and it seems to treat
        dislocated subjects as ‘badly integrated’ subjects with insufficient forms of social capital at their disposal.
        In short, it neglects the disruptive effects on the boundaries of public and private spheres brought by forms
        of leisure and the pursuit of private pleasures in public. And in this, it erases from view the efforts at
        regulating freedom that have typically accompanied the formation of consumer-based and leisure societies.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        For those hoping to reinvent civic virtue, civil society seems the perfect place to start. Its tendency to
        pluralism and its relative lack of compulsory organisation appear well-suited to the dissemination of loose
        norms of reciprocity that may, if properly encouraged, tend towards a democratic civic culture. The apparently
        apolitical (or, at best, only partially political) character of associative activity invites us to imagine a
        generous sense of ethicality that socialises individuals without tempting them to dominate over others.
      


      
        This, I have tried to suggest, is an overly benign view of what is going on in the realms of civil society, and
        it misperceives the politics that occurs there. In relation to the systematic organisation of the modern state
        and the development of capitalist relations of production, associative activity appears relatively neutral and
        characterised by the free choices of citizens. The world of sports and leisure, in particular, appears to offer
        the best examples of how citizens spontaneously socialise in more or less ‘harmless’ ways. But a closer look
        suggests that popular recreation is a site of socio-spatial contests to shape and regulate the boundaries
        between public and private. Power and antagonism are not so much obstacles to freedom but an intrinsic
        dimension of a civil life that can never quite be contained. This is not to say that bridge clubs or
        volunteering are somehow intrinsically subversive practices, but that they are part of a landscape of everyday
        life that is persistently subject to projects of moral and cultural design aimed at effecting distinctive
        relationships between private desire and public virtue.
      


      
        A democratic ethos, I have (only) suggested, might better be thought in terms of dislocation, that is, in terms
        of the constitutively incomplete nature of human subjects and their tendency to identify with the promise of
        fulfilment offered by associative practices. Associative life carries the traces of these dislocations and the
        relations of power and conflict from which they emerge. Rather than downplay these traces, we might understand
        them as necessary preconditions for a democratic ethos that regards democracy not as a purely ‘consensual’
        practice built around a common virtue but as an ongoing, conflictually-generated settlement in which what is
        ‘common’ is permanently open to contest.
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      Table 5.1 Matsushita’s historical schema
    


    
      
        
          	Historical period

          	Economic structure

          	Form of society

          	Political system
        


        
          	‘The Modern’ (the nineteenth century)

          	Industrial capitalism

          	Civil/bourgeois society (shimin shakai )

          	The state comprised of citizens (shimin kokka )
        


        
          	‘The Contemporary’
          

          (the twentieth century)

          	Monopoly capitalism

          	Mass society (taishu shakai)

          	The state comprised of the masses (taishu kokka)
        

      
    


    
      Table 6.1 Typology of imagined political communities linked to nation-states
    


    
      
        
          	Type of nation

          	Simple national community

          	Basis of
          

          community
          

          membership

          	Multiplex form of community

          	Form taken by nation when decomposed
        


        
          	Volksnation

          	Ethnos

          	Blood ties or naturalisation

          	Multi-ethnic

          	‘Melting-pot society’
        


        
          	Kulturnation

          	Shared culture

          	Assimilation, acculturation

          	Multicultural

          	Post-modern play of identities
        


        
          	Staatsnation

          	Constitutional patriotism

          	Test of political loyalty

          	Nested political loyalties to multi-tiered government

          	‘Dual state’ in given territory or transnational diasporas
        

      
    


    
      Source: Jessop (2002: 173).
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