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Introduction
Civil Society I, II, III: Constructing an Empitical Concept from Normative
Controversies and Historical Transformations

Jeffrey C. Alescander

In 1990, when I first returned to Eastern Europe after the fall of the old regimes, I
submitted a short essay to the Hungarian political weekly 7aksgg about the shock of
encountering ‘real’ as opposed to ‘“ideal’ civil society. Quoting briefly from that piece,
which evidently was never published, can provide a bit of ‘historical’ atmosphere for
the theoretical remarks which follow.

Just when intellectuals in Poland and Hungary were celebrating the return of civil
soczety as an ideal, they have encountered it as a soctal fact. [t’s hke a cold shower the
mormning after.

Almost single-handedly, Eastern European mte]lectuals reintroduced ‘civil society’
to contemporary socizl theory. Until they started talking and writing about it, it had
been considered a quaint and conservative notion, thoroughly obsolete. Locke
thought the civil realm necessary for freedom, of both the political and economic
kind; the American Founding Fathers and Tocqueville alike believed that the
independence of this realm formed the basis for everything good and right.

Once industrial displaced commercial capitalism, however, eivil society took on 2
different, decidedly more ambiguous hue. Marx criticized it as merely formally free:
‘civility’ allowed privacy and selfish greed. Progressive intellectuals since then have
wanted to eliminate civil sodety and set up 2 substantively good (read socialist and
public) society 1a its place.

Eastern European intellectuals expetienced that effort to create the good society
first hand; they wanted to return to formal freedoms instead. To find a theory that
embraced liberty without social guilt, they returned to the 18th century, when civil
society was conceived in a positive way.

It was with these old fashioned ideas that the anti-communist revolutions wete led,
by intellectuals who made alliance with the few charismatic figures they could find.
They articulated the inchoate frustrations of their nations, creating the people in the
very process of making the revolution in thetr name.

Now that they have carved out a civil society, however, intellectuals are not at all
sure they want it. Neither are the charismatic leaders or the ‘people’ themselves. They
are learning that civil society means more than civilian and anti-military. It also means
citified, not only civil and cordial but also capitalist, thoroughly bourgeois. Kant

translated civil society as Birgerfiche Gesellschaft. Literally, this meant a busgher,
citydweller's society; it was also a synonym for the capitalist middle class.

In these new civil societies, market relations have assumed central importance.
Pragmatic bargaining and the pushing and shoving of done deals are the orders of the
day. Respecting formal rules, not pursuing some utopian conception of the good, is
what holds such a society together. In postcommunist societies, it is about all one can
hope for today, or have any right to expect. In this real civil society, intellectuals,
charismatic leaders, and even ‘the people’ themselves may soon be out of a job.

When the intellectuals of Eastern Europe came to power, they thought they could
have it all — enlightenment, capitalism, and democracy itself. The practical task of
social reconstruction makes these soctal ideals difficult for the intellectuals to sustain.
The utopian ideology they bring to their task, however, reduces even further the
possibility of success . . .

In the good old bad days, opposition intellectuals coined the term ‘real socialism’
to dramatize how socialism in practice departed from the dream. It is time to start
talking about ‘real civil soclety’. (Alexander, 1990)

Virtually every impottant concept in the social sciences is the result of a strking
kind of secularization process, a process that takes an idea from practical experiences,
from the often overwheltming pressures of moral, economic, and political conflicts, to
the intellectual world of conceptual disputation, paradigm dispute, research program,
and empirical debate.. Even after they have made this transition, of course, such
concepts tetain significant moral and political associations, and they remain highly
disputed. What has changed is the terrain in which they are discussed, compromised,
and struggled over. The intellectual field, after ali, has a very distinctive specificity of
its own.

“We can recognize how this process resulted in the creation of such apparently
“classical’ social sclence concepts as class, status, race, paity, religion, and sect. More
recently, we can observe a similar process of secularization with the emergence of
concepts like gender, sexuality, and identity. The subject of the present volume is a
concept, civil society, that is undergoing ‘secularization’ at the very moment we write.
For a second time this idea has emerged into intellectual discourse from the ongoing
fumult of socizl and political life. Once again, it must be conceptually refined so that
it can be subject to more disciplined moral disputation and empirical social science.

The contrbutors to this volame push this secularization process forward in varied
and important ways. In this introduction, I will try to do my part, suggesting that civit

‘'society has been conceived in three ideal-typical forms which have succeeded each

other in historical time. After situating these ideal types historically, and evaluating
them theoretically, I will introduce an analytical model of the relationship between
civil society and the other kinds of institutional spheres which compose society, [ will
suggest that only by understanding the *houndary relations’ between civil and uncivil




spheres can we convert avil society from a aormative into a “real’ concept which can
be studied in a social scientific way,

- Civil Society : Inclusiveness as Sacralization

It is well known that in its modem, post-medieval, post-Hobbestan form, ‘civil
society’ entered info social understanding only in the late seventeenth century, with
the writings of figlifes bke Tocke and Hamington (see Seligman, 1993). Develaped
subsequently by the Scottsh moralists, especially Ferguson and Smith, by Roussean,
and by Hegel; anid perhaps employed energetically for the last time by Tocqueille,
‘civil society’ was an inclesive, nmbrella-like Comcept referring to a plethora of
institutions outside the state. Definitely it included the capitslist marker and its
institutions, but it also denoted what Tocqueville called “voluntary religion® {non-
estzblished Protestant covenantal deaominations), private and public assodiations and
organizaiions, alt forms of cooperative socizl relationships that ceeated bonds of trust,
public opinion, legal rights and institutions, and political parties.

It is vital to see that in this first period of its modern under standing, civl society [
{(CSI) was endowed with 2 distinctively moral and ethiczl force, As Hirschman (1977)
has shown in Thy Passons and the Inerests, the civilizing qualities associated with civil
society most definitely extended to the capitalist market itself, with its bargaining, its
trading, its circulatng commodittes and money, its shopkeepers and its private
praperty. Identified by such terms as & domee commerce, the processes and institions of
the capitalist market were bemigaly conceived — at least by the progsessive thinkers of
the day — as helping to produce gualities associated with internativnz! peace, domestic
tranquility, and increasiogly democratic participation. Capitalism was understood as
produciag self-discipline and individual responsibility. It was helping 1o create a social
systermn. antithetical to the vainglosicus arisiocratic one, where knighfly ethics
emphasized individual prowess through feats of grandeur, typically of 2 military kind,
and ascriptive status hieraschies were maintsined by hegemonic force. Hirschman
shows, for example, that Montesquien can be nnderstood as providing high ethical
praise for capitalism in its early phase. Benjamin Franklin’s famous and inflneptial
Autobiography, self-regard and identifying public virtee with the discipline and
propaety of market kife, might be said to provide an equally important example of 2
more popular, more bourgeots, but pethaps not less literary knd.

The decidedly positive moral and ethical tone atdbuted to market sociery
underwent a dramatic transformation in the early middle of the nineteenth centusy.
The development of capitalism’s industrial phase made Mandevilie’s famous fable of
capitalisei’s bee-like cooperation seem completely passé, As Hirschman tells this
stoty, the pejorative association of capitalism with inhomane instrumentality,
dominztion, and exploitation frst emerged among radical British political economists

like Hodgikins ia the 15205 and 1830s. Marx encountered this Manichean Hteratore in

the early 1840s and he provided it with a systematic economic and sociological
theory. His voice, while by far the most important in-theoretical terms, was in
historcal terms only one voice among many. The emerging hatred of capitalism, its
identification with all the evils of feudal domination and worse, was expressed amoag
z wide and growing chorus of utopians, socialists, and republicans. It is noteworthy
that the new ndustnal capitalists and their liberal economic spokesmen did aot shy
away from this new view of cepimalism as an and-social force. Brandishing the
doctine of leissesfaire in a rather anti Smithesn way, their motto seemed to be,
‘society be damned” There exists no better representation of this growing self-
understanding of the anfagonism between an evil, egoistical ‘market’ on the ane hand,
end ‘soclety’ in the moral and collective sense on the other, than Polanyl’s The Grear
Trangormarion (1957), 2 book whick served in the post-war pedod to perpetuate the
very theoretical misunderstandings T am problematizing here.

Civil Society II: Reductionism as Profanation

In soccial theory this dramatic trassformation of the mora! and social identity of
market capitalism had fatefid effects on the coacept of civil soclety. As Keane {1988)
was the first to point out, the connotations of this fecund concept now became
drastically narrowed. Shorn of its cooperative, democratic, 2ssoddative, and public ties,
this second version of «ivil sodlety (CSIL) came to be pejoratively associzred with
market capitalism alone. Mary’s wiitings between 1842 and 1845 reflect and crystallize
this reduction ia a remarkably clear and infinential way. Not only is civil sodiety now
simply a field for the play of egoistical, purely private interests, but it is now treated as
2 superstructure, 2 legal and political arema produced as camonflage for the
domination of commodities and the capitalist class. For Marx, industsial capitalism
seemed only to consist of markets, the groups formed. by markets, and states. Society
mn the collective and moral sense was dissolving. Only the subrerged and repressed
cooperative ties established by working class production, Marx believed, could
provide the basis for collectively binding social organization.

It 1s not surpdsing that in this soqal and intellecmal simation, in the middie of the
nineteenth cenfury, civil society as an important concept in social theory shortly
disappeared. If it was no more thas an epiphenomenon of capitalism, it was no longer
necessary, either intellectually or sccially. In the context of the ravages of eazly
mndustrial capitalisrn, soctal and intellectual attention shifted 1o the state. Substantive
rather than formal equality became the order of the day. Issues of democratic
participation and kherty, once conceived as inhereatly connected to equality in its
other forms, became less importent. Strong state theores emerged, among radicals
and conservatives, and bureancratic regulation appeared as the only counterbalance to
the mstabilifies and inhumanities of market life. In the newly emerging social sciences,
mobility, poverty, and class conflict become the prmary topics of ressarch and
theory. In social and political philosophy, udlitarian and contract theores assumed
prominence, zlong with the nco-Kantian emphasis on justice in terms of formal



rationality and proceduralism at the expense of ethical investigations into the
requirements of the good life.

The legacy of this century-long distortion of the cepitalism/civil society
velationship has had regrettzble effects. Identifying society with the markez,
ideologists for the right have argued that the effective functioning of capitalism
depends on the dissolution of social controls. Secure in the knowledge that civit
society is the private market, that economic processes by themselves will produce tie
institutions necessary to promote democracy and mutual respect, they have disbanded
public institutions that helped crystallize social solidarity outside the marketplace
without moral qualms. Yet if, for the right, the capitalism/ civil-society identification
suggested abolishing society, for the left it suggested abolishing markets and private
property itself. If civility and cooperation were perverted and distorted by capitalism,
the latter would have to be abolished for the former to be restored. In this task, the
big state became the principal ally of the left, and progressive movements became
“associated not only with equality but with stifling and often authoritarian bureaucratic
control.

In the Iast decade, as is well known, revolutionary social and cultural events have
created the circumstances for a renewed intellectual engagement with civil society. Big
state theory has lost its prestige, economically with the falling productivity of
command economies, mozally and politeally with the decline of state communism
and bureaucratic authoritarian regimes. Within social science there is now mote
interest in informal ties, intimate relationships, trust, cultural and symbolic processes,
and the institutions of public life. In political and moral philosophy, there has been a
return not only to democratic theory but — under the influence of renewed interest in
Aristotle, Hegel, and pragmatism — to hermeneutical investigations into the lifeworld
ties of local culture and community.

Civil Society ITL: Analytical Differentiation as Realism

These theoretical developments, and the social processes they inform and reflect,
have allowed us to understand civil society in a clearer mapnet than before. More
precise and more specific than the all-inclusive umbrella idea of CSI, more genesal
and inclusive than the nartowly reductionist association of CSII, there is growing
recognition of, and interest in, civil society as a sphere that 3 analytically independent
of — and, to vatying degrees, empitically differentiated from — not only the state and
the market but other social spheres as well.

With the emerging understanding provided by civit sodety ITT (CSIII), it is more
clear than ever before that earlier conceptions mistakenly linked not only
individualism (its emergence) but also the collective sense of social obligation (its
decline) with market society. Individualism (see, for example, Taylos, 1989) has a long
history in Western societies, as a moral force, an institutional fact, and a set of
interactional practices. It has a non-economic background in the culraral legacy of

_ Christianity, with its emphasis on the immortal soul, conscience, and confession; in

Renaissance self-fashioning; in the Reformation’s new emphasis on the individual
relation to God; in the Enlightenment’s deification of individual * reason; in
Romanticism’s testoration of expressive individuality. Institations that reward and
model individuality can be traced back fo English legal guarantees for ptivate
property in the eleventh century; to the medieval parliaments that distinguished the
specificity of Westera fendalism; to the newly independent cities that emerged in late
medieval times and played such a powerful historical role until the emergence of
absolutist states. The economic practices of market capitalism, in other words, did not
invent moral (o1 immoral) individualism. They should be viewed, rather, as marking a
new specification and institutionalization of it, along with other newly emerging forms
of social organization, such as religious sect activity, mass parlizmentary democracy,
and romantic love.

Just as individualism in its motal and expressive forms preceded, survived, and,
indeed, surrounded the instrumental, self-otiented individualism institutionalized in
capitalist market life, so did the existence of ‘society’. As Margaret Somets (1993) has
shown, civil ties and the enforcement of obligations to a community of others weze
part of the fundamental structure of many British towns centuries before the
appearance of contemporary capitalist life. The notion of 2 ‘people’ rooted in
common lineage, of the community as an ethnos, formed the eatly basis for an
ethically binding, particularist conception of nationhood from at least the fifteenth
century, as the writings of Lish Greenfield (1992) and Rogers Brubaker (1996)
suggest. The egoistical, impersonal, and morally irresponsible practices of eatly
industtial capitalism were not checked by some kind of ‘protectionist’ movement that
grew mysteriously out of nowhere, as Polanyi seems to argue in his desctiption of the
reaction to ‘market society’. To the contrary, this ptotectionist movement, acting in
the name of ‘society’, emerped precisely because thete already existed strongly
institutionalized and culturally mandated reservoirs of non-matket, non-individualistic
force in Western social life. Tt was from these sources that, as Patrick Joyee (1991) has
most recently shown, there emerged protests against capitalism on behalf of ‘the
people’.

As this brief historical discussion suggests, civil society and capitalism must be
conceptualized in fundamentally different tezms. Civil society should be conceived
(Alexander, 1997) as 2 solidary sphere in which a cestain lkind of universalizing
community comes gradually to be defined and to some degtee enforced. To the
degtee this solidary community exists, it is exhibited by ‘public opinion’, possesses ifs
own culturai codes and natratives in a democratic idiom, is patterned by a set of
peculiar institutions, most notably legal and journalistic ones, and is visible in
historically distinctive sets of interactional practices like civility, equality, ciiticism, and
respect. This kind of civil community can never exist as such; it can exist only ‘o one
degree or another. One reason is that it is always interconnected with, and
interpenetrated by, other more and less differentiated sphetes which have their own




criteria of justice and their own system of rewards. There is no reason to privilege any
one of these non-civil spheres over any other.! The economy, the state, religion,
science, the family — each differentiated sphere of activity is a defining characteristic
of modern and postmodern societies. We are no mote a capitalist society than we are
2 bureaucratic, secular, rational one, or indeed a civil one. Rather than try to reduce
the contempotary social system to the identity of one of its spheres, I would suggest
that we acknowledge social differentiation both as a fact and as a process and that we
study the boundary relationships between spheres. The contributors to this volume
share my particular interest in the boundary relations between what might be called
the civil and non-civil spheres. I believe, in fact, that the social history of ‘capitalism’
can be fluminated in precisely these tetms.

Boundaries between Civil and Non-Civil Spheres: The ‘Capitalism’ Problem
Revisited

(One can speak of civil and non-civil boundary relationships in terms of facilitating
inputs, destructive intrusions, and civil repairs. Boundaty tensions can seriously
distort civil society, threatening the very possibility for an effective and democratic
social life. These distorting forces are destructive intrusions; in the face of them, the
actors and institutions of civil society can make repairs by seeking to regulate and
reform what happens in such non-civil spheres. Yet such subsystem interpenetration
can also go the other way. Some of the goods and the social forms produced by other
spheres actually facilitate the realization of a more civil life. Conservative theorists and
politicians, not to mention the elites in these non-civil spheres themselves, ate
inclined to emphasize the facilitating inputs of non-civil spheres to the creation of a
good social life. Those on the liberal and radical left are more inclined o emphasize
the destructive intrusions that these interpenetrations entail, and the repairs that must
be made as a result. Neither side of this argument can be ignored in the efforr to
theorize the relation between civil society and other kinds of social institutions in a

general way.

That the economic sphere in its capitalist form facilitates the construction of a civil
society In important ways is a historcal and sociological fact that should not be
denied. When an economy is structured by markets, behavior is encouraged that is
independent, rational, and self-controlled. It was for this reason that the early
intellectuals of capitalism, from Montesquieu to Adam Smith, hailed market society as
a calming and civilizing antidote to the militaristic glories of aristocratic life. It is in
patt for this same reason that societies which have tecently exited from communism
have staked their emerging democracies on the construction of market societies in
turn. Yet, quite apart from markets, industrialization itself can be seen in 2 positive
vein. By creating an enotmous supply of cheap and widely available material media,
mass production lessens the invidious distinctions of status markers that separated
rich and poor in more restricted economies. It becomes increasingly possible for
masses of people to exptess their individuafity, their autonomy, and their equality

10

throvgh consumption and, in so doing, to partake of the common symbolic
inheritance of cultural life. Facilitating inputs ate produced from the production side
as well. As Marx was among the fitst to point out, the complex forms of teamwork
and cooperaton that are demanded in productive enterprises can be considered
forms of socialization, in which persons leatn to respect and trust their fellow
partaess in the civil sphere.

In so far as the capitalist economy supplies the civil sphere with facilides like
independence, self-control, rationality, equality, self-realization, cooperation, and
trust, the boundary relations between these two spheres are frictionless; structural
differentiation thus seems to produce integration and individuation in turn. It is clear
to all but the most die-hard free marketers, however, that an industdalizing, market
economy also has put roadblocks in the way of civil society. In the everyday language
of social science, these blockages are expressed purely in terms of economic
inequalities, that is, as class divisions, housing differentials, dual labor markets,
poverty, and unemployment. These facts only become crystallized in socital terms — as
social problems produced by the dynamics of public opinion and social movements
(Alexander, 1996) — because they are viewed as destructive intrusions into the civil
realm. Economic criteria are, as it were, interferdng with civil ones. '

The stratification of economic products, both human and materal, narrows and
polarizes civil socicty. It provides a broad field for the ‘discourse of repression’ (see
Chapter 6), which pollutes and degrades economic failure. Despite the fact that there
is no inherent relationship between failure to achieve distinction i the economic
tealm and failure to sustain expectations in civil society — the lack of connection being
the very point of the construction of an independent civil realm — this connection is
continually made. If you are poor, you are often thought to be irrational, dependent,

" and lazy, not only in the economy but in society as such. The relative asymmetry of

resources that is inherent in economic life, in other words, becomes translated into
projections about civil competence and incompetence. It is often difficult for actors
without economic achievement or wealth to communicate effectively in the civil
sphere, to receive full respect from its regulatory institutions, and to interact with
other, more economically successful people in a fully civil way (Sennett and Cobb,
1972). Finally, material power as such, power garnered only in the economic realm,
too often becomes an immediate and effective basis for civil claims (see Walter,
1983). Despiie the fact that the professionalization of journalism has separated
ownership and effective editortal conmtrol, through their power to purchase
newspapers as private property, capitalists of different political stripes can and do
fundamentally alter some of the communicative institutions that are central to civil
society.

Vet to the degree that civil society exists as an independent force, economically
underprivileged actors have dual memberships. They are not just unsuccessful or
dominated members of the capitalist economy; they have the ability to make claims
for respect and power on the basis of their only partially realized membership in the



civil realm. On the basis of the implied universalism of solidarity in civil society,
moreovet, they believe these claims should find a response. They broadcast appeals
through the communicative institutions of civil sodety; organize such social move-
ments demanding socialism or simply economic justice through its netwotks and
public spaces; and create voluntary organizations, such as trade unions, that demand
fairness and freedom of expression to wage employees. Sometimes they employ their
space in civil society to confront economic institutons and elites directly, winning
concessions in face-to-face negotiations. At other times, they make nse of regulatory
mstitutions, like law and the franchise, to force the state to intervene in economic life
on their behalf. While these efforts at repairs often fail, they often succeed in
institutionalizing ‘workers’ rights’. In this situation, civil criteria might be said to have
entered directly into the economic, capitalist sphere. Dangerous working conditions
zte prohibited; discrimination in labor markets is ontdawed; arbitraty economic
authority is curtailed; unemployment is controlled and humanized; wealth itself is
redistributed according to ceteria that are antithetical to those of a strictly economic
kind.

The kinds of tense and permeable boundary relationships I have described here

cannot be conceptualized if capitalism and civil society are conflated with one another
— as they are in CSI and II. Only if these realms are separated analytically can we gain
some empirical purchase not only on the wrenching economic strains of the last two
centuries but on the extraordinary ‘repairs’ that have been made to the social fabric in
response. There is no doubt, indeed, that in the boundary relations of capitalist
economy and civil society the interplay of facilitating input, destructive intrusions, and
tepairs will contirve in the future. In the process, new economically related civil
issues, wozkplace democtacy for example (Bobbio, 1987), will become the focus of
public spotlight.

Non-Econemic Boundary Relations between Civil and Uncivil Spheres

I have tried to separate civil society and capitalism, however, not only better to
conceptualize economic strains but fo challenge the identification of ‘capitalism’ with
‘soctety’, that is, to challenge the very notion that the society we live in can be under-
stood under the rubric of capitalism. Markets are not, after all, the only threats, or
even the worst threats, that have been levied against democratic civil life. Each of the
~other non-civil spheres has also fundamentally undermined civil society in different
times and different ways. In Catholic countries, Jews and Protestants have often been
construed as uncivil and prevented from fully entering the civil life. For most of the
histoty of civil societies, patrarchal power in the family transferred directly into the
lack of civil status for women. Scientific and professional power has empowered
experts and excluded ordinary persons from full participation in vital civil discussions.
Political oligarchies, whether in private organizations or in national governments
themselves, have used secrecy and manipulation to deprive members of civil society
of zccess to information about crucial decisions affecting their collective 4fe. The

racial and ethic structuring of primordial communities has distorted civil soclety in
terrible ways.

In fact, the identification of capitalism and civil society is just one example of the
reductive and circumscribing conflation of civil: society with 2 particular kind of non-
civil rezlm. Indeed, in the, course of Western history the anti-civil intrusions I have
referred to above have been so destructive that the social movements organized for
repair, and the theorsts who articulate theit demands, have sometimes come to
believe that these blockages are intrinsic to civil society itself. Socialists have argued
that civil society is essentially and irrevocably boutgeois; that, as long as there are
markets and private property, participants in the economic realm can never be treated
in a respectful and egalitarian way. Tn a homologous manner, radical feminists have
argued that civil societies are inherently patriarchal, that the very idea of a civil soclety
is impossible to realize in a society that has families which allow men to dominate
women. Zionists, similatly, have argued that European societies are fundamentally
antisemitic. Black nationalists have claimed that racism is essential, and that the civil
realm in white settler societies will always, and necessarily, exclude blacks.

On the basis of arguments I have [iresented here, T would suggest that these radical
arguments for emancipation from civil society are neither empirically accurate nor
morally compelling. They generalize from particular historcal instances of highly
distorted and oppressive boundary relations, drawing the illegitimate conclusion that
the civil sphere must always be distorted in this particular way. On this faulty basis,
they project utopian societies, communism for example, which deny the necessity for
a universalistic civil sphere, utopian projects which claim to abolish boundary
conflicts altogether. What they really deny, however, is the pluralism, complexity, and
mevitably conflict-ridden nature of democratic social life. The separation of capitalism
and civil society points, then, to the need to recognize the relative autonomy that
exists between civil society and other kinds of social spheres, a relative autonomy
which somerimes manifests itself in highly destructive intexpenetrations but can also
allow highly effective repairs.

In: . C. Alexander (ed): Real Civi! Societies: Dilemmas of Tnstitwtionalization. London:
SAGH Publications 1998, pp 1-12.
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Outline of a2 Theory of Citizenship™®
Bryan Turner

Citizenship as Participation
With the development of a woild economic tecession and the emetgence of
monetaristic politics, the threat to the welfare state has become a central topic of
social science debate in the 1980s. This attack on the principles of public welfare is
directly associated with the emergence of the New Right and the dominance of
Thatcherism in British politics, but the parameters of this issue are in fact global.
From 2 sociological perspective, these changes in political orientation and the creadon
of monetarist perspectives in social policy may, however, be treated as symptoms of a
fundamental change in the politics of industrial societies, namely the break-up of
corporatism 2nd the collapse of the reformist consensus which dominated the post-
war perod of social reconstruction. The break-up of the corporatist consensus may
be furthermore linked to radical reorganizations on global capitalisn which some
authors now regard as an entirely new stage in the development of world capitalism,
leading to the disorganization of capitalism, or to the end of organized capitalism.
These structural reorganizations in wotld capitalism and the demise of government
comumitment to welfare expansion have had profound implications for social science
research and teaching, producing a greater emphasis on interdisciplinary and applied
research as a defence of the welfare state. While radical sociologists in the 1960s were
often influenced by the critical work of Louis Althusser (1971}, for whom the
provision of welfare and the existence of health-care institutions were merely facets
of the ideological state apparatus, in the crsis of the 1980s, critical theosists have
returned to the questions of distributive justice, (individual rights and notions of
equality as the basis for social reconstruction and social reform. While the notion of
abstract human rights (possibly in association with some commitment to natural law)
no longer commands widespread intellectual support, it is clear that the institution of

. definite ‘rights’ is an essental feature in the protection of public space as an arena of

* A version of this article was first given as a public lecture to the West European Studies
Programme, University of Pittsburgh in 1989, I am grateful to the participants for - their
comtmentary. | would also like to thank the anonymous reviewers of this article for Soaiolgy for
their recommendations. My orginal interest in the whole issue of cidzenship was fostered by
Dr Karen Lane’s unpublished thesis Broadrasting Democragy and Localisn, University of Adelaide
1988. This reseacch was originally undertaken while I was an Alexander von Humboldt Fellow
at Bielefield University, West (Germany 1987-88. -
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legitimate debate. The secular institution of sfights cannot, therefore, be separated

"from the question of democracy, and the infrastructure of democracy is a

fundamental, if limited, restraint on the employment of coercive force. It is ‘the
democratic appatatus, which prevents the agencies of power, law and knowledge
From fusing into a single leading organ’ (Lefort 1988: 293,

In this outline of a theory of citizenship, it is argued that the current attempt to
defend the principles of welfare in fact requires a far deeper sociological, historical
and philosophical enquiry into the character of social membership and political
participation, namely an enquiry into the extent and characteristics of modern social
citizenship. This enquiry should have the theoretical goal of attempting to achieve a
synthesis in the levels of analysis between the individual cifizen, the organization of
social rights and the institutional context of democracy. This renewed interest in the
issue of social participation and citizenship fights has, in turn, resulted, at the
theoretical level, in a revival of interest in the wotks of T. IT. Marshall (1963, 1965,
1981) which provides an important point of deparmre for any debate about the
contemporary complexities of the relationship betweea citizenship entitlements and
the economic structure of capitalist society.

MarshalP’s Account of Citizenship

In the United States Marshall was particularly infhzential on the wotk of T. Parsons,
R. Bendix and S.M. Lipset, but his sociology of citizenship is perhaps only now being
adequately recognized and discussed in Britain. In America Marshall's work was
developed as a framework for the analysis of ethnic problems and race relations,
whereas in Britain Marshall’s work osiginally developed and flourished in the context
of post-war social reconstruction and as a social justification for an extension of state
provision in the area of national welfare.

While Marshall’s analysis of citizenship is well known, it will be valuable here to
outline briefly the three dimensions ,of cifizenship which he considered in his original
work. Marshall, whose inteflectual roots were in the iberal tradition of James Mill and
7.8. Mill, elaborated a specifically social version of the individualistic ideas of English
Eberakism. One theoretical and moral weakness of the Hberal tradition was its failure
to address directly the problem of sodal inequality in relationship to individual
freedoms. At the heart of Marshall's account of citizenship les the contradiction
between the formal political equality of the franchise and the persistence of extensive
social and economic inequality, ultimately rooted in the character of the capitalist
marketplace and the existence of private property. Marshall proposed the extension
of cifizenship as the principal political means for resolving, or at least containing,
those contradictions. '

The initial idea for his theory of citizenship was developed in ‘Citizenship and
social class’ in 1949 (Marshall 1963). It was further developed in Sosia/ Policy (Marshall
1965), where he addressed the question of the evolution: of welfare policies in Britain



between approximately 1890 and 1945 as a specific example of the growth of social
rghts. However, his famous contribution to the anelysis of social policy contained no
explicit statement of his theory of social citizenship. Finally, he proposed a theoty of
capitalist society as a ‘hyphenated society’ in The Right to We fare and Other Eisays
{(Marshall 1981) in which there are inevitable tensions between a capitalist economy, 2
welfare state and the requirements of the modern state. Marshall was thus primarily
concerned with the social-welfare history of Britain between the eighteenth and
twentieth centuries in terms of the srowth of citizenship as expressed in three
dimensions, namely, the civil, the political and the social.

Marshall argued that in the eighieenth century there had been a significant
development of civil rights which were mainly targeted at the legal status and civil
rghts of individuals; and these rights weze to be defended through 2 system of formal
law courts. Civil rights were concerned with such basic issues as the freedom of
speech, rights to a fair trial and equal access to the legal system. Secondly, Marshall
noted an important growth in political tights in the nineteenth century as an outcome
of working-class struggle for political equality in terms of greater access to the
patiamentary process. In this area, political citizenship required the development of
electoral dghts and wider access to politcal institations for the articulaton of
interests, In the British case, this involved the emergence of political rights which
were agsociated with the seczet ballot box, the creation of new political parties and the
expansion of the franchise. Finally, he drew attention in the twentieth century to the
expansion of social rghts which were the basis of claims for welfare and which
established entittements to sodial security in petiods of unemployment, sickness and
distress. Thus, cortesponding to the three basic arenas of social rights (the civil,
political and the social, we find three central institutions of contemporary society (the
law cousts, parliament and the welfate system), Marshal’s final theonzation of this
issue conceptualized capitalism as a dynamic system in which the constant clash
between citizenship and social class determined the character of political and social
life. These tensions wete summarized in his notion of the hyphenated society, that is a
social system in which there were perpetual tensions between the need for economic
profitability, the taxation requirements of the modem state and the rights of citizens
to welfaze provision.

While Marshall’s theory proved influential in the development of American social
theory in the arez of race relations and in the development of British sociology in the
analysis of the welfare system, Marshall has been continuously criticized for certain
{alleged problems in his theoretical analysis of rights. For example, Anthony Giddens
{1982) has crticized Marshall for developing an evolutionary perspective on the
historical emergence of citizenship in which social rights appear to be the effect of 2
broad and imminent development within soctety. Marshall was also criticized for
failing to consider the wider social context within which welfare policy developed in
Britain, particularly in waz-time and post-war reconstruction. Giddens also noted that
citizenship rights ate not a unified, homogeneous set of social arrangements, The
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liberal rights, which were the outcome of bourgeois straggles, cannot be compared
with the claims to welfare which were developed by socialism and other forms of
working-class action. Wheteas liberal rights to the parliamentary process tend to
confirm and reaffirm the social and political dominance of private property over
labour, welfare rights are, at least in priaciple, a potential challenge to the very
functioning of capitalism as an economic system. Therefore, there is no necessary
stmilarity between lberal boutgeois rights in the nineteenth century and socialist
demands for equality in the twentieth century. There is furthermore no necessaty
paralie! or even development of different rights. For example, while civil dghts may
be developed in capitalism, political citizenship may often be denied.

Marshall was also criticized for percerving the historical emergence of citizenship
as an irreversible process within contemporary society, whereas the expetience of the
fast fifteen years, following the oil crisis of 1973, shows that welfare-state rights are
clearly reversible and not to be taken for granted. On these grounds Marshall has aiso
been criticized by writers who regard Marshail’s underlying value system as essentially
complacent and conservative. Marshall was also challenged for fating to perceive that
additional social rights might be developed in the area of colure, whete citizenship
could be regarded as a claim upon a natiopal cultural system, and these cultural claims
might be further associated with the educational revolution of the twentieth century
with the emergence of mass education and the university system of the post-war
period. While the argument that the university system expressed the cultural
expansion of citizenship has become associated with Talcott Patsons, in fact the link
betweenn democracy and higher education was also fundamental to the Ametican
pragmatist tradition which was grounded in Diewey's view of iind.

Although there are clearly problems in Marshall’s theory, | suggest that Marshall
has often been crticized on the wrong grounds, and at least some criticisms of
Marshall are based upon a misunderstanding of the original texts. Marshall was, for

" example, clearly aware of the broad social and military context within which welfare

rights have developed, because he saw war-time conditions in Britain as providing
favourable circumstances for the successful claim for welfare rights and provisions.
Fusthermore, it is not clear that Marshall’s theory in fact requires an evolutionary
perspective, assuming the irreversibility of claims against the state; Marshall saw the
contingent importance of war-time circumstances on the development of social
policy. It is clear however that political rights are of a very different order from
economic rights, since in many respects the development of citizenship in capitalist
societies stopped, as it were, at the factory gates. Democracy did not develop fully
mto economic democracy, although experiences between societies (in terms of
workers’ participation and control are clearly variable. Giddens is clearly wrong to
suggest that Marshall treated civil and soctal rights as equivalent, or 2s having the
same mtegrative functions. Marshall specifically argued that, whereas individualistic
civil rights directly corresponded to ‘the individualistic phase of capitalism’, the social
rights of trade unionism were ‘even more anomalous, because they did not seek or




obtain incorporation’ (Marshall 1963: 103). There was, however, an unresolved issue
at the centre of Marshall’s theoty, namely that it is not clear whether social fights are
in a relation of tension, opposidon or contradiction to the economic basis of capitalist
sociefes.

Although these criticisms are important, I would ke to identify some rather
different criticisms of Marshall in order to suggest a more elaborate version of his
original scheme. Any theory of citizenship must also produce a theory of the state,

and this aspect of Marshall's work was the most underdeveloped. In Marshail's

scheme it is implicitly the state which provides the principal element in the
maintenance and development of social rights, being the political instrument through
which various political movements seek some redress of their circomstances through
the legitimization of their clatms against society. Furthermore, Marshall failed to
develop an economic sociology which would provide some explanation of how the
resources which are pecessary for welfare are to be generated and subsequently
redistributed by the state to claimants in terms of healih provision and general welfare
institutions. In considering these aspects of Marshall’s theory, it is important to put a
particular emphasis on the notion of social struggles as the central motor of the drve
for citizenship. Marshall failed to emphasize the idea that historically the growth of
social citizenship has been typically the outcome of violence or threats of violence,
bringing the state into the social arena as a stabilizer of the social system. Although a
number of writers on citizenship have drawn attention to the function of mass wats
in promoting successful claims to democratic participation, it is pecessary to have 2
broader notion of ‘struggle’ as a critical aspect of the historic growth of citizenship.
This emphasis provides the context within which we can begin to see the real
importance of new social movements for social change. However, Barbalet (1988:
103) has correctly pointed out that the institutionalization of social rights also requires
new political, legal and administrative practices which may have been only indirectly
related to these social movements.

We can further elaborate the Marshall scheme by adopting a notion from Parsons
(1966), namely that the development of citizenship involves a transition from societies
brased upon asctiptive criteria to societies based upon achievement criteria, a
transition which also involves a shift from partcularistic to universalistic values. Thus
the emergence of the modern citizen requires the constitution of an abstract political
subject no longer formally confined by the particularities of birth, ethnicity or gender.
Parsons, following Max Weber's work on the city (1966), thought that Christianity
had made possible the separation of the political and social, while also developing 2
notion of social relations which were independent of ethnicity and which treated
faith, or abstract coasciousness, as the ultimate source of community in modern
societies (Parsons 1963). It is possible to regard the differentiation of the political and
the social as the Parsopian version of the classical separation of the’ state from cvil
society (Berger 1986: 75). :
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We can suggest therefore that the historcal development of citizenship requires
certain uriversalistic notions of the subject, the erosion of partcularistic kinship
systems in favour of an urban environment which can probably only flourish in the
context, initially, of the autonomous city. Citizenship is, as it were, pushed along by
the development of social conflicts and social struggles within such 2 political and
cultural arena, as social groups compete with each other over access to resources.
Such a theory of citizenship also requires 2 notion of the state as that institution
which is caught in the contradictions between property rights and political freedoms.
Finally, the possibilities of citizenship in contemporary societies are, or have been,
enhanced by the problems of war-rime conditions in which subordinate groups can
make mote effective claims against the state. This emphasis on the importance of
mass wat as a primary factor in social change is an important criticism of the con-
ventional ‘society-centred’ perspective of both classical sociology and Marxism.

Although the welfare system was clearly expanded in Britain in the post-war period
of reformism and reconstrucrion, there has been both 2 political attack on the welfare
state and considerable institutional demolition of welfare institutions with the tise of
Thatchetism and the spread of global recession since 1973. The causes of these
changes are yet to be fully analysed, but the decline of the welfare system may be
associated with the histotical decline of the organized working-class and class-based
communities. The spatial reorganization of working-class communities under
conditions of disorganized capitalism also makes the articulation of intetests far more
problematic, and these changes are also associated with the erosion of neo-
corpotatism and the class dealignment of traditional poiitical alliances with the
restructuring of capitalism and the emergence of new social movements. With the
growth of global capitalism, the state is no longer able to mediate between pnvate
property owners and the working class, because its economic autonomy is
constrained by international agreements and institutions such that Gocal’ pohtu:al
decisions by the state may have very adverse consequences for the value of its
currency within the international money markets. The problem with Marshall's theory
is that it is not longer relevant to a period of disorganized capitalism. The British
state, in fact, has vety little scope for manoeuvre: while capital operates on a global

scale, labour tends to operate within 2 local national market, articulating its interests in

terms of a national interest group. Marshall's theory assumed some form of nation-
state autonomy in which governments were relai:ively immune from pressures within
the world-system of capitalist nations.

Marshall's theory was initially focused on the British case, but a general theory of

. citizenship, as the crucial feature of modern political life, has to take a comparative

and histotical perspective on the question of citizenship rights, because the character
of citizenship varies systematically between different societies. The emergence of
citizenship is a feature of the very different and specific histoties of democratic
politics in western societies, but a genuinely histozical analysis of citizenship would be




concerned with, not only the Greek and Roman legacy, but with problernaﬁc
compatisons between western and non-western traditions.

Ruling Class Strategies?

A particularly important and systematic criticism of Marshall’s theory of citizenship
has been developed by Michael Mann (1987), who attacks the ethnocentric specificity
and evolutionisn of the Marshallian perspective. The problem is that, while
Marshall’s scheme may fit the English example, it is historically and comparatively
inappropriate for other societies. It may be the case that England is the exception
rather then the rule. Mann (1987: 340) notes that Marshall’s argument is entirely about
Great Britain. There is not a single mention of any other country. Did Marshall regard
Britzin as typical of the capitalist West as a whole? In fact, it would be more accurate
to say that the Marshallian version of the theory of citizenship is entirely about
England, since he takes for granted the socio-political unity of Great Britain (Turner
1986h: 46). The question of citizenship within the British state cannot be analysed
historically without refetence to the erosion of the cultural and political autonomy of
the Celiic fringe. As Anthony Smith (1986) argues, the creation of citizenship within
the Gesellschaft-like polidcal space of the modern state may well require the
subordination, or even eradication, of Gemeinschaft like membership within an ethnic
primary group {or Ethuie).

However, Mann’s comment on the Anglophile character of Marshall’s theory is
metely the pretext for 2 more important exercise, namely the development of 2
comparative framework for the historical elaboration of five strategies of citizenship
(liberal, reformist, authoritartan monarchist, fascist and authoritarian socialist). Having
divided the ‘ regimes of pre-industtial Europe into two ideal-types (absolute
monarchies and constitutional regimes), Mann proceeds to inquire into how the
traditional regimes developed strategies to cope politically first with the bourgeoisie
and secondly with the urban working class duting the period of industrial capitalist
development.

Britain provides the principal example of a libera! strategy. The state retained 2
liberal character and the working class was successfully incorporated through the
welfare state which ‘meshes into, rather than replaces, private market and nsurance
schemes” (Mann 1987: 343). Under the impact of trade union struggle and class
conflict in the nineteenth century, Brifain eventually moved from a liberal to a
reformist solution. The United States and Switzerland are also examples of a liberal
strategy, but social citizenship remained under-developed in both. However, their
buoyant economies have permitted their citizens to insure themselves against personal
hardship. By conttast, in France, Spain, Italy and Scandinavia, the development of
citizenship was bitterly disputed by monarchical and clerical reactionaries, and the
absolutist legacy remained {with the exception of France) largely unchallenged, until
the modern perod.
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Germany, Austria, Russiz znd Japan provide examples of an authoritatian
monarchist strategy. While these absolufist regimes initially resisted the citizenship
claims of both bourgeoisie and proletariat, they were eventually forced to modernize
their polities. Withelmine Germany enjoyed the most successful strategy of political
and economic development, which resulted in the bousgeoisie, and to some extent
the proletariat, being ‘negatively incorporated’ ito the system via 2 superficial
development of political citizenship. The Soviet Union and Nazi Germany provide
Mann with two illustrations of authoritarian socialist and fascist strategies. Although
neither system provided comprehensive civil and pohitical rights, there was a
significant development of social citizenship. In Germany, policies of full
employment and public works programmes were combined with another objective:
rearmament. In the Soviet Union, a programme of sodial cittzenship for all existed
alongside substantial social inequalities in the shadow economy and the black market.
Both systems, while proclaiming powerful legitimating ideclogies, had to depend on
an extensive appatatus of violence and repression.

Howevet, while German fascism was very unstable, the Soviet system WS more
successful in domesticating its labour force by coaverting the trade unions into ‘a-
political welfare state organizations’ (Mann 1987: 350},

Mann's treatment of citizenship represents, not only a major theoretical advance
over the Marshallian paradigm, but also an important contdbution to our
understanding of the historical processes of citizenshtp formation. However, Mann’s
theory appears to be weak on three crucial issues, and this debate with Mann’s ruling-
strategy thesis then provides the context in which T wish further to elaborate an
alternative to, or at least a modification of, Mann’s theory.

The first criticism is that, because Mann perceives the orgin of citizenship as 2
strategy of c/ass relatonships in which the state has 2 major role to play in creating
social stability, he fails to consider the questions of aboriginality, ethnicity and
nationalism in the formation of modern citizenship. As I have already noted following
Smith (1986), the creation of citizenship within the political boundaries of the modern
nation-state has typically involved or required the subordination or incorporation of
ethnic minorities and/or aboriginals. This incorporation may be achieved by the
relatively painless process of the cultural melting pot, or it may be brought about by
mote violent means. Citizenship in societies like Canada, New Zealand and Australia
has, as its dark underside, the ‘modermnization’ of aboriginal communities. The debate
shout citizenship in the United States canmot take place without an analysis of the
historical impact of the black South on American crvil society, and yet Mang curiously
ignores the issue of racial orders, Any further development of Mana’s account of
citizenship would have to examine social stratification tn terms which are not class-
reductionist, and his laudable attempt to provide a2 historical treatment of different
types of ruling class strategies should be extended io include an analysis of the white-
settler societies.




My second critical observation is that, while Mann {1987: 340) warns us that
‘tradition matters’, he completely neglects the impact of organized Christianity and
Christian culture on the structuring of private/ public spaces, and how the typically
negative evaluation of the political in mainstream Christian theology continues to
place an individualistic brake on the expansion of active political citizenship. I have
argned elsewhere (Turner 1986b: 16) that both Christianity and Islam contrbuted to
the development of citizenship by providing a universalistic discourse of political
space (the City of God and the Household of Islam) which challenged ethnicity and
kinship as the primordial ties of the societal community. However, Christianity also
produced an important limitation on the emergence of an active view of the citizen as
a carrier of rights, Christianity has emerged in the moderm period as a radical threat to
authoritadan or reactionary regimes (Poland, Soviet Union, South Africa or some
Latin American states) in only exceptional citcumstances, and specifically where
alternative means of legitimate protest have been destroyed. In these circumstances,
Christian theology often requires considerable revision and redirection.

The Protestant Reformation provided an ideology of rebellion against Catholic
hegemony and papal authority, and, partly through the development of vernacular
versions of the Bible, established a cultural basis for the eruption of the nation-state.
However, once in power, the Protestant churches were forced to tun to the local
nation-state or to regional authorities for secular (that 1s, military) support of the faith.
In theory, of course, the reformed churches regarded the state as a necessary evil, but
in practice they came, not only to depend on secular political support, but also
provided az ideology of ‘godly rule’. The churches required; however reluctanty, state
power for the subordination of antinomianism, and in retum they offered a theoty of
passive, obedient citizenship. In his [nititution de Ja Refigion chrétienne, Calvin was at
pains to emphasize the Chrstian obligation to obey the laws of the land and to
respect government, since the aim of the state was to create peace and stability during
our miserable, but happily brief, scjourn on earth (Calvin 1939: 197{f). The effect of
Protestant doctrine was to create a private sphere (of devotional religious practice, the
subjectivity of the individual conscience, the prvatzed confessional and familial
practices) in which the moral education of the individual was to be achieved, and a
public world of the state and the market place, which was the realm of necessity.
while religton through the institutionalized means of grace monitored the interior
subjectivity of the individual, the state through the institutionalized means of violence
regulated public space. This division did not’ provide an environment which was
congenial to the full development of a view of the citizen as an active and responsible
membet of the public arena. Mann’s revision of the Marshallian version of iberal
citizenship does not have a perspective on these religio-cultural vanations in the
constitution of political space.

Of course, the churches were not merely the vehicles for Christian cultural beliefs
towatrds the political: they materially influenced the ways in which public space was
shared. For exemple, Colin Crouch (1986) has provided an important comparative
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framework for understanding the ,nieraction between state and religion in the
formation of European states. IHe distinguishes between: {1) secular Iberalism versus
Catholic corporatism {in the French Republic; (2} hegemonic Catholic corporatism
{Portugal and Spain in which as a result the liberal tradition was very marginal); (3)
Protestant neutrality ([Denmark, Norway, Sweden); (4) consociationtsm (The
Netherlands, Switzerland and Belgium) in which the public affairs of civil society are
organized separately for and by the different communities. Crouch argnes that these
traditional patterns for ‘sharing public space’ had long-term implications for modern
politics. Thus,

It is important to distinguish this organic, Catholic fascism from the secular
Nazism of Germany. This was made dramatically clear by Austrian history following
the Awuschluss, when the whole edifice of Aurtrgfaschismus and its corporatism was
abolished and replaced by the Nazi system, based on the Fibrerpringp rather than
corporatism. But the abiding, specifically Austrian tradition remained corporatist and
space-sharing. (Crouch 1986: 186). :

Again, any understanding of the issue of citizenship in a society like Israel would
have to depend on an historical account of the settlement between religion and
politics during the period of state formation. ' '

My £mnal (and possibly most important) criticism of Mann concerns the notion of a
‘ruling-class strategy’. Mann can only conceive of citizenship being handed down
from above (for example, by the state) such that rights are passive. Thus, citizenship
is a strategy which brings about some degree of amelioration of social conflict and
which 1s therefore a major contribution to social infegration. Such a view of
citizenship from above precludes, or restricts, any analysis of citizenship from below
as a consequence of social struggles over resources. Because Mann concentrates on
strategies from above, he cannot adequately appreciate the revolutionary implications
of the oppositional character of rights. Is it possible that Mann regards the demands
of millenarian Fifth Monarchy Men, incendiarist peasants, revolutionary republicans
of the French Revolution, or radical Chartists as always capable of being successfully
assimilated into the system by the calming oils of citizenship I find Engels’s view in
Anti-Dithring more historically plausible: in the same way bourgeois demands For
equality were accompanied by proletarian demands for equality. From the moment
when the bourgeois demand for the abolittion of class privikges was put forward
alongside it appeared the proletarian demand for the aboliton of slasrer themselver — at
first in religious form, leaning towards pgdmitive Christianity, and later dtawing
suppott from the bourgeois equalitarian theoties themselves. (Engels 1959: 146-7)

There is an important distinction here. In ideal-typical terms, and as a heuristic
device for the development of theory, we can cither regard rights as privileges handed
down from sbove in return for pragmatic cooperation (Mann’s thesis), or we can
regard rights as the outcome of radical struggle by subordinate groups for benefits
(Engels’s thesis). There are in fact two related difficuldies. The first is Mann’s negation
of fghts from below, and the second is that, because the only important categories in




and philosophical problem. The problems of justifying on rational grounds the
existence of slavery came to dominate much of the central issues of classical
philosophy.

Of course, the class structure of the ancient wozld was far more complex than a
simple division between slave and non-slave. In early republican Rome, the major
social division was between the patricians and the plebians; the patrician class was
constituted by large landowners who had the rights to function politically and to hold
office, playing a major role in the formation and direction of the army. The plebian
class was composed primarily of landless tenants, who were forced to work patrician
propetty and were excluded from entry into political life. Through the operation of
credit relations, a plebian debtor would often be forced into the status of 2 debt-slave.
As the Roman Empire developed, these divisions in society became more preciscly
determined and defined, creating an enduring division between the lower classes (the
bumiliores) and the privileged class (the honestiores). Within this social context, the
notion of citizenship rights had very circumscribed significance, being the status of
(rational) property owners who had certain public duties and responsibilides within
the city-state.

It would be wrong of course to imagine that the notion of citizenship remained
historically static. ‘There was, for example, a definite decline in the moral weight and

impostance of political commitment to the pols after its mnitial Socratic formulation.
“The Cyaics and the Epicureans tended to give greater importance to the idea of -

individual autonomy and moral development rather than to the more collective
virtues of Atistotelian philosophy. It was the Stoics who reformulated a notion of
civic obligation. Thus Marcus Aurelius (121-80 AD) argued that our membezship of
{and therefore our citizenship in) a common political commmnity was a necessary
outcome of the fact that human beings guz humans have a common rational faculty,
but his idea of political involvement represented a ‘weary loyality” (Sebine 1963: 174)
towards his status in soclety. Eventually the Stoical values of discipline, frugality and
industry reflected the changing political reality of the Roman Empire, whose size,
social differentiation and bureaucratic complexity no longer corresponded to the
moral idez of the pofls as an ethical association. While Cicero (106-43 BC) had
attempted to translate the ancient Greck conceptions of civic virtue and public
obligation to the pofs into a new thetoric which would be adequate to the changing
conditions of Roman society, in the wotld of later Roman absolutism, philosophers
like Seneca (4 BC-65 AD) could at best offer comfort to the citizen and in his De
Clementia beg rulers like Nero to rule with mercy. The citizen-legion which had beer
the basis, not only of Roman military power, but an essential basis of social solidarity

" had broken down. Thus, 9o place of the value of cifizenship there is a common

equality shared by all sorts and conditions of men; and in place of the state as 2
positive agency of human perfection there is a coerctve power that struggles
ineffectually to make an earthly life tolerable’ (Sabine 1963: 179-80).
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The problem in late Roman antiquity was how to combine an abstract notion of
universal citizenship with strong political commitment, that is how to overcome
political disengagement by citizenship (Wolin 1961: 77-8). These teasions mn the
lassical world between the heavenly city of rational beings and the earthly city of self
intetested men, and between the moral development of the individual and the need
for political duty in the public sphere became in large measurc also part of the
Christian legacy within which political life was ethically dubious. -

The term for citizen was detived in classical times from cvifas, giving rise in Roman
times to the notion of a writams. This etymological origin provided evenmally the
French term sloyen from ifé, namely an ensemble of citizens enjoying limited rights
within 2 city context. Thus in French we find in the twelfth century the notion of
siteaine and eventually in the thirteenth century the notion of comeiien. A cigyen was the
‘habitant dune cité, dune vine, d’un pays fibre; qui aime son pays” (Nodier 1866: 145).
A citizen was ‘brave, honnéte’. It is interesting to note that in the Sodia/ Contract of
1762, J.-J. Rousseau complained that it was a common mistake to confuse ‘townsman’
with ‘citizen’. He asserted that ‘houses make a town, but citizens make a city’
(Rousseau 1973: 175). In Eanglish, the notion of a citizen can be detected in the
medieval concept of sigen, but at least in the sixteenth century this term was
interchangeable with the notion deatzen (deinseir). This limited notion of the citizen as
simply the inhabitant of a city was both extensive and continuous. Bailey's Dictionary
says tersely that a citizen s ‘a Freeman of a City’ (1757). Brown’s Dictionary of the Holy
Bible gives us more fully ‘one that has the freedom of trade and other privileges
belonging to a city’ (1851: 241). It was thus common to regard the inhabitants of a
city as citizens, while outsiders beyond the city walls were ‘subjects’.

The notion of the city and the historical evolution of autoaomous cities played a
critical role in the development of philosophical thought about freedom, individuality
and civility. Weber thought this constellation was unique to the West: ‘only in the
Occident is found the concept t of citizen (wwis Romanus, ctoyen, bayrgeaif) because only
in the Occident again are thete cities in the specific sense’ (Weber 1966: 233).

" The issue of citizenship was consequently an important issue in his’ view of the
unique character of Western rationalism. These terms were. 2lso closely related to
ideas about civility and civilization. To leave the’ countryside in ozder to enter the city
was typically connected with the process of civilization; to become utban was to
‘citizenize’ the person. The city emerged as a topic in social philosophy with very
contradictory meanings. Whereas Voltzire thought that the city was the core of in-
dividual freedoms which challenged the false hierarchies of traditional rural society,
by the beginning of the nineteenth century the city came to be more frequently seen
as the great centre of social corruption and moral decadence. In German social
thought, there emerged in the nineteenth century a strong nostalgia for country life
and rural practices. This romantic nostalgia crystallized around the concepts of
Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft in the work of Ferdinand Tonries (1887), although
Ténmies himself did not share necessarly this consetvative commitment to the




Mann’s theory are ultimately the Marxist categories of class, capitalism as 2 mode. of
production, the state and geopolitics, he cannot deal theoretically with the peace
movement, feminism, Solidarity, the Green Movement, animal liberation or struggles
for children’s rights as genuine or important contributions to historical change — at
least such movements do not figure in his account. While the cooperation of these
movements rather than the satisfaction of their demands may be a common outcome,
this is not always, or inevitably, the outcome. Fusthermore, failute to satisfy demands
within the welfare state creates conditions for new social movements which then
become dependent on the state for the satisfaction of needs. Mann’s analytical
framework appears to preclude any such consideration of the impact of new social
movements on the expansion of citizenship from below. '

By combining these two aspects of citizenship (the pdvate/public-’ division, znd
the above/below distinction), we can develop a heunstic typology of four political
contexts for the institutionalization or creation of citizenship rights:

Citizenship
Below Above
Revolutionary Passive Public Space
context democracy
Liberal Plebiscitary )
pluralism authordtarianism Private Space

Revolutionary citizenship combines demands from below with an emphasis on the
public arena, regarding the private world of the individual with suspicion. However
revolutionary strupgles for democratic rights often end in forms of public terror.
Where revolutionary citizenship collapses into totalitarianism, /imagnaire social (the
social imaginary) results in the idea of People-as-One, the idea of society as such,
bearing the knowledge of itself, transparent and homogeneous’ (Lefort 1986: 305). In.
liberal pluralism, while interest group formation typically leads to movements for
tights from below, the revolutionary thrust of social protest may be contained by 2
continuing emphasis on the rights of the individual for privatized dissent. The
classical liberal view of politics insisted on. diversity and freedom of privare opinion
against the threat of uniformity of belief. Hence, J.8. Mill in his essay “Cn Liberty” in
1859 expressed the fear that the spread of mass opinion would mean that Europe was
“decidedly advancing towards the Chinese ideal of making all people alike’ (Mill 1962:
130).
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These forms of democratic citizenship may be contrasted with citizenship rights
from above in which the citizen is a mere subject rather than an active bearer of
effective claims against society via the state. Passive democracy recognizes the
legitimate function of representativé institutions, the courts and a welfare state
system, but there is no established tradition of struggles for citizenship rights. For the
reasons which are outlined in Mann’s argument, citizenship remains a strategy for the
regulation and nstitutionalization of class conflicts by public or governmental
agencies rather than a set of practices which articulate popular demands for
participation. Finally, we can identify an authoritardan form of democracy from above
in which the state manages public space, inviting the citizens perodically to select a
leader, who is then no longer responsible on a daily basis to the electorate. Private life
emerges as a sanctuary from state regulation and, i the Germany descobed by Max
Weber and Catl Schmitt, the private offered one possible, if fragile, shelter from the
obrigkeitliche Willkur (atbitratiness of the authorities). This politico-cultural complex
was the historical case of leader-democtary (Fitbrerdemokratic).

This typology is regarded here as a mechanism for transcending the limitations of
Marshall's theory of citizenship. Afthough Marshall distinguished between vatious
types of citizenship nghts (civil, political and social), he did not develop any view of
active or passive citizenship. While agreeing with Mann’s argument that we need a
comparative petspective on citizenship in different histotical contexts, Mann’s thesis

15 limited by the (largely implicit) Marxist paradigm in which citizenship is merely a

stzategy of dominant towatds subordinate classes. Hence Mann does not consider
social movements, which are not necessardly or directly tied to class, as social forces,
which contrbute to the expansion of social rights. In order to elaborate this
alternative typology, I shall proceed by an examination of the etymological and

‘cultural toots of the concept of citizenship i order to emphasize the argument that

citizenship does not have a unitaty character.

From Denizens to Citizens

Historically the concept of citizenship is bound up with the development of the city-
state in the classical world of Rome and Greece. In the ancient v world, the city-state
was 4 public arena for rational, free men which functioned as 2 collective insurance
against external threats, and internal dispute. In classical Greek and Roman societies,
the domtnant classes depended extensively upon slave labour for both direct
production and domestic services. Thus, the dominant class was an urban population
of free, legally constituted, citizens who nevertheless depended on the exploitation of
large agrarian estates by slave labour. Since these slaves wete often acquired by
military congquest, every free-born citizen was threatened by the possibility of
servitude and loss of status. Because the full dghts of citizenship were conferred upos
memberts of the pofir who had a dght to speak and to govern, there was an ideological
need to explain and to legitimize the subordinate status of women, adult slaves and
children; the homosexual subordination of young men was therefore an acute legal




‘organic’ community. However the whole problem of the melancholy return to nature
and the development of boutgeois inwardness (Innerkichkeil) and loneliness (Einsamkeid)
has to be located much earlier in eighteenth-century romanticism. In Germany the
radical humanists generated an ideal vision of the Greek city-state as a major
alternative to the urban society which was developing alongside capitalism. Thus
Schiller, Fichte and Holderlin mesged the features of the Greek pokis with those of the
medieval town to create an image of burgher culture as an alternative to the emerging
industrial cities of Germany. We can therefore identify a rather significant distinction
between the emerging concept of citizenship in Germany and the more revolutionaty
idea of citizenship which had developed in France out of the French Revolution.

In the German philosophical tradition, the notion of social rights and citizenship
was closely connected with the development of the idea of civil society (die biirgliche
Gesellichaff). Within the German conception of civil society, a citizen was any
individual who had left the family context in ordet to enter the public arena which
was dominated by economic competition and was contrasted with the state as that
institution which was the historical embodiment of reason. In this German tradition
the idea of the dtizen was therefore necessarily tied to the idea of the burger, and civit
society was in a sense merely burgerdom. In German this concept of burgerdom goes
back to the fifreenth and sixteenth century, when the notion of butgership embraced
the inhabitants of a burgh who enjoyed certain privileges and immunities. The
Biirgerturm (boutgeoisie) was a product of the city who, through training and education,
achieved a civilized mastery of emotions; the result was a new status group, the
Bildungrbiirgertnm (Martin 1969: 138-45).

In social German philosophy, Hegel’s concept of civil soctety was adopted from
the Scottish Enlightenment in which writers like Adam Ferguson in An Ecsay on the
History of Civil Sodiety (1767) and John Millar in Observations Concerning the Distinction of
Ranks i Ssciety (1771) had attempted to provide a systematic view of the social
development of human societies towards more complex systems. Both Ferguson and
Millar were concemed to understand the development of a sharp contrast between
the ‘rude’ society of the Highlands and the civilized and sophisticated world of the
urban civilization of Edinburgh and Glasgow. For Ferguson, it was the ownership of
ptivate propetty which produced the crucial division between savagery and barbarism,
but he feared that the egoism of commercial civilization could destroy the bonds of
civil society. In the work of Hegel, civil society was that terrain lying between the
family and the political relations of the state, where the state resolved the struggles
and contradictions of conflicting interests providing a higher and more vniversal
expression of the particularifies of society. Against Hegel, Marx and Engels (1965) in
The German Ideokgy of 1845 came to see civil society as the real ‘theatre of all history’
such that the state became merely an epiphenomenon of more basic social processes.
For Marx the citizen of bourgeois theory was merely an abstract subject which
disguised the real conflicts lying in the basic structures of society. Therefore, Marx in
the debate on the Jewish Question’ saw the political emancipation of the Jewish
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community as a rather superficial and partial historical development in the absence of
a genuine reorganization of the socio-economic structure of society as such.

While Matx was highly crifical of the abstract notion of bourgeois dghts and civil
society, the notion of civil society survived in critical theory through the writing of
Antonio Gramsci {1971), who fommulated the interconnections between the state,
society and economy in terms of a set of contrasts between consent and coercion,
private and public life. For Gramsci, civil society was not simply the domain of
individuat wills but a system of institutions and organization which had the potential
for developing freedom in a system of consent; Gramsci came to believe that the state
could play an important part in developing this self-regulation of civil society.

In Germany the absence of a successful radical bourgeois revolution and the
development of capitalism from above, via Bismarckian legislation, created a social
context in which the conditions for the development of a full and dynamic notion of
citizenship were limited, giving rise thercfore to the rather restricted conceptions of
burghership as the main carrier of rights. The absence of a successful bourgeois-
libera] revolution and the continuing political dominance of the Junker class created
an underdeveloped civil or public realm. This political structure was reinforced and
legitimized by Lutheranism, which sanctified the state as both the representative of
the Valksgemeinschaft and as the guardian of the prvatized individual The private
realm of the individual and the family assumed enormous ethical and educational
significance over and against the public.

As the state emerged as the moral guardian of the people, it is easy to see how the
state acquired extensive social prestige and powers over civil society. Because
Lutheranism failed to offer 2 normative basis for dissent, the bourgeoisie were, by the
end of the nineteenth century, committed to an ideology which supported the state in
a context where parliamentary anthority was cleady lacking. Sovereignty rested in the
law and the state, not in elected assemblies. The result was that Nineteenth century
German Liberalism implicitly accepted the subordination of the individual to the
moral expectations of the [/p/é, while Gustav Schmoller, for example, was lavish in
praise of the unification and rationalization of control by bureaucratization’ (Lee
1988: 34). In the political life of twenticth-century Germany, the impact of the First
World War, military defeat and the weakness of the Weimar Republic created an
environment in which totalitarian solutions were canvassed. Carl Schmitt’s view that it
was not the responsibility of the state to enter into consensual agreements with an
electorate, but to take bold and firm actions against its enemies was a natural
consequence of these developments. To he free, from the point of view of the
individual citizen, was to serve the state.

A Typology of Citizenship -
These comparisons between different histories of citizenship in Europe suggest 2
model of citizenship development in terms of two dimensions. The first dimension is




the passive-active contrast depending on whether citizenship grew from above or
below.! In the German tradition, citizenship stands in a passive relationship to the
state because it is primarily an effect of state action. It is important to note that this
distinction is in fact fundamental to the western tradiion and can be located in

medieval pofitical philosophy, where there were two opposed views of atizenship. In -

the descending view, the king is all-powerful and the subject is the recipient of
privileges. In the ascending view, a free man was 2 citizen, an active bearer of rights.

In the northern city-states of Italy, the Roman law facilitated the adoption of 2

populist notion of citizenship; the result was that the popak came to be regarded as an
aggregate of citizens who possessed some degree of autonomous sovereignty. The
second dimension is the tension between a prvate realm of the individual and the
family in refationship to the public arena of political action. In the German case, an
emphasis on the private (the family, religion, and individual ethical development) was
combined with a view of the state as the only source of public authorty. This
typology allows us to contrast Germany with other historical trajéctories.

The contrast between the English and the Germaa traditions of political
participation would appear to be very considerable. It was Weber of course who drew
attention to the historically important contrast between constitutional law in the
Roman continental system and the English judge-made law within the common law
tradition. Weber argued that continental constitutionalism provided better safeguards
for the individual, but he underestimated the importance of the common law tradition
in providing precisely a common basis for rights. The strugple against the absolutist
state in England had lead to the execution of the king, an expansion of parliamentary
authority, the defence of the Fnglish common law tradition and the assertion of
individual religious rights. Of course, it has Jong been held that the English tradition

1 The zctive and passive notion of citizenship can be identified in medieval legal 2ad political
philosophy where it was the product of two contrasted views of sovereign power, namely
whether the king was seen as prinsus inter pares or whether the king was regarded as the separate
and exclusive source of legitimate power. These two views therefore pinpointed au essential
and permanent conflict within 4 feudal system between centralized and decentralized power,
which involved a struggle over the monopolization of the means of viclence (Giddens 1985:
53-60). In this article, howeves, the idea of citizenship from above through the state or from
below via more localized, participatory, civil institutions is derived from Lash and Utrry (1987:
4-16). Within this framework, just as one can speak about the historical organization of
capitalism as a sociocconomic system as a whole from above {for example, Germany) or from
below (such as Britain), so one might anslyse the historical structuring of politics {through the
formation of citizenship) within the same paradigm. This particular pesspective on ditizenship is
zlso dependent on Claus Offe’s analysis of capitalism in terms of the tensions between
economic and political functions (Offe 1985), but this article, at least by implication, is also an
attempt to translate the historical sociology of Barrington Moore (1966) into 2 political
socioiogy of citizenship. Finally, my treatment of the private/public dimension has been
influenced by Charles Mater's Changing Boundaries of the Political (1988).
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of individual rights in fact supported an unequal and rigid class structure. Effective
social rights resided in individual rights to propetty, thereby excluding the majority of
the population from real social and political participation. The absence of a land army
and the state’s dependence on a navy, the early demilitarization of the English
aristocracy and the incorporation of the urban merchants into the elite contributed to
English gradualism. After the demobilization of the new model army, two royal guard
units were retained for primarly ceremonial duties. The Brdsh army was not
modernized until the late nineteenth century. The menarch could no longer
intmidate parliament. A more important point is that the constitutional settlement of
1688 created the British citizen as the British subject, that is 4 legal personality whose
indelible social rights are constituted by a monarch sitting in parliament. The notion
of citizen-as-subject indicates clearly the relatively extensive notion of social rights but
also the passive character of Buitish civil institutions. The defeat of absolutism in the
settlement of 1688 left behind a core of institutions (the Crown, the Church, the
Fouse of Lords and traditional attitudes about the family and private life) which
continued to dominate British life until the destructive force of the First and Second
World Wars brought British culture eventually and reluctantly into the modem world.

By conttast with both the English and (German cases, the French conception of
citizenship was the consequence of a long historical struggle to break the legal and
political monopoly of a court society within a social system which was rigidly divided
in terms of estates. The very violence of this social transformation resulted in a highly
articulate conception of active citizenship in the revolutionary struggles of the
eighteenth century. The old myth that the king represented, combined and integrated
the multiplicity of orders, groups and estates had become transparent during the
political conflicts of the eighteenth century. Revolutionary political theories, acting
against the absolutist conception of sovereignty, followed Roussean in

" conceptualizing society as a collection of individnals whose extstence would be

represented through the general will in popular parliamentary institutions. What
bound Frenchmen together into a common nation was again the concept of
citizenship. Frenchmen had ceased to be merely subjects of the sovereign and had
become instead common citizens of a national entity. There are therefore two paraltel
movements whereby a state is transformed into a nation at the same time that
subjects are transformed into citizens. The differences between the French and
English revolutionary traditions may be summarized in two contrasted views of
citizenship by Rousseau and Buske. For Rousseau in The Socia/ Contract the viability of
citizenship required the destruction of all particular jntervening institutions which
separated the citizen from the state. By contrast, Burke in Reflectons on the Revolution in
France in 1790 azgued that the essence of citizenship was the continuity of local
groups, particular institutions and regional associations between the sovereign power
of the general will and the inditidual. For Burke an organized civil society must have
hierarchy, order, regulation and constraint, its hierarchical character precluded the
very, possibility of ‘the rghts of man”. '




Finally, the American case represents another variation on the history of western
citizenship. The American example shared with the French 2 strong rejection of
. centralized power, adopting zlso the discourse of the rights of man and privileges of
independent citizens. The Boston Tea Parry was a symbolically significant expzession
of the idea ‘no taxation without representation’. The radical nature of the ‘democratic
revolution’ in America struck observers like Alexis de Tocquevilie with great force; he
came to regard America as the first macro-experiment in democracy in modern
history. For de Tocqueville, the democratic foundation of the nation was explained by
the absence of aristocracy, the frontier, and the exclusion of an established church.
Although there was a radical fradition of citizenship expressed in the idea of an
independent militia, American democracy nevertheless continued to exist alongside a
divisive racist and exploitative South. In addition America’s welfare state was late to
develop and provided very inadequate forms of social cittzenship and participation
for the majority of the population. This weak tradition of citizenship in welfare terms
has been explained by the very strength of American individualism, and by the checks
and balances of the federal system; American citizenship was expressed in terms of
localism versus centralism, thereby limiting the development of a genuinely national
programme of welfare rights. To some extent, the dominance of individualism and
the walue of personal success have meant that the ‘public azena’ is typically
undetstood in terms of individual involvement in local voluntary associations.
Americans ‘have difficulty relating this ideal image to the large-scale forces and
institutions shaping their lives’ (Bellah et al. 1985: 199. The political is seen as morally
suspect. This cultural analysis of American individualism would not therefore
contradict Maan’s analysis. On the contrary, they may be regarded as complementary.
In Amerca, the articulation of sectional interests through democratic institations
constrains the emergence of class-based politics.

The point of this historical sketch has been partly to provide a cridque of the
monolithic and unified conception of citizenship in Marshall and partly to offer a
sociological model of citizenship along two axes, namely public and private
definitions of moral activity in terms of the creation of a public space of political
activity, and active and passive forms of citizenship in terms of whether the citizen is
conceptualized as merely a subject of an absolute authogity or as an active political
agent. :

We can now indicate how this ideal-typical construction might be applied to
specific cases:
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Citizenship
Below Above
Revolutionaty Passive +
French tradition Enghsh case
public
American ‘German space
liberalism fascism B

In France, a revolutionary conception of active citizenship was combined with an
attack on the private space of the family, religion and privacy. In a passive democracy,
citizenship is handed down from above and the citizen appears as a mere subject (the
English case under the seventeenth-century settlement In 2 liberal democratic
solution, positive democracy emphasizes participation, but this is often contained by a
continuing emphasis on privacy and the sacredness of individual opinion. In
plebiscitary democracy, the individual citizen is submerged in the sacredness of the
state which permits minimal participaton in terms of the election of leaders, while
again family life is given priozity in the arena of personal ethical development. While
revolutionary democracy may collapse into totalitarianism, plebiscitaty democracy
degenerates into fascism. In totalitarian democracy, the ‘stare, in pushing
egalitadanism to the extreme, closes off the private sphere from influencing the
course of political affairs” (Prager 1985: 187}

‘The Geopolitics of Citizenship

Following the wotk of Barrington Moore (1966}, the different routes towards modern
polities have distinctive consequences for the character of citizenship. Historically, the
presence of a successful bourgeois revolution in the development of politically
modem systems was a significant ingredient in establishing parliamentary democracy
and its associated civil rights. The revolationary conflicts against aristocratic privilege
in the Glorous Revolution of 1688 and the French Revoluton of 1789 have been
important in the establishment of the notions of sovereigniy and citizenship,
tepresentation and social contract, and in the development of the concept of public
opinion as significant in the shaping of political life. If a successful revolutionary
conflict against aristocratic powers is at least one aspect of the historical emergence of
democratic citizenship, then the failure of a [iberat bourgeois struggle (as in Germany
in 1848) provides one aspect of the peculiatly bureancratic, authoritarian character of
political life in Germany ender the aristocratic dominance of the junkers.
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While Moore’s ptimary osientation to the issue of the origias of democracy
involved the historical relationship between lords and peasants in the development of
modern societies, recent approaches to democracy (and by implication citizenship)
have been mote concermned with the implications of geopolitics for long-term
constitutional change. Thus contemporary democratic politics owes a great deal to the
military victories of the “Anglo-Saxon’ powers, but in the future, because of nuclear
armaments, ‘the wat-assisted pattern of change’ (Mann 1987: 352) will not be an
option. However, if we examine a much longer petiod of western history, then we can
also see that in early modetn Europe the pattern of constitutionalism (patliamentary

assemblies, city-state immunities, village councils, and so forth) represented an

important foundation for later democratic movements. However, societies which
were threatened by massive international military assaults were often converted from
constitutionalism to military-bureaucratic zbsolutism. Brian Dowaing (1988) has
shown how the different military histories of Brandenburg-Prussia, England, Sweden
2nd The Netherlands were important in the survival or destruction of eatly forms of

constitutionalism.

Thus, Downing is able to criticize Moore on two grounds, namely his failure 1o
acknowledge early developments in democratic participation and the role of warfare
in creating conditions of authoritarian rule. Downing’s thesis does however confirm
the importance of gradualism in English democratic history {in combination with the
tole of common law, demilitarization and island isolation) as the basis for (passive)
citizenship. These historical accouats of the geopolitics of citizenship are compatible
with the typology which has been developed in this argument, because the notion of
democracy from above or from below is simply one version of Moore’s perspective
on the rise of modern democtacies. In addition, mass watfare has, in the modem
period, created conditions whereby there can be political mobilization to claim rights
or to seek the satisfaction of rights through state mediation (Turmer 1986b: 67-78).

The principal addition to these comparative studies of the history of citizenship in
this article is the atgument that the ways in which public space is culturally organized
(in relation to notions of individualism, privatism and the ethical status of the
domestic) also has important implications for whether the private is seen as an area of
deprivation or an arena of moral fulfilment. 1n classical societies, the psivate was
definitely z space of necessity and privation, whereas in modern socicties with an
emphasis on achievement orientation in public competition for material success, the
private is seen as the space of personal leisure and enhancement. If we regard the
historical emergence of the public as in fact the emergence of the political, then the
structural relationship between the private and the public, and their cultural meanings,
is an essential component in any understanding of the relationships between
totalitadanism 2nd democracy. The transfer of sovereignty from the body of the king
to the body politic of citizens is thus a majot tumning point in the histoty of western
democracies, because it indicates a major expansion of political space, indeed the
creation of political spaces.

The revolutionary conflicts of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries gave tise
to an expanded notion of political participation and membership. The development
of the concept of the political citizen was an important adjunct to the historical
development of the nation-state as the principal political unit of contemporary
political life. The failure of absolutism and the survival of constitutionalism created a
niche for the gradual development of parliamentary rights and political participation.
Marshall’s work was important therefore in providing a theoretical perspective on a
broader and deeper conception of social membership as expressed through the idea
of 2 welfare staze being itself the embodiment of certain social rights and claims.
Citizenship became a form of entitlement.

Conclusion: The Globalization of Citizenship

While the notion of citizenship continues to provide 2 normative basis for the
defence of the welfare state, certain crucial changes in the organization of global
systems have rendered some aspects of the notion of citizenship redundant and
obsolete. The contemporary world is structused by two contmadictory social
processes. On the one hand, there are powezful pressures towards regional autonomy
and localism and, on the other, there is = sttonger notion of globalism and global
political responsibilities. The concept of citizenship s therefore still in a process of
change and development. We do not possess the conceptual apparatus to express the
idea of global membership, and in this context a specifically national identity appears
anachronistic. Indeed the uncertainty of the global context may produce strong
political reactons asserting the normative authority of the local and the national over
the global and international,

The analysis of citizenship has in recent years become a pressing theoretical issue,
given the problems which face the welfare state in a period of economic recession.
However, the problem of citizenship is in fact not confined mesely to 2 question of
the normative basis of welfare provision; its province is global. It includes, on the one
hand, the international consequences of perestroika and glasnost in the Soviet Union,
and, on the other, the implications of medical technology for the definition of what
will count as a human subject/citizen. While Marshall's aim in formulating a theory of
citizenship was by contrast rather modest in its focus {to understand the tensions in
Britain between capitalism and social tights), his statement of the ssues has proved to
be extremely fruitful in sociology and political science. '

The Hmitations of Marshall’s approach, however, are equally obvious.

His framework i1s now widely regarded as evolutionary, analytically vague and
ethnocenttic. Mann’s treatment of citizenship in a comparative and histotical context
as a ‘niling class strategy’ indicates a number of important directions by which the
Marshallian framework might be expanded, elzborated and finally transcended. My
commentaty here on different types of citizenship could be tegarded as compatible,
therefore, with the spixit of Mann’s critique in the sense that only a historical
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sociology of citizenship can take us out of the Anglophile orbit of the Marshallian
view. It has also been argued that Mann’s thesis fails to deal with revolutionary
conceptions of citizenship, with cultural vatations in the definition of public space,
and with the problem of status as opposed to class in the formation of citizenship.
For example, Mann appears to regard gender, age ‘and race vas variables which are
irrelevant in the historical emergence of citizenship. Since Mann (1986: 222) has
declared status to be ‘that most vacuous of sociological terms’, this absence is hardly
surprising, and yet it can be argued that status is an essential concept for the analysis
of modern problems of citizenship (Turner 19388).

In this article I have been concerned with two dimensions which T helieve are
missing in Mann’s attempt to go beyond Marshall, namely the private/public division
in western cultures, and the issue of passive and active versions of citizenship.
However, any further development of the theoty of citizenship will have to deal more
fundamentally with societies in which the strugple over dtizenship necessarly
ivolves problems of national identity and state formation in a context of
multiculturalism and ethnic pluralissn. The societies on which this article has latgely
concentrated -~ France, Germany, England, the Netherdands and colonial America —
were relatively homogeneous in ethnic terms duting their petiod of national formation.
With the exception of North America, these societies had no internal problem of
aboriginality. The question of citizenship was less complicated therefore by questions
of ethnic minorides, ethnic pluralism and cultural melting pots; it is partly for this
reason that Mann’s neglect of ethnicity is not an issue in the societies which he has

chosen for debate, but ethnic migration has been critical (indeed crucial) in other

contexts such as mn South Africa, the Middle East, Australia and New Zealand
(Turner 1986h: 64-84). We may in conclusion indicate two possible lines of
theoretical development of the (western) notion of citizenship. The first would he the
conditions under which citizenship can be formed in societies which are, as it were,
constituted by the problems of ethnic complexity (such as Brazil), and the second
would be an analysis of the problems which face the development of global
citizenship as the political counter-part of the world economy.
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The Contemporary Revival of Civil Society
Jean L. Coben and Andrew Arato

Phrases involving the resurrection, resmergence, rebirth, reconsiruction, ot renaissance of civil
society are heard repeatedly today. These terms, indicating the continuity of an
emerging political paradigm with essential trends of early modernity, are misleading in
one important respect: They refer not only to something modern but also to something
significantly ze. A simple chronology derived in part from Karl Polinyi might, in an

extremely preliminary way, indicate what is at stake. According to Polanyi, during -

most of the nineteenth century, forces representing the capitalist self- regulating
matket economy were on the offensive, claiming an identity with the liberal society
that was in the process of emancipating itself from the absolutist and paternalistic
state. Polanyi, however, rightly stressed that in the late nineteenth century and through
much of the twentieth century a reversal had taken place. Now, elites representing the
logic and goals of the modern state were successfully claiming to express the intezests
of a heterogeneous set of social groups and tendencies resisting and challenging the
destructive trends of capita]iét market society. Not even Polinyi, however, foresaw
that the statist phase would also have its limits. For a period of more than a decade
and a half now, citizen initiatives, associations, and movements have increasingly
otiented themselves toward the defense and expansion of 2 varously described
societal realm, the forms and projects of which are clearly distinguished from statism.

Two crucial ambiguities remain from the orentation “society against the state.”
First, while incteasingly  significant groupings of collective actors seject any
representation of their program in terms of communitartanism, others continue to
defend an idealized Gemeinschaft or premodern network of communities, traditional
solidarities, and collectives against modemity itself. Second, there are vadous
neoconservative, neoliberal, and libertatian initiatives (rarely movements, but with
significant force behind them) that identify “society” with market economy. Both of
these trends are regressive versions of antistatism. The first wishes to retreat behind
the modern state, thus eliminating an essential precondition of modernity itself; the
second wishes'to repeat the already failed experiment with the fully self-regulated
market economy of classical capitalism. There is no chance of the first trend
registering even temporary successes, although it will continue to have a role within

“most social movements. The second trend, wherever successful, threatens to
transform history into oscillation between economic Hberalism and paternalist statism.

We believe there are today important elements of a third project for retrieving the
category of s/ socizty from the tradidon of classical political theory. These mvolve
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attempts to thematize a program that seeks to represent the values and interests of
social autonomy in face of btk the modern state and the capitilist economy, without
falling into a new traditionalism. Beyond the antinomies of state and market, public
and private, Gesellichaft and Gemeinschapf, and, as we shall show, reform and revolution,
the idea of the defense awd the democratization of civil society is the best way to
characterize the really new, common strand of contemporary forms of self-
organization and self-constitution.

Problems of self-reflection and self-understanding within the movements and the
inftiatives themselves sometimes preveat them from clearly recognizing their own
difference with communalism or libertatianism. At best the difference represents a
stake that must be internally contested. Behind the many ambiguities of meaning tied
up with the concept of civil society stand such conflicts. In company with many
participants, our book takes a clear stand in these conflicts on behalf of a moedern civil
society capable of preserving its autonomy and forms of solidarity in face of the
modern econorry as well as the state, '

Such a project emerges from contexts of social and political conflicts themselves.
Tn this chapier we present the idea by examining several discourses that have revived
the category of civil society (albeit in different versions) in order to crircally interpret
the political contexts of East and West, North and South. Without atming at a
complete presentation of all related views within each context, we deliberately stress
perspectives in each that can be compared with those in the other contexts. We shall
attempt to identify the common strands, the alternative models, the significant
differences as well as the conceptual unclarities in these forms of interpretation and
self-interpretation. The rest of this book will, we hope, contribute to the further
development of the discourse of civil society and thereby benefit the actors and
interpreters we present in this chapter.

The Polish Democratic Opposition

The opposition of civil society and state made its most dramatic return in East
Burope, particulazly in the ideology of the Polish opposition from 1976 to the advent
of early Solidarity and beyond. The juxtapositions are well known: society ggainst the
state, nation against state, social order ggainst political system, pays réel against pays Kgal ox
officiel, public Yfe against the state, private life agazfm‘ public powet, etc. The idea was
always the protection and/or self-organization of social life in the face of the
totalitarian or authoritarian state. Adam Michnik provided the theoretical elaboration
of this conception under the heading of “new evolutonism.” He also discovered the
historical conditions of its possibility: the failure of a potentially total revolution from
below (Hungary in 1956), and the demise of a process of reform from above

{ Even if in an cssayistic not explicitly theoretical style. See, in partcular, Adam Michnik, “A
New Evolutionism,” in Letfers from Prison anid Other Ersays (Berkeley University of California
Press, 1985)




{Czechoslovakia in 1968).2 Michnik drew two lessons from these defeats. First, the
transformation of the Soviet-type system of Hast Central Europe was possible only
within limits whose thresholds were the alliance system (threatened in Hungary in
1956) and the confirmation of the control of state institutions by a Soviet-type
Communist party (challenged in different forms both in Hungary and in
Czechoslovakia in 1968). Second, neither revolution from helow nor reform from
above would work as the strategy for achieving what was in fact possible.

The point of view of civil society in this context aims at a twofold reorentation.

First, the justaposition of society against the state indicates not only the battlelines but
also a shift concerning the target of democratization, from the whole social system to
society outside of state institutions proper. Thus, while the conception surely implies a
pushing back of the - state-administrative’ forms of penetration. from varlous
dimensions of social life, it has, nevertheless, the idea of self-limitation built into it
from the start: The leading role of the party in the (albelt shrinking) state sphere will
not be challenged.

Second, the conception also indicates that the agent or the subject of the

- transformation must be an independent or rather a self-organizing society aiming not

at social revolution but at structural reform achieved as a result of organized pressure
from below. These two aspects ate brought together by the term “self-limiting
revolution” coined by Jacek Kuron in the period of Solidatity. At that time, the new
conception truly came into ifs ows, showing its formidable powers in promoting the
seff-understanding of new types of social actors. Nevertheless, 1t should be noted that
the “new evolutionism” or the “self-limiting revolution” represented both a strategic
and a normative break with the revolutionary tradition whose logic was understood to
be undemocratic and inconsistent with the self-organization of society.3 All major
revolutions from the French to the Russian and the Chinese not only demohilized the
social forces on which they odginally depended but also established dictatorial
conditions that were meant to block the reemetgence of such forces at their very root
for as long as possible. The project of “self-limiting revolution” has, of course, the
opposite goal: the construction from below of a highly ariiculated, organized,
autonermous, and mobilizable civil society.

Leaving aside for now the overall theoretical cogency of the E:onceptton we must
note some serious ambiguites in its elaboraton in the milien of the Polish democratic
opposition.* Are the terms “society” and “civil society” the same? After all, they both
refer to a plarality of forms of independent groups (associations, institutions,
collectives, interest representations) zs well as forms of independent public opinion

2 The latter are in prdnciple also potentially wnlimited because of the dramatic internal
democratization of the ruling party.

3 Michnik, Letters from Prison, 86, 88, 95.

4 A. Arato, “The Democratic Theory of the Polish Opposition:. Normative Intentions and
Strategic Ambiguities,” Werking Papers of the Helenr Kellopg Institute (Notre Dame, 1984).
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and communication. Put another way, how can civil socxety be both the agent of Sl

social transformation and its result? One could, of course; try to resolve the chfﬁculty :
by distinguishing between society and civil sodety. The latter would repxescnt @
version of the former, institutionalized by legal mechanisms or rights, as.in.the.’

Gdansk and subsequent agreements of August and September 19805 But the i

ambiguity would remain, because “rights” in an authoritarian state-socialist setting
(lack of independent courts; lack of a clear, unambiguous legal code; lack of an

organized legal profession) are easily revocable not only in principle but also ina

political practice that depends on constant demonstration of this revocability.

Moreover, institutional continuity can appatently be achieved by public enlightenment

and self-organization even without rights, as witnessed by the durability and growth of
autonomous forms of culture in the twelve year period after 1976.6

Another set of conceptual difficulties revolves around the interpretation of the
notion of society, of social self-organization in a supposedly totalitarian setting. Here
one view (Michnik) stressed the obliteration of all social solidarities and the resulting
social atomization, except for carefully defined institutional complexes (the church} or

 historical periods (1956, 1970-71, and after 1976). Another. position, more consistent

with the theory of the new evolutionism, insisted on the fallure of totalitarianism,
whatever its intentions, to truly atomize society, ot to completely disorganize families,
face-to-face groups, and cultural networks.” This position, however, would have
trequired the working out of a paradigm to- replace the totalitarianism thests as the
theoretical framework of the “new evolutionism,” something never actually

attempted.

More serious in principle is the lack of clarity regarding the type of civil society that
is to be constructed or reconstructed. The conceptual confusion derives above all
from 2 common unwillingness to take an openly critical attitude toward the liberal
mode] of civil society, despite participation in a solidaristic workers’ movement that is,
in many respects, incompatible with this model. In the 1980s more and more people
(e.g., Krol, Spievak, the editors of Respublica) came to champion a version of the liberal
model, based on economic individualism and freedoms of property and enterpﬁse as
the central rights. Even within the milieu of those close to Solidarity in its first great
petiod (1980-81), there were disagreements over the various conceptlons of civil
saciety. Cultural models (Wojcicki) were counterposed to political conceptions (the
Committee for the Defense of Workers, or KOR), on the one hand, while the level of
democracy needed in popular movements and institutions was hotly debated, on the
other. Whereas it was generally recognized that the mew civil society was to be

5 Michnik, Lerers from Prison, 111, 124
6 Ihid., 77. ‘
7 R Wojcicki, “The Reconstruction of Society,” Teks, no. 47 (Spoing 1981): 98-104.




pluralistict the need for 2 single, all-encompassing organization to respond to the
interest of this plurality was temporarily accepted? But once such an organization
emerged and managed to sutvive in the face of “totalitarian” power, could its unitary
and all-encompassing tendency be easily disposed of?

Formulating a dualistic civil society and state framework proved even more
difficult, especially in practical politics. Was civil society, as represented by Solidarity,
to be entitely apolitical, disinterested in “power,” or was it to be expanded as a seif-
governing republic making a state in the old sense more or less superfluous? Some-
times aspects of each conception are to be found even in the same authot.!® Would 2
self-coordinating system of society not negate the idea of self-limiteton 1f the party-
state were left only as a representative of Soviet power, in chatge of military, police,
and foreign policy and partially converted into an expert burezucracy?! If, on the
other hand, the dualistic conception requires instimtional mechanisms of compromise
between societal organizations and party-state institutions, does the idea of building a
hybrid system based on a new type of society next to an unreformed party-state make
sense? And if 2 reform of official institutions, especially the party itself, must be
hoped for and even promoted, if party pragmatists could be looked upon as partaers
even if not allies, could the much insisted-upon independent identity of the social
movement be maintained?'2 What would be the point of this if on many issues party
pragmatists and sectors of the movement are closet to one another than potentially
different elements of the antistate opposition? It is insufficient to reply that only an
organized society, conscious of its identity, is capable of compromise, for just this
unity tended to demobilize potential partners in the party. The deep identity problems
of the ruling party could hardly be solved in the face of an organized society
successfully reclaiming all legitimacy. Without a new party identity, party pragmatists
lost all freedom of action. And for the party leadership, without legitimacy, the only
freedom of action left was the exercise of raw sovereign power.” :

Many of the difficulties touched upon here pointed toward the failure to rebuil
civil society ot at least a stable version of it Yet the failure itself produced a new set

8 “Not to Lure the Wolves out of the Woods: An Interview with Jacek Kuron,” Teks, no. 47
(Spsing 1981 ): 93-97.

9 This is done critically by some, enthusiastically by others. Touraine’s distinction between 2
social movement {unifiec) and a movement for the reconstruction of (pluralistic) society helps
to depict the ambiguity involved. Sce A. Touraine et al., Sofdarity. Poland 1980-1981 (Cambsdge,
England: Cambridge University Press, 1983).

10 Compare, for example, Michnik, I etters from Prison, 89-90, 129, and 158.

1 See the interview with Jacek Kuron dted in note 8.

12 Michnik, Leters from Prison, 146-147.

13 For estensive analyses of the problems of reconstructing civil society in the first Solidarity
period, 1980-1981, see A. Arato “Civil Society against the State: Poland 1980-1981," Telos, no.
47 (Spring 1981): 23-47, and “Bmpige vs. Civil Sodety: Poland 1981-1982,” Teks, no. 50 {(Winter
1981-1982): 19-48, _ .

of social relations that could again be reinterpreted in terms of a new model of
opposition between state and society. Thus in the context of the failure of “normaliza-
tion,” the otiginal “new evolutionist” conception remained the basic form of
osientation for theorst-activists such as Michnik, Undoubtedly the fact that it was
now the tun of the martial law state to practice (reluctant) self-limitation
reinvigorated the idea that an independent society could somehow be defended.
“Independent civil society” was not, according to Michnik, annthilated. “Instead of
resembling a Communist system after victogious pacification, this situation resembles
a democracy after a military coup d’état™

Despite the reappearance of martial metaphoss such as “a dramatic wrestling
match between the totalitatian power and a society searching for a way to attain
autonomy” and “the stationary war between an organized civil society and the power
apparatus,”? the new situation was nevertheless one that indicated the coming into its
own of the cultural model of independent society. The majot independent activities
were publishing, lecturing, discussing, and teaching. For several yeats, the hope seems
to have heen the building of the moral bases of democratic structures and practices,
ie, a democratic political culture. While the army-state scemed powetless against
these trends, it was rather successful in marginalizing its majot political opponent:
underground Solidasity. The latter, however, linked to the mechanisms of independent
culture, continued to survive and play a role.

Nevertheless, in this context, the democrafic opposition meoving within the
paradigm of civil society had to face the question of how and when the survival and
even the dramatic expansion of an independent culture, more and mote pluralized

" ideologically, could be a foundation for the reemergence of aboveground political

organizations capable of making effective demands. The regime’s inability to deal with
the same economic crisis that was used in 1980-81 to help erode the resistance of the
population provided new opportunities for the opposition. The strategy to restore the
regime’s legitimacy through a relatively free referendum, and thereby to recover
freedom of action to impose an austerity program, fafled in 1987 in the face of an only
partially organized opposition. In this context and that of the strike movements during
the spring and summer of 1988, it became clear that the regime needed pattners to be
able to initiate significant policy, and that only a reconstituted Solidarity could
command sufficiently wide loyalty to become a credible partner.

From the point of view of Solidarity’s leadership, given the economic crisis and the
prospects of simultaneously weakening both regime and opposition in 2 continuing
process of polarization, it would certainty have been countetproductive not 10
promote and utilize reforms from above, as lodg these .involved- real-gains-in

14 Michnik, Le#ters from Prison, 81.
15 Ihid., 57, 79.




institutionalizing a genuine civil society.! After the negotiated “resolution” of the
second strike wave, the issue seems to have been the following: Could the regime
yield enough concessions that would be adequate tradeoffs for legitimizing the deep
austerity measures required for successful economic reform? While such concessions
even minimally had to involve legalizing elements of civil society, it was not at all clear
that a version sufficiently democratic for the population and stll acceptable to
elements of the regime could be found. It was not clear, furthermore, whether the
minimum unity of 2 society with different interests and increasingly differentiated
ideologies could he maintained even in an emergency situation in which there were no
longer any alternatives other than radical change or social decay. But could radical
change still be conceptualized within the framewozk of opposing civil society to the
state?15

The Ideology of the “Second Left” in France

Tt 15 not only under authoritatian regimes that the problem of democratization gets
posed in terms of the reconstruction of civil society. The category was revived in
France in the mid-1970s as a prime referent for democratic projects on the part of
significant groups of intellectuals and a variety of collective actors.”” Of course it was
here that the critique of totalitadanism and sympathy for East European dissidence
had the greatest intellectual importance.l® And here, too, totalitarianism was defined as

16 The leadership of Solidarity entered negotiations with the goal of relegalizing the union
movement. Very much in the spidt of the civil-society-orented strategy of August 1980, it
wanted to aveid all power-sharing arrangements that might lead to responsibility without
genuine power. That Solidarity should accept one-third of the seats in the lower house, to be
filled by means of a controlled election, was the regime’s price for legalizing the union, while the
formula of a freely elected upper chamber was the compromise around which the opponents
agreed. The actual results were not anticipated by any of the participants. Among other things,
they implied a shift of Solidarity’s strategy and part of its identity toward pakitical sociely.

16a

17 Among the most relevant authors are Claude Lefort, André Gorz, Alain Touraine, Jacques
Juilliard, Pierre Rosanvallon, and Patrick Viveret. They are all intellectuals for whom 1968 was
an important turning point in Left politics, from which they drew democratic and liberal rather
than authoritarian consequences. To varous extents, they were assoctated with the CFDT trade
union and the Rocardian wing of the Socialist party of the 1970s. The not particularly fortunate
term “second Left” has been applied to this trend by its advocates, while their opponents
referred to them at times as the “American Left,” presumably because of their emphasis on the
few social movements and on civil society. For a history of the CFDT, see Hervé Hamon and
Patrick Rotman, Ia desxciéme ganche (Pasis: Editions Ramsay, 1982).
18 It may he worth a separate study to determine why. We would stress the continued
“importance in the 1970s of an unreconstructed Communist party and the general presence of 2
statist-Jacobin political culrure 2s distinguishing France from other Western Furopean
countries. Obvicusly, the struggle over the heritage of May 1968 also played an important role,
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the absorption of independent social life of “civil society”™ by the- pazty/state,
involving the replacement of all social ties by statized relations. It seems clear that the
Frepch “discourse” of civil society detived from a sympathetic understanding of

developments in the East. But could a category so derived be made applicable to a
Western capitalist society with a multiparty parliamentary state?

In France three atguments have been used to justify this theoretical move. First,
and most Bke the Bast, the political culture of the French left (and not only the
Communist party) is seen as deeply connected to the totalitarian phenomenon, ie,a
statist political culture deriving from an idea of revolution based on the fantasy of a
society without division or coaflict.!” Paradoxically, 2 left that represents in its very
existence societal diversity, conflict, and opposition denies just these presuppositions
while hoping to use the state as the instrument of progress and as the agent of the
creation of the good society beyond contlict.

Second, the actual role of the centralized, modern state in French political life 18
traditionally greater than in most Western democracies. With 2 good deal of
exaggeration, one could speak here of a “totalitarian” statist tendency suppressing
many dimensions of an independent “civil society.”? Third and finally, recalling the
thesis of Herbert Marcuse, ot its more sophistcated French counterpart in- the
wiitings of Cornelius Castoriadis in the 1950s and early 1960s, one might also claim —
again with significant exaggeration — that “capitalism has become moze ‘totalitadan,’
engulfing all spheres of social activity under the single dimension of economic
activity.”2t

The last two theses concerning the state and capitalism converge in another thesis
asserting that 2ll autonomous social solidarity is destroyed under the impact of the
administrative penetration of society by the (capitalist} welfare state. Of course, this
line of argument does not theoretically assimilate France to a paradigm derived from
the analysis of the Bast. P. Rosanvallon and P. Viveret warn us that even the three
theses taken fogether do not add up to a conception of capitalist democracies as
totalitarian in the sense of Marcuse. But the limitation turns into an advantage:
Whereas in the Fast, in fully totalitarian society, no internal opposition is allegedly
possible, the totalitarian trends of French society can he met head on by
countertrends involving the reconstruction of civil and political society.

as did the efforts of the Socialist party to define itself against the dominant left tradition in
France, )

19 Dierre Rosanvallon and Patrick Viveret, Pour une nouselle culizre polizigre (Pasis: Seud, 1977, 22-
24, '

2 Ibid., 7, 129. The point, first argued by Tocqueville, was taken up by plaralist political theory
in the 1960s to account for French exceptionalism aad the existence of radical movements in

France.
A Thid., 112.



Tt is noteworthy that the French discussion has preserved a three-part
Tocquevillian distinction among civil society, political society, and state. Cizi/ society is
defined in terms of social associations cutting actoss class relations: neighborhood
groups, networks of mutual aid, locally based structutes providing collective service.?”
More dynamically, civil society is seen as the space of social expesimentation for the
development of new forms of life, new types of solidarity, and social relations of
cooperation and work.? Pafitical society, on the other hand, is understood as the space
in which the autonomy of groups and the articulation of conflict among them are
defended and the discussion and debate of collective choices occur.? The concept of
political society thus includes the public sphere as its major dimension, but, given the
stress on conflict {and negotiation and compromise), it Is not entirely reducible to it.

Nor are civil and political society to be reduced to one another. To eliminate
political society in the conception, or to treat it as civil, is to juxtapose civil society
rigidly to the state. This alternative is vadously (and somewhat confusingly) described
by Viveret and Rosanvallon as a choice among liberalism, apolitical and utopian
anarchism, or corporatism as alternatives to statism.® Without political mediations,
however, the integrity of civil society in face of the state cannot be indefinitely
stabilized; the model prefigures a new statist outcome. However, to defend and
extend anjy political society, to seek to politicize all civil structures themselves, leads to
an overpoliticized democratic or autogestionaire (self-management) utopianism of which
political anarchism and council Communism have been the representative historical
conceptions. It is, however, doubtful that the forms of self-organization of political
society can be maintained without the protection and development of independent
but apolitical forms of solidarity, interaction, and group life.

The rigid conceptual division of civil and political society is difficult to maintain in
the specific form in which it is used in the French discussion. Solidarity and conflict,
as well as structures of public communication, are to be found on both sides of the
divide. Politically, however, the distinction makes good sense because it implies a
reorientation of democratic politics away from the state to sosizfy without promoting
the overpoliticization of society. Thus the exact translation of the revolutionary
tradition into the language of democratic theory is avoided: Viveret and Rosanvallon
attempt to think both democratization and the self-limitation of democracy. In other
words, core components of the liberal model of civil society as the sphere of private,
voluntary association secured by fights are retained in a model that also includes the
“democratic” dimensions of publicity and political influence of nonprofessional
actors, i.e., citizens.?

22 Pierre Rosanvallon, La aise de PEfar-providence, revised edition (Paris: Seuil, 1981), 117.
2 Rosanvallon and Viveret, Powr une nouvelle cultnre politigne, 11311

24 Ibid., 103, 129

% Ibid., 129-130.

26 Thid., 97-98.
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The point, however, is not simply to recommend a move (typical of social.”

democracy) from revolution to democratic reformism. Both poles of the old duality,
revolution or reform, orented themselves through a structure of demands to the
state™ and to a society understood in terms of a class dichotomy. The reorientation to
civil and political society relocates the locus of democratization from the state to
society and understands the latter in terms of groups, associations, and public spaces
primatily. As Claude Lefort argued, the actors the strategy banks upon are not classes
but social movemenis constituted in civil society.8 These attain a political status in the
conception of Viveret and Rosanvallon through the mediations made available in
political society: the reconstruction of pafitical parties {replacing the no longer
ideological catchall party) and the renewal of public forums of discussion and debate
{ending the hegemony of the established media and of political communication that
has been reduced to measuring nonpublic opinion, i.e., polls).

The conception of Viveret and Rosanvallon was designed to promote the self-
undesstanding of one dimension of the Freach left: the so-called “second left” —
otented to the Rocard group of the 1970s in the Socialist party and to the CFDT
labor union. As the original conception was further developed, the reconstruction of
civil society received an even more central role in terms of the political history of the
period in which the watershed was the Socialist party’s coming to power. Civil
society’s integrity had to be presezved now even in the face of a socialist controlled
state and political society. Logically, howevet, since political society was understood in
terms of mediation between civil society and state, its reorganization presupposed the
rebuilding of more fundamental social ties. One strong strand in the then triumphant
French socialism could be easily understood to endanger exactly this level through its
connection to a Keynesian form of statism. As Pierre Rosanvallon has forcefully
argued, the welfare state disorganizes above 2ll social networks, associations, and
solidarities, replacing these by state-administrative relations. Not only has the welfare
state in the countries of its highest development proved to be an increasingly
inefficient and ineffective strategy of societal steering, more importantly, its earlier
success has implied a veritable crisis of solidatity replacing forms of mutuality, self-
help, and lateral cooperation by systemically organized functions. Thus, the reification
of human relations in the context of social statism fully matches the effects of the
capitalist market economy; a civil-society-oriented program must therefore represent
not only 2 third way between social statism and neoliberalism but 2 way qualitatively
different from the other two, which, despite their opposition, are seen as resembling
each other in their effects on sohdarity relations.

What is extremely vague in the analysis is the nature of the civil-society-based
alternative, beyond the demand for a “thicker civil society” involving the creation of

27 Thid.,112; see also Claude Lefort, “Politics and FHuman Rights,” in The Pokitical Fores of Modern
Society (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1986), 266.

28 Lefort, “Politics and Human Rights.”




new networks, new forms of intermediation and assoctation, as the sources of local
and face-to-face solidarity. Evidently such 2 general premise 1s compatible with very
different forms of civil society. Rosanvallon notes the faillure of the
communitatianism of the 1960s and 1970s and seeks to avoid a corporatist version of
the renun to society.? He is, however, skeptical concerning the very possibility of a
theoretical answer to the problem of reconciling individual autonomy and new
spontaneous forms of solidarity, ie, concerning a model beyond statism,
neoliberalism, corporatism, and communitarianism. In general, he convincingly asserts
a complementary relation between a (nonregressive) reduction of demands on the
welfare state and the building of new forms of sociability. His Hst concerning the
latter, however, is limited. He notes the existence and importance of new forms of
prvately based collective service and of underground forms of nonmarket, non-state-
oriented structures of economic life,® but he understands these as only the first and
most primitive forms of what is required. The need for new types of socially
generated legal structures, nefther statist nor individualist, 1s powetfully asserted, but
we find out litfle about the nature of such law or its relationship to existing private
and public law. The projects of building new social norms, new culmral identities, and
2 new public sphere are vaguely posnilated, but we do not find out much about the
relationship of new social actors (movements) to any of these. Moreover, there is
some serious ambiguity here about the relaton of sohdanty and conflict in
constructing a new form of sociability.

The analysis is more convincing in its treatment of the problem of compromise.
Rosanvallon postulates the need for compromise (1) with capitalist entrepreneurs
(exchanging rationality and mobility in the use of capital for self-management and free
time), (2) with the butreaucratic state {exchanging reduction of demands for the
recognition of forms of autonomous collective services), and (3) within society itself,
involving the construction of new, democratic forms of public debate, negotiation,
and interest aggregation. It remains unciear, though, how the two post welfare-state,
post-Keynesian, post-social-democratic projects mentioned, regulation by self-
management and intrasocial regulation, would have 2 fundamental effect capable of
generating the force behind those forms of compromise. The relationship of these
projects, presumably representing political (self-managemeat) and civil (intrasocial
regulation) society, respectively, is highly unclear. Here political society is introduced
not so much as a political rearticulation of civil society but rather as 2 competing
model altogether. But the noton of political society oscillating between public
discussion and self-management shows its problematic nature, since the latter notion
threatens to assimilate palitical society to the wo1ld of work or, at best, to ndustrial
democracy. Correspondingly, the idea of intrasocial regulation osciflating between
individualistic and solidatistic conceptions of civil sociefy threatens o surrender part

2 Rosanvallon, [« crise de FEtat providence, 120-121, 136.
30 See André Gorz, Farewel] to the Working Class (Boston: South End Press, 1982).
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of what has been achieved: the critique of the statist logic of individnalism. Wﬁﬂe the.. oot S
protection of individual rights has its legiimate place in the normative conception ofa  *
modern civil society, just as industrial democracy can be reconceived in a way perhaps -

analogous to a democratic political society,} the moments that need to be stressed in
the comtext of the critique of the statizing and economizaton of society, as
Rosanvallon tecognizes, are solidarity and publicity. Unfortunately, it is. their all too
crucial relation that is left underdetermined by the tradition of French analysis we
associate with the term “the second left.” It may very well be the case that the
eventual emetgence of forms of neoliberalism in this milieu can be traced among
other things to the theoretical weakness of the orginal conception, ie., to the
difficulty of formulating adequate concepts of civil and political society and their
relationship.

A Theoty for the West German Greens

A direct intellectual relationship to “antitotalitarian” or antiauthoritarian struggles for
democracy is not entirely indispensable for interpreting the politics of Western
democtacies in terms of the category of civil society. A good case in point is West
Germany, where, unlike France, the Eastern dissidents have had only a slight and
ambiguous impact. There was also no need here to differentiate radical politics from
that of an authositarian mass party in the Leninist mold. To be sure, even in West
Germany one could insist upon some impact of the thought of the French “second
left” (especially through the writings of Gorz), and one could also stress the statist-
authotitarian and even repressive political culture of the German Social Democratic
Party.3? Nevertheless, in our judgment two related developments, common to all the
Western democtacies including the United States, link the German rediscovery of civil
society to the somewhat earlier one in France: the crisis of the welfare state, and the
emergence of 2 neoconservative critique of “social statism.”

The welfate state has often been understood not only as a mechanism of the
repoliticization of the economy but also as a dissolution of the sharp boundaries
between state and society. However, the crisis of the welfare state raises doubts
conceming the continued effectiveness and legitimacy of state intervention into the
capitalist economy as well as into the various spheres of civil society: the family,
schools, cultural institutions, etc. As a whole series of radical left writers of the 1970s
indicated, state intervention in the capitalist economy creates insoluble fiscal and
administrative problems in the long run, while political intervention oz bebaf of the
capitalist econormy (especially in the context of decreasing effectiveness) is not easily
legitimated in the context of democratic norms.?* These projections turned out to be

31 See chapter 9.
32 Claus Offe and Volker Gransow, “Political Culture and Social Democratic Administration,”

in Offe, Contradicitons of the Welfare State (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1984).
33 In particular, James O’Connor, Jiitgen Habermas, and Claus Offe.




devastatingly accurate and were in fact taken up by conservative opponents of the
welfare state under headings such as decline of productivity, profit squeeze,
dissolution of tradition and authority, and ungovernability.?* However, the original
palitical alternative proposed by some of the same radical writers, 2 democrafic
statism that would exploit the repoliticization of economy and society but break its
link with the private accumulation of capital, was abandoned just around the time
when the diagnosis concerning the end of the welfare-state-guaranteed processes of
growth was confirmed. In Germany, at least, the reason for this- surprising
development in the self-understanding of one key writer, Claus Offe, was the
emergence of two distinct programs of society against the state: the challenges to the
welfare state by neoconservatives and by the new social movements. What the two
trends have in common are many aspects of an economic analysis of what went
wrong with the welfare state. More importantly, each challenge was ready to move
beyond a critique connected to inefficiency and dysfunction to develop a distinct,
normatively based critique exploring the negative consequences of the welfare state,
even at its most successful.

Leaving the economic analysis to the side the two programs of civil society
against the state that emerged offer sharp contrasts. The neoconservative analysis
stresses the erosion of authority as a result of the political manipulation of the
nonpolitical spheres of society, leading to the introduction of conflict and controversy
into the very sources of legitimacy. Authority can be refurbished, accordingly, only if
uncontestable economic, moral, and cognitive standards are restored. Civil society is
be restored in this program, but its restoration is undetstood not only as 2 defensc
against the state but also, more importantly, against politics. The neoconservatives
thus have in mind a model of depoliticized civil soclety.3¢ In this interpretation of
neoconservatism, the stress is on their identifying the freedom of civii soctety with
that of the market. What remains outside the market must be reintegrated through a
conservative retraditionalized cultural model and lfeworld that itself will help to
integrate market society. However, it is also evident that their model seeks to
strengthen the state, specifically an authoritatian version of 57 The boundaties of
state 2nd society are to be redrawn in their model in order to provide for a smaller but
stronger state streamlined for fewer but far more effective and authoritatian forms of
action. Despite explicitly aiming at such an outcome, the neoconservatives have
managed to channel and focus a good deal of antiauthoritarian political sentiment pro-
duced by the varous consequences of the welfare state for different spheres of kife.

3 Michel Crozier et al, eds., The Crisis of Demosray (New York: New York University Press,
1975).

35 See Offe, Contradictions, chapters 2, 6, and &

36 Claus Offe, “The New Social Movements: Challenging the Bouadaries of Institutional
Politics,” Soeial Research 52, no. 4 (1985): 819-820. :

37 Qffe, Contradictions, 289-290.

33

An alternative program for the restoration of civit society, according to Claus Offe,
must begin by recognizing that “social statism” or “welfare statism” did indeed have
disastrous consequences for whole strata, for forms of life, for forms of participation,
solidarity, and autonomy. Here his analysis duplicates those of French “second left”
critics of statism, The program of the new social movements for the reconstitution of
civil society that Offe calls one of nonstatist sacialism® makes no concessions to eco-
nomic privatism or to statist authoritarianism. This program

seeks to politicize the institutions of civil society in ways that are not constrained by
the channels of representaﬁve-bureaucratic political institutions, and therehy
reconstitutes 2 civil society that is no longer dependent upon ever more regulation,
control, and intervention. In order to emancipate itself from the state, civil society
itself — its institutions of work, production, distribution, family relations, relations with
nature, its very standards of rationality and progress — must be politicized through
practices that belong to an intermediate sphere between “private” pursuits and
concerns, on the one side, and instifutional, state-sanctioned modes of politics, on the
other.?®

T'wo not entirely consistent features of this conception need to be stressed. Behind it
lies a defense of modern but postmaterial values inhetited from the new left of the
1960s that contrast participadon, autonomy, and solidarity with consumption,
efficiency, and growth. Thus the model of civil society here is that of a culturally
defined framework of the social, to be distinguished from economic and political
models. On the other side, however, is 2 model of a civil society inherited from the
antiauthoritarian dimension of the Marxian tradition, involving a democratization
mainly of the world of work. This model is one that French writers tended to call that
of political society, and Offe’s defense, unlike theirs, separates the case for pokitical and
civil society in terms of alternative and opposed left and neoconsetvative scenatios.
Civil society in the sense of Rosanvallon and Viveret is here identified with the private,
and correlatively anything not left to the private is to be politicized. Moreover, the

‘new “political” society is understood by Offe to represent a model of democracy

alternative to the institutions of Hberal democracy, even if it rtemains uaclear whether
we are to see the two as opposed or potentially complementary.
The program for the restoration of civil society that Offe represents has, to a

. greater extent than that of the writers of the French second left, preserved its links to

the classical Marxian conception that places political economy within civil society. The
model of politicized civil soctety recapitulates Marx’s early stress on the
zeinterpretation of political democracy and everyday life. Even more important, Offe

38 Thid., 250.
3¢ Offe, “The New Social Movements,” 820.




operates within the terms of the Marxdan critique of liberal demoecracy. In his
conception, liberal democracy represents a mediation between state and civil society
that is in our time on the verge of failure. Heze civil society, however, means capitalist
bourgeots society, and liberal democracy (a particular version of “political society”) is
identified also as a mediating principle between two supposed incompatibles,
capitalism and democracy.*® Following Macpherson, Offe points to the competitive
patty system as the specific mechanism that accomplishes mediation between state
and civil society, reconciling democracy and capitalism in the process. Along with the
crisis of the welfare state, however, the major contemporary institution of the com-
petitive party systemn, the catchall party, has entered into crisis: it never could (unlike
its forerunners) generate collective identities, and in 2 zero-sum society it can
decreasingly satisfy the interests of its diverse coastituency when this happeas.

The conflict between democratic legitimacy and nondemocratic economic order
can be resolved in one of two “extrainstitutional” directions’! one (representing
governing elites) antidemocratic; the other (tepresenting ordinary citizens) radical
democratic. Neocorporatism represents the first type of solution for the articulation
and resolution of conflict outside liberal democratic channels. With private
organizations taking on public functions, Offe depicts neocorporatism as a higher
degree of fusion between state and soclety, public and private, than state
interventionism itself# This idea parallels the view of Viveret and Rosanvallon,
according to whom neocorporatism medns the disappearance of political society as
such, i.e., all mediations between civil society and state stabilizing their differentiation.

The radical democratic “extrainstitutional” solution for the failure of liberal
democracy has the opposite consequence: redifferentiation rather than fusion. The
revitalization of poliical society or of a political version of civil society in the form of
citizen initiatives and social movements represents a renewed model for the differ-
entiation of state and society. Offe variously and somewhat inconsistently depicts this
option as a response either to the failure of the party system or to the success (but
exclusionary tendencies) of neocorporatism. In either case, however, we can speak of
the reconstitution of civil (or polidcal) society ewiwds an established institutional

0 Offe, Contradictions, 182-183. This argument is older than the other t?’wo already quoted and
preserves something of the democrade statsm of Offe’s earlier position. The state is regarded
here as democratic to the extent that it is based on universal suffrage; and, cusiously enough,
Fheral democratic institutions somehow make it less democratic. This position is identical to that
of Casd Schmitt. Another version of Offe’s azgument that makes liberal democracy the “bridge”
between citizen and state does not have this implication. See Contradictions, 163£f

41 This conflict could in prnciple be resolved, as some distinetly anddemocratic iberals think,
by reinforcing the elitist side of elite democracy to produce a “restoration of authosity.” Given
existing democratic standards of legitimation, however, it is not at all clear that such a solution
is possible without the introduction of dictatorships capable of eliminating, for a time, an excess
of parlizmentary and extraparliamentary demands.

42 Claus Offe, Disorganized Capitalisnr (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1985), 224-226.

framework that has threatened the disappearance of all independent forms of social
life.

The bases on which (political) civil society is reconstituted, if 2 fusion between the
spheres of state and socefy has already occurred, remains unclear in this analysis.® Since
no tevolutionary rupture is being contemplated, one must somehow discover the
foundations of the new independent structures in the old society on the level of
norms and/or nonstatized forms of association.* Offe’s model of the reconstitution
of civil society is more emphatically movement-centered than the other two forms of
analysis we have so far depicted. Social movements play a major role in all of them,
but only in Offe’s model 15 there a shift of emphasts toward movement politics from
two directions: nonpolitical associations, institutions, forms of life on the one hand,
and hiberal democratic, parliamentary politics on the other. While the issue may be one
of stress rather than omission, the relationship of 2 political version of civil society to
its nonpolitical assoctational substratum is hardly explored (though without this the
origin of movements cannot be thematized), while that of the two paradigms of
politics 1s explored oaly in an inconclusive way.

Along with the realist faction of the Greens, Offe, of course, presupposes in
practical politics the complementarity of patty and movement forms of organizaton,
of parliamentary and grass-toots forms of politics. His earlier catique of liberal
democracy, however, oscillated between a conception that asserted an outright contra-
diction between liberalism and democracy and another positing liberal democracy 2s a
deficient democratic bridge between the wili of citizens and the state. Both versions
still leave the way open to the secret hope of the classical Marxdan theory: a politcal
society embodying all economic and political powers in a single institudonal
framework.* Such a utopia beyond the dualism of state and civil soclety needs no
bridge between the two poles, least of all a kberal democratic one. Under the impact
of the new self-limitation of contemporaty social movements, which seek to limit but
not abolish the existing version of the modern state, Offe no longer seems to hold this
particular utoptan view. His catique of majority rule? allows him to thematize the
relationship between the “extrainstitutional” political impulse of the new social
movements and the need for constitutional change within the structure of libetal
democracy. Since this crifique is actually aimed at the centralized forms of majority
rule represented by the liberal democratic nation state, Offe proposes to supplement
majozity nile not so much with the classical liberal forms of the protection of
minorities as with various federal, decentralized, quasi-aristocratic (in the sense of self-

43 'T'his is repeatedly asserted by Offe himself; see, e.g., Contradictions, 250

# See chapters 9 and 10. We believe that the significant overap between the categories of
lifeworld and civil society supplies the key to this problem, especially in a three-part model of
state-economy-civil society.

4 Offe, Contradictions, 246.

4 See Offe, Diseryanized Capttalism, chap, 9.




interest associations, autonomous agencies, local government, and church life’
According to a third line of interpretation, the “resurrection of civil society” that
pushes the democratization process forward is possible in either case, with or without
surviving forms of recognized association, with or without memories of earlier mass
mobilization.5 As Francisco Weffort from Brazil puts'it, “we want a civil society, we
need to defend ourselves from the monstrous state in front of us. This means that if it
does not exist, we need to invent it. If it is small, we need to enlarge it. . . . In a word
we want civil society because we want freedom.” In this interpretation, which recalls
arguments made in Poland, the social foundations for civil society, starting with family
and friends and continuing with the church, never disappeated in any of the southern
dictatorships.

The strategy of “inventing” and “enlarging” is favored by the fact that
bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes never manage to solve their problems of
legitimacy.’” The constitution or reconstitution of elements of civil society, inditectly
promoted by reducing both fear and the costs of autonomons activity, becomes a
means to address these fundamental problems.5® While this effort from above i
always expected to stay within careful limits, it cannot amount to a complete farce if
the goal of legitimacy is to be attained, and the elements of actual democratization:
that are established in this way are hy definition unpredictable and cannot be kept
within any given predefined limits.%

Tt is still unclear, however, what difference the state of development of civil society

under authoritarizn rule makes in terms of the process of transition or the stability and

character of the outcome. Tt seems likely that the character of a mobilized civil society
itself is affected by the alternative patterns: more homogeneous where no previous
structures existed or were preserved, more pluralistic and structured. where civil

34 Schmitter; “Introduction to Southern Buropean Transitions,” 6-7; G. Pasquino, “The Demise
of the First Fascist Regime and [raly’s Transifon to Democracy: 1943-1948” and N.
Dismandouros, “Regime Change and the Prospects for Democracy in Greece: 1974-1983,” in
Transitions, vol. 1, 46, 58, and 154; M. A. Garreton, “The Political Evolution of the Chilean
Military Regime and Problems of the Transition to Democracy” in Transitions, vol. 2, 116-117,
O’Donnell and Schmitter, “Tentative Conclusions,” 21-22. The Southern Furopean examples
do not, of course, fit the model of bureaucratic authoritatianism developed by O'Donnell.

55 O’Donnell and Schmitter, “Tentative Conclusions,” 55.

56 F. Weffort, “Why Democracy?,” in Alfred Stepan, ed., Demosratizgng Braz! (Princetor:

Panceton Umverslty Press, 1989), 349.

57 This point is relevant to the elitist-authoritadan dreams of “Northern™ neoconservatives as
well, many of whom were strong supporters of the bureaucratic-authoritarian-liberal
dicratorships of the “South,” as, for example, in Chile.

% G. O'Donnell, “Tensions in the Bureaucratic-Authoritarian State and the Problem of
Demaocracy,” in D. Collier, ed., The New Aathorstarianism in Latin Ameriza (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1979), 313ff,, and F. H. Cardoso, “Associated-Dependent Development and
Democratic Theory,” in Stepan, ed., Democratizing Brags/, 31241
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society did not have to be created after a high degree of atomization. And this
difference has many potential consequences.

It may be helpful to distinguish, in relation to transitions, processes of Zuiiation,
consolidation, and comphtior. The exact role of civil society in the process of initfating the
transition remains in some dispute. ‘The dominant thesis stresses, on the basis of much
comparative data, that the beginning is primazily a function of internal splits in the
authoritarian regime, although all analysts concede that if such a split ieads to an
“opening” onto liberalization, the resurrection of civil society cannot be easily
contzined and will play an important role in all succeeding steps.®® However, some
interpreters seem to argue that where mobilization plays a role in the end of an
authoritarian regime, the whole process of the “overthrow” or “self-dissolution” from
the very beginning is very much a function of the regime’s relationship to civil
soclety.® "The notion that the problem of lepitimation 1s the Achilles heel of the post-
1945 authodtaran regimes®? seems to imply that the instability of the regimes and the
impetus for liberalization should be sought in the relationship of the rulers to groups
and opinion outside of them.

The features of civil society ate as important to potential rollbacks, in particular
military coups, as to the process of initdation and acceleration. While some analysts
fear overmobilization as a pretext for coups and a motivation fot reunification of the
ruling elites, the dominant position seems to stress the costs of a conflict with
mobilized civil society as a deterrent to hard-licers that reformers can use.® One
might add here that not only the level of mobilization but that of structure formation
is important because it is casier to suppress a society without deep organizational
roots than a highly articulated one, even if the former is superficially mobilized.

Equally important is the issue of whether or not the pressure of civil society, once
mobilized, is capable of pushing to the ead a process of transition to democratic
politics. It seems obvious that an evolutionary strategy involves important negotiating
and. bargaining processes with those authoritarian rulers who ate able and willing to
moderate their rule, while at a later stage any transition to democracy must involve
organization for elections. It is not obvious in either of these contexts, however, how
civic associations, social movements, grass-roofs oiganizations, or even media of
communication can substitute for the differentiation of a political element capable of

60 O’Donnell and Schmirter, “Tentative Conclusions,” 48.
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elective bodies of those most concerned), and elsewhere also functional tepresentative
forms. Of course, all of these supplementary forms of democracy would have fo rely
on some form of majodity rule. What remains unclear about the analysis is again the
problem of the relation of the two political societies, this time the centralized and the
supplementary ones, and, ia particular, how the official, institational, ceniralized form
is to be transformed or at least made receptive to and capable of being influenzed by the
other forms. While the suggestion to make majozity rule reflextve about its own
boundaties through a reinstitutionalization of the pouseir constituent is important, this
- (stil vague and possibly impractical) proposal bypasses the question of the structure
of patliamentary, party democracy. We are left with the impression (also present in
some of the other analyses we have presented) that while liberal democracy is
admittedly dangerous for the autonomy of a political version of civil society, because
of its depoliticizing tendencies, civil society cannot in the long run be institutionakized
without some of the structural possibilities that, in the West at least, are carried by
liberal democracy.

Civil Society in the Transition from Latin American Dictatorships

The concept of civil society has also emerged under several “bureaucratic-
authoritarian” regimes as 2 key term in the self-understanding of democratic actors as
well as an important variable in the analysis of the transition to demioctacy.*” This
discussion has been the richest, most open-ended, and most synthetic among the ones
so far discussed. We can, of course, only trace forms of discourse that we believe
indicate the beginnings of a new political culture; it is beyond our competence to
integrate this discourse into the diverse political and social contexts invelved.
Nevertheless, we are struck by the remarkable unity of the discussion and by its
parallels with developments elsewhere.

The main concerm of Latin American theorists and their collaboratozs has been the
transition from a new type of military bureaucratic authoritarian rule: First, involving a
period of “liberalization” (defined as the restoration and/or extension of individual
and group rights); and second, a stage of “democratization” {understood in terms of
the establishment of a citizenship principle based on at least 2 “procedural minimum”
of patticipation). But these transiions are seen as strongly dependent on the
“pesurrection of civil society.”# Here, civil society stands for a network of groups and
associations between {in some versions, including) families and face-to-face groups on
one side and outright state organizations on the other, mediating between individual
and state, private and public. Different from clan, clique, cabal, and clientele, the
associations of civil society have themselves a public, civic quality related both to “a

41 Guillermo O’'Donnell and Philippe Schmitter, eds., Transitions from Awnthositarian Rafe, 4
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recognized right to exist” and the ability “to openly deliberate about . . . common

affairs and publicly act in defense of justifiable interests.™ Othess significantly add
the notion of self-expression to that of the representation of interests, and they
propose to include movements along with recognized associations in the concept.® It
is often suggested that the “resurrection” of civil society culminates in the highly
mobilized and concentrated form of “mass mobilization” and “popular upsurge,” in
which the various layers and strata of civil society develop, if temporarily, a single
collective identity.

'The category of mass is misleading here for two reasons. First, the analysts tell us
+hat in liberalized authoritarian states, civil society typically comes into motion in
distinct and successive layers: intellectual groups, middle-class ofganizations, human
rights organizations, professional associations, movements of industrial workers, etc.
(not necessarily in this order).’! Even in contexts of high mobilization, in the recent
transitions to democracy the different groups, associations, and organizations do not
coalesce into one mass, as was characteristic of the eazlier “populisms” that often led
to dictatorships. Second, the forums of resurtected civil society are typically “public”
as agatnst “mass,” ranging from intellectual discussions in universities, bookstores,
cafés, etc., to popular forms of assoclation and assembly, which together represent
aew contexts in which “the exercise and learning of citizenship can flousish in
deliberations about issues of everyday concemn.”5? High levels of mobilization against
recent dictatorships typically used rather than bypassed these public forms. Thus 1s
understandable, since after the authoritarian reduction of public discussion to state-
controlled, restricted “codes and terms,” the restoration of this sphete achieved high
significance, for a while at least making the simplifications involved in populist
discourse less attractive. All the same, the distinctions between higher and lower levels
of mobilization, as well as between unified and more particularized collective identities
in civil society, remain tmportant. )

Leaving aside some differences among the relevant anthors concerning the very
meaning and the relative importance of the concept of civil society, some important
puzzles and ambiguities characterize the whole line of analysis. According to an
interpretation characteristic of the most repressive tegimes, such as Argentina,
authoritarian regimes atomize, depoliticize, and privatize society, creating a purely
manipulated and controlled public sphere.”> According to another, in some contexts at
least (such as Brazil), civil society ot its residues survive authozitarian rule in forms of
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interest zssociations, aufonomous agencies, local government, and church life®
According to a third line of interpretaton, the “resurrection of civil saciety” that
pushes the democratization process forward is possible in cither case, with or without
surviving forms of recognized association, with or without memores of earlier mass
mobilizaton.3 As Francisco Weffort from Brazil puts'it, “we want a civil society, we
need to defend curselves from the monstrous state in front of us. This means that if it
does not exist, we need to invent it. If it is small, we need to enlarge it. . . . In a word
we want civil society because we want freedom.”36 In this interpretation, which recalls
arguments made in Poland, the social foundations for civil society, starting with family
and friends and continuing with the church, never disappeared in any of the southern
dictatorships. -

The strategy of “inventing” and “enlarging” is favored by the fact that
bureaucratic-authoritatian  regimes never manage to solve their problems of
legitimacy.s” The constitution or reconstitution of elements of civil society, indirectly
promoted by reducing both fear and the costs of autonomous activity, becomes a
means to address these fundamental problems.3 While this effort from above is
always expected to stay within careful limits, it cannot amount to a complete farce if
the goal of legitimacy is to be attained, and the elements of actual democratization
that are established in this way are by definition unpredictable and cannot be kept
within any given predefined limits. ¥

It 15 still unclear, however, what difference the state of development of civil society
under authoritarian rule makes in terms of the process of transition or the stability and
character of the outcome. It seems likely that the character of a mobilized civil society
itself is affected by the alternative patterns: more homogeneous where no previous
structures existed or were preserved, more phutalistic and structured where civil

3 Schmitter, “Introduction to Southern European Transitions,” 6-7; G. Pasquino, “The Demise
of the First Fascist Regime and Italy’s Transition to Democracy: 1943-1948 and N.
Diamandouros, “Regime Change and the Prospects for Democracy in Greece: 1974-1983,” in
Transitions, vol. 1, 46, 58, and 154; M. A. Garreton, “The Political Evolution of the Chilean
Mititary Regime and Problems of the Transition to Democracy” in Transitions, vol. 2, 116-117;
O'Donnell and Schmitter, “Tentative Conclusions,” 21-22. The Southern European examples
do not, of course, At the model of bureaucratic authoritasianism developed by G'Donnell.
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57 This point is relevant to the elitist-suthoritarian dreams of “Northern” neoconservatives as
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society did not have to be created after a high degree of atomization. And this
difference has many potential consequences.

It may be helpful to distinguish, in relation to transitions, processes of Znitiation,
consolidation, and compltion. The exact role of aivil society in the process of initiating the
transition remains in some dispute. The dominant thesis stresses, on the basis of much
comparative data, that the beginning is primarily a function of internal splits in the
authoritarian regime, although all analysts concede that if such a split leads to an
“opening” onto kberalization, the resusrecton of civil society cannot be easily
contained and will play an important role in all succeeding steps.® However, some
interpreters seem to argue that where mohilization plays a role in the end of an
authoritarian regime, the whole process of the “overthrow” or “self-dissolution” from
the very beginning is very much a function of the regime’s relationship to civil
society.®! The notion that the problem of legitimation is the Achilles heel of the post-
1945 authoritagan regimes®? seems to imply that the instability of the regimes and the
impetus for liberalization should be sought in the relationship of the rulers to groups
and opinion outside of them.

. The features of civil society are as important to potential rollbacks, m particular
military coups, as to the process of initiation and acceleration. While some analysts
fear overmobilization as a4 pretext for coups and a motivation for reunification of the
ruling elites, the dominant position scems to stress the costs of a conflict with
mobilized civil society as a deterrent to hard-hners that reformers can use.®® One
might add here that not only the level of mobilization but that of sttucture formation
is important because it is easier to suppress a society without deep organizational
roots than a highly articulated one, even if the former is superficially mobilized.

Equally important is the issue of whether or not the pressure of civil society, once
mobilized, is capable of pushing to the end a process of transition to democratc
politics. Tt seems obvious that an evolutionary strategy involves important negotiating
and bargaining processes with those authoritarian rulers who are able and willing to
moderate thelr rule, while at a later stage any transition to democracy must involve
organizaton for elections. Tt is not obvious in either of these contexts, however, how
civic associations, social movements, grass-roots otganizations, or even media of
commurication can substitute for the differentiation of 2 political element capable of

50 O*Donnell and Schomitter, “Tentative Conclusions,” 48.
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strafegic considerations. In fact, a strategy from below on its own has nowhere
succeeded.

Aside from ideologies of reform from above, two forms of discoutse ate available
to participants seeking to understand the place of political organizations in the
transition from authoritarian rule; one is dialectical and the other more analytical.
According to the former, since bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes supptess or se-
riously deform all types of mediation hetween the private sphere and the state
(including popular organizations as well as institutions for political citizenship), the
task of democratization is primarly to teconstitute these. Indeed, the dialectical
version of the discourse of civil society often comes to identify democratization with
the reconstitution of these mediations. In this version, the political actors capable of
interposing themselves between society and state emerge from the process of
organizing new social associations and movements as their organic continuation. But
in their search for legittimacy, the regimes themselves often initiate the process of
reconstiftuting mediations beyond the semipolitical, state-constituted “bureaucratic
tings or clusters” of “social intérests” that have failed as effective replacements for
societal pressure groups.®® As a result, those in opposition find themselves having to
choose between “the imbecility” of refusing degrees of social autonomy simply
because they are offered or even accepted by governments and “the opportunism” of
accepting limited autonomy too quickly, entering into 2 predetermined and coopting
game without testing the actual possibilities of democratization.% One option beyond
these two seems to be the attempt to organize and defend the new sphere of civil
society not as mediation but as an end in itself, as in itself poftical “If politics was to
have a new meaning, a new sphere of freedom for political actton had to be
developed. For political Brazil, civil society, previously either ignoted or seen as an
inert mass, began to signify that sphere of freedom.” From this point of view, it is
natural to treat even political parties and associations as undifferentiated parts of the

- heterogeneous field of self-organization.® In an extreme antipolitical version in Brazil,
combining the views of “lay anarchism and Catholic solidarity thought,” patties are to
be more feared than trusted because of their propensity to enter the game of the state.

6 (YDonnell, “Tensions in the Bureaucratic-Authodtarian State,” 287ff, In this essay,
(’Donnell calls only the private sphere “civil society,” using an earlier Marxizn terminclogy that
he soon zbandoned. The analysis itself, stressing medizfions as the voice of an otherwise silent
civil society, already breaks with the Marxian conceptualization of the whole problem, turning in
an implicitly Hegelian direction.
85 Cardoso, “On the Characterization of Authoritarian Regimes In Latin America,” in Collier,
ed., The New Anthoritarianism, 37, 43-44. '
66 O'Donnell, “Tensions in the Bureaucratic-Authoritarian State,” 317.

|67 Weffort, “Why Democracy?,” 329.
% Cardoso, “Associated-Dependent Development and Democratic Theory,” 319. He righty
calls this 2 retum to a different conception, zlthough he misleadingly equates “a Latin
conception of civil society” with political society. '
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To the extent that self-organization had to be complemented by policies and
legislative measures, these were to be achieved by movements of direct participation
otganized around single issues of intense concern fo their own constituencies.”

In the face of intact authoritarian power, however, a high level of mobilization
without mediations, symbolized by the figure of civil society as “the political celebrity
of the abertura™™ could have demobilizing consequences. Unable to go beyond
polatization, civil society can defeat state initiatives without generating a compre-
hensive alternative of its own. As in the cases of both Brazil and Chile, fear of the
regime can easily be replaced by society’s fear of itself, fear of the consequences of its
own impotent power.”! Both in theory and in practice, 2 second strategy comes to
stress the need for an orentation to political society to complete the transition to
democracy. This strategy is intellectually analytical in that it does not see the
institutions of political society — parties, electoral mechanisms, forms of bargaining,
and legislatures ~ as either parts or as organic continuations of the processes of the
self-organization of civil society.”

While it seems misleading to identify civil society primatily with liberalization, and
political society primarily with démocratization, it is certainly right to insist that. “full
democratic transition must involve political society.”™ Without political society,
neither the necessary negotiation for transition nor the mechanisms of societal control
of postauthoritatian states can be established. This has been shown through analyses
of elections and political parties. In those dictatorships where electoral mechanisms
were maintained, even if greatly restricted, it has been possible to channel social
pressure in  the direcion of substantial, if gradual, political change
(“decompression”),” even in the context of an intact authoritarian order that has not
been weakened from the outside. This was the case in Brazil. Similarly, the continued,
if restricted, existence of political partes represented in several countries, from Brazil
to Uruguay and (most recently) Chile, the natural focal point for negotiated
transitions.” Indeed, parties and elections represeated opportunities for the
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for pushing this process forward, civil saciety is indispensable in 2 wider view that Stepan
himself elsewhere presupposes. See his “Paths Toward Redemocratization: Theoretical and
Comparative Considerations,” in O’Donneli and Schmitter, eds., Transitions, vol. 3, 78-79.
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remobilization of civil society in several contexts where phenomena of demobilizaton
occurred after failures of early challenges against authonitarian rule.”® Wherever it has
been possible, the activation of political society seems to have been the key to
avoiding polarized, zero-sum, or even negative-sum confrontations between organized
civit societies and authositasian regimes that have maintained some continuity with the
past.”?

Whatever its necessity, the turn fo political society has potentially demobilizing consequences
with respect to civel sociely, as many participants and observers have noted. In this context,
Cardoso justly calls attention to the double nature of political parties: Their mediating
role 1s made possible by, but cannot overcome, the contradictions within them of
movement and administration, of participation and elitism, of democratic norm and
strategic calculation.”™ At two points, however, the elitist, administrative, and strategic
side may dominate: pacts and elections. Often possible and necessary as
“undemocratic” halfway stations, pacts atre rightly stressed by many as important
means of avoiding viclence and its risks in the transition to democracy.” It does not
seem completely justified, though, to claim that, where they arc possible, pacts
between ‘the parties of the opposition and elements of the regime are also desirable,
especially when it is a litfle too quickly admitted that they are as a le exclusionary,
nonpublic, and aimed at drastically curtailing condlict in the political system. Theit
violation of the norms of democracy®® can have long-term negative consequences for
a political culture. With this said, it should pethaps be added that pacts in which

certain interests of the existing rulers are gnaranteed have different possible.

consequences for civil society, depending on their dming. Coming early in a process
of transition, pacts can secute elements of lberalization, making possibie the
reconstitution of civil society. In this case, with the emergence of new actors and the
activation of public spaces, the chances are good that the initial pact will eventually be
swept aside.®! If a pact comes late, however, after the resurrection and possibly the
upsurge of civil society, and especially if it guarantees power positions to all
contracting parttes, including some of the opposition, its very aim iovolves an
exclusion and demobilization that maybe successful for a long perod. Often the
consequernce Is a revival of populismn rather than processes of further democratization.

7 Cardoso, “Associated-Dependent Development,” 45ff,; Lamounier, “Authositatian Brazil
Revisited,” 63.

77 Stepan, “State Power and the Strength of Civil Society in the Southern Cone of Latin
America,” in Peter Evans et al., eds., Bringing the State Back In (Cambrdge, England: Cambsidge
University Press, 1985).
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The only “late” pacts that seem to avoid this trajecioty are those in which
oppositional groupings ask for no concessions for themselves but only for society as 2
whole. Above all, pacts that arrange clectons and electoral rules can have this
character. But elections, even when they themselves do not incorporate strongly
exclusionary rules, can be ambiguous from the point of view of mobilizing civil
society.

Several analysts ask the partially thetorical question, Why should ruling elites agree
to elections that are likely to abolish their rule? The answer given is that these elites
expect to channel politics “away from the ebullience of civil society” and perhaps
even to win clections by dividing the opposition and being rewarded by the
electorate.’ When elections are only gradually decontrolled, as in Brazil, the hope is to
slow down the rate of change while still achieving procedural legitimacy. The hopes of
victory and legitimacy are generally frustrated, but not those of demohilization and,

" where pettinent, gradualism.® The move to electoral parties with their less intense,

more inclusive, more abstract form of political identification and. their lower degree of
direct participation tends to devalue and replace movements and associations with

- their more particular, but also more intense and participatory, forms of organization.

Although this depends on the specific electoral rules enacted, the tendency of modern
elections is to reduce the number of political parties capable of effectively
participating in elections, In turn, and especially in periods of nneasy transition,
potentally successful parties will often restrain movements of civil society that might
jeopardize the outcome or even the possibifity of elections.® The major parties,
moreover, share a common interest in obtaining 2 larger than representative share of
votes for forces close to. the authoritarian regime, to avoid an overly great victory for
the opposition.®® Thus, it can be said not only of the processes leading to unrestricted
electoral contests that end dictatorships but also of the elections themselves that they
are implicit negotiations between regimes and opposttional parties that provide space
and time to “redefine their respective roles.”® And while the weak legitimacy and the
plebiscitary possibilities of partially restricted elections can indeed lead to societal
mobilization and to learning processes outside the official framework, the liberal
democratic legitimacy of open confrontaton provides much less of a chance for such
an outcome. It is possible that where civil society is underdeveloped and passive, ot is
in the process of contraction, elections might draw otherwise uninvolved strata into
organized politics; in the context of a highly mobilized civil society, the reverse may
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very well occur, with parties turning out to be “not only, or not so much agents of
mobilizatton as instraments of social and poliical control.”’®

There is little doubt after the experience of several countries that the highest level
of a mobilized civil society cannot be maintatned for long® But is civil society
equivalent to such mobilization? Is it not a mark of its weakness that it can exist in
some countries only in this form? There Is some serious theoretical uncertainty con-
cerning what comes or can come after demobilization. The question is whether there
is anything left of a “resurrected civil society” after selective repression, co-optation,
manipulation, internal conflicts, fatigue, disillusionment, and the channeling of
opposition into the party and electoral systems take their toll and demobilize “the
popular upsurge.”® Here one interpretation stresses depolificization, teprivatization,
and the emergence of political ghettoes, which together will endanger democratic
consolidation and weaken the society’s ability to resist renewed authoritarianism. The
idea that in some countries, notably Chile and Uruguay,” an overdeveloped system of
parties contrbutes to a dependent and underdeveloped civil society is more consistent
with this line of argument than is the stress in the case of other couatries on the

-survival of civic associational life even under authoritardanism. If one identifies
demobilization with the atomization of civil society, it is hard to see how one can
speak of a transition to democracy rather than 2 retum to cycles of democracy and
dictatorship, neither of which can be stabilized, in part because of the cycles of
politicization and depoliticization of civil society #ithin each form of rule. The idea of
finally leaving the cycie®? must therefore point beyond the alternative of a fully
mohilized and fully depoliticized and privatized aivil society.

Logically, at least, the demobilizatdon of a popular upsurge is not necessarily the '

end of a polifically relevant civil society. Mot is it necessary that everything learned in
previous cycles be forgotten. In this context, it is significant that some interpreters see
the emergence of a new form of differentiation between de facto societal pluralism
and democratic pluralism 25 a change in values, as the transformation of the collective
identity of groups and institutions.”? The former type of pluralism has been present in
most of the societies in question, but the latter has been a product only of the recent
struggles against anthoritaran regimes that have led to the replacement of the imagery
of the wia revolucionaria by democratic ideologies® After the faflure of illusory
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tevolations and the experence of dictatorships, democracy came to be increasingly
viewed as an end in itself rather than a means for the realization of sectoral interests.”
But for it to become an end also for nonelite groups, a reorientation to civil society
had to and actually did occur. “The discovery of the value of democracy is
inseparable, within the opposition, from the discovery of civil society as a political

space.”? The question inevitably arises, What wilt happen to the value of democracy

as the space of civil society shrinks to the benefit of political society?

Actually, one should distinguish three possiblities: (1} a civil society that loses its
value for social actors with the restoration of democracy, a process in which political
society has come to play the major role; (2) an overpoliticized civil society that
implicitly, on behalf of various of its sectors, secks to abolish societal plarality itself
and/or devalues mediations between itself and the state; and (3) a civil society that has
become reflexive to itself through its self-thematization and self-normalization, as well
as its self-limitation vis-A-vis political society.

The self-reflexive model of civil soclety involves not only the idea of the self-

" Hmitation of civil society but also its own strengthening, This has consequences for
“both civit and political society. The model is incompatible with -the liberal-

individualistic concept of civil society that implies both its full depoliticization and its
dependence on the forces of the market economy: “the social inequality and the
fragifity of the individual before business and the bureaucracy.” Cardoso proposes an
alternative combining the radical democratic stzess on collective subjectivity and self-
organization (without, however, abandoning individual rights) and a reform
democratic acceptance of the necessity of the state. This “dualistic™ synthesis leads to
the start, admittedly needing further development, of a proposal for greater social
responsibility on the part of the management of firms and the bureaucracy, with
increasing public control over their processes. Without this, civil society remains
defenseless and “private in the strict sense of the word. "7,

This redefinition of the relationship of state and civil society in a democracy yet to
be created alters the model of political society as well, and along with it that of
political parties. Their tzsk now becomes building “movable bridges on both sides of
the antinomy.”® The idea is not well enough explained in terms of the notion of
“countering the widespread idea that the parties are ‘inauthentic’ and incapable of
serving as a filter for the aspirations of the electorate.” What seems to be invalved
instead is the rejection of a choice between the elitist and the radical-democratic,
between the strategic and the normative-democratic dimensions of the ambivalence of
modern parties. Rather, it seems to be this ambivalence made ccmscio_ué that could
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allow both the sensitizing of civil society to the need for strategic considerations and
the introduction of elements of democratic decision mzking into state and firm 100

Sketchy as it may be, Cardoso’s outline for the development of democzatic theory
has several virtues. It is a model of the goal of transition that does not lose sight of the
preconditions of consolidating democracy and remobilizing in its defense. It
corresponds well to the institutional requirements for O'Donnell’s notion of building
a ctvil-society-based democratic political culture. Finally, the model points beyond
restricting democracy to the poliical sphere {ie, beyond elite democracy or elite
pluralism) to the possibility of exiting the historical cycle m away that allows the issue
of “more democracy” to be raised without being a subterfuge for a dictatorship of the
left or the pretext of the dictatorship of the right.

Revisiting Eastern Euzope in the Late 1980s

As indicated zbove, the rediscovery of civil society in Poland was the product of two
negative learning experiences: the failure of total, revolutionary change from below
(Fungary in 1956) and of comprehensive reform from ahove (Czechoslovakia in
1968). Polish reforiners ‘decided ‘that a radical change of sdciety was still possible if a
third route was followed. This would have two components: The agent would be
organized society “from below,” and the target would be civil society rather than the
state, within 2 program of sclf-limiration. Note that by its own standards the new
strategy was itself open to the test of new learning experiences. After the repression of
Solidarity in December of 1981, the question inevitably arose of whether the third and
seemingly last route had also been proved impossible in Soviet-type societies.
(Apparently last on the basis of a dualistic conception that rigidly juxtaposes state and
civil society.)

Within Poland the dualistic formulation has been subjected to strangent criique by
Jadwiga Staniszkis. Here we will outline and expand her general line of attack:

1. The polarization of society vs. the state in Poland is connected to a political
history in which three foreign imperial governments represented the state.

2. Polish culture survived the age of partiions by preserving its own traditions,
mentalities, practices, system of education, and religion in isolation from the state (s).

10 We are teferting here to the development of forms of political and economic society that are
open to the influence of civil society. For many years, our own ideas on this topic have been
close to the model wosked out by Cardoso. See “Social Movements, Civil Society and the
Problem of Sovereignty,” Praxds Internarional 4, no. 5 (October 1985): 266-283; “Civil Society

“and Social Theory,” Thests Eever, no. 21 (1988): 40-64; “Politics and the Reconstruction of Civil

Society,” in Axel Honneth et al, eds. Zurichenbetrachtungen im Prozecsder Auflelirung. Jirgen
Habermas sum 60. Geburtsiag (Frankfurt Suhrkamp,1989 ). For our present concepﬂon see
chapters % and 10.
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3. The strategy was, however, always a purely defensive one and is not suited for
real social change.

4, The post-totalitarian state is more subtle and penetrating, more invisible and
corrupting, than the openly repressive states of the past. Thus the isolation of state
and society is in priaciple not possible.

5. The unity of society is illusory on the empidcal Jevel, and 2 populist and
solidarist uniformity imposed on society {allegedly the case during the sixteen moaths
of Solidarity) is undesirable. 6. The unity of the party-state is also illusory and, from a
strategic point of view, hardly desirable. The notion of inherent opposition between
society and state makes it impossible to exploit internal cleavages and tensions in state
and party. Reformist attempts from above and within the ruling structure must then
be taken as 2 ptiod Hlusory, and compromise can be understood only as strategic, ie,
in principle unstable. Party oppositions are continuaily driven back into the party.

7. Popular mobilization and conflict under the aegis of the dualistic conception can
amount only to dtualized forms of channeling opposition; they will not be able to
produce any significant change in the existing system.!"!

Staniszkis was wrong about the mobilizing power of the dichotomous conception
of society against the state. Indeed, the conception was in many respects self-realizing:
While Solidarity was legal (1980-1981), Polish society was at least tendentially
organized around the fault lines of the dichotomy of civil society and (party) state,
despite conflicts within each pole of the duality. In retrospect, however, cne
implication of Staniszkis’s analysis was fulfilled: The dichotomous conception
reinforced a type of polatization in which compromise solutions became impossible,
however much desired Ly the sector of Solidarity led by Lech Walesa. For
compromise one needs partners, presumably reformists, and also (political) insti-
tutions of mediation. In a context of radical polarization, actively sought by sectors of
the regime but favored by Solidarity’s ideclogy, neither could emerge. The
normatively and affectively successful dualistic conception of the original project of
the self-liberation of civil society was thus part of the constellation that led to strategic
failure.

In the 1980s this project was, amazingly enough, not only not abandoned but
extended to two other countries: Hungary and the Soviet Union. Two reasons, aside
from that of the inherent normative validity of the basic ideas, weze responsible. One
was geopolitical: Important shifts had occurzed in the international economic and
political environments in which the project had originally led to stalemate. The other

10t |, Staniszkis, “On Some Contradictions of Socialist Society,” Sorrer Studies (April 1979): 184~
186; Poland’s Seif-fimiting Revolution (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 36-67, 144-145.

See also the partially overlapping criticism by A. Arato, “The Democratic Theory of the Polish
Oppositdon: Normative Intentions and Strategic Ambiguities,” Woarkdng Papers of the Helen Kellogg
Institute (Notre Dame, 1984), which aims at the reconstruction — not, as Staniszlds, the
abandoament — of the theory of civil society.




was theoretical, involving an expaasion of the osiginal framework by introducing the
categozy of political society.

The change in the international environment followed from the crisis of the Soviet
model of economic development both on the periphery and even in the center of the
imperial system. The Soviet Union had eshausted the possibitities of extensive
development based on continuous expansion of the resources of raw materals and
labor and was being decisively challenged by the threat of unlimited technological-
military competition with the United States, a competition the Soviet Union could not
win.19Z Aside from economics, the new situation was matked by three new processes:
the failure of normalization in Poland, the emetgence of reformism from above in the
Soviet Union, and the beginning of the erisis of Kadarist consolidation in Hungary.

The reference to the Soviet Union already indicates that, given the change of
environment, the strategy of reform from below as well as from above has made a
comeback, despite the expectations of Polish oppositionists in the late 1970s uader
the influence of the Czech experience and the atmosphere of the Brezhnev era. Re-
matkably, the strategy of reform from above, initiated by segments of the ruling party,
was now complemented by another one: the reconstruction of independent civil
society. Indeed, it is this complementarity that.was often seen as the mark of the
difference between radical reform and mere reform. According to this line of thought,
attempted changes in the Soviet economy failed in the past because (1) they targeted
only the economy, (2) they did not go far enough even in relation to the economy,
and (3) their only agent was the ruling institution ahove, excluding all forces from
below.10 All these points belong together. Assuming that the goal was first and
foremost an economic reform that went “far enough” to work, elite reformers now
argued that this is possible only if other areas of life were transformed and other
actors than the party-state participated in the overall project. In’effect, the claim is

102 The Soviet Union was the ultimate guarantor of the availability of key materal resources in
the periphery, despite their nonecoromic {jrrational and wasteful) utilization. This guarantee
was murually hasmful. For the basic model, see |. Kornai, Coniradictions and Dilennnas
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1986); for analyses of the crises of the model, see G. Markus,
“Planning the Crisis: Remarks on the Economic System of Soviet-type Societies,” Praxis
International 1, no. 3 (October 1981): 240-257; T. Bauer, “From Cycles to Crisis?: Recent
Developments in Fast Furopean Planned Economies and the Theory of Investment Crisis,” in
A. Arato and F. Feher, eds., Crisis and Reformy (Transaction Books, forthcoming). On the
exhaustion of the resource constraint model and its consequences, see ]. Kis, “Forr a vilag”
Besgéli, no. 26 (1989): 5-12. The first important theoretical article that spoke of the beginning of
2 “general economic crisis” of the Soviet bloc was published in 1982 by T. Bauer; it was
translated as “The Second Fconomic Reform and Ownership Relations,” Bastern Enrgpean
Ecanomizs 23, nos. 1-2 (1984).

103 Lecture at the New School, February 22, 1988, reported by the New York Times, February 28,
1983, Also see A. Nove, “What's Happening in Moscaw,” Natisnal Interest (Summes, 1987).
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that civil society is 2 part of the environment needed for a new type of econormic
coordination that could not be created without movements for, and in, civil society.

The thesis applied not only to the system inherited from the conservative Brezhnev
era by the Gorbachev team, whete even the formal abolition of the command
structure would require the mobilization of pressure outside the ruling appatatus. It
applied as well to the reformed Kadarist system, whose successes were due more o
partial privatization than to the transformation of the command system into one of
informal bureaucratic controls.!® From the writings of Hungarian economists, legal
scholars, political scientists, and sociologists it becomes clear why civil society was
implicated on two levels in what was supposedly required for “radical reform.”

First, we have learned that the introduction of reforms exclusively from above
cannot, because of conservative-bureaucratic resistance, be formulated or
implemented in a sufficiently consistent manner.!® Nor is such a process piotected
against rollbacks initinted by bureaucratic counterattacks in contexts of even minor
leadership realignments. Thus, independent actors are needed for more consistent and
determined pursuit of economic reform. Howeves, since social movements are not
likely to be the agents of economic reforms (because of the sacdfices involved),
political trade-offs for movements (unions, forms of industrial democracy, ability to
strike) and the institutionalization of collective economic actors (legality of interest
representations, new forms of property) are necessary.1%8 '

Second, both the relevant trade-offs and the institutionalization of actors point to
laws, rights, and associations of interest representation. These features of civil society
are also needed to counter spontaneous reinvasion or repenctration of the economy,
freed from the prerogatives of direct economic command, by informal, extralegal
types of bureaucratic regulation that reinforce the weaknesses of the inherited
“economy of shortage. ™17 Laws and rights consistently formulated and made entirely
public are needed, along with independent couts and judicial proceduses, to provide
predictability and regularity for economic actors and to protect them against the
discretionary power of the existing apparatus operating through legal inconsistencies
and the gaps and loopholes within the law.1% But laws and rights alone would be
powetless against administrations whose practice is to bypass all formal regulation
through their contzol of the execution and implementation of the laws. They must be
backed up by established interest associations and an open public sphere. These are

104 See, above all, J. Kornai, “The Hungarian Reform Process: Visions, Hopes, and Realities,”
Journai of Econoric Literaare 24 (December 1986): 1687-1737. o

105 T Bauer, “A misodik gazdasigi reform és a tulajdonviszonyol,” Mozyd Vilig (November
1982): 17-42.

106 Bauer saw this issue most clearly, at least in 1982,

107 Kornai, “The Hungaran Reform Process.”

108 Tamis Sackozy, Gagdasdghodita, Sgeroesetrendsser, Jogpokitika (Budapest: Kossuth kényvkiadd,
1987).




also needed o provide a counterweight against the already established, monopolistic
lobbies (themselves rooted pattly in the apparatus and partly in the moderately
decentralized structures of industry) that now control the bargaining processes
involving investment, subsidies, tax exernptions, and even prices and that reinforce
the resource-constrained and built-in wasteful character of the economy of shortage.

When the reconstitution of civil society was promoted as 2 component of reform.
from above, especally in the Soviet Usaion, it was supposed to stay within carefully
defined limits. The only institations of civil saciety that were to be reconstituted were
those most relevant to economic rationality; the independent actors were tfo
accomplish only the strictly necessary tasks. But both aims were self-contradictory.
Economic laws and rights become such only in the context of Rechirtaathichkeir
(constitutionalism), with far more general implications. Associations genuinely
competent to exert open economic pressure ate also able and motivated to address
other social and pofitical issues. A public sphere that allow criticism of economic
waste, corruption, and resistance to change cannot easily be prevented from taking up
other issues. All these deparfures presuppose the reduction of fear in society, and the
reduction of fear becomes the stimulus for new departures. Finally, movements that
can be easily restrained cannot play an important role in overcoming resistance to
reform, while those that can play such a role cannot be controlled and are
unpredictable. The constant fluctuation in the Soviet Union berween measures that
lead forward and those that revive past practices, between democratization and
authodtarian centralization, is best explained in these terms. The regime wants radical
reform, it unleashes and even prods the revival of civil society, but it also wants to
press ifs prerogative to determine the limits of what can and cannot be changed,
including the structure and dynamics of divil sodiety itself.

Nevertheless, the process of social mohilization and the building of at least some
dimensions of what the actors themselves call civil society continnes amidst the
floctuation. The level of societal self-organtzation today would have been unthinkable
a couple of years ago. But it is not at all clear that the result will be radical reform
rather than hopeless polarization and stalemate.'® If the pathology of reform from
above is that it replaces a formal command system with one of informal bureaucratic
regnlation, the step to civil society supplies only the necessary but not the sufficient
condition of its cure. As the Poles discovered, even an organized and mobilized civil
society cannot, especially in the context of self-limitation, act directly on an
unchanged party-state and overcome the resistance of a politcal-economic apparatus
whose last major stronghold becomes the unreconstructed bureauctatdc economy.

This was the lesson that inspired those who imported the Polish project of radicat
reform into Hungary, especially after martial law. Key clements of the Hungarian

102 Worse, this could be only one of the several unmediated polarizations that can occur within
Soviet society, along with those between nadonalitics and center, as well as nationalist and
democratic forces within the Russian center itself, and perhaps elsewhere as well,
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opposition'!? reformulated the program in terms of a radical minimalism that
nevertheless implied that changes in society must be complemented by necessary, if
less radical, change in the party-state sphere. At first, this meant redefining as rights
the elements of already conceded openness and differentiation in Hungarian society
and redefining the discretionary state (Massmabmensiasi) as an suthoritarian Rechfssiaat
that is self-fimiting, at least with respect to the mights it grants. The second version,
developed at the time of increasing crsis and some success in involving intellectuals in
oppositional activity, proposed to independent soctal forces that they demand
pluralism in the sphere of private law (civil society) and a fully developed
Rechtsstaatlichkeit in the sphere of publc law.!!! Finally, in 1987, at the time when the
foundations of the Kadarist system were already cracking, a detailed model of radical
reform was proposed. Appearing under the name Soda/ Contract, this involved the
restoration of civil society in all its dimensions and z reform of the political system to
include elements of genuine parliamentarism, a responsible govemnment, and a
reconstruction of the place and role of the Communist party that would preserve
some of its prerogatives, but only within a framework of constitutional legality. It is
the structure, rather than the exact formula, that is important to us, for it represented

2 eall for discussion, negotiation, and compromise. The partisans of the Soca/ Contract

approach atiempted to recomstruct ‘the dualistic project inherited from Poland in
terms of a2 model Iinking the radical reconstruction of civil society with a less radical
but nevertheless principled reform of the political sphere. The idea was not to
abandon the goal of parfiamentary democracy but to combine two different rates of
change, one in civil society and one in the state sphere, in a mutually reinforcing way,
and to provide at the same time the necessary change of “environment” for
institutionalizing a genuine market economy.

The Social Contrast retained an impottant link to the Polish politics of the “new
evolutionism” by maintaining, against othet approaches of the time that still addressed
the regime or its reformist elements!!? that groups, associations, and indeed
movements outside the official mstitutions would have the primary task of pushing
the reforms through. In Hungary, though, the idea was paradoxical, given the absence
of anything resembling the Polish levél of societal self-organization.1?

0 In particular, J. Kis and the editors of Besgdli. Sece Kis, “Gondolatok a kézeliwbrol”
(Thoughts about the near future), Bersdl, no. 3 (June 1982): 7-27.

Y Kis, “Korlatainksol és lehetdségeinkedl” (About our limits and possibilities), in 4 Monor
Tandsskogds (an underground publication), 1985.

112 See the collective work “Fordulat és reform” (Turning pdir_tt and reform) and M. Bihar,
“Reform és democracia,” both in Medvetane, no. 2 (Budapest, 1987): 5-129, 165-225.

113 Even in Poland, where the negotiations of early 1989 achieved a compromise formula with
an astonishing resemblance to that of the Sewa/ Contract, it cannot be said that this happened
merely as a result of overwhelming grass-roots pressure, which in fact had led to stalemate
earlier, While the strike movements of 1988 were important, they were far weaker than those of
1980, and yet (against the intentions of the Sclidarity leadership) they achieved a much more




Qddly enocugh, the political results in Hungary turned out to be more radical than.
in Poland. Indeed, after the removal of Kadar in May 1988, the Hungarian
Communist party made a number of rapid concessions: a de facto open public sphere,
a law of association and right to strilee, and a law that allowed the formation of parties,
though not initally as electoral organizations. Moreover, by February 1989 the party
conceded the need for early competitive and unrestricted elections, and in June 1989
it entered into negotiations concerning electoral rules and procedures with eight or
nine protoparty formations represented by “the roundtable of the opposition.”

There are two ways of reading the logic of these changes. The first {F. Koszeg)
takes the point of view of the fledgling organizatons of independent society and
points to the inner dissolution of the mling party (due to economic crisis as well as the
destabilizing effects of the Soviet hands-off policy) that made it too weak fo resist
even a relatively small degree of social pressure. Certainly the thesis seems to be
confirmed by the history of several key concessions, which began with proposals
intending merely co-optation, continued with intense public criticism, and ended with
the regime backing down.!'* But this reading does not leave enough room for an
important actor outside the opposition, namely the reform groupings within the party,
which played an active role in several of the same concessions. :

The second reading (J. Kis) sought to correct this underestimation by stressing the
attemnpt on the part of the increasingly dominant reformist faction to find legiimate,
viable partners in society for instituting economic reforms along with new austerity

progrzms. The search for partners might itself have led only to an attempted co-

optation of the social forces in formation, but the necessity of viable partners, given
the decline of the regime’s legitimacy, requited genuinely independent entities
operating in 2n open, competitive political terrain.!> In this analysis, the search for
partners led the regime, ot its dominant facton, to the opening of the space for the
emergence of political society.

comprehensive result. This consisted not only in a (re) legalization of the union but also in
elections that weze to a significant extent freely contested, opening up the way in June 1989 to 2
“plebescitary” defeat of the Communist party, an upper house controlled by Solidarity, and a
combined legislature in which the opposition could veto all legislation as well as the ruling
pasty’s choice of a president of the republic. The result was, unexpectediy to all concerned, the
formation of a Solidarity-fed governmental coalition.

114 See L. Brusze, “On the Road to a Constitutional State?,” unpublished ms, 1989.

115 Kis, “Forr 2 vildg,” and also his “Avisszaszamlalés meghezdddétt,” Beszéld, no. 27 (1989).
Kis argues that in Poland, where a powerful social organization alceady existed, its viability as a
partner was not sacsificed (despite challenges from below) even if it accepted constraints on the
processes of political competition. Tn Hungary, however, where the new organizations could
become genuinely popular only in the context of open elections, all such restriction would have
jeopardized the potential partners and also made them useless from the point of view of
Communist reformers.

43

It is instructive to compare this situation to the 1980-1981 period in Poland. Then
it was Solidarity that sought a “historic compromise” with the regime, unsuccessfully,
involving the creation of institutions of mediation.l1 Its own polaristic conception,
and the regime’s belief in the possibility of “normalization” and in ifs powers to eniact
economic reform, played major roles in the failure of compromise. Perhaps at that
time, as opposed to 1988, Solidarity, having behind it all of society, was so strong that
the regime could not allow it any genuine role in the making of policy. By 1990
important elements of the old regimes themselves both in Hungary and Poland had
accepted the idea of far-reaching compromise with relatively weaker opponents, and
this invoived the creation of institutions of mediation that required the participation
of independent actors. For this reason, they turned to the actors of civil society,
actively promoting their transformation and in the process stimulating the emergence
and consolidation of political agents (they hoped) without any (or weakened) 1oots in
civil society. To make such a change in the existing pattern of oppositional politics
worthwhile, competitive political procedures leading to elections were conceded.
Given the risks of elections for the survival of the established regimes, the elites that
reluctantly opted for this process sought their own survival by mtroducing elements of
restriction into the compromise (Poland) or by taking up roles as members of the new
political society in formation (Hungary).""!

Owr interest is not in the correctness of such calculations but i the effects on dvil
society of the turn to political society. Four ideal types of significant change operate in
Hast Europe today: reform, radical reform from below (or the “new evolution™,
political transition to a new system, and what has been recently called “revolution, ™8

116 See Arato, “Civil Society against the State” and “Empire vs. Civil Sodiety.”

117 We would certainly hesitate to derive the actions of the reformist leaders and their group
from the project of wider elites to conserve or convert their existing €conomic powers into new
ownesship and control arrangements. Compare E. Hankiss's excellent book, Kekt-enrdpa
alrernativak (Budapest; Kozgazdasigl és jogh kiadd, 1989), 300 and chap. 9. The relevant
conversion for a small political elite is a political one: from a party state to a successful electosal
and even presidential party. The failure of this conversion in Flungary does not prove that it
was not the most impartant motivation of the leading reformers, or thas other forms of
{apparently) more successful economic convession belonged to the motivation of the leadership
2t all, Within the context of the transition, and the anticipation of a different set of economic
rules, largely unorganized economic elites had an opportunity to undertake decentralized efforts
of conversion that became a reason not to resist the pattern of transition, even if they could
have done so. The same criticisms apply to the somewhat different analysis of E. Szafes, “Elites
and System Change in Hungary,” Praxis Infernational 10, nos. 1-2 (Apal-July 1990%: 74-79. Szalai
focuses on a somewhat different elite with different political alliances and, unlike Hankiss, does
not believe that a system so transformed could possibly yield 2 functioning market economy.
See also her essay “Az uj elite” (The new elite), Besgéld, no. 27 (1989).

118 In some cases, some of these are combined. Many now use the term “revolution” to
describe all except the first option, reform from above. While definitions are always subject to
historical drift, we believe that “revolution” is not the most fortunate choice in the case of




Each has its actors, its pathologies, and its potential form of seif-cosrection. Each
takes up a different dimension of the problem of civil society. The strategy of reform,
still dorminant in the Soviet Union, has as its agents modermizing state actors. The
pathology of this path is that it replaces formal bureaucratic discretion with its
mformal vadants, which do not on the whole improve economic functoning and, as
in the current Soviet case, may actually weaken it. The imagined corrective is the tum
to civil sodety, which would involve in the reform process collective actors (groups,
associations, movements, and publics) cutside the state sphere. In the Soviet Union,
even the turn to the electoral mechanisms typical of political society bypassed and for
a while even blocked the emergence of independent political actors, though it helped
the self-organization and mobilization of informal actors of civil society. Thus the
elections of early 1989, and the contradictory and inconsistent sessions of the
Congress of Peoples’ Deputies,!!? tended to lead not to mediation but to a form of
mobilization that is already polarizing and will turn out to be more so as the economic
reform continues to stagnate. In the absence of both violent repression and
parliamentary mediation, the conflicts will mote and more take place in the streets.
Polarization, as we have seen in Poland, is the specific pathology of the turn to civil
society and its actors, in spite of the dramatic consequences of this tum for societal
learning processes and, specifically, for the building of a democratic political culture.
Linked to polarization in Poland has been an over unificaton of civil society in which
a single movement has been the vehicle for heterogeneous and even competing social

Poland, Hungary, and the Soviet Union, for at least three reasons: (1 ) the necessarily self-
limiting, gradual natuce of the process that all actors have in mind, not only for decreasingly
important geopolitical reasons but for reasons of principle a3 well; (2) the rejection by most
relevant actors of the state-strengthening logic of modern revolutions, first discovered by
Tocqueville; and (3) the important continuities of East European movements with movements
in the West and especially the South that seek to go beyond the alternative of reform and
revolution, at least in the traditional sense of these terms. The counterasgument is based on 2
single model: the Hungarian revolution of 1956. The differences between the democratic
opposition, with its 13-year history prior to 1989, and the movement against an noreconstructed
Stalinist tegime are obvious, even if today, after other important changes have been achieved,
many of the goals of 1956 are again on the agenda. (Not &ll, though. There is no talk now, for
example, of radical industrial democracy.) The 1956 updsing, like all great revoludons, did not
have a seif-limiting character; rather, it had aspects of a civil war, precisely what today’s
movements desperately seek to avoid. For this reason, neither the “peacefui revolution” in East
Germany nor the “velvet revolution” in Czechoslovzakia should be understood as a nonviolent
version of the model of 1956. Interestingly enough, it is stll an open question whether these
“revolutions” represent more or less radical models of democratization than the

nonrevolutionary Polish and Hungaran paths. See A. Arato, “Revolution, Civil Society and

Democracy,” Praxis International 10, nos. 1-2 (Apzl-fuly 1990): 24-38.

119 We have in mind the remarkable openness of its debares, on the one side, and, on the other,
the continued control of the process, especially the selection of the Supreme Soviet (the actual
legislature) first by the conservative apparatus and later by Gorbachev’s small group of officials.
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interests and identities, somewhat blocking (even if against the intentions of the
participants) the emergence .of societal and, fater, political pluralism. In a nationally
divided society such as the Soviet Union, a second form of polarization — between
competing ethnic or national groups, or between democratic and national movements
— has been an even more negative consequence of a civil-society-otiented strategy.'?
In this context, the emergence of political groupings capable of negotiation,
compromise, and genuine patliamentarism represents a small hope for mediadon,
which can work only if the institutional means are found to link them to the
deepening lines of social conflict involving national, economic, and political issues.
The question is how the increasingly mobilized groups of civil society wili be able to
manage theit conflicts with the regime and each other. In this context, there does not
seem to be an alternative to the rule of law and multiparty patliamentarism other than
an increasingly destructive polarization that, in the Russian center of the crumbling
imperum, could eventually take either the form of a stalemate between societal forces
and a state they cannot overthrow or a clash between democratic and conservative-
nationalist movements, or even a combination of these outcomes. !

120 We consider nationalist mobilization, especially of the particularist, aggressive variety, to be a
pathology. of civil society. In Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, its origins are complex and,
aside from the legitimate national and ethaic grievances of minorities and colonized peoples,
reflect the following elements: (1) The nsufficient and seperficial processes of modernization
of communist regimes, which could suppress traditional practices, symbols, and ideologies but
could not effectively transform them. (2) The increasing utilization, with the decline of Marxist-
Leninist forms of legitimation, of nationalist and historicist forms of self-presentation and self-
justification. (3) The growing insecurity and ecoromic decline of the period of transition, which
makes the defense of materizal interests increasingly precarious. Even those most adversely
affected by the changes find it difficult to oppose them to the extent that they are prerequisites
for dismantling hated regimes. There is, as a result, a tendency to mobilize around symbolic
rather than material issues, identity rather than interest. (4} The fact that an appeal to a self-
organizing civil society implies the general possibility of constructing new identities, but only for
those capable of intensive participation in the life of organizations and associations. For those
not so nvolved, the reconstruction of civil society and its associations seems to be only a
program of atomization, all the more precarious in the context of declining state paternalism.
The appeals to national identity and nationalist mobilization compensate these strata by the
hope of “illusory community.”

122 When written, our text could not anticipate several important developments. Viable
parliamentary mediations have now emerged in the Soviet Union, but only on the Jevel of the
republics, Including astonishingly enough the Russian Federal Socialist Republic. This situation,
seflecting the development of a multiplicity of civil societies, one for each republic, does not in
itself solve the problem of mediation on the fevel of the whole soclety or avoid the dangers of
{multiple} poladzation. It only displaces it to one between republican governments supported
by their own civil societies and a central government whose internal structure does not provide
for sufficient mediations, Worse, the failure of agreement (hopefully temporary) concerning
economic reform between central and republican governments now reproduces the same
structure of conflict on the economic level as well, reinforcing the political and cultaral lines of



In Poland and Hungary, the supposed corrective for polarization has already been
promoted in the form of the turn to political society. This implies that the agents of
the process of transition will increasingly be the actors of political society, at least
initially including the reformists in the Communist party. Does this model have its
own potendal pathologies, and if it does, what are its correctives? :

As we have seen in the case of Latin American transitions, one of several reasons
governmental elites turn to or revive poliical society is to help demobilize civil
society. They do this both to protect themselves and the transition from an excess of
economic demands and to exclude from the political process actots and forms of
mobilization that could lead to their own exclusion. While the elites of the old ruling
parties, or rather their reformist parts, do not have the social support to become
actors of civil society (with the very guestionable exception of trade umion
bureaucracies), they hope that by self-conversion into electoral parties with social
democratic ideologies they can become actors in the new political society. Thus,
clearly, the tumn to political society has as its pathology the demobilization of civil
society and the failure to replace its mobilized forms by institutionalized ones. This is
a setious matter in Fastemn Europe, where atomization and the disruption of social
ties, solidarities, and associations far surpassed anything under even the recent
bureaucratic-authoritatian regimes, and where civil society seems to exist for the
moment only in a mobilized form whose contribution to the restoration of social
integration has been limited. For this reason a constellation that bypasses institution
building in civil society would be highly unfavorable for the development of a
democratic political culture, and conversely, where this type of culture continues to
develop, it could lead to serious legitimation problems for new political elites.

The attempts by the reformist elements of the old elites to depoliticize and even
fragment civil society are quite understandable. For them, the issue involves not only
maintaining their free hand at making economic policy but also their survival as a
political fozce. The root of the difficulty goes deeper, of course, and may have to do
with basic tendencies linked to modern political society composed of parties and
pattiaments. Arsing from civil society and preserving some of the marks of their
origin, and having resisted the label “party,” the new leading parties of Hungary,
Poland, and Czechoslovakia have nevertheless given rise to expectations that they
would be able to resist the “oligarchic™ tendencies of modern political parties.!?? They

division. Unless imstitutions of mediaton, . involving genuine constitutionalism and a
packiamentarism that incorporates in a convincing manner a federal or confederal structure, are
created, the possible outcomes are few and all extremely precarions. (Note added fall 1991)

122 See, e.g., Z. Bujak, “West of Centre,” East Enropean Reporter 4, no. 3 (Autamn/Winter 1990).
This posﬂmn is not uncontested. In Czechosiovakia, J. Urban has forcefully argued for the
conversion of Civil Forum into a party of the West European type. See “The Crisis of Civil
Forum,” Uneaptive Minds 3, no. 4 (August-October 1990). This issue cuts across other
ideological divides. In Hungary, for example, the SzDSz is more comfortable with the
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are nevertheless (or as a result) often criticized for replacing one elite rule by another,
for disregarding civil initiatives and social movements and even intensifymg state
controls over iocal govermment and the public sphere, and for bypassing social
consultation befote making major economic decistons.!? Significantly, attempts to
refute such charges by reference to parliamentary sovereignty have only led to new
charges of patliamentary absolutism and even the exaggerated accusation of
multiparty dictatorship.

Even if an elite democracy in which popular participation is restricted to perodic
votes is not the ideal of the major elements of many of the parties and groups
involved, the present context in many respects points in this direction. Once again, the
requirements of economic transition, which some rigidify in terms of a nonsolidarstic,
individualist version of civil (ie., bourgeois) society, ate in part responsible.!? In
Hungary even more than in Poland, such trends are reinforced by conceptions of
patliamentary sovereignty based on the so-called Westminster model, which ate
present in all of the major parties. But will a population used to social guarantees
easily accept the legitimacy of decisions involving new austerity merely on the besis of
the arrangements of elites, irrespective of their formal possession of an electoral
mandate? There is ample experience from the history of Latin American populisms
that it will not, election or no election. There is a2 danger that populism, which has
sttong roots in Eastern Europe, will be the response to elitism on the part of
demobilized or undeveloped, semiatomized, unsolidaristic civil societies.

Some Comparisons and Some Problems

It would be illegitimate to try equating the projects just surveyed. The models of civil
society that have emerged in these differing contexts have shown important
variations. Indeed, there are obvivus difficulties with any single interpretive
framework that seeks to interrogate the meaning of, and provide orentations for,
these varying constellations of structure and histoty. Yet a theoretical framework that
can anchor what s in the end a common discussion across boundaties is
indispensable. A false unification would provide only illusory solutions, and we must

“modern” party form; the FIDESZ seems less so. Within the ruling MDF on the right, both
positions seem to be represented.

133 Tena Kolarska-Bobinska, “The Changing Face of Civit Society in Eastern Eirope,”
unpublished ms. (1990). For the Hungarien case, see F. Miszlivetz, “The Injudes of East
Ceatral Europe: Is the Auto-therapy of Civil Society Possible?,” unpublished ms. {1990); for the
Czech case, see the interview with Ladislav Hejdznek published as “Democracy without
Opposition Is Nonsense,” East Exrgpean Reporter 4, n0. 3 {Autumn/Winter 1990): 96. For 2
general theoretical assessment, see Arato “Revolution, Civil Society, and Democracy.”

124 G. M. Tamas has defended this perspective in several places. See, e.g., “Glemp biboros inté
szava,” Elet ér irodalomr 33, no. 36 {September 1989). There are important sectors in all three
leading parties as well as many economists and economic policy makers who hold the same
position.




therefore explore the whele range of discourses available today. Before doing so,
however, we should at least justify our presentation of the different projects for
reconstructing civil society as a single set, beyond the obvious use of the same
terminology in different contexts. We shall do this in two steps.

First, we atgue for a common intellectual background on the level of the
circuladon of forms of discourse. In the mulieu of critical social thought, there is
noticeable today a post-Marxist intellectuzl tum, producing a discussion of civil
society that is truly international. Second, we present two intellectuzl positions, related
to the crisis of Marxism but not reducible to it, that are shared by soctal actors in the
four political contexts, as our “case studies” demonstrate. These are (1) critique of the
state and {2) the desire to go beyond the alternative of reform and revolution, in the
classical sense of these terms.

The crisis of Marxism is a worldwide phenomenon today, for a varety of local and
global reasons. In the advanced capitalist countries, the continuing inability of Marxist
theory to explain the relative stability and repeated recomstruction of the existing
system Is one major reason. Another is the decisive end to the era when it seemed
possible {not to mention desirable) for the working class — or any other single social
stratum or grouping — to play the role of the global subject of social change. In Latin
America, the decistve factor was Marxism’s association with a revolutonary road that
not only failed to produce any kind of socialist commonwealth but also directly and in
some cases deliberately contributed to the end of liberal democracy and the dse of
right wing dictatorships. Where so-called socialist revolutions succeeded, the results
axe hardly such as to inspire imitation. The Soviet model i the East, in the hour of its
fall, is now almost universally recogmized as inefficient and dehumanizing. This
development, reflected in the actions and intellectual views of dissidents, has
discredited in advance the goals of most Western and Southern Communist or
ultraleft groupings that have inherited the mantle of Marxism. Significantly, Marxian
theories and forms of analyses have repeatedly failed in their attempts to understand
the structure of Soviet-type societies and to outline plausible orientations for actors
seeking to transform them 1%

It has always been possible, of course, to move from Matxism to any position from
liberalism and neoconservatism to religions fundamentalism. But if one desires to

125 See the analyses of the best of these theories in the following articles by A. Arato:
“Autoritirer Sozialismus and die Frankfurter Schule,” in A. Honneth and A. Wellmerz, eds., Die
Frankfurter Schule and die Felgen (Belin: de Gruyter, 1986); “Bahro’s Alternative: from Western to
Fastern Marxism,” a review of U. Wolter, ed., Babro: Critical Responses, Telos, no. 48 (Summer
1981} 153-168; “Critical Sociology and Authoritarian State Socialism,” in D. Held and J.
Thompson, eds., Habesmas: Critical Débates (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1982); “Immanent Critique
and Authoritarian Socialism,” Canadian Journal of Pokitical and Sedal Theory 7, nos, 1-2 (Winter-
Spdng 1983): 146-162; “The Budapest School and Actually Existing Socialism,” Theory and
Sodizty, no. 16 (1987); “Pacing Russia: Castoriadis and Soviet Society,” Revwe earapéenne des sciences

“sociales 37, no. 86: 269-291.
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avoid replacing 2 Marxist dogmatism by an anti-Marxist one, if one refuses to
exchange apologetics for one form of domination with that for another, one has to
grant the possibility that Marx did establish some critical vantage points that cannot be
abandoned as long as capitalist society persists. In many cases, this means
reinterpreting or reconstructing some of his major concepts, leading to theoretical
projects going far beyond the normative and analytical implications of any version of
the classical Marxian theory, including the neo-Marxisms of Lukdcs, Gramsci, and the
older Frankfurt school. It is these theoretical projects that we wish fo describe under
the heading of post-Marasisn 1% A common position of all post-Marxisms, in spite of
different terminologies, is 2 tevision of Marx’s identification of civil and bourgeois
society as well as his vatious political projects aiming at the reunification of state and
society.)? Post-Marxists not only register, as did Gramsci,!® the durability of civil
society undet capitalist democracies and the consequent implausibility of revolution in

 the classical Marxian sense, but maintain the normative desirability of the preservation

of civil society. Yet post-Marxism can be distinguished from all neoliberalisms (which
in their own way also identify civil and bourgeois society) by their attempts to
thematize the radical democratic or radical pluralist transformation of existing
versions of civil society.

We maintain that the concept of civil society, as our various sources so far have
used i, belongs to the intellectual world and even political cultare of post-Marxism
(and perhaps of “post-Gramscianism™). The contemporary discourse of civil society
was internationally disseminated, at least initially, by the circulation of post-Marxist
ideas. The wide reception of such a concept for the first time in our recent history,
allowing for a dialogue between social crncs East and West, North and South, has
been possible because of shared problems and projects among those contexts.

Two such problems/projects can be found in the sources we have cited already.
First and foremost, there is the critique of the state and the search for a “poststatist”
politics. The inability of Soviet-type regimes, Latin American dictatorsh.lps and even
welfare states to solve all or some key social problems, and the undesirability of the
solutions that have emerged, is thematized in all the relevant sources. There was a
time when the answer to similar diagnoses was 2 more rational state — 2 dictatorship
of the proletariat, i.e,, of the left rather than the right — or (in the case of the welfare
state) simply more state, “naticnalizing” more spheres of life. It seems that after our
recent experiences with dictatorships, nationalizations of big industdes, and the
consequences of the penetration of social life by central bureaucracies, none of the

126 See A, Arato, “Marxism in East Europe,” in Tom Bottomore, ed., Didionary of Marxdism
(Oxford: Blackwell,1983), and “Marxism,” in §. Eatwell et al., eds., The New Palgrave: A Dictionary
of Econonics {(London: Macmillan, 1987), '

12 See Jean L. Cohen, Class and Chil Sodety. The Limits of Mars’s Critical Theory {Amberst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 1982).

128 See chapter 3.




old answers can carry their earlier weight. It is increasingly impossible to regard the
state as either a passive syathesis of a plurality of social forces or a nentral instrument
in the hands of whatever class holds the socially dominant position or manages o
have its party elected to governmental power. “Bringing the state back in” should
mean recognizing that the modern state has its own logic and that it constitutes an
independent constellation of interests.? Contrary to the spirit of the great nineteenth-
century tebellion against the seif-regulating capitalist market economy, the state
cannot be a neutral medium through which society can act upon itself in a self-
reflective fashion. 3

Second, the altemative of reform or revolution has been discredited because both
reformist and revolutionary parties have had a share in our present cdses. All of our
case studies reveal, explicitly or implicitly, the same renunciation of the utopia of
sevolution, of the dream of a single, imposed model of the good society that breaks
completely with the present, that is beyond conflict and division. Such a model is not
compatible even in principle with any modern notion of democracy. At the same time,
what the case studies express is more than metely incremental reform; at the very
least, structural or radical reformism is implied. Yet even these terms coined by A.
Gorz'™ do net exhaust what is at stake, Revolation and reform are both today widely
understood in terms of (and condemned for) their statist logic, and the idea of
somehow combining them, as the term “radical reformism” stll suggests, now
becomes unacceptable. The term “new evolutionism” is too vague to serve as 2
replacement, but either “self-limiting revolution” or “self-limiting radicalism” seems
appropdate. The idea here, worked out by analysts as diverse as ]. Kuron, A, Gorz, N.
Bobbio, and . Habermas, is that the object of radical reconstruction and also its
(multiple, nonunified) subjects shift from the state to society. Cotrespondingly, with
regard to the existing structures of state (and, in the West, capitalist) economies, a new
kind of self-limitation would have to be and even ought to be practiced. This idea
survives in the two temporalities of change referting to state and civil society, as
proposed by Secial Contrat, and even in the turn to political society that implies a
consciously nonrevolutionary slowing down of the rate of change through
negotiations and elections. In 2 Western version, the same idea is expressed quite well
by Rosanvalion’s juxtaposition of the rebuilding of civil society with necessary
compromises on the stractures of the state and the economy. Civil society can help
change those structures but must not abolish all aspects of their autonomous
operation.

Interestingly enough, it is in the most anti-Marxist of out three constellations,
Eastern Euiope, that the term “revolution” is most often used to indicate transition

129 See Evans et al., eds., Bringing the State Back In.

130 See Jirgen Habermas, “The New Obscurity,” in The New Conservatisn {(Cambridge: MIT
Press, 1989).

131 See André Gorz, Strategy for Labor (Boston: Beacon Press, 1967},
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from authoritarian rale. Tt must be said, however, that the sense of the term differs
from those established by the French and Russian revolutions. The search for the
pefect and transparent society associated with these revolutions is explicitly rejected
as state-strengthening and even unavoidably terroristic. Some authors tedefine the
term in a more conservative sense, secking fo preserve still existing (or imagined)
older political cultares or traditions threatened by Sovietization, or consetrving
someone else’s tradition (e.g., classical liberalism).1%2 Others, building on the single
case of the defeated FHungarian Revolution of 1956, seek to understand the transitions
in the making as a pure “political revolution” leading to the establishment of a new
form of democratic sovereignty, a novus ordo seclorwm.'” The first of these lines of
thought, in part returning to the premodern notion of revolution as an atfempt to
reestablish a previous state of affairs, tends to miss what is genuinely new in the
present day projects of transformation. It can lend credence to views refesring to
“restoration” or “counterrevolution.” The second misses their explicitly self-limiting
and evolutionary character. This has been repeatedly manifested in the search for
compromise and transitional solutions and the deliberate acceptance of the slowing
down of the rate of change. Amazingly enough, given the nature of the previous
regimes, their successors seek geither 2 general personal expropriation of the
members of earlier elites nor their total exclusion from political or professional
activity. Indeed, these options are avoided in a reflective and conscious manner even
in the face of repeated efforts to convert powers of the past into those of the future.

The self-limiting revolution avoids the tot_al destruction of its enemy, which would

42 G. M. Tamas represents this perspective, albeit elaborating it jn terms of the idea of &
“bloodless and legal” revolution that would be combined eventually with “reform” from above
after the constitation of a legitimate form of power. Opposing any idea of “social revolution,”
his conception deliberately leaves open the possibility that present-day power holders will
convert their power into economic ownership. See “Tajkép csata elétt” (Landscape before
battle), Ekt é5 irodalons, August 4, 1989, and his speech to a public meeting of the SzDSz
reported in Sywbad Demokratik, nos, 4-5 (1989).

133 This position has been articulated by Agnes Heller and Ferenc Feher at various meetings and
conferences but, to our knowledge, not vet in published form. They define political revolution
as a bresk in the structure of sovereignty, as the replacement either of one sovereign or cne
form of sovereignry by another. Even the second, mose convincing, version is both too wide
and too narrow to describe the changes in most of the Fast European countries: Too wide
because it neglects the continuities in the structure of political mile that are only gradually
eliminated (in particular, the rule of old parliaments and the ruling party in the porseir constituant
and the condnued validity of the inherted legal system); oo narrow Dbecause the
transformations imply a wholesale change of systems and are not at all restricted to the sphere
of the political. Interestingly enough, their definition best cotresponds to the most violent and
least radical case, namely, Rumania.




mevitably mean putting itself into the place of the sovereign,'® thereby depriving
society of its self-ozganization: and self-defense.

The term “self-limiting revolution” (as well a5 its partial synonyms, “peaceful” and
“velvet” revolution) avoids the weaknesses of both the ideas of “conservative” and
“popular” revolution. Instead of retreating behind the modern meaning of
“revolution” or repeating its totalizing theust, this idea extends the self-reflexive and
self-eritical discourse of modernity to its most important political concept, namely,
revolution. 135 :

We have already noted that the more o1 less common posture of antdstatist, self-
limiting revolution that we discover in our diverse sources Is not expressed in terms of
a single categorical framework ot a single model for reconstructing civil society. At
times we find several varants zte proposed within a single cultural-political context,
and of course the projects vary even more significantly across contexts. The commeon
core of all the interpretations, though, is the concept of civil society, or rather some of
the components of this concept. All agree that civil society represents a sphere other
than and even opposed to the state. All include, almost always unsystematically, some
combination of networks of legal protection, volunfary associations, and forms of
independent public expression. A very few conceptions seem to include families and
informal groups. Some include movements and even equate civil soclety with the
presence of social movements; others (such as that of the Polish writer Wojcicki)
exclude and even fear this possibility as a form of unacceptable politicization. In the
texts concerming the four political projects, however, we have found no
comprehensive treatment of the relation among the categoties of civil saciety or, for
that matter, of the nexns between civil society as movement and as institution. But
there is no question that the stresses in the various contexts and texts are often quite

13 In a hrilliant paper, which appeared too late to be incorporated into our argument, Ulrich
Preuss has shown that the Hast European revolutions break with Carl Schmitt’s model of
sovereigaty, which was in his view established by the French Revolution, especially in its
Rousseauian-Jacobin self-interpretation (“The Influence of Carl Schmitt on the Legal Discourse
of the Federal Republic of Germany,” paper presented 2t a conference on the “Challenge of
Carl Schmitt and Democratic Theory,” spring 1990, Graduate Faculty, New School for Social
Research, New York).

135 Admittedly, a rather old-fashioned use of the term rewiwion has now emerged in some
countries, such as Hungary. This combines elements of premodern usage (return, restoration)
with elements of the revolutionary semantics first invented by the Jacobins and their allies, in
order to compensate for a deficit of democratic legitimacy rooted in civil society. The
movement wing of the MDF that {primarly but not exclusively) pushes this usage is
unfortunately forced by the logic of the position to invent enemies as well as to seek retroactive,
extralegal retribution. Fortunately, appeals based on revolutionary semantics seem to find little
response in a context that is still “postrevolutionary” in the sense of our notion of self-
Hmitetion, We would be foolish, however, to deny the possible dangers in revolutionary
demagogy as the economic situation worsens before it can improve. Walesa’s rise as the
champion of a right hoping to “accelerate™ change is ample warning in this context:
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differcnt, cven if litt3e has been added to (or explicitly subtracted from) the classical
Hist of laws, associations, and publics.136

There are two major issues that produce important shifts in categorial frameworks.
First, should the economy be included or exclided from the concept of civil society
(the Hegelian vs. the Gramscian model)? And second, should one seek to differentiate
civil and political society (the Tocguevillian vs. the Hegelian model)? Neoliberals atid
residually neo-Marxist writers tend to agree on including the economic sphere within
civil society, albeit for opposite reasons. The former, whether in the West or now
increasingly in the Fast, reaffirm the identity of the civil and the bourgeois, fear a
model of rights in which property is not in the pdmary position, and reject the
politicization of society and the formation of social movements that would demand
economic redistribution from the state. While legitimately concerned about the
consequences of the link between populism and statism, this intellectual teadency
forgets the destructive effects of the self-regulating market on the cultural fabric of
society, described so well by Karl Polinyi Those in Eastern Europe who forget this
lesson because of their hatred of zll forms of state interventionism seek in effect to
rejoin Europe not as it is today, facing ecological and social problems generated by the
capitalist economy, but as it once was, inviting the repetiion of already known
disasters. '

The second approach, the residually Maxrxist one typified by André Gotz and to an
extent even by Claus Offe, presupposes these destructive effects but does not
sufficiently constder the disastrous results of eliminating economic rationafity in the
process of politicizing production and distribudon. While neoliberals reduce civil
soclety to economic society, neo-Marxists either reduce the future (postcapitalist)
economy to political society or propose, in the manner of utopian socialists, some
kind of socially reembedded economy. In Gore's Farewel! 20 the Working Class, these

. two recipes arc combined. In the (to us, preferable) realist Green formula of Offe and

his colleagues, an economic sphere based on reciprocity, mutuality, and self-aciivity
(Edgenarbeif) is combined with a macroeconomically steered but nevertheless genuine
market economy. In this formula, economic activities in the substantive sense are {at
least tn part) included mn civil society, but economy as a formal process is outside of
it.157

When civil society in the shape of a social movement is in the process of
organizing and institutionalizing itself, however, few authors argue for its unity or
even confinuity with economic society. There is no question of such reductionism, for
example, i the writings of Michnik and Kuron. Instead, they have consistently argued

13 See chapter 2. Of course, what has been added by some (including ourselves) is families and
mOvements, '

187 For the distinction, see Polanyi's great essay, “The Economy as an Instituted Process,” in G.
Daiton, ed., Primitive, Archate and Modern Econopsies. The Bssaye of Karl Palémyi (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1968). :



for the autonomy of legal structures, free associations, and genuine public life
conceived in terms of the promise of a solidaristic civil society. Undoubtedly the fact
that & minoz chord in their argument is the liberation of the economy from state
controls played a major role here. Beyond the utopia of the complete democratization
of production that Kuron still proposed in the mid-1960s, the writers of the Polish
democratic opposition are forced to face the harsh reality that only the restoration of
the market, beyond any model of social reembedding, could master the Polish ctisis
and produce a vizble, modern economy. Even if industrial democracy plays a ole in
their proposals, it is recogoized that this must be made compatible with the needs of
expert management operating in an environment that 2llows rational calculation.
Understandably, in the Fast Furopean context, the harmful effects of 2 fully
autonomous capitalist market economy on social solidarity, denied by neoliberal
wiiters, was not directly thematized by the main authots of the democratic opposition.
Nevertheless, the Solidarity movement, because of its social nature as well as its ties to
a Catholic syndicalist tradition, has been to an extent sensitive to just these dangers. -

Significantly, the intellectual and political journey made by Latin American writers
fike O'Donnell and Cardoso s in many respects similat to that of Kuron and Michnik.
_As late as 1918, O'Donnell stll used “civil society” in the neo-Marxian sense of
bourgeois society. The mediations he then proposed between civil society and the
state (nation, pueblo, and citizenship) corresponded only to the underdeveloped
structure of societies plagued by cycles of populist unification and authoritatian
atomization. Under the impact of new forms of self-organization and struggles for
democracy in the next decade, ODonnell and P. Schmitter fully changed their
terminology and began to use “civil society” to describe a sphere between economy

and state, charactetized above all by associations and publics. The failure of populist- -

authoritarian efforts, mozeover, led to the rejection of the reverse subsumption, that
of the economy by social or political institations. In Cardoso’s subtle analysis, the role
of industrial democracy seems to be to establish vantage points of social control
without impaifing economic rationality.

On the whole, in neither Latin America nor Eastern Europe bas the “interface” of
civil society and market economy been adequately analyzed.!® Such an analysis,

138 Recently, defenders of civil society in Hungary have stressed the plurality of forms of
property within the process of privatization as the dimension through which civil society can
gain a foothold within the new economic society in formation. See the latest essays in E. Szalai,
Gazdasg és hatalor (Budapest: Aula Kiado, 1990), which represent the best treatment of this
question from the point of view of democratic theory as well as stringent economic analysis. In
our view, property may have a role to play for civil society’s relation to economic society that is
analogous to the role political parties play with respect to political society. Private property s
well as political organizations achieve only differentiation from civil society, while genuinely
pluralistic forms of property as well as democratic parties are required to gain a mediating
foatheld of the civil in the economic and the political. Without such mediations, civil society
becomes bourgeois and atomized, while democracy becomes elite.
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however, is a precondition for any really setious conceptual alternative to the dangers
of economic liberalism and the false promises of utopian socialism.’® Without such
an alternative, one can expect more vacillation hetween market and state as agents of
lihetation and renewed neglect of the destructive effects of both on social solidarity
and individual autonomy.

Hqually important is the division of opinion on the interface between civil society
and state. The French writers we have described tend to consider civil and political
society as two sphetes, the second mediating the relations of the first with the state. In
this conception, both civil and political society must be reconstructed to preserve and
tenew the foundations of associational life and to be able to make those effective vis-
i-vis the state. In most of the East Buropean analyses coming from the democratic
opposition, and in at least some Latin American writers (e.g., F. Weffort), the category
of civil society includes and subsumes the levels of its political mediations. Finally, in
yet other models, the two categories “civil” and “political” appear more as altetnatives
of the type of civil society that is desirable or possible. In the writings of Claus Offe,
for example, the choice seems to be between neoconservative (depoliticized} or
radical democratic (polifical) civil society. In the argument of O'Donnell and
Schmitter, there is a succession of temporal phases, with depoliticized civil society
representing the normal phase that can survive even authotitarian ule, while political
civil society is only the exceptional phase of mobilization or upsurge. Here the cycle
of types of civil society represents another version of the political cycle of
authoritarian and democratic regimes. The move from demobilized to mobilized civil
society implies the end of the authoritarian regime; demobilized civil society, implies
first the stabilization of democracy and oaly eventually the possibility of a retarn of
dictatorship. Bven in some Hastern European analyses, a choice between unpolitical
and political interpretations has been proposed (in Poland, by Catholic intellectuals) to
highlight the alternative of antipolitics in 2 society deeply tired of previous forms of
politicization. '

Assuming for the moment that the stark alternative between political and civil
soclety is a fuaction of either undesirable political polarization, in which the
neoconservatives have had the initiative, or an equally undesitable cycle, we are stil
Jeft with two competing models that express the need to combine prepotitical levels of
social life with political forms that can provide for public life outside the framework
of public political authority, ie., the state. These involve, on the one hand, a model of
civil society that includes a political public sphere among its categoties and, on the
other hand, a framework within which civil and political society are clearly
differentiated. To some estent, the choice is a guestion of inherited intellecrual
traditions. The German tradition stemming from Hegel and Marx represented 2
culmination of the differentiation of the classical fspor of political or citizen society

139 See chapter 6 and A. Arato, “Civil Society, History, and Socialism: Reply to John Keane,”
Prascis Imternational 9, nos. 1-2 (April July 1989): 133-152.




into state and depoliticized civil society. This tradition has room for mediations
between civil society and state within each domain but not for an independent domain
between them with distinct mstitutions and dynamics. In contrast, the French
tradition derived from Tocqueville never totally dissolved the old category of political
society but instead established it alongside civil society and state. Finally, and most
confusingly, the [talian tradition going back to Gramsci uses all theee terms but tends
to identfy political society with the state, echoing the traditional premodem usage.

Cutrent political requiternents are equally important in the choice between the two
types of categorization. In both Latin America and Eastern Eutope, the juxtaposition
of civil society and state was a conceptually dualistic outcome of 2 petiod of societal
self-organization that led to polarization between democratic and authoritarian forces.
Independent society was strong enough to survive and even to challenge the
legitimacy of the authoritarian state, But it was not strong enough to compel genuine
compromise or to secure a transition beyond authosdtarian rule. With the emergence
of real possibilities of negotiation and compromise, and even agreement, concerning
the dismantling of authoritarian govemments in favor of electoral scenaros, the

_category of civil society seemed to many writers (Cardoso, Kis, Stepan) to be

unsuitzble to depict the organized social forces entering into processes of political
exchange with state actors. This led to the resurrection of the category of political
society (or its stand-ins) even where the influence of Hegel, Marx, and Gramsci was
strong. Some writers offer normative reasons for the shift, insisting that the turn to
political society allows a desirable pluralizatdon of the oppesition, whose location on
the level of civil society is said to involve monohthlc unification within the one great
movement of society.1

140 This is the peoint of view of ]. Kis, The idea of 2 muldlevel civil society, including its political
“mediations,” could ir principle satisfy the inteliectual needs of a period of turning to politics in
the more traditional sense. While it is true that the partisans of civil society often stress a
“hotizontal” model, placing all associations and organizations on the same level, the “vertical”
dimension of the concept of political society is present in the old Hegelian idea of mediation.
However, in principle at least, it is just as possible for a dvil society divided by alternative
interests and identities to be pluralistically organized as for a political society to become
monolithic. To be sure, with civil society taking on the fuaction of political society in the face of
a hostile and more or less unified authoritarian state, as in Poland, the constantly predicted
pluralization of civil society never really developed beyond its beginnings. But here the
pluralization of political society even in its parliamentary form also seems to have been
surprisingly delayed. One may see the reason for this in a political society that has developed as
the political mediation of a unified civil society. On the other hand, the premature
overpluralization of political society —~ as in Hungary, where the project of transition is more
consensual than it would seemn from the political conflicts — can have the unfortunate
consequence of further contributing to the demobilization of a sodety disgusted by needless
aggression and demagogy in pelitics.

Thus, the choice between the two frameworks cannot rest on intellectual history,
current political requirements, or even their combination; it presupposes additional
systematic considerations that we shall outline later in this book. For now, we note
only that a choice of either approach has been insuffidently motivated thus far. In
particular, the structures and forms of action that would correspond to civil as distinct
from political society have not been systematically analyzed by those who presuppose
the sharp differentiation of these two domains, To make their case, defenders of

differentiation would have to have recourse to something like the old distinctions of -

movements and e]ites as well as of influence and power, to flesh out the difference
between the “civil” and the “political” This they may not wish to do, however, for
tacit normative or ideological reasons.

Indeed, the two frameworks seem to have different relations to analytical and
normative considerations. From an analytical point of view, the distinction between
civil and political society helps to avoid the sort of reductonism that assumes that
political activities with a strategic dimension are easily generated by societal asso-
ciations and movements or are somehow uanecessary. Paradoxically, an
undifferentiated concept of civil soclety gives us a stark choice between the
depoliticization of society (where the political is assigned to the state) and its
overpoliticization {where all dimensions of civil society ate held to be political or are
to be politicized). The distinction between the civil and the political, on the other
hand, highlights the fact that neither of these domains is automatically reconstituted
when the other is. Indeed, there could even be opposition and conflict between the
requirements of the two projects.

From a normative point of view, treating political sodiety as 2 mediation within a
many-leveled civil society has the possible advantage of establishing the priority of
nonstrategic domains of solidasity, association, and communication. Differentiating
the civil and the political seems to put the domains on an equal normative footing.
While this latter approach does not make the reconsdmtion of civil society an
automatic function of the existence and activity of political organizadons, it
nevertheless tends to relieve the actors of political society from the normative burden
of having to build or fortify civil institutions that may lmit their own freedom of
action. This is a serious problem, because although the actors of civit society seem to
learn by their fatlures that they cannot achieve their own goals without recourse to
political society, the reverse is unfortunately not the case, as the history of elite
democracies shows.!* It 15 only in the long run that the viability of 2 democratic

W Cf G M. Tamas’s attack on independent societal self-organization in- Unegptive Minds. Such
calls for a new statism in the form of pacliamentary absclutism are heard in both of the leading
Hungarian parties; the opinion of . Csurka on the independence of the press, which he hopes
to replace by party political control through de facto parlinmentary power, represents the same
point of view. In both cases, the argument is based on a recogaition that societal organization




political society may depend on the depth of its roots in independent, prepolitical
associations and publics.

Given the complementary normative and analytical advantages of the two
conceptions, one treating political society as mediation and the other stressing
analytical differentiation of the civil and the political, we propose to use both
conceptions and at times to combine them. We believe that this is appropriate because
our methodology combines hermeneutic and analytical approaches.

The issue of the relationship between civil and political society is connected to the
question of the locus of democratization. All of our relevant sources view liberal
democracy as a necessary condition for bringing the modem state under societal
control. They also assume that liberal democracy is incompatible with a democratic
pyramid whose base is direct participation. They have, moreover, broken with the old
dream of abolishing the state. Nevertheless, in the West this new emphasis tends to be

coupled with an old one: awareness of the elitist character of contemporary liberal’

democracies. This set of positions, together with a certain deemphasis (though not
abandonment) of the idea of industrial democracy, has led many authors in the West
to shift the project of “democratizing” elite democracy from the state to civi
society.!? In the program of the Greens, as represented by Offe, this change has also
been articulated on the orgapizational level, in the attempt to combine party-based
with movement-odented strategies. In general, those who seek to democratize civil
society understand this domain as comprised of movements as well as institutions.

This has been also true of Fastern Burope and Latin America, where movements
have tended to be far more global and comprehensive than in the West. Under
dictatorships, though, there was something constrained and artificial in the shift of the
project of democratization to civil society: The sphete of the state (not to mention the
economy) and of potential parliamentary mediation was placed off limits not by
normative choice but by strategic necessity. The long-range goal of parliamentary
democracy was as a rule affirmed, with the exception of those appealing to a different
{deficient or superior, 2s the case may be) political culture and tradidon. When the
cisis of the regimes made this a possible short-term goal, for many the project of
democratization shifted to political society. Some authors even tried fo juxtapose
“)iberalization,” odented to civil society, and “democratization,” whose locus was to

represents power and the claim that the only legitimate power is one that is an outcome of
national elections. :

142 This differs from the pluralist correction of Schumpeterizn elite democracy in one crucial
respect. While Daht et al. tried to include civil society and its “influence” on political society
within their conception of elite democracy, they counted on a general demobilization of civil
society, an absence of social movements, a syndrome of civil privatism, consensus with 2
minirmum degree of pardcipation within civil society, and a restriction of participation to one
specific form, namely, interest group pressure. '
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be prmarily political society.}#* In Eastern Europe, the elite theoretical understanding

of Western Buropean liberal democracy was either forgotten or zbandoned in favor of
a civics textbook version. The revival of economic liberalism also increased suspicion
of societal organizations capable of making demands on new political elites that might
translite into unacceptable economic costs. Many who seek to restrct
democratization attack social organizations such as Solidarity for being undemocratic.
Some hold that societal democratization inhibits the creation of a truly modern. state
capable of effectve decision making.!*

There are, of course, countervailing tendencies rooted in the movement character
of the Polish and also, .in part, the Hungarian opposition. There is a tendency to
articulate, more in practice than in theory, a dualistic stratepy that sces the different
forms of democracy and democratization in- civil and political society as
complementary, each indispensable for a project of “more democracy.” Cardoso, in
Latin America, has come the closest to articulating such a program explicitly. Initially,
at least, the dualism of union and party in which the victorious Solidarity movement
articulated itself favored a similar formulation. Even after the split of this movement-
party, the two new organizations that have emerged, the liberal-democratic ROAD
(Civic Movement-Democratic Action) and the right-wing Ceater Platform, seem to
share this dual heritage, as do all the dynamic new organizations of Hungary (MDF,
SzDSZ, Fidesz) and Czechoslovakia (Civic Forum; Public Against Violence). The
organizationzl models of these new political “parties,” none of which is formally
named as such, have at least initially brought them close to the dualistic model sought,
generally unsuccessfully, by some of the new social movements of the West, especially
the Greens. )

Today’s trend nevertheless is to professionalize and “partify” the new parties.
Some still talk, though, of developing mote complex ties to the forms of civil society
within the framework of increasing differentiation from them. Such ties would
presuppose both a programmatic openness of the political to the civil and a sufficient
strengthening of the latter to aflow it to function in institutionalized forms. What is
needed, in other words, are programs that not only establish an ongoing process of
political exchange with organizations and initiatives outside the party political sphere
but also strengthen civil society with respect to the new economic society in

" formation.#s Only such a program could offer something genuinely new with respect

3 See Stepan, Reshinking Mifitary Polificr, and the introduction to Stepan, ed., Democraiing
Brazi/ This argument is inconsistent, since even if the institutionalization of civil society
represented only the sesults of liberalization, the movements of civil saciety would be important
in the emergence of political society itself as well as in the overall process of democratization.

144 Tamas, “T4jkép csata elom.” :

145 In this context, Cardose’s stress on industrial democracy finds many parallels in East
European sources, which hope furthermore to institutionalize social autonomy above alt
throngh the development of a genuinely pluralistic stracture of private property, including not
only private ownership in the narrow sense but also ownership by employees, nonprofit




to present models of Western politics, thereby transcending the bad choice of either
economic liberalism and elite democracy or direct democratic fundamentalism.

But even i such a new civil-society-oriented strategy whose roots can be
discovered in the vareties of political discourse explored here were to emerge, it is
not yet clear why 1t should be preferred to a renewed liberalism (very much on the
rise) or a radical egalitarian democracy (at the moment on the decline). And if it could
be shown to be normatively preferable to those options, it may well be the case that
more complex theoretical considerations would show precisely what is attractive

To examine these issues with sufficient seriousness, we now take our leave of the
discussions of contemporary actors and turn to theoretical reconstruction and ertique
of the concept of avil society.

Jean L. Cohen and Andrew Arato: (il Seciety and Political Theory. Cambridge, MA: The
MIT Press 1992, pp. 29-82

about the politics of civil society is incompatible with the development of modernity. |

organizations, and local government as well as ordinary citizens participating in new murual
funds. Such devices are important not only for normative reasons coming from democratic
theory, but also as the best ways to achieve a necessary speeding up of the privatization and
denronopolization of East Buropean economies. See Szalal, Gagdardg és hatalom.
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Civil Society: Adventures of the Concept before and after 1989"
Radim Maradad™
Faculty of Social Studies, Masaryk University, Brno

Abgtract: Respecting the perspective that ‘civil society’ has recently been revived not
by academics as a purely theoretical concept but rather by social and political actors
as a practical political idea, the article seeks to follow the metamorphoses that the
idex’s content and meaning have undergone in changing historical citcamstances over
the past two decades, especially as reflected in the Czech (and Slovak} discussion. Ina
historical sequence, it identifies three different polmcal and social contexts that have
endowed the idea with specific contents and meanings, and it distinguishes these as
three major stages of the metamorphoses. It labels the stages as ‘moral defence before
the state’ (before 1989), ‘mobilising the polity’ (1989-1991), and ‘balancing the state’s
institutional arrangement’ {since 1994). As it is the last meaning that is contested
today in the Czech discussion, some typical problematic points of this case ate raised.
Finally, a way is suggested in which critical social theory could reflect upon some
deficits of the notion of civil society as employed today, so that the latter can stll be
retained as 2 normative idea.

Crech Socioiggical Review, 1997, Vol 5 (No. 1: 3-22)

Whether or not we deem the term ‘civil society’ adequate for labelling certain social
and political practices in our contemporary societies, the fact is that it has been
frequently employed by theorists and political actors over the past decade. We can
even say — without much exaggeration — that the revitalisation of the idea of civil
society has become one of the most significant events in reflecting on what is at stake
in public life today.

The stoty is well-known. [nitiated by the shifting trends in soc1a1 and pohtzcal pat-
ticipation in the West — especially in connection with the rse of “new social
movements” in the 1970s — the revitalisation process was accelerated by the historical
events of transitions from authotitzrian to democratic regimes of political rule in
Latin America and East Central Europe.!

* This work has been supported by the Research Support Scheme of the Higher Education
Support Programme, grant No.: 90/1995.

** Direct zll correspondence to: PhDz. ing. Radim Marada, Faculty of Philosophy, Department
of Sociology, Arne Novika 1, 660 88 Brno, Czech Republic, phone + 420 5 41 32 12 58,

! For a detailed account of the concept's revival in this very context see for example Chapter L1
of [Cohen and Arato 1992], .
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The variety of historical (sociai-political) contexts within which this event has taken
place suggests that the concept of civil society has not been endowed with just one
fixed meaning. At the same time, the names of those who have come to participate in
the theoretical revival of the concept in the West — ranging from Norberto Bobbio
and John Keane, through Andrew Arato and Jean Cohen, Michael Walzer and

"Charles Taylor, to Edward Shills and Daniel Bell? — indicate that the notion in

question has been approprated by more than one theoretical tradition. This also
testifies to both the concept’s attraction as well as its elasticity. It is the latter quality —
i.e. the concept’s elasticity (though understood in specific ways) — that [ want to focus
on in what follows.

Regardiess of the historical or theoretical contexts from which the concept of civil
society draws its meaning and content, the concept’s recent usage bears one common
feature. It is at the same time hoth a descriptive term and a normative idea. It reflects
the character of a certain social and political practice, serving as a conceptual means
of its theoretical analysis, and it is employed as a crterion of acceptability or
desirability of that practice. In other words, it evokes not only something that in a way
already exists, but also something which is worth maintaining and nurturing —
something which is wanted, and which is often wanted on 2 larger scale, more
perfectly, on more solid ground.?

As such, the notion of civil society ~ an intellectual heritage of carly modernity has
not been brought back into the game by a purely academic concern with the history
of ideas. As noted above, its reappeatance occurred in intimate relation to concrete
social and political struggles: zs their theoretical reflection and self reflection by
patticipating actors. It is the character of our time zlone and the tasks we face in
public life that seem to give us reasons to resuscitate the classical concept of modern
political and social philosophy.

My intention here is not, however, to present our contemporary situation as catch-
ing up with what has beea lost in the course of historical time’ from the original
modern promise (the promise of enlightenment).* What T want to stress here is that
the character of our time has made it possible for the concept of civil society to

2 Recent Kterature on civil society has already grown abundant. With reference to these authors,
see for example [Bobbic 1988, Keane 1988b, Cohen and Arato 1992, Walzer 1992, Faylor
1990, Beli 1988, Shills 1991].

31t is the strong normative connotations that distinguishes the concepr of civil society from an
ideal type in Max Weber’s sense. Its normativity does not however preciude the term from be-
coming a useful means of theoretical znalysis of concrete social and pobitical practices. It rather
works as 2 barrer to reaching a basic agreement on what civil society actually represents. It ren-
ders the term a politically contested idea. This shifts the concept to a somewhat different
position compered to that in which we today find concepts like the state, capitalism, farnily,
science, religion, bureaucracy, the martket and others.

4 This #5 how Jiirgen Habermas interpress the polmcal changes of 1989 in East Central Burope.
See [Habermas 19902, b]..




appear as a vivid idea and become a mobilising political slogan. It has oftea been
through this very concept that political and social actors have tended to understand
and interpret their public conduct ie. goals they seek and ways to achieve them,
conflicts in which they are involved, attitudes they take to varous public issues, and
so forth.3

Yet, as I attempt to show here, different historical contexts attach the concept of
civil soclety to specific patterns of public conduct in different manners. As each
context determines the practical stakes of civil society, the latter’s descriptions also
require specific languages in order to correspond with the historically specific
expetience of social actors. In other words, filling the phrase civil society with some
content and especially determining the ways in which it is employed as an
interpretative means is not a purely intellectual or theoretical business. The concrete
historical citcumstances of the action that is to be interpreted also play a significant
role here. The recent Fast Central European experience provides us with good
evidence of this.

Speaking of the fate of the idea of civil society in this region — with particular at-
tention paid to the Czechoslovak and Czech case — we may observe a three-stage
metamorphosis which the idea’s meaning has undergone over the last decade ot so. In
the following, T will attempt to provide the basic characteristics of each of these three
stages, presenting the major differences among them as they have been reflected in
the changing styles of theoretical language.

Civil society as a sphere of authentic conduct

This notion was first reinvenied in connection with the activities of either semi-
independent movements, such as the Polish ‘Solidarity,” or the dissident movement,
as with former Czechoslovakia’s Charter 77. Mote precisely, the concept had already
been used for some time within the Polish context before it was appropriated by the
Czechoslovak dissident writers. And even then it did not acquire as central a position
in the self reflection of the Czechoslovak opposition movement as it did for the
Polish one (represented, besides Solidarity, especially by the Committee in Defence of
Workers KOR). This was not just a matter of literary taste or preference. It also
teflected some differences in the situations in which these two movements found
themselves, and which affected their activities in styles and objectives. _

Jacques Rupnik [1992], tracing the change in character of the reform movement in
East-Central Furopean countries after 1968, labels the change as a shift from Marxist
revisionism to the idea of civil society. Definitively parting company with Marxism
and the leading communist parties as prospective agents of democratic political
reforms, the former reformists joined other opponents of the tegimes, and the thus-

5 T discuss the idea of civil society as a cognitive and normative symbol in a more detailed way
in my article [Mazada 1996]. The study presented here draws on that article and it develops
same ideas outlined there.

formed dissent started to practice “the ‘anti-politics’ of emancipation of civil society
by its own potential” {Ibid:: 239, 240]. At this point, Rupnik speaks for the Central
European region as one whole. Yet at other places he also observes the varying actual
historical circumstances that determined the different stakes of the opposition
movements in Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland, in the late 1970s and the 1980s.

In short, while in especially the Polish case the concept of civil soclety was bound
to Adam Michnik’s idea of ‘new evolutionism’, a moral conception of citizenship be-
came the horizontal vision of the Czechoslovak dissent. New evolutionism meant a

_ gradual self organisation of society — no longer under the guidance of an enlightened

avantgarde but on the ground of shared experience of deprived common interests oz
rights. This kind of living experience was to mobilise 2 spontaneous co-operative
social practice. In Czechoslovakia, however, there was rather the tendency to

. formulate the problem on the individual level. What was at stake was the possibility

and capacity of an individual to act and speak in concert with his or her own

conscience and will.6

This appeal went in both directions: it was addressed io the state authorities as well
as the social actors themselves. For it was recognised that the sphere of moral public
conduct had shrunk to the extent to which the regime had succeeded in corrupting
people’s conscience and will. The major battle line between the buteauncratised state
and most of society was not marked by outright oppression, which could have kept
the moral realms of good and evil or right and wrong distinct and effective. Neither
was it based on any clear class division, though many may have profited from their
positions within the system. The bureaucrafic-ideclogical colonisation of society, the
tatter’s inclusion into the former, was more effectively achieved through a network of
non-violent sanctions formal and informal — that made loyal and docile public
conduct normal and void of moral meaning. What was the dominant issue in the
appeal of civil society, then, was the revitalisation of the moral dimension of
citizenship, rather than an instrumentally understood and politically relevant public
actvism. :

Charter 77 never gained the character of 2 mass movement, despite its initial am-
bition of rousing up the normalised society from apathy, docile resignation, and
disinterested servility to the regime. Even though its activity was never suppressed
completely, it was from the very beginning safely isolated from the wider social
environment. It started its career with the silent sympathies of society, on the one
side, and officiaily advertised counter-acts — for example, denouncing petitions from
artists or workers — arranged and enforced by the politcal zuthorities, on the other
side. This basic feature — ie. secret sympathy and manifest distance -- accompanied
the movement’s existence almost continually until November 1989. It was only in

6 The initial declaration of Chaster 77 also focused predominantly on basic individual civil
rights such as freedom of speech, religious faith, freedom of conscience, freedom from fear,
the right to choose one’s profession, etc. '




1988, the year of the 20th anniversary of the Soviet invasion, when the isolated
oppositional activites were joined by a remarkable, though still limited move from
outside.”

Viclav HavelP’s essay ‘Anti-Political Politics’® (1984) — which has often been re-
ferred to as 2 lterary example of striving for civil society in this situation — targeted
the very schizophrenia that marked people’s attitudes to the dissident movement, and
which affected, to vanous extents, public behaviour in general. In his essay, Havel
addresses the demoralising effects of such a ‘loyalty game,’” in which both sides knew
that it was just & game. The ritualisation of the manifestations of loyalty to the regime
— which wete incorporated in various kinds of social practices, ways of behaviour and
speaking — made them devoid of any deeper moral commitment they could possibly
exptess. By the same virtue, however, the immorality of these seemingly innocent
rituals of loyalty to the ‘bad’ regime disappeared from sight as well, which made it
easier for people to practice them. The rituals became ndividual tools to cope with
and get od of the fatal burden of the polifical environment, in order to save at least
some space for ‘normal private life’ In other words, public behaviour largely lost its
moral dimension, and became almost purely mstrumental in the above sense. Havel
places this kind of behaviour in contrast to action, the rationality or rightness of
which is to be measured by values of humanity and truth and not by calculated
bureaucratic efficiency or ideological correctness. His appeal demonstrates the sense
in which the ‘anti-political’ spirit of the idea of citizenship coalesced with the moral
appeal the idea was to convey before 1985.

Havel finds a space for moral conduct outside politics as understood in the con-
ventional sense of the woid, i.e. as exercised by the state authorities. This space
outside state politics, however, was not to be imagined as an area distinct and
separated from it, to be entered and left by indeviduals. [t was to be created by the
kind of conduct that applies to itself the above mentioned criterta of rightness alone,
In this sense Havel insists in his essay that “we need first and foremost to help
ourselves” [Ibid: 391]. It was a task for every single person to look for and test
possible enclaves i everyday conduct in which these criterta could be employed. In

7 'The petition ‘A Few Sentences’ — calling on the regime authorities to respect basic human
rights — was perhaps the most remarkeble oppositional action of this time. Initiated by dissident
cizcles, it became big enough to make the regime reluctant to persecute the petitioners, yet the
number of the latter still remained not much more than 10,000. The large majority of
sympathisers once again confined themselves to discussing the growing list of famous people
(mostly artists) — announced regulasdy by Radio Free Furope — who had signed the petidon, As
a matter of fact, the signatures of famous personalities alone made this action affractive (which is
not the same value as outright support or mobilising for action) as well as keeping the regime
back from a radical repressive response. Some educational and appealing effect, however, can
hardly be denied either.

& [Havel 1988)]. The odginal Czech title of this essay written in 1984 is “Politics and Conscience’
[see Havel 1990: 41-59].

56

the anti-political everyday dimension, Havel concludes, “it is becoming evident that
politics by no means need remain the affair of professionals (..).” [Ibid.: 398].7

What Havel also alludes to in this phrase, though somehow unwittingly, is 2 pecu-
liar politicisation of everyday life under and by the communist regime. In this wotld,
even seemingly innocent personal choices — like artistic taste, dressing, lifestyle, circles
of friends, religious faith, withdrawal from public life, and so on — #ght be interpreted
in political terms, i-e. as an expression of one’s attitude towards the regime. One did
not have to make the effort to attach polidcal meaning to one’s behaviour. The
political environment itself did the joh'? — not systematically and in an ideologically
consistent way, but selectively and instrumentally. Thus the schizophrenia at the levet
of individua! conduct and attitudes found its parallel in the way the state pained the
loyalty of citizens. On the one side, no sincere ideclogical commitment was really
expected to uaderpin the manifestations of loyalty, on the other side, the door was
still kept open for exercising effective pressure against any individual.

Paradoxically, the situation that allowed for the political interpretation of one’s be-
haviour also provided a relatively safer space for the expression of political resistance.
One did not have to be explicit in one’s opposition to the regime. It could be
expressed in other, moze implicit ways. The famous grocer from Havel's Power of 7he
Powerless could always defend himself before the authorities by saying that he had just
forgotten to put the communist symbols in his shop window. He might not have
avoided some troubles by acting this way, and he could have hardly repeated this
omission next time without getting into more serious trouble. The point 1s, however,
that while his inner motive for not expressing symbolic support to the regime could
be authentic without necessarily leading to an open conflict with the authorities, an
authentc explanation of his act could already mean an existential threat.l! Quarrels
with burezucratic authorities over the interpretation of one’s behaviour was a
common conflict expenenced by people who at the same time did not explicitly
express their opposition to the regime, but who did not behave exactly as was
expected. Ironically, this sometimes made ignoring formal manifestations of loyalty —
ie. authentic behaviour — easier for those who were on more friendly terms with
these authotrities ot theit tepresentatives.

My intention is not to ironise the concept of authenticity. What I seek to potnt out
is some of the ambivalence that it contains. In the sitvation described above, people

? “I favour politics as practical morality, as service to the truth, as essentiaily human and
humanly measured care for our fellow-humans™ fIbid.: 397). '

0 This is a rather too inpersonal view. It was of course real people who were able and did
assign political mesaning to other pecple’s conduct. Pershaps the capacity to assign political
meaning to other people’s action was one of the social signs of the presence of power relations.
11 Tt must have been a tough job for the politcal interpreters to decipher the real motives of a
toyshop merchant in Brno who i 1986, following the rule, put the slogan in his shop window
saying “We Greet the Delegates of the Regional Conference of the Communist Party” — leaving
this surrounded by dozens of teddy bears.




could feel as if they were not succumbing to the impersonal power of the regime — as
if they were not playing its game — in motre than just one dimension of their public
conduct. If they felt the need to express their disloyalty, they tended to do it either
indirectly (ie. implicitly in the above sense) or negatively (i.e. they abstained from
expressing loyalty, rather than expressed their disloyalty). What s even more
important is that in both cases they did it in individual ways.?? Generally, then, in
order to retain some degree of moral integrity, people sought to avoid public
situations in which they were forced to express their attitude to the regime clearly and
explicitly. As this was not always possible, people had to calculate the costs of a
strictly authentic, moral stance in this kind of situation. It not only could put one into
open opposition to the communist state. It also threatened to exclude one from
society in a significant sense.!3

This shows how the politicisation of society contributed not to its uniting but to its
segmentation. It was difficult for Charter 77 to cross its borders and spread the spinit
of civil society™ in a wider social environment. In 2 sense, these were two societies
with two somewhat different moral codes. This is not to say that the openly and
uncompromisingly resistant stance, reptesented by the dissident movement, was
completely alien and impenetrable for the rest of society. It was just inappropriate for
their world, if this world of relative security without public freedom was not to be
destroyed completely. Charter 77°s status was that of a moral memento, rather than of
a leading or mobilising force. Standing often as moral idols, the dissidents remained in
a sense as much removed from ordinary people as the members of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party.13

12 Individual acts expose the actor’s motives to political interpretation much less than acting in
concert with other people. This sociological tenet was felt strongly, if intuitively, by people.

13 This ranged from troubles with finding jobs (dissidents were typically isolated from society as
window-cleaners, stokers, etc.) to imprisonment as a permanent physical exclusion.

14 Tt was for example Jan Urban who saw an ‘element of civil society’ in Charter 77, as well as in
the Polish KOR [Urban 1990].

15 Petr Pithart and Ludvik Vaculik were two outstanding figures of the Czechoslovak dissent
who critically pointed to the centrifogal effects of the maximalist moral appeal launched by
Charter 77. The sense of moral elitism, aroused by this appeal, separated and effectively isolated
the dissident movement from the rest of society. The strict moral code of the dissident world
stood as a barrier between this world and the sympathetic outside one.

Later in the 1980s, nevertheless, there were attempts at 2 somehow more differentiated view of
Czechoslovak society. Martin Biitora [Biitora, Kriv{ and Szomolinyiovi 1990} coined the term
slands of positive deviation’ for activities that escaped normality by their independence — both
organisational and moral — of the regime. Even though this term was to cover a wider spectrum
of activities than only those by Charter 77 (like ecological or artistic), the term ‘deviation’ is
symptomatic and was not choser: accidentally. The activities described by this term did not
deviate from rules posed by the regime. The texm pointed to the status these activities bad in a

wider society however respected or even admired they might have been by the majority of the

population.
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The bureaucratisation and ideologisation of everyday public life forced people to
look for a sphere of authentic conduct outside this space. Whether they played the
regime’s game and took a disengaged part in manifestatons of loyalty or were
reluctant do so, in any case they largely found the space for authenticity in their
private lives. Havel’s life-world — the sphete of concrete experience and personal
responsibility, and the sought after equivalent of a truly civil society - did not expand
into public life. On the contrary, the sphere of practised morality shrank to the sphere
of intimate relations and the whole concept of morality was radically ‘privatised.’
Dichotormies such as good and bad, right and wrong, truth and lies were, more than
elsewhere, recognisable in and applicable to intimate personal relations on the one
hand, and/or they became a matter of the internal spiritual life of a person, on the
other. Ironically, as Ludvik Vaculfk has pointed out, the peculiar consequence of this
atmosphere was that the heroic moral stances of the narrow circle of dissidents were
deprived of their public status, and were perceived “still more as just their personal
business™ [Vaculik 1990: 30].

Civil society as a way of political democratisatdon

What was especially at stake at the first stage was — should we employ the language of
space — 2 certain minimal level of independence of and protection from the all-
penetrating state (administrative-ideological machinery). The simple distinction
between the state and (civil) society was central. The two poles were to be strictly
distinguished and set against one another in order to gain or defend 2 protected
public space for state-independent activities. The idea of civil society in relation to the
state stood for an essentially defensive project.

This changed radically after the political break of 1989. Unlike Czechoslovak
oppositional activities before 1989, the Polish Solidarity movement can be seen as a
transitional case. Already before 1989, this movement bore some elements of the kind
of open political engagement that marks the second stage in my sketch of
metamorphoses of the idea of civil soclety.!® But it was not before 1989 that the idea,
as it entered a quite different political constellation, definitely acquired a completely
new meaning. While refering to civil society before 1989 meant seeking protection
from the state, now the state alone — the thoroughly distutbed political and
ideological power structure — was to be penetrated by something like ‘public spiit’

Ji¥ina Siklova [1990] added another segment to those two social worlds — the ‘grey zone” She
saw the ‘grey zone’ as 2 growing and socially heterogeneons segment of the population that still
may have played the ‘loyalty game’ but which was also close to the dissent by its attitudes, and
which, most importantly, was still more interested in ‘a regime change as it could not
consummate its non-political skills.

Similatly Tvo MoZny [1990] provides 2 sociological explanaton of the 1989 political change by
pointing out the interest of 2 widening segment of population in witherng away the politic and
economic regime that prevented it from realising its social, enlrural, and also econommic capital
16 For a more detailed account see [Marada 1996: 45, note 7.




supplied by the whole of society. Now the civilised politics was to be conducted
within aad through the conventional pohtical institutions of the state.

The new phase came along with the establishment of .the leading revolutionary
agent — Civic Forum/Public Against Violencel” — and its rapidly growing political role
in the first months following November 1989. The Forum’s spokesmen also tended
to present Civic Forum as an institutional base or agent of civil sodety — as the
broadest possible ground on which various opinions were to be discussed and refined
as to how to shape the new polifical life of the country.!® Within this context — i.e. as
bound to institutions like Civic Forum — the concept of civil society became radically
politicised: civil society turned into 4 catchword for a truly political democratisation.

It is an interesting lesson to trace the transition of Civic Forum from the otiginally
rather (ideologically and organisationally) amorphous political subject to 2 set of
distinct polifical platforms, out of which several independent political parties
eventually arose. In general, the event of the dse and fall of Civil Forum replants the
discourse of civil society from the language of anthenticity, moral autonomy and
integrity, politics as conscience, the strugple for basic human rights and freedoms,
political manipulation of public space, mechanisms of tesistance (against the regime)
or escape {to privacy), to the language of sovereignty, decision-making, legitimacy,
representation, political mobilisation and - participation, otganization and
commumnication (or strategic and communicative action).

Inspired especially by the Polish development from the early 1980s (the experience
of Solidarity and KOR) and by Gorbacov’s reforms in Soviet Union in the second
haif of the decade, the Czechoslovak opposidonal movement before 1989 — however
patalysed in dis actional potential — did not completely neglect the queston of
prospective strategic behaviour in the case of a fundamental political upheaval. Yet in
November 1989, Civic Forum was not established according to a detailed strategic
pian, neither did it arise out of an intensive and co-ordinated organjsational effort. It
emerged rather spontaneously as a response to events that had gradually revealed a
growing willingness of ever larger paris of the population to stand up openly to the
ever wealter (Le. paralysed or inactive in its repressive functions) regime.

In the West, Civic Forum has sometimes been mistaken for Charter 77 or taken as
its successor. Yet although there were many people connected with Charter 77 who
played an important role in forming Civic Forum, the two institutions were linked
rather loosely to one another. No doubt there was a stategic rezson behind
dimninishing this linkage. It had to do with the legacy of the exclusive character or

77 The Public Against Violence was formed as Civic Forum’s Slovak equivalent and closest
partnier. Their common or co-ordinated activity from the first months after November 1989
was later replaced by shifts towards greater independence of one another. Here T will
concentrate upon the Czech part of this dual body.

18 This strategy was in a sense natural, regarding the lack of procedural (legal) legitimacy as well
as of political experience on the part of the new political leadership.
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position within society that Charter 77 had acquired before 1989. This legacy could
have represented a barrier to the mobilisation of a massive and active support in this
situation that posed new challenges before the opposition movement. Openness was
one of the most important imperatives of the new movement, and the way in which
Civic Forum came into being corresponded to this imperative.!?

Upon the declaration of a group of intellectuals in a siall Prague theatre, Civic Fo-
rum, as it came into being, had nothing of a formally organised institution but its
name. It had no members, only acting sympathisers. The spontaneous and informal
way in which the first Civic Forum had atsen became a pattern for the emergence of
huadreds or thousands local Civic Forums. They were not established by any
predetermined rules, only by acting in certain ways under the same lzbel And
everyone could sympathise, everyone could act under that label, at least in principle.
Members of the Communist Party were often quite active in establishing and working
for local Civic Forums, whatever the teasons they did it for. There were no fules or
pre-sct binding criteria for the selection and adoption of Civic Forum’s members.

There was no formally established higher authority with the power of excluding those

. deemed unsuitable. In theory, even the Central Committee of the Communist Party

could form its own Civic Forum, however absurd this may sound.

In the first months after November 1989, there emerped a symptomatic confusion:
the movement was understood and labelled both 1n the singular, as the Civic Forum,
and in the plural, as Civic Forums. This confusion reflected a double role the
movement was to play in that period. It stood as a spontaneously ackhowledged
representation of popular opposition in the face of the political representation of the
decaying regime; and it was a shield and ground for the mobilisation of active popular
participation in and support for the revolutionary changes. It was especially the latter
funcdon that rendered the movement the paramount agent of a politically activized
civit society. The proponents of the idea of radical democracy found here an
empitcal example, however imperfect, of their visions.

Those who tend to equate the notion of civil society with the republican ideal of
active citizenship in the political sense often go back to Hannah Arendt’s praise of
self organised bodies of concerted action which periodically emerge at revolutionary
times. In her On Resofution® Arendt finds these kinds of activities in self appointed
councils as agents of autonomous collective action, among which the elements of
hierarchy and formal organisation are largely suppressed. At the same time, however,
she points out that these typical fruits of great revolutions are later regularly replaced
by another kind of collective body: political parties as large bureaucratic and
hierarchical organisations. At this point, she expresses the basic polarity that marked

% The word Forum’ in the movement’s name was to symbolise this very openness. It was not
chosen accidentally. The movement was to stand as a platform open to all who wanted to speak
and act as sovereign citizens in confrontation with the state power.

20 Hannah Arendt [ 1965]; esp. the chapter “The Revolutionary Tradition and its Lost Treasure”.



the manner i which the notion of civil society was understood in the post-
revolutionary period: civil society was no longer pitted against the alienated state as 2
whole but against the particular institution of the political party. And the former was
contrasted with the latter not just as 2 parallel sphere or way of public conduct but as
a viable substitute for the party in its very political functions.”t What was at stake was
the way in which the political process itself — ie. the state and its decision-making
procedutes — was to be organised.

The conflict between the movement (as an agent of civil society) and the political
party contains a fandamental ambivalence that affected the character and practice of
Civic Forum from the very beginning of its existence. The two mutually related
dimensions of this ambivalence have already been mentioned: besides the confusion
about the unity or plurality of the movement, it was especially the tension between
representation and participation as two sorts of political functions for which the
movement was to provide a ground. “The conflict between the two systems, the
parties and the councils, came to the fore ia all twentieth-century revolutions. The
issue at stake was representation versus action and participation. The councils were
organs of action, the revolutionary parties wete organs of representation (...).” [Arendt
1965: 277]. The problem was that Civic Forum found itself in a position in which the
Forum was expected to act simultaneously as both the systems that Arendt contrasts
with one another. . '

The movement’s dual character brought about practical difficulties that stimulated
its gradual shift rowards a hierarchically organised latge-scale organisation of the party
type. In the initial phase of the formation of local initiatives, for example, there were
cases that two competing Civic Forums were formed in one and the same place. The
problem of authenticity came back into the game in a quite different context. Later
we saw that the same thing could happen to established political parties as well. But in
the early post-revolutionary pesiod, there was no higher body to decide authoritatively
which of the competing Forums — which activity or which persons — were more
authentic than the other. Needless to stress how such conflicts undermined trust in
and legitimacy of the movement that at the same time sought to represent the main
stream of the revolutionary process at the national level. Here the sense of unity had
to be maintained, all the more so given the fact that before the June 1990
patliamentary elections Civic Forum could not rely on any legally anchored
democratic legitimacy. Moreover, the spontaneous implicit but strongly-felt unity and
popular support for the representatives of Civic Forum in play at the end of 1989,
gradually lost its intensity as the first controversial issues emerged before the
reconstructed executive and legislative bodies in Spring 1990. [t became necessary to

21 This is why we cannot introduce here Cohen’s and Arato’s well elzborated conception of civil
society [Cohen and Arato 1992] as 2 corresponding theoretical account. For all its explicit

radical democratic inspiration, this conception is grounded in a more differentiated picture of

society, and it rerains a2 legitimate room for institutions of political parties as well.
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set clear rules as to who was fo represent the movement even at lower levels.
Especially so if stable and efficient channels of communication and co-operation were
to be established between the local and the national levels of the movement.”

In Arendt’s text, we can also read about the main ‘external’ circumstance that
makes the replacement of local self organised bodies of collective action by large-
scale bureaucratic institutions of political parties virtually unavoidable in modern
societies. She reminds us that modern politics has its core at the state level. The latter
is where the most important decision-making processes take place and political power
&nds its locus. Political problems are typically formulated as problems of the state: be
it legislation or international politics, social policy or the administration of the
economy. Thus “the spectacular success of the party system and the no-less
spectacular failure of the council system were both due to the tise of the nation-state,
which elevated the one and crushed the other (.).” [Arendt 1965: 251].

In short, when the revolutionary upheaval was over, it was still more difficult to
find a proper field of action for local Civic Forums as autonomous political agents.
The network of established Forums followed the pattern of political organisation
charactedistic of the former regime. They gathered and were organised predominantly
at places of work: factoties, offices, schools, and so on. Before 1989, it was the
workplace that was not only the locus of social integration, but also the major arena
and basic level of political integration and control. Therefore, this way of organising
Civic Forums seemed npatural at the end of 1989, as it was here where the closest
agencies of the old regime’s political power were to be faced. The institutional
establishment of the Civic Forum movement thus in a sense protracted the tradition
of a systematic politicisation of the workplace practised by the previous regime. Once
the old political structures at places of work had been abolished, however, the
existence of these Civic Forums largely lost their raison dére. Moreover, as the
depoliticisation and privatisation of the economy soon became one of the major
objectives of the transformation, the existence of local Forums came into conflict
with the very substance of the central Forum’s politics.> The more the practice of
Civic Forum at the state level acquited the character of z patly activity (with an
intensive factional life), the more it became difficult to retain the existence of local
Civic Forums in their privileged positions. It was impossible for just one part of the
country’s political scene to have its own exclusive agents as paramount organs of

2 Jiff Honajzer [1996: 40] points to the troubles with nominating delegates at and for the
movement’s conferences in the situation where there was no formal membership and the
selection of representatives was thus exposed to possible menipulations from ‘outside’.

2 Tllustrative enough in this respect was the controversy between sepresentatives of focal Civic
Forums in the district of Hodonin and the prime minister of the Czech government and
leading figure of the national Civic Forum Petr Pithart, in 1991, The former felt helpless in face
of the old communist fanctionades taking high positions in the local economy but they had no
longer the power to effectvely impede this trend. Pichare, when asked for help, simply referred
themn to the legal framework that was to be respected.




popular power at the local level Thus even before the central Civic Forum was
transformed into several political parties in early 1991, local Forums began to give
way to conventional institutions such azs trade unions (in representing social and
economic interests) and newly elected or appointed local governmentis (in
administering the public life of local communities). As a matter of fact, local Civic
Forums had never fully replaced these institutions. They just formed parallel power
structures at the local level, and they took them over to various extents.

Even Arendt did not expect that 2 movement-type body could stand as an organ
of truly democratic participatory politics at the national level. Practical difficulties
with non-transparent opinion formation and articulation as well #s complicated and
heavy-going mechanisms of decision-making in and through such large-scale
organisations are obvious, We need not share Arendt’s harsh criticism of mass social
movements as proto-totalitarian in order to be able to detect some of the practical
troubles in Civic Forum's political functioning. Founded on the idea of wide
consensus, for example, the movement never developed efficient mechanisms of
reconciling internal conflicts. Therefore the formation of different factions within the
movement — quite natural 2s the country’s transformation required fundamental and
also specific political conceptons — did not stimulate discussion. At the top level, it
rather brought about the political style of factional conspiracy instead of that of open
discussion. As Civic Forum played the role of political opposition to itself, every open
conflict also effectively weakened the movement in relatdon to external political
competitors, and was therefore felt as a threat. This is not to say that the split of Civic
Forum in the beginning of 1991 was unavoidable. Yet keeping these difficulties
mind makes the movement’s transformation into several independent political parties
more understandable. No doubt this split was a crucial step and major event in
changing the character of political life in the country.

The paradox of a state-built civil society _

As soon as a competitive party system was established, and representative
parlismentary democracy was taken as a model for normial politics, 2 new ground was
to be sought for the idea of civil society. Now 2 new bom‘lda}y between the state and
civil society was to be drawn, and a new meaning and role for both in their mutual
relationship was to be found.

Although the Iatest metamorphosis of the notion of civil society took a more grad-
ual path than the previous one, there still exists a distinct event we can refer fo as the
point of full inception of the new stage. It was Viclav Havel’s 1994 New Year's
speech’ as President of the couatry, in which he accelerated the new phase of
discussion as for what civil society is, why we need it, and how to get it. Having
admitted that the basic institutions of patliamentary democracy and the market
economy had already been established, he pleaded — under the slogan of civil society
— for political support for institutions that should mediate not only between these two

spheres, but especially between each of them on the one side, and society on the
other.

Havel's plea for civil society was explicitly directed to two specific areas of inst-
tutionalised public activity for which he sought pofitical support: first, the so-called
third or non-profit sector; and second, the local level of public administration.
Somewhat later, higher bodies of competence for corporate institutions such as
professional chambers, associations, and trade umions were sought, constituting
another component of his plea for a more developed civil society. Soon these three
issues — reflecting the practical problems faced in shaping the character of the state
and society — became among the major clashing points of recent political discussion.
Along with them, political stances have been refined and their ideological
backgrounds revealed 2 Moving in this direction, on the other hand, the conceptual
framework that characterized the previous stage was modified and entiched by the
language of functional differentiation and mediation of interests.

Of course, Havel was not the first in the Czech political discussion to promote the
ahove-mentioned institutional spheres and their development. They alteady had their
proponents before he came up with his appeal. He only put these demands on
common ground by connecting them clearly and explicitly to the vision of building =
viable civil society. As an intellectual and political authority, Havel has played an
important role in rendering civil society a catchword for these demands which are
often raised in political terms — a catchword. that in the course of time has been
adopted by a large number of proponents.

Out of the three spheres — ie. the non-profit sector, local administration, and
unions or professional chambers — it is the first one that has gradually acquired a
prominent place as an institutional core and representative of cwvil society.
Unsurpsisingly, it is at least intuitively felt that it is here that the ethos of civil society
may find 2 space more open to its expression and realisation than in the other two.
More specifically, it is here that independent initiative and individual responsibility
may better be allied with the sense of public good and civic competence, with
associating freely for a common putrpose, and still remain relatively shielded from
instrumental and functional imperatives imposed by the political-legal-bureaucratic
system, or from the constraints imposed by clashing partial interests of the polity.

In the other two cases, it would not be difficult to point out the undesirable
consequences or ignored aspects of the institutionalized activities in question. On the
one side, one could highlight the inflaton of bureancratic practices that may

2 Fven though Havel himself does not speak explicitly for any political party or doctzire, the
major clash has obviously been between liberals, on the one side, and {neo-) corporatists or
associationalists, on the other. The dispute has been closely tied to practical political issues, with
arguments ofter: representing stances of concrete political parties, yet it has also prodizced more
theoretically-based seflections. Pechaps the most consistent theosetical defence of the

'cefporatlst and associationalist conception of civil society is [Samalik 1995).



accompany decentralisation of public administration; on the other side, problems
could arse in the intervention of organised partial interests in the process of political
decision-making, which could make the whole process even less transparent, leave out
the unorganised and the weaker, and confuse the concept of political zepresentation
itself. To be sure, the sphere of non-profit social, cultural, educational, service-
providing or productive activities is by no means completely free of these or similar
dangers. In this case, however, the interactions and interdependencies between, on
the one hand, the chatacter of given institutions, the goals they pursue, and the
principles that are to guide their activities and, on the other hand, the constraining
imperatives of the legal-bureaucratic system, are much more subtle 2nd puzzling — but
also more theoretically interesting by the same virtue.

Thete ate two aspects involved in the relation between the non-profit sector and
its envitonment that particularly distingnish this sphere from the other two. First, the
sphere claims independence from the state not only in respect to the state’s refraining
from intervention in the activities tzking place within the sector, but also in the sensc
of the sphere’s limited or complete lack of intervention in the process of political
decision-making on any level. In short, this sphere is exposed much less than the
other two to imperatives of the political system in the determination and pursuit of its
goals. It may flourish in parallel to similar state-run activities withont 2 permanent (if
often latent) fug of war with the state regarding the competence for decision-making.

Second, besides the state (the sphere of politics and administration) on ‘the
opposite side,’ a new pole enters the game: the sphere of the market economy. In
delineating the areas and character of the third sector’s activity, 4 distinct line is to be
drawn between the non-profit sphere and that of profit-oriented mazket activifies and
relations. Tt is on this distinction that the practical desirability of the third sector is
based, as well as on its moral superion'ty. In Havel’s appeal, we find both. On the one
hand, he pleads for the support of public initiatives in areas that ate commonly held
to be beneficial for society, but which provide little or no profit as economic activities
based on matket relations (and in which the state often tends to be ineffective or even
detrimental). On the other hand, he stresses the ethical dimension and educational
role of these kinds of initiatives as expressive of and nurturing a sense of solidarity
and mutual support. In this respect, too, we may remain with Havel's appeal as
sufficiently representative for the whole discussion. He explicitly and consistently
transplanted the idea of civil society into a new confext within which it was to be
discussed and contested. :

For now, I will leave aside the question of distinguishing non-profit and profit-
odented activities as guided by two different moral codes.® This is not-to suggest,
however, that the moral aspects of the distinction are of no or only little importance.
Yet it is equally important to realise that the problem cannot be reduced to its moral
dimension. For reducing the distinction 1o a mere moral judgement would amount to

3 For 4 thorough contemporary discussion of this problem see [Wolfe 1989].

61

limiting the possible use of the idea of civil society as a specifically political eppeal —
i.e. either as an appeal addressed to political actors or as connected to a certain
political programme. One has to formulate the question of ctvil sociefy as a question
of state politics in order to be able to employ the idea of civil society’ as a political
appeal. And it was in his 1994 New Year's speech that Havel clearly demonstrated
that he was no longer content with the role of mere ethical authority, launching moral
appeals that may be politically relevant but still remain neutral io practical political
alternatives at hand. His speech carried an unambiguons message concerning concrete
steps he wanted to see taken by the legislative and executive political tepresentation
of the state. _

In this way, the locus of the struggle for civil society was replanted into the politi-
cal arena. In other words, the prospect of building civil society has become a task for
practical politics — ie. a task for the state as represented by its legislative and
executive bodies. The state comes back into the game through the back door, 2nd it
returns in a new role of constructor. Tt is no longer expected to retreat from certain
areas of public life so as to empty some space for civil society. Now the state is asked
to create the institutional (legal, material, etc.) space.

It is necessary here to reirerate the peculiar consequences that the changes in con-
texts have had for understanding civil society’s relation to its environment. At the first
stage — before 1989 — civil society was expected to burst out and floutish naturaily as
soon as the state retreated from certain areas of social life. In the second phase — at
the time of Civic Forum — civil society was even conceived of as something that was
already present, and which only had to be given the opportunity to affect and thus
democratise the political process of decision-making, At the present (third) stage,
contrary to both previous stages, civil society stands for something that needs external
(political) help to develop — as something that has to be nurtured and culttivated by
the conscious and purposeful activity of political and administrative authorities,

Assigning the task of establishing civil society to the state presupposes that it is
sufficiently clear what civil society is, L.e. what kinds of practices and/or institutions
represent or embody it. The point is that civil society may become an object of
political ‘constitutive’ intervention only when understood in an accordingly specific
way. Expecting an agent {the state) to purposefully influeace the process of formation
of civil society requies the ability to understand the latter in terms of institutions
and/or practices that can be created or shaped or maintained by the purposeful
activity of the state. Tn shost, it is precisely the picture of civil soclety as
institationalised in a network of so-cailed non-profit organisations {the third sector)
that makes it possible to hold the state responsible for civil society and its
development. '

In this regard, it is quite symptomatic that in the present Czech political debate
about civil society the question of social movements is lazgely left out of the picture.
The theme of the social movement as an institutionalised form of civil society
occasionally atises when a movement's function of political mobilisation and its




intervention in the process of political decision-making are at issue. This is especially
the case of the environmental movements. But we would hardly find the theme
conceptualised in this way having in mind the function of social integration, the
question of the self reflection and self understanding of social actors and practices.?
The willingness or ability to picture social movements in terms of the idea of civil
society only when they present themselves as formal organisational structures, in
explicit programmes, and through organised forms of collective action points to the
tendency to mnstrumentalise the concept of civil society itself.

What is more important here, however, is that movements seem to represent too
diffuse social phenomena to be imagined as possible subjects of the state’s politically
‘constructive’ intervention. In other words, the soctal movements are too independent
in how they emerge and function — of that which the practical politics of the state can
directly influence. Regarding this, we can even better come to see that focusing on the
third sector as an institutional core of civil society corresponds to the tendency to
understand civil society not so much in its political function as in its political origin.
At the same time, however, it is the case of the non-profit, third sector that we can
perhaps best document some blindspots in the vision of a state-built civil society, This
is especially because the processes of burezucratisation, ‘legalisation’
(Verrechtlichung), and monetarisation that accompany the third sector’s expansion
under the patronage of the state contrast stunningly with the ethos on which the
sector is supposed and expected to be based.”

The problem — if we want to see it as a problem at all — is not just that the state be-
comes an arbiter in evaluating society’s moral preferences by favouring (through
legislative and economic means) one sort of activity and relatively disadvantaging
others. The issue of the state as a moral agent might take us further into the political
theoty, and therefore it will be skipped here. Sociologists would rather address
another kind of question: how the conception of a state-built civil society affects the
picture of the latter mn terms of what Robert Putam [1993] calls instiutional
performance. Putnam studies the institutions of local administration in latter-day Italy,
yet his conclusions undoubtedly bear relevance to the problem of third sector
institutions as well. Instead of observing an educational effect of instimutions of local
democracy in those parts of Italy where civic culture has been rather underdeveloped,
he finds there a malfunctioning system. It is also this finding that poses a serious

20 Here [ am alluding ro Alberto Melueel's understanding of sodal movements as practices,
rather than as agents or characters [Melucei 1989, 1996). In Cohen and Arato [1992], the
distincton between what we may call the instrumental {political) and hermencutical (social)
aspects of the phenomenon of new social movements is described in terms of the difference
between the ‘politics of influence’ and the ‘politics of identity.” They, however, want to retain
botl: as relevant for understanding social movements as institutional representatives of an
updated idea of civil soctety.

27 1 have focused more closely upon the paradexes of a ‘state-built civil society’ — with special
atrention to the third sector- in my article Marada 1996).
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challenge not just before social actors who act through the institutions of civil society,
but also before social theory that should aveid appealing to one kind of institutional
practice by criticising and looking for flaws in those spheres of action that are seen as
the former’s competitors.

 Civil society as challenge for social theory

The basic dilemma we face is evident, and its formulation in political and social
science has over time acquired the character of an evergreen: the development of the
third, nonprofit sector is dependent on the stafe’s active involvement, yet, at the same
time, this involvement threatens to corrode the very ethos that is supposed to
motivate the participating social actors. This especially applies to societies that find
themselves i transition from one type of political-cconomic regime to another. Here
the dilemma reveals its stakes with an increased clarity.

The question is: what does this mean — first, for social and political actors, and
second, for social and poliical theory? In my concluding remarks, I will try to point
out the sense in which the practical consequences of the above-outlined situation for
social conduct, on the one side, and cntical theoretical reflection, on the other, are
closely connected.

The crudial question for social actors is the following: should they refrain from
acting through institutions which are necessary for making their activity efficient and
transparent to others but which force them at the same time to conform to
imperatives incongruent with the ethos that motrvates their action?

A positive answer would find its ground in the kind of critical theory that dismisses
not oaly bureancracy and market economy but also positive law, technology, and
science. The formal and instrumental character of these mstitutions, according to this
way of thinking, conceals and effectively reproduces the oppressive character of
modern society that functions through them. This radical tradition of critical theory -
which found its first systematic expression in Marx and then among vadous sorts of
his followers teaches us that evety activity made effective through those institutions,
regardless of its immediate impact, serves in the last instance to those who govern or
profit from the system as a whole.?® In other words, the institutional system poses
strict bartiers to every action undertaken within it — however good and beneficial for
soclety’s members — which could upset the power relations maintained and

2 Thus not only prisons and the zzmy but also hospitals and schools are seen as normalising
and disciplining institutions, the media as fabricadng unified public opinicns and destroying

-independent eritical thinking, social welfare policies as corrupting the disadvantagecus and

potentially dissatisfied, charity as a theatre making the poor grateful and healing the bad
conscience of the rich. family as a reified structure reproducing gender inequalities as well as
children’s oppression. avant-garde art as diverting and dissolving the impetus to revolt,
parliaments and trade unions as paralysing polifical opposition through its inclusion into the
system, the judiciary and police as crimdnalising institutions, and human rights as a shield that
separates individuals from each other and protects first of all those who profit from ali this.




reproduced by the former. In this view, the oppressive character of the system as a
whole eventually reverses the general meaning of every institutionalised activity in
favour of the relations of domination; and by this virtue devaluates every particular
good.

This certainly is not the kind of crtical thinking that is advocated here. At the
same time, however, I do not recommend abandoning completely the theoretical
claim of perceiving particular activities as constitutive patts or functional elements of
a wider societal and institutional context.? Rather the claim is to be complemented by
the attempt to distinguish between the moral and the institutional dimension of public
conduct, and to reflect upon public conduct along this double track. Such an attempt
should not only help us keep in mind that a certain portion of bureaucratic skills or
economic calculation, observance of legal limits or reliance upon scientfic
information, (and even 2 certain degree of ideological simplification or hierarchical
disciplinary organisation) — ie. that which often makes public activity effective and
transparent — are not by definition mutually exclusive with public conduct beneficial
for society in moral terms. In other words, this view reminds us that acting within and
through nstitutions does not necessarily make it impossible for social actors to act in
a civilised manner and pursue goals that morally motivate their action. But it also
should help us confront the institutional (bureaucratic, economic, ideological,
organisational) costs with the moral value and public desirability of goals to be
achieved m order to find a proper balance between these two sides in particular cases.

In short, the task for civil society is not that some kinds of institutions be avoided
or abolished altogether. It is only that public conduct cannot succumb to their instra-
mental and functional imperatives which would deprive such conduct of its ethos,
making an empty routine of it in a similar way 2s happened to the capitalist economy
in Max Weber’s picture [Weber 1958]. It 1s in avoiding this very alternative that
critical social theoty may play an impottant role — first, as a means of ctitical analysis
of certain kinds of social practices; second, as a theoretical self reflection of the
participating actors. '

The tendency to employ the idea of civil society as a tool of political appeal agamnst
. the supposedly competing sphetes or kinds of action ~ may well lead to the confusion
affecting the current Czech political discussion. One side of the dispute accentuates
the moral ethos of the non-profit activities, whereas the other points out the
instrumental aspects and functional defects of the institutions through which the
activities are to be made effectual. The problem is that neither of the sides makes
enough effort to distingnish between the ethical and institutional (instrumental and
functional) aspects of the problem. The one side promotes a certain legal-economic
form of public activity as embodying the sought-after ethos, the other challenges the

2 Disregard of the wider societal and institutional context of action would also deprive the

political and social actors of the capacity to define in particular cases the puble good or public -

interest.
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ethos’s cogency by conpecting it with the possibly malfunctional institutonal
structure. In this way, paradoxically, both sides contribute to discrediting the idez of
civil society in one aad the same direction. They expose it to the accusation of being a
mere illusion that serves to shield the possibly imperfect practices of certain kinds of
institutions, an ideclogical veil that idealises these kmds of institutions and protects
them from critical assessment,

The task of a critical assessment cannot be reasonably undertaken from. the view-

point of the theory of the state or that of the market In a formal sense, a social
theory based on the idea of civil sodety is in a similar position to those other two
sorts of theores. Today it is — and 1t has perhaps always been — more theoretically
froitful to employ the idea of the market as a means of analysis and a measure of
critique for the actual economic relations that we call the market, rather than using it
a3 a protective shield that should defend the clumsy and heavy institutional scaffold
of contemporary markets against other forms of social or economic activity.

To take another, more concrete example: we do not have to accept Carl Schmitt’s
anti-democratic position to be able to appreciate his analytical strategy in criticising
parliamentarism by confronting the original principles on which modern parliaments
had been founded with the way they actually functioned in his time. He hastens to
denounce an institution as soon as he realises that it no longer represents the ethos
which once legitimised its establishment. Although in Schmitt’s ¢ase we have reasons
to suppose that he looks for and points out incongmities between the legitimising
ethos and actual practice & order o (Le. with the mntention to) denounce the instimtion.

This 15 certainly not the source of motivation recommended for the critical theo-
tsts of civil society. The idea of civil society — as a symbol of certain kinds of social

* or public sensitivity, attitudes, ways of acting and thinking, or moral reasoning — is not

here to denounce the institutional base of the non-profit sector. Hven less does it
serve to denounce the institutions of the state or the matket. The latter two occupy
their own fields of action, where they operate according to their own imperatives and
critetia of rationality. The idea of civil socicty as a sphere of civilised public condnet
of free, moral, and rational individuals may (and perhaps should) pose limits to those
spheres. But it is not an impenal vision. The fact that it is aware of its own Ymits
testifies to its own civility. It best serves as a means of critical analysis of public action
that is not primatily gutded by political goals or economic calculation. As a means of
critical analysis, it is designed to be applied to the sphere of civil sociefy itself. -

Such an approach may take some illusions from social or political actors. Bot I do
not believe it can disable what motivates them. Civil society is that kind of social life
in which motivations do not stem from illusions but from rational and moxral
judgement. If we do not admit that this distinction ~ between illusions and rational-
moral judgement is possible at all, we lose the very ground for the articulation of the
idea of civil society itself. The symbol then becomes incomprehensible and useless,
since it has no basis in a Nietzschean wotld which blurs that distinction. Therefore
also critical theory based on the idea of civil society need not be aftaid of nature,




which, according to Nietzsche’s prophecy, will punish as the cruellest tyrant those
who take illusions from people.
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5

Ant-Political Politics®
Véclar Havel

As 2 boy, T lived for some time in the country and T cleatly remember an experience
from those days: T used to walk to schoolin a nearby village along a cart track through
the fields and, on the way, sce on the horizon a buge smokestack of some hurredly
built factory, in all likelibood in the service of war. It spewed dense smoke and
scatteted it across the sky. Each time I saw it, 1 had an infense sense of something
profoundly wrong, of humans soiling the heavens. I have no idea whether there was
something like 2 science of ecology in those days; if there was, [ certainly knew
nothing of it. That ‘soiling of the heavens’ nevertheless offended me spontaneously. It
seemed to me that in so doing, humans are guilty of something, that they destroy
somnething important, arbitranly disrupting the natural order of things, and that such
doings cannot go unpunished. Certainly, my revulsion was largely aesthetic; 1 knew
nothing then of the noxious emissions which would one day devastate our forests,
exterminate game and endanger the health of people.

Were a2 medieval man suddenly to see something like a huge smokestack on the
horizon — say, while out hunting — he would probably think it the work of the Devil
and fal! on his knees, to pray that he and his kin be saved. What is it, actually, that the
wotld of a medieval peasant and that of a small boy have in common? Something
substantive, I think. Both the boy and the peasant ate rooted far more intensely in
what some philosophers call the natural world, or Jife-world® [Lebensrel] than most
modern adults.™ They have not yet grown alienated from the world of their actual
personal expetience, the world which has its morming and its evening, its down {the
earth) and its #p {the heavens), where the sun ndses daily in the east, traverses the sky
and sets in the west, and where concepts Hke ‘at home” and ‘in foreign parts’, good
and evil, beauty and ugliness, near and far, duty and wotk, still mean something living
and definite. They are still rooted in a wordd which knows the dividing line between all

* Text of an address forwarded to the University of Toulouse in 1984, on the occasion of an
honorary doctorate which, since he lacks a passport, he was unable ro recetve in person.
Translated by E. Kohédk and R. Scruton, amended by A.G. Brain,

** Editer’s note: The concept of Lebenswelf was first developed by Edmund Hussez, a Moravian-
born philosopher, in Diz Krisis der enropdischen Wissenschaffor and die transzendentale Phinomenologie
{most of which was published in Belprade in 1936). It refers to the hosizon which is shared by
all experiencing beings, but which recedes from their efforts to grasp oz define it absolutely,
even though through this hfﬂworld they make ]udgernents, reach decisions and engage in
various other actions.
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that is intimately familiar and zipproptiately a sub)ect .of our concern.lndthat Wl'uch

lies beyond this horizon, that before which we should bow down humbly because it
partakes of a mystery.

Qur T attests pomerdially to thet world and personally certifies it. This is the
world of our lived experience, a world to which we are not yet indifferent, since we
are bound to it personally in our Love, hatred, respect, contempt, tradition, in our
interests and in that pre-reflective meaningfulness from which culture is born. It is the
realm of our induplicable, inalienable and non-transferable joy and pain, a world in
which, through which 2nd for which we are somehow answerable, a world of personal
responsibility. In this world, categories like justice, honour, treason, frendship,
infidelity, courage or empathy have a wholly tangible content, relating to actual
persons and actual life. At the basis of this world are values which are simply there,
perennially, before we ever speak of them, before we reflect upon them and inquire
ahout them. It owes its internal coherence to something like a ‘pre-speculative’
assumption that the world functions and is generally possible at all only because there
is something beyond its horizon, something beyond or above it that might escape our
understanding and our grasp but, for just that reason, grounds this world firmly,
bestows order and measure upon it, and is the hidden source of all its rules, customs,
commandments, prohibitions and norms. The natural world, in virtue of its very
being, bears within it the presupposition of the Absolute which grounds, delimits,
animates and directs it, and without which it would be unthinkable. This Absolute is
something which we can only quiedly respect; any attempt to spurn it, master it or
replace it with something else appears, within the framework of the natural world, as
an expression of Aybrir for which humans must pay-a heavy price, as did Don Juan and
Faust,

To me, personally, the smokestack sotling the heavens is not just 2 regrettable lapse
of a technology that failed to include ‘the ecological factor’ in its calculation, one
which can be corrected easily with the appropaiate filter. To me it is more the symbaol
of an age which seeks-to transcend the boundaries of the natural world and its norms
and to make it into 2 merely private concern, a matter of subjective preference and
private feeling, of the illusions, prejudices and whims of a ‘mere’ individual. It is a
symbol of an epoch which denies the binding importance of personal experience.-
including the experience of mystery and of the Absolute — and displaces the
personally experienced Absolute as the measure of the world with a new, man-made
absolute, devoid of mystery, free of the ‘whims’ of subjectivity and, as such,
impersonal and inhuman, It is the absolute of so-called objectivity: the objective,
rational cognition of the scientific model of the world.

Modern science, coastmeting its universally valid image of the W’OI].d thus crashes
through the bounds of the natural world, which it can understand only as a prison of
prejudices, from which we must break out into the light of objective truth. The natural
world zppears to it as no more than an unfortunate leftover from our backward
ancestors, 4 fantasy of their childish immaturity. With that, of course, it abolishes as




mete ficfion even the innermost foundation of our natural world: it kills God and
takes His place on the vacant throne, so that henceforth it might be science which, as
so_le legitimate guardian, holds the order of being in its hand. For, after 2ll, it is only
science that rises above all individual subjective truths and replaces them with a
superior, trans-subjective, transpetsonal truth, which is truly objective and universal

Modemn humans, whose natural world has been conqueted properly by science and
technology, objects to the smoke from the smokestack only if the stench penetrates
their apartment. In no case, though, do they take offence at it metaphysically, since they
know that the factory to which the smokestack belongs manufactures things they
need. As people of the technological era, they can conceive of a remedy only within
the limits of technology — for instance, a catalytic scrubber fitted to the chimney.

Lést. you misunderstand, I am not proposing that humans abolish smokestacks or
prohibit science or generally retumn to the Middle Ages. Besides, it is not accidental
that some of the most profound discoveries of modern science render the myth of
objectivity surpdsingly problematic and, via a remarkable detour, return us to the
human subject and his or her world. I wish no more than to consider, in a most
gfsneral and admittedly schematic outline, the spiritual framework of modesn
civilization and the source of its present crisis. And aithough the primary focus of
these reflections will be the political rather than the ecological aspect of this crisis, I
might perhaps clarify my starting point with one more ecological example.

For centuries, the basic component of European zgricutture had been the family
farm. In Czech, the older term for it was graws — which itself is not without its
etymological interest. The word, taken from the German Grand, actually means
ground-ox foundation and, in Czech, acquired a peculiar semantic colouring. As the
colloquial synonym for foundation it points out the ‘groundedness’ of the ground, its
indubitable, traditional and pre-speculatively given authentcity. Certainly, the farnily
farm was a source of endless and intensifying social conflict of all kinds. Stll, we
cannot deny it one thing: it was rooted in the nature of its place, appropriate,

Harmonious, tested personally by generations of farmers and certified by the results -

of their husbandry. It also displayed =2 kind of optimal mutual proportionality in extent
an.d kind of 2ll that belonged to it: fields, meadows, bounds, woods, cattle, domestic
amals, water, roads and so on. For centuries no farmer made it the topic of a
scientific study. Nevertheless, it constituted a generally satisfactory economic and
ecological system within which everything was bound together by 2 thousand threads
of mutual and meaningful connection, guaranteeing its stability as well as the stability
of the agricultural product.

Unlike present-day ‘agtibusiness’, the traditional family farm was energetically self
sufficient. Although it was subject to commeon calamities, it was not guilty of them —
vnfavourable weather, cattle disease, wars and other catastrophes lay outside the
:Earmer’s proviace. Certainly, modem agdcultural and social science could also
improve agriculture in a thousand ways, increasing its productivity, reducing the
amount of sheer drudgery, and eliminating the worst social inequalities. But this 1
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possible only on the assumption that modemization, too, will be guided by a certain
humility and respect for the mysterous order of natuse and for the appropriateness
which derives from it and which is intrinsic to the natural word of personal expetience
and responsibility. Modernization must not be simply a megalomaniac and brutal
invasion by an impessonally objective Science, represented by a newly graduated
agronomist or a bureaucrat in the service of the ‘scientific wotld-view'.

That, however, is exactly what happened to our country: our word for it was
‘collectivization’. Like a tomado it raged through the Czechoslovak countryside thirty
yeats ago, leaving no stone unturned. Among its consequences wete, o1l the one hand,
tens of thousands of lives devastated by prison, sacificed on the altar of a scientfic
utopia; on the other hand, 2 certain diminution in the level of social conflict and the
amount of drudgery in the countryside and a certain guantitative increase In
agricultural productivity. That, though, is not why I mention it. My reason is different:
thirty years after the tornado swept the traditional family farm off the face of the
earth, scientists are amazed to discover what even a semni-literate farmer previcusly
knew ~ that human beings must pay a heavy prdce for every attempt to abolish,
radically, once and for all and without trace, that humbly respected boundary of the
natural world, with its tradition of scrupulous personal acknowledgement. They must
pay for the attempt to seize natute, to leave not a remnant of it in human hands, to
sdicule its mysteries; they must pay for the attempt to abolish God and to play at
being God. The price, in fact, fell due. With hedges ploughed under and woods cut
down; wild birds have died out and, with them, a natural, unpaid protector of the
crops against harmful insects. Huge unified Gelds have led inevitably to the annual
loss of millions of cubic yards of topsoil that had taken centuries to accumulate;
chemical fertilizers and pesticides have catastrophically poisoned all vegetable
products, the earth and its waters. Heavy machinery systematically presses down the
soil, making it impenetrable to air and so infertile; cows in gigantic dairy farms suffer
neuroses and lose their milk, while agriculture siphons off ever more energy from
industry manufacture of machines, artificial festilizers, rising transpottation costs in an
age of growing local specialization; and so on and on. ln shori, the prognoses are
terrifying and no one knows what susprises coming years and decades might bring.

Tt is, paradowical: people in the age of science and technology live in the conviction
that they can improve their lives, becanse they are able to grasp and exploit the
complexity of natute and the general Laws of its functoning. Vet it is precisely these
laws which, in the end, tragically catch up with them and get the better of them.
Flumans thought they could explain and conquer natute, yet the outcome is that they
destroyed it and disinherited themselves from it. But what are the prospects for
humans ‘outside nature’? It is, after all, precisely the most recent leading sciences that
are discovering that the human body is actually only a particularly busy intersection of
billions of organic microbodies, of their complex mutual contacts and mfluences,
together forming that incredible megaorganism we call ‘the biosphere’, in which our
planet is blanketed. .




The fault is not one of science as such but of the atrogance of humankind in the
age of science. Humans simply are not God, and playing God has cruel consequences.
Humans have abolished the absolute horizon of their relations, denied their personal
‘pre-objective’ experience of the lived world, while relegating personal conscience and
coasciousness to the bathroom, as something so private that it is no one’s business.
We have rejected our responsibility as 2 ‘subjective illusion’ and in its place installed
what is now proving to be the most dangerous illusion of all: the, fiction of objectivity
stripped of all that is concretely human, of a rattonal understanding of the cosmos,
and of an abstract schema of a putative ‘historical necessity’. As the apex of it all, we
have constructed a vision of 2 putely scientifically calculable and technologically
achievable ‘universzl welfare’, demanding no more than that experimental institutes
invent it while industrial and bureaucratic factories turn it into reality. The fact that
millions of people will be sacdficed to this illusion in sclentfically directed
concentration camps is not something that concerns our ‘modern person’ unless by
chance he or she lands behind barbed wire and is thrown back drastically upon his or
her natural world. The phenomenon of empathy, after all, belongs with that abolished
rezlm of personal prejudice which had to yield to Science, Objectivity, Historical
Necessity, Technology, System and the “Appara’ — and since they are impersonal, they
cannot worry. They are abstract and anonymous, always utlitarian and, thus, also
always innocent 4 priod.

And what for the future? Who, personally, would cate about it or even personally
worry about it when matters concerning eternity ate locked away in the bathroom, if
not actually exiled into the realm of fairy tales? If a contemporary scientist thinks at all
of what will be in two hundred years, he or she does so solely as a personally
disinterested observer who, basically, could not care less whether he or she is doing
research on the metabolism of the flea, on the radio signals of pulsars or on the global
reserves of natural gas. And a medern politician? He or she has absolutely no reason
to care, especially if it might interfere with his or her chances in an election, as long as
he or she lives in a country where there are elections . . .

The. Czech philosopher Viclav Bélohradsky has persuasively developed the
thought that the rationalist spirit of modem science, founded on sbstract reason and
on the presumption of impersonal objectivity, has, in additiorf to its father in the
natural sciences, Galileo, a father in politics — Machiavelli, who first formulated, albeit
with an undertone of malicious irony, a theory of politics as a rational technology of
power.! We could say that, for all the complex historical detours, the origin of the
modern state and of modern political power may be sought precisely here, thatis, in 2
moment when human reason is beginning once again to break free of humanity, of
personal experience, personal conscience and personal responsibility z2nd so also from
the framework of the natural world, to which all responsibility had been uniquely

t Viclav Bélohradsky, Krige Eschatologic Neosobnosti [The Crisis in the Eschaiology of the Inpersonal,
London 1982, :

this does not mean that the modern impersonal power is itself an extra-BEuropean

related as its absolute horzon. Just as the modern natural scientists set aside the actual
human being as the subject of the lived experience of the world, so, ever mare
evidently, do both the modern state 2and modern politics.

To be sure, this process of anonymization and depersonabization of powet, and its
reduction to a mere technology of rule and manipulation, has a thousand masks,
vatiants and expressions. In one case, it is covert and inconspicuous while in another
it is just the contrary, entirely overt; sometimes it sneaks up on us along subtle and
devicus paths, at other times it is brutaliy direct. Essentially, though, it is the same
universal trend. It is the essential trait of all modem civilization, growing directly from
its spiritual structure, rooted in it by a thousand tangled roots and inseparable even in
thought from its technological nature, its mass characteristics 2nd its consumer
onentation.

Rulers and leaders were once petsonalities in their own nght, with a2 concrete
human face, still in some sense peisona]ly responsible for their good and evil deeds —
whether they had been installed by dynastic tradition, the will of the people, 2
victorious battle or by intrigue. But they have been replaced in modern times by the
manager, the bureaucrat, the apparatehik — a professional ruler, manipulator and expert
mn the techniques of obfuscation, filing a depersonalized intersection of functional
relations, a cog in the machinery -of state caught up in a predetermined role. This
professional ruler is an ‘innocent’ tool of an ‘innocent’ anonymous powet, Legitimated
by science, cybernetics, ideology, law, abstraction and objectivity — by everything, that
is, except personal responsibility to human beings as persons and neighbours. A
modern politician is transparent: behind his or her judicious mask and affected diction
there is not a trace of a human being rooted in the natural order by loves, passions,
interests, personal opinions, hatred, courage or cruelty. All that he or she, too, locks
away in his or her private bathroom. If we glimpse anything at all behind the mask, it
will be only 2 more or less competent power technician, System, ideclogy and apparat
have deprved us — zulers as well as ruled — of our conscience, our natural
understanding and natural speech and, with these, of our actual humanity. States grow
ever more machine-like; people are transformed into casts of extras, as voters,
producers, consumers, patents, tourists or soldiers. In politics, good and evil,
categories of the natural world — and therefore obsolete remnants of the past — lose all
absolute meaning; the sole method of politics is quantfiable success. Power is a priod
innocent because it does not grow from a world in which words lke guilt and
innocence reftain their meaning,

This impersonal power has achieved its most complete expression so far in the
totalitarian systems. As Bélohradsk{ ponts out, the depersonslization of power and its
conguest of human coascience and human speech have been linked successfully to 2n
extra-European tradition of a ‘cosmological’ conception of the empite which identifies
the empire as the sole true centre of the world, with the wotld as such, and considers
the human as its exclusive property. But, as the totalitatian systems illustrate clearly,




affair. The truth is the very opposite: it was precisely Europe, and the European West,
that provided znd frequently forced on the world all that today has become the basis
of sach power: natural science, rationalism, scientism, the Industrial Revolution, and
revolution as such, as a kind of fanatical abstraction from the natural world. And it is
Europe democratic Western Europe — which today stands bewildered in the face of
this ambiguous export. The contemporary dilemma whether to yield to or resist this

reverse expansionism of its erstwhile export — attests to this. Should rockets, now

aimed at Burope thanks to its export of spiritual and technological potential, be
countered by similar and better rockets, thereby demonstrating a determination to
deiend such values as Burope has Left, at the cost of entering into an utterly immoral
game? Or should Europe retreat, hoping thar the responsibility For the fate of the
planet demonstrated thereby will infect, by its miraculous power, the rest of the
world?

In the relation of Western Europe to the totalitarian systems, I think that no error
could be greater than the one looming largest — that of a failure to understand the
totalitarian systems for what they ultimately ate: a convex mirror of all modemn
civilization and a harsh, perhaps final call for a global recasting of that civilizaton’s
self understanding. If we ignore that, then it does not make any essential difference

which form Europe’s efforis will assume. It might be the form of taking the -

totalitarian systems, in the spitit of Furope’s own rationalistic tradidon, for some
localised idiosyneratic attempt at achieving ‘peneral welfare’, to which only people of
l-will attribute expansionist tendencies. Or — in the spirit of the same rationalist
tradition, though this time in the form of a Machiavellian conception of politics as the
technology of power — it might perceive the totalitarian regimes as a purely external
threat by expansionist neighbours, who can be driven back within acceptable bounds
by an appropriate demonstration of power, without having to be considered more
deeply. The first alternative is that of the person who reconciles him- or herself to the
chimney belching smoke, even though that smoke is ugly and smelly, because in the
end it serves a good end: the production of commonly needed goods. The second is
that of the person who thinks that it is simply a matter of a technological flaw Wthh
. can be eliminated by technological means, such as a filter or a scrubber.

The reality, T believe is unfortunately more serous. The chimney ‘soiling the
heavens’ is not just a technologically corrigible design error, or a tax paid for a better
tomorrow, but a symbol of a civilization which has renounced the Absolute, which
ignores the natural world and disdains its imperatives. So, too, the totalifarian systems
watn of something far mote setious than Western rationalism is willing to admit. They
are, most of all, a convex mirror of the inevitable consequences of ratonalism, a
grotesquely magnified image of its own deep tendencies, an extreme outcropping of

. its own development and an ominous product of its own expansion. They are a deeply
informative reflection of its own crisis. Totalitarian regimes are not merely dangerous
neighbours and, even less, some kind of an avantgarde of world progress. Alas, just
the opposite; they are the avant-garde of a global csisis of this civilization, one which
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is European, then Furozmerican, and ultimately global. They are one of the possible

futurological studies of the Western world, not in the sense that one day they wil
attack and conquer it but in a far deeper sense — that they illustrate graphically the
possible consequences of the ‘eschatology of the impersonal’, as Bélohradsky calls it.

Tt is the total rule of a bloated, anonymously bureancratic power, not yet
irresponsible but already operating outside all conscience, 2 power grounded in an
omnipresent ideclogical fiction which can rationalize anyrthing without ever having to
confront the truth. It is power as the ommnipresent monopoly of control, repression
and fear, a power which makes thought, mozality and privacy a state monopoly and so
dehumanizes them. It is a power which long ago has ceased to be the matter of a
group of arbitraty rulers but which, rather, occupies and swallow’s everyone, so that
all should become integrated within it, at least through their silence. Ne one actually
possesses such power since it is the power itself which possesses everyone; it is a
monstrosity which is not guided by humans but which, on the contrary, drags alt
petsons along with its ‘objective’ momentum objective in the sense of being cut off
from all human standards, including human reason — to a terrifying, unknown future.

Let me repeat: this totalitatian power is a great reminder to contemporary
civilization. Pethaps somewhere there may be some generals who think that it would
be best to dispatch such systems from the face of the earth and then all would be well
But that is no different from a plain gisl trying to get rid of her plainness by smashing
the mirror which reminds her of it. Such a ‘final solution’ is one of the typical dreams
of impersonal reason capable, as the term “fmal solution’ reminds us graphically, of
transforming its dreams into teality and thereby reality into 4 nightmare. Not only
would 1t fail to resolve the ctsis of the present wotld but, assuming anyone survived
at all, it would only aggravate that crisis. By burdening the already heavy account of
this civilization with further millions of dead, it would not block its essential tendency
to totalize but, rather, would accelerate it. It would be a Pyrrhic victory, because the
victors would emerge from such a conflict inevitably fesembling their defeated
opponents far more than anyone today is willing to admit or able to imagine. Just a
minor example of this: imagine what a huge Gulag Archipelago would have to be bust
in the West, in the name of country, democracy, progress and military discipline, to
contain all who refused to take part in such an enterprise, whether out of naiveté,
panciple, fear or ill-willl

No evil has ever been eliminated by suppressing its symptoms. We need to address
the cause itself.

From time to ttme I have a chance to speak with various Western intellectuals who
visit our country and decide to include a visit to a dissident on their ttinerary. Some
visit out of genuine interest, or a willingness to understand and to express solidarity;
others simply out of curiosity: beside the Gothic and Baroque monuments, dissidents
are apparently the only thing of interest to 2 tourist in this uniformly dreary context.
These conversations are usually instructive: I learn much and realize much. The
questions most frequently asked are these: Do you think you can really change




anything, when you ate so few and have no influence at all? Are you opposed to
socialism, or do you mezely wish to improve it? Do you condemn or condone the
deployment of the Pershing 11 and cruise missiles in Western Europer What can we
do for you? What drives you to do what you are doing when all it brings you s
petsecution, prson - and no visible results? Would you want to see capitalism
restored in your couatry?

Those questions are well intended, growing out of a desite to understand and
showing that those who ask do care about the world, about what it is and what it will
be.

Still, precisely these and similar questions reveal to me ever anew how deeply many
Western intellectuals do not understand — and in some respects, cannot understand —
just what is taking place here, what it is that we, the so-called ‘dissidents’, are striving
for and, most of all, what is the overall meaning of our situation. Take, for instance,
the question “What can we do for you?” A great deal, to be sure. The more support,
interest and solidarity of free-thinking people in the wozld we enjoy, the less the
danger of being arrested, and the greater the hope that ours will not be a voice crying
in the wildemess. And yet somewhere deep within the question, there is a built-in
misundesstanding. After all, in the last nstance the point is niot to help us, a handful
of ‘dissidents’, to keep out of jail a bit more of the time. It is not even a question of
helping these nations, Czechs and Slovaks, to live a bit better, a bit more freely. We
need first and foremost to help ourselves. We have waited for the help of others far
too often, depended on it far too much, and far too many times come to grief: either
the promised help was withdrawn at the last moment or it turned into the very
opposite of our expecrations. In the deepest sense, something else is at stake: the
salvation of us all, of myself and my interlocutors equally. Ot is it not something that
concerns us all equally? Ate not my dim prospects or, conversely, my hopes, their dim
prospects and bopes as well? Was not my impsisonment an affront on them and the
deception to which they are subjected an attack on me as well? Is not the destruction
of humans in Prague a destruction of human beings everywhere? Is not indifference
to what is happening here, or even illusions about it, a preparation for the same kind
of misery elsewhere? Is not their misery the precondition of ours? The point is not
that some Czech dissident, as a person in distress, needs help. I could best help myself
out of distress simply by ceasing to be a ‘dissident’. The point is what those dissidents’
flawed efforts and thetr fate tell us and mean; what they attest 2bout the condition,
destiny, opportunities and problems of the wotld; the respects in which they are ot
could be food for thought for others as well, for the way they see their and so our
shared destiny; and in what ways they are a warming, a challenge, 2 danger or a lesson
for those who visit us.

Or the question about socialism and capitalism! I admit that it gives me a sense of
emerging from the depths of the last century. It scems to me that these thoroughly
ideological and many-times-mystified categories have long since been beside the point.
The question is wholly other, deeper and equally relevant to all. Shall we, by whatever

means, stcceed in reconstituting the patural world as the true. terrain of politics,

rehabilitating the personal experience of human beings as the initial measure of things,

placing morality above politics and responsibility above our desires, making human
community meaningful, returning content to human speaking, reconstituting, as the

. focus of all social activity, the autonomous, integral and dignified human T,

sesponsible for him — or herself because he or she is bound to something higher? It
really is not all that important whether, by accident of domicile, we confront a
Western manager or an Fastesn bureaucrat in this very modest and yet globally crucial
struggle agatnst the momentum of impersonal power. If we can defend our humanity,
then perhaps there is a hope of sorts that we shall also find some more meanngful
ways of balancing our natural rights to participate in economic decision-making, and
to a dignified social status, with the tried driving force of all work: human enterptise
realized in authentic market transactions. However, as long as our humanity remains
defenceless we shall not be saved by any technical or organizational trick designed to
ptoduce better economic functioning, just as no filler on 2 factory smokestack will
prevent the general dehumanization. To what purpose 2 system functions is, after all,
more important than how it does so. Might it not function quite smoothly, after all, in
the service of tofal destruction? S

I speak in this way because, looking at the wotld from the perspective which fate
allotted me, T cannot avoid the impression that many people in the West sdll
understand Hitle of what is actually at stake in cur time.

If, for instance, we take a second look at the two basic political alternatives
between which Western intellectuals oscillate today, it becomes apparent that they are
no more than two different ways of playing the same game, proferred by the
anonymity of power. As such, they are no more than two diverse ways of moving
toward the same global totalitarianism. One way of playing the game of anonymous

* reason is to keep on toying with the mystery of matter ~ ‘playing God’ — constantly

inventing and deploying weapons of mass destraction, all, of course, intended “for the
defence of democracy’, but in effect degrading democracy to the ‘uninhabitable
fiction’ which socialism has long since become on our side of Europe.

The other form of the game of anonymous reason is the tempting vortex that
draws into itself so many good and sincere people, the so-called ‘struggle for peace’?
Often I have the impression that this vortex has been designed and deployed by that
same treacherous, all-pervasive impersonal power as a more Ppoefic means of
colonizing human consciousness. Please note that I have in mind impersonal power as
a principle, globally, in all its instances, and not only in Moscow — which, if the truth

2 Fditer’s note: The background of Havel’s important contributions to the teans-European

dialogue within the peace movement are discussed in Jan Kavan and Zdena Tomin, eds, Veder

From Prague. Documents on Cechoslovakia and the Peace Movement. London 1983, His most
important essay on the subject is Awatongy of o Relicence. East Enrapean Dissidents and the Peace
Mopement in the West, Stockholm 1985 and London 1987.



be told, lacks the capability to organize something as widespzread as the contemporary
peace movement. Stll, could there be a better way of rendering ineffectual m the
wotld of rationalism and ideology an honest, free-thinking person, the chief threat to
all anonymous power, than by offering him or her the simplest thesis possible, with all
the appatent charactetistics of a noble goal? Could you imagine something that would
more effectively fire a just mind — preoccupying it, then occupying it and ultimately
rendesing it intellectually harmless — than the possibility of ‘a struggle against war’? Is
there a cleverer means than deceiving people with the illuston that they can prevent
war if they interfere with the deployment of weapons (which will be deployed in any
case)? It is hard to imagine an easier way to i totelitarianism of the human
consciousness. The more obvious it becomes that the weapons will indeed be
deployed, the more rapidly does the mind of 2 person who has totally identified with
the goal of preventing such deployment becomes radicalized, fanaticized and in the
end alienated from itself. So a person sent off on his or her way by the noblest of
intentions Ends him- or herself, at the journey’s end, precisely where anonymous
powers needs to see him or her: in the rut of totalitarian thought, whese he or she is
“not his or her own and where he or she surrenders individual reason and conscience
for the sake of another ‘uninhabitable fiction’! '

As long as that totalitadan goal is served, if is not important whether we call that
. fiction ‘human well-being’, ‘socialism’ ot “peace’. Certainly, from the standpoint of the
defence and the interests of the Western wotld, it is not vety good when someone
says ‘better red than dead’. Still, from the viewpoint of the global impersonal power,
and as a boost to its devilish omnipresence, thete could be nothing better. That slogan
is an infallible sign that the speaker has given up his or her humanity. For he or she
has given up the ability personally to guarantee something that transcends him or her
and so even to sacrifice, in the extreme, life itself to that which makes Life
meaningful. Pato¢ka once wrote that a life not willing to sacrifice itself for what makes
it meaningful is not worth living.?

It is exactly in the world of abandoned lives and just such a ‘peace’ — that is, under
the humdrum conditions of ‘everydayness’ — that wars happen most easily. In such a
wotld there is no motal barrier against them, no barrier guaranteed by the courage of
supreme sactifice. The door stands wide open for the irrational ‘securing of our
interests’. The absence of heroes who know what they are dying for is the first step on
the way to the mounds of corpses of those who ate then slaughtered like cattle. The
slogan ‘better red than dead’ does not irritate me as an expression of surrender fo the
Soviet Union, but it terrifies me as an expression of the reaunciation by Western
people of any claim to a2 meaningful life and of their acceptance of impersonal power
as such. For what the slogan really says is that nothing is worth giving one’s life for.
However, without the hotizon of the highest sacrifice, all sacrifice becomes senseless.
Then nothing is worth anything. Nothing means anything. The result is a philosophy

3 Tan Patodks, Kawriké Esge, Munich 1980, translated as Eswis hérétigues, Paris 1981,
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of sheer negation of our humanity. In the case of Soviet totalitarianism, such a
philosophy does no mote than offer a little political assistance. In the West, it directly
creates totalitarianism.

In short, I cannot overcome the impression that Western culture is threatened far
more by itself than by $5-20 rockets.

When a French leftist student told me, with 2 sincere glow in his eyes, that the
Gulag was a tax paid for the ideals of socielism and that Solzhenitsyn is just a
personally embittered man, he cast me into a deep gloom. Is Europe really incapable
of learning from its own history? Can’t that pleasant young man ever understand that
even the most tempting project of ‘general well-being’ convicts itself of inhumanity
the moment it demands a single involuntary death — that is, one which is not a
conscious sacrifice of a life to its meaning? Is he really incapable of comprehending
that until he finds himself incarcerated in some Soviet-style jail near Toulouse? FHas
latter-day newspeak so penetrated natural human speech that two people can no
longer communicate cven such a hasic experience?

I presume that after all these stringent criticisms, I am expected to explain just what
I consider to be a meaningful alternative for Western humanity today, in the face of
the political dilemmas of the contemporary world.

As all T have said suggests, it seems to me that ali of us, Fast and West, face one
fundamental task from which all else should follow. That task is one of resisting —
vigilantly, thoughtfully and attentively, but at the same time with total dedication, at
every step and everywhere — the irrational momentum of anonymous, impersonal and
inhuman power: the power of Ideologies., Systems, Apparass, Bureaucracy, Artificial
languages and Political Slogans. We must resist its complex and wholly alienating

* pressure, whether it takes the form of consumption, advertising, repression,

technology, ot cliché — all of which are the blood brothers of fanaticism and the
wellspring of totalitarian thought We must draw our standards from our natural
world, heedless of tidicule, and reaffirm its denied validity. We must honour with the
humility of the wise the bounds of that natural world and the mystery which Hes
beyond them, admitting that there is something in the order of Being which evidenily
exceeds all our competence. We must relate constantly to the absolute horizon of our
existence which, if we but will, we shall constantly rediscover and experience. Values
and impesatives must become the starting point of all our actions, of alt our personaily
attested, openly contemplated and ideologically uncensored lived experience. We must
trust the voice of out conscience more than that of 2ll the abstract speculations, while
contriving no other responsibility than the one to which that voice calls us. We must
not be ashamed that we are capable of love, friendship, solidarity, sympathy and
tolerance.. On the contrary: we must set these fundamental dimensions of our
humanity free from their ‘private’ exile and accept them as the only genuine starting
point of meaningfil human community. '




I know all that sounds very general, very indefinite and very unrealistic, but I assure
you that these apparently naive words stem from a very concrete and not always easy
experience with the wozld and that, if I-may say so, I know what I am talking about.

The vanguard of impersonal power, which drags the world along its irrational path,
lined with devastated nature and launching pads, is composed of the totalitarjan
regimes of our time. It is not possible 1o ignore them, to make excuses for them, to
yield to them or to accept their way of playing the game, thereby becoming Eke them.
I am convinced that we can face them best by studying them without prejudice,
learning from them and resisting them by being radically different, with a difference
born of a continuous struggle against the evil which they may embody most clearly,
but which dwells everywhere and so even within each of us. That evil is endangered
Less by rockets aimed at this or that state than by our own determination to negate it,
by the return of humans to themselves and to their responsibility for the world. The
best defence against totalitadantsm is simply to drive it out of our own souls, our own
circumstances, our owa land: to banish it from contemporary humankind. The best
help to all who suffer under totalitarian regimes is to confront the evil which a
totalitadan system comstitutes, from which it draws its strength, and on which its
‘vanguard’ is nourished.

If there is nothing whose vanguard or extreme outcrop a totalitarian regime could
be, it will also have no hasis. A reaffirmed human responsibility is the most nataral
barrier to all irresponsibility. I, for instance, the spititual and technological potential
of the advanced world is spread truly responsibly, not solely under the pressure of a
selfish interest in profits, we can prevent its irresponsible transformation into weapons
of destruction. It surely makes much more sense to operate in the sphere of causes
than simply to respond to their effects: otherwise, as a rule, the only possible response
is to use equally immoral means. To follow that path means to continue spreading the
evil of irresponsibility in the world, and so to produce precisely the poison on which
totalitadanism feeds.

I favour ‘anti-political politics™ that is, politics not as the technology of power and
manipulation, of eybemetic rule over humans or as the art of the useful, but politics as
one of the ways of seeking and achieving meanngful lives, of protecting them 2nd
serving them. I favour politics as practical morality, as service to the truth, as
essentially human and humanly measured care for our fellow-humans. It is, I presume,
an approach which, in this wozld, is extremely unpracueal and difficult to apply in
daily life. Sll, I know no better alternative.

When T was tried and then serving my sentence, I experdenced directly the
importance and beneficial force of international solidarity. I shall never cease to be
grateful for all its expresstons. Still, I do not think that we who seck to proclaim the
truth under our condidons find ourselves in an asymmetrical position, oz that it
should be we alone who ask for help and expect it, without being able to offer help in
the dJIECthﬂ from which it also comes.
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1 am convinced that what is called ‘dissent’ in the Soviet bloc is a specifically
modern experience, the expetience of life at the very rampatts of debumanized power:
As such, ‘dissent’ has the opportunity and even the duty to reflect on this experience,
to testify to it and to pass it on to those fortunate enough not to have to undergo it.
Thus we, too, have a certain opportunity to help in some ways those who help us, fo
help them in our deeply shared interest, in the interest of humankind.

One such fuadamental experience is that anti-political politics is possible and can
be effective, even though by its very nature it cannot calculate its effect beforehand.
That effect, to be suze, is of a wholly different nature from what the West considers
political success. It is hidden, inditect, long-term and hard to measure. Often it exists
only in the invisible realm of social consciousness, and therein it can be almost
impossible to determine what value it assumes and to what extent, if any, it
conttibutes to shaping social development.

It is, however, becoming evident — and I think this #s an experience of an essential
and universal importance -- that a single seemingly powerless person who dares to cry
out the word of truth and to stand behind it with all his or her person and Lfe, has,
surprisingly, greater power, though formally disenfranchised, than do thousands of
anonymous voters. It is becoming evident that even in today’s world, and especially
on this exposed rampart where the wind blows most sharply, it is possible to oppose
personal experience and the natural world to ‘innocent’ power and to unmask its guilt,
as the author of The Gulag Archipelage has done. It is becoming evident that truth and
morality can provide 2 new starting point for politics and can, even today, have an
undeniable political power. The waring voice of a single brave scientist, besieged
somewhere in the provinces and terrorized by a goaded community, can be heard
over continents and can addiess the conscience of the mighty of this world more
clearly than can entire brigades of hired propagandists speaking to themselves. It is
becoming evident that wholly personal categozies like good and evil stll have their
unambiguous content and, vnder certain circumstances, are capable of shaking the
seemingly unshakable power and its army of soldiers, policemen and bureancrats. It is
becoming evident that politics by no means need remain the affair of professionals
and that one simple electrician, with his heart in the right place, honouring something
that transcends him and free of fear, can influence the history of his nation.

Yes, anti-politica] politics is possible. Politics ‘from below’. Politics of pecple, not
of the apparatus. Politics growing from the heart, not from a thesis, It is no accident
that this hopeful experience has to be lived just hete, on this grim battlement. In
conditions of 6urndrum ‘everydayness’, we have to descend to the very bottom of a
well before we can see the stars.

When Jan Patocka wrote about Charter 77, he used the term ‘solidarity of the
shzken”. He was thinking of those who dared resist impersonal power and confront it
with the cnly thing at their disposal: their owi humanity, Does not the perspective of
2 better future depend on something like an international community of the shaken

‘which, ignotng state boundaries, political systems and power blocs, standing outside



the high game of traditional politics, aspiring to no titles and appointments, will seek
to make 2 real political force out of a phenomenon so ridiculed by the technicians of
power — the phenomenon of human conscience?

In: John Keane (ed.): Givi/ Sociely and the Siate. London: Verso 1993, pp. 381-398.
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The shifting meanings of civil and civic society in Poland
Micha! Buchowski

ANTHROPOLOGICAL APPROACHES TO CIVIL SOCIETY

Chds Hann (1992, 1993, 1995) criticises the notion put forth by some western
scholazs and former Central European dissidents that there was no civil society in
Central Europe during the communist petiod. Since scholars accepted the totalitarian
model, the langnage of civil society appeared to be absent.! Howevet, civil society
itself continued to thrive at the grass-roots level, although western mntellectuals could
not possibly have been aware of it. By compating philosophical ideals and desired
western patterns with the communist reality (see Staniszkis 1989), Polish scholars also

contrbuted to this image. As for the dissidents, they liked to imagine themselves as -

the ‘heroic underdogs’ opposing the totalitarian state. In effect, [Tann asserts, scholars
were mistaken in perceiving members of communist societies as atomised and unable
to form an authentic civil society. This critique is entirely convincing. Hana also
emphasises the many positive effects which the communist regime brought to the life
of local Hungadan communities. Tézldr serves as an example of this wonderful story:
‘It became well integrated into the national society and expetienced ‘unparalleled
material prosperty as a result of reformist socialist policies’ (Hann 1992: 163). He is
well aware that all forms of association had to be licensed by the comimunist party,
(see 1993: 78, 89), but this was of minor importance for ordinary people. Post-
communist developments indicate little change at the village level as far as elections to
the community of cooperative bodies are concerned (Harm 1993), and it was the
parties associated with the new order that ‘seemed to stand for the atomization of the
society’ (Harm 1992: 160). The results of recent elections, highly favourable for the
postcommunists, suggest that many people miss the old system. If this is so, why 1s it
that Central Furopean societies wanted to change and have in fact changed their
political regimes? In Hann’s opinion, the turbulence of the transition has brought
home to people the benefits of the previous order and today’s deficiencies can help us
to discover the teality of communist civil society. [ can agree with him on this, while
not fully accepting his overall view on the advantages of communism. Like him I wall
argue against the conventional opinion that civil society was simply absent in Central

1 The concept was not in circulation 2t that time, at least as far as areas outside Western Burope
are concerned. In Polish political dictionaries, such as the Political Dictionary published inNew
York in 1980 and reprinted without censorship in Poland, or that published five years later in
London (Karpinski 1985), there is no entry under ‘civil society’. Local relations of power,
leadership, and routine activities were not yet scen in 2 civil society perspective.
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Europe before 1989. However, 1 shall challenge the view that nothing has really
changed ‘for the better” in this respect after 1989.

Two crucial questions He behind my argument. First, how should civil society be
defined in a context different from that of western democracy where the concept
originated? Second, what kind of civil society is emerging in Central Enrope in the
post-communist period, and how it is related to the past order? The concept of civil
society must be contextualised and operationalised if it is to be useful in
anthropological work. Hence I shall consider how the meaning of civil society and the
rationality of governing underwent changes in Poland before 1989, and how they
have changed again in recent years.

The central problem boils down to the connection between social reality and
theoretical models of that reality. When philosophers write about civil society, they
usually postulate an ideal, authentic democracy. Social scientists understand civil
society rather differently, mostly in terms of the organisation of its contents. Various,
sometimes contradictory, aspects of civil society are seen as germane 1o its
functioning. Political science usually regards individualism, 2 masket-odented eco-
nomy and pluralism as indispensable, and the essence of civil society can also be seen
in increasing differentiation, or in pluralistic normative integration. As Rau has put i,
‘fa] precondition for the existence of civil society is 2 normative consensus of its
members’ (1991a: 6).? Individuals share some moral valies and pursue their
interpalised goals via freely established institutions. These associations filt in the space
between the family and the state. This creates two prototypical possibilities: either the
interests of state and society converge, or they are in conflict.

A major discrepancy between anthropologists and political  scientists’
understandings of civil society seems to turn on the range of activities which falls into
this categoty. Hann writes that ‘a focus upon the presence or absence of organized
interest groups and autonomous associations is completely inadequate for a diagnosis
of the condition of society’ (1992: 160). Casual groups formed, fot example, for
physical exercise, also contsibute to social cohesion. Moreover, even actions ensuring
individual or family well-being are sacia) since for pursuing their goals ‘men and
women combine in groups with kin and neighbours’. This is ‘another level of co-
operation based upon informal networks deeply embedded in the local community’
which ‘must be taken into account’ (Harm 1992: 161; see also White, this volume).

This view diverges significantly from the standard definition given by political
science. Drawing on Hegel's compsehension of civil society as i a ‘free association
hetween individuals’ Scruton weites that, when contrasted with the state, a civil society
denotes forms of association which are spontaneous, customary, and in general not
dependent upon law’ (1983: 66). This part of the definition easily accommodates an

" 2 Raw’s asgument is misleading in that it reifies both state and society as monolithic units, rather

than viewing them as assemblies of diverse or even conflicting interests in 2 continuons process
of “Aission’ and “fusion’.
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anthropological conception of civil society. However, Scruton goes on 10 insist .that
civil society be distinguished from society, ‘the first denoting only those associations
which also have a political aspect, the second accepting all association generally’.
Many forms of assodation, such as self-help groups, sports” clubs, informal
neighborhood groups, will fall outside this definition of civil society. My own
experience exemplifies the point. As a feenager Lving in 20 agricultural research
station in a small Polish village in the 1970s T was a member of the People’s Sports’
Clubs (Ladowe Zespoly Sportowe). Like many people of my age, I played soccer in 2 local
league. Both the station and the nation-wide organisation financed our league, but no
one much cared about the source of assistance. What mattered was the equipment we
received and the possibility of travelling by van to omr Sunday games. Our manager,
both trainer and player, was a driver employed by the station. In other words, he was
a perfectly ordinary person. I do not know if he was a member of any political party
nor did it matter. Players never thought of their activities in political terms. Were we,
as teenagers, building a civil society? I would maintain that we were, while most other
social and political scientists would say we wete not.

Anthropologists, as’ students of kife in small communites, tend to favour the
expanded view of civil society. For them, the radiments of civil society He in the fact
that individuals form common-intérest groups that are not necessarly overtly
political. The meaning and range of ‘the political domain cannot be precisely
delineated. Heading in the same direction, Gellner claims that

civil society . . . cannot simply be identified with the existence of plural
institutions, capable of acting as a kind of countervailing force to the state . ];t
certainly specifies one element necessary for the existence of civil society, but it 1s

not sufficient.
{1991: 498)

Foucault emphasises that every society ‘exists within the state’s unifying framework of
legal regulations yet, at the same time, is a natural reality which is, in essential respects,
inaccessible to centralized political power’ (quoted in Burchell 1991 140-1}. He too
maintains that attempts to define civil society and the state as two opposed, separate
and timeless entities are mispuided and schematic. Civil society is ‘the correlate of a
political technology of government’. It is a “transactional reality”, existing at the
mutable interface of political power and everything which permanently outstrips its
reach. Its contours are thus inherently variable and open to constant modification’
(Foucault, quoted in Burchell 1991: 141). '
Following these thoughts, we may best understand civil society as 2 coin with
political power on one side, and zll that eludes it on the other. The discontinuity
between the two sides is the effect of a dialectical tension, which will depend upon
the historical and social context. Cizi/ soefy is a means, a technology of governing and
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at the same time, 2 mode of exerting pressure on the power of state. [ call this last
aspect civic society: social institutions embedded within civil society capable of acting as
a kind of countervailing force to the state. -

It further follows that we must be ready to relasieie the notion of civil society.
Western theoretical concepts do not abways fit different cultural contexts and there
are limits to their usefilness. Politically odented groups are not the only components
of civil society, and western standards of what is or is not political do not apply
everywhere. The meaning of civil society cannot be defined in terms of the
opposition of society to the state, but should be seen as a dialectic of these two
elements.

The traditional Aristotelian view of the relation between the state and soclety,
partially inherited by modern times, assumes their ideal unity. Classical modemn
versions of this relation, like the Hegeltan or liberal models, make a clear distinction
between them (see Cohen and Arato 1987: 309). Anthropological research prompts
reservations. A kind of Aristotelian consolidation of politics and society can be seen
in the Durkheimian ideal-typical society ruled by mechanical solidarity, where by
definition political and other institutions of social life converge. To be more precise,
they are not differentiated at all; they are implicit in social life. Dispersed political
functions are performed alongside other functiops by every member of the
community, A society characterised by mechanical solidarity would simultanecusly be
a civic society. _

The communist states wanted to realise the Aristotelian ideal, but also the Hegelian
ideal that the state would somehow overtake or merge with society. In theory,
increasing democratisation should have ebminated the dichotomy. A Soviet-type
system of ‘institutional pluralism’ (Hough and Fainsod 1979) was presented as one ‘in
which the leadership and various sections of society were almost harmoniously
involved in macrosocial processes’ {Rau 1991a: 1). In this model, the communist party
controlled the situation in multifarious ways. It represented society’s interests through
its pervasive presence, ranging from the central administration and army officer corps
to student groups. Society’s interests were also to be represented in parlizment
However, its composition was always decided by an official body, in Poland called the
National Unity Front (Front Jednose Narodz), made up of various corporate groups and
parties which were, again, overseen by the ubiquitous party. ‘Democratic centralism’
preserved the activists’ obedience to their party. The nomenkiatnra system ensured that
only loyal people could hold the most significant posts in the system. This projected
integration of the state and society became fully fictional. Tn the political dimension
people were alienated from public affaits, while politicians became detached from
human affairs since they merely transmitted the decisions of the party to the masses.

~ In this way, even supposedly non-polidcal institutions were converted into

administrative organs. The integration of state and society was not achieved from the
bottom up by means of vigorous civic society, buf from the top down by means of
the heavy hand of bureancracy. .



This is a rough outline of the political situation in the communist period in Central
Europe. The concept of civil society was predicated on this fundamental dualism
between ‘the authorities’ and ‘sociery’. With these theoretical and political constraints
in mind, let us tum to the case of Poland.

CIVIC SOCIETY IN ‘COMMUNIST POLAND?

People following their own interests and forming groups contrbuted to - social
cohesion during the communist period in various ways. I shall give several examples
in order to provide a sense of the scope and character of civic society in the recent
past.

First there were official associations, corporations, leagues, all created, and licensed
by the state. They included many grassroots organisations, such as the Village Women
Houseleepers’ Association, people’s sports’ clubs, and volunteer fire brigades. Youth
associations, the Polish Students” Association, Polish Scouts, and the Country Youth
Association, as well as professional and liberal arts associadons, also fall into this
category. These organisations were supervised by the authorities and therefore had a
political dimension. The political agendas of these groups had contradictory features.
On the one hand, they were imposed by the state and ali senior posts had to be
approved by the party. On the other hand, Local or ordinary members were supposed
to show respect for the authorities. At some level, the apolitical character of every
such organisation ended: they were all designed as part of the huge project of
‘organised society’. One might say that these types of assotiations wete political at the
top and non-political at the bottom: for an anthropologist they are certainly part of
civil society. I suggest that, even if the political scientist overlooks them completely,
they ate also part of awic society. Despite the grip of the party and restrictions on
political expression within them, these groups provided a significant means for
collective activity. Even though political aspects were ordinarily invisible or ignored,
what mattered in subjective terms was the possibility of action aad the promotion of
private or group interests against the authorities. Many of these groups, especially
professional organisations, transformed themselves into disstdent bodies in the 1980s.

Unofficial civic society took vatious forms, including extended kin groups and
informal interest groups. One of the goals of the Soviet state was to change buman
nature so that people would put their revolutionaty obligations to the party zbove
loyalty to their families or local groups (see Rau 1991b). However, bomo sovieticns never
fully developed. It proved impossible for any government in Centzal Europe to
control every aspect of social Life.. Family life remained private and was not
thoroughly subverted by the state. Now, for most scholars, the family is something
opposed to civic society rather than a part of it. Participation in family life is not fully
voluntary and social roles are ascribed and not freely chosen. However, I maintain
that in the context of authoritarian states, the family often fulfilled fuactions that in
~ other societies are assumed by institutions outside it. In Poland, the family has been
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perceived as a sanctuary in 2 hostile sea of social relations (see Podgérecki 1987: 603;
Tarkowska and Tarkowski 1988: 44). Several studies show that Poles have abways put
the family at the top of a hierarchy of values (Dobrowolska 1975: 260; Bednarski
1987: 85; Buchowski 1993: 64; Tyszka 1982: 152). A similar attitude stll holds.? In 2
context in which other forms of civility are reduced to the minimum, the family
becomes a bulwark ;against totalitarianism.

The nuclear family could easily be consolidated in the extended family and this
conviction shaped economic, social and cultural life. In the 1980s, the extended
family ofien functioned as an economic unit, with its members lending and borzowing
money, usually to subsidise the young, running small enferprises, and so on. The
formation of such family-based groups was conditioned by, among other things, the
economy of permanent shortage. A complicated network of mutual services, rooted
in tradition, was a spontaneous means of helping people to protect their standards of
living (see Wedel 1986). This ‘familycentrism’, in tum, influenced customs and
everyday actions. Participation in 4 family-oriented social life strengthened existing
ties and the focus on material interest: ‘the pursuit of common economic goals
required family solidarity, and this limited social contacts to family comrunities and
extrafamilial interest groups’ (Grad 1993: 88).

These familial interests ate sometimes characterised as ‘amoral familism’
(Tatkowska and Tarkowski 1988, following Banfield (1979)). Several negative effects
of this kind of familism are indicated: there is ‘an atomism and egoism of small
groups’; ‘internal tes frequently degenerate because of the rivalty of consumets
caused by the economic shortages; competition between micso-groups creates
‘aggression, social pathology and all features of an “unfriendly soclety™ (Fatkowska
and Tarkowski 1991: 104). Ethical dualism is said to impose a rigid morality and
loyalty towards persons from the inner circle, and extreme - moral laxity towards
everyone else. Moral relativity also meant double standards with regard to private
versus state property.*

In the traditional village setting, familism was connected with neighbourhood
mutual help and other traditional forms of local community cooperation (see
Nagengast 1991: 175-96). In the 1980s, economic ties were often fortified by political
factors, particularly in the cities. Martial law and the danger of persecution for
unauthorised activity encouraged people to restrict their social ties to kin and close

3 According to the Centee for Social Opinion Studies polls carded cut in November 1993, 71
per cent of Poles declared that a happy family was the most important value in their kife, well
zhead of a professional career or wealth (Tylke rodzing 1993). These raw data need qualification.
Family happiness is often understood as family welfare that is strictly connected with individual
career and financial success {(cf. Buchowski 1993: 64-5, 69). Nevertheless the very high
emphasis on the family as 2 source of values is significant in Poland.

4« T am describing several aspects of family tes in terms of ‘amoral familism’, but without
wishing to endorse the moral overtones as laid down by political scientists. Perhaps all these
relations should be viewed simply in terms of in-group versus ont-group behaviour.




friends. Quite often this kind of extended family integration had a political aspect. All
in all, one can imagie Polish society in the 1980s as a whole composed of cross-
cutting units based on extended families. These microstructures formed a network of
tghtly knit interest groups. There is no doubt that in many respects this edifice of
society presented sometbing which may be described as amoral familism, but this is
not a justification for excluding these family-odented microstructures from the notion
of civic society. Just as individuals are the key entities in civil and political-science
models of civil society, so these mformal groups were fundamental to civic society in
Poland. As the Tarkowskis rightly noted (but overlooked in their analysis), under
martial law these grass-roots ‘direct ties constituted an alternative public sphere . . .
[T]his alternative sphere generated social integration. If served as a buffer against the
economic crisis in Poland confronted during the 19805’ (Tarkowska and Tatkowski
1991: 104).

Religious otganisations were offictal, but usually not fully controlled by the party.
The position of the Catholic church in Poland was unique in the whele socialist camp.
History showed that ‘the Catholic Church, with its special position within the Polish
naton’ was an organisation that the communists ‘could neither destroy . . . nor use for
their own purposes’ (Piekalkiewicz 1991: 158). This church was in fact the only
structure independent of official state institutions. The organisation itself presented a
mighty power. At the end of the 1970s it consisted of 14,000 churches located in
7,000 patishes administered by about 20,000 pdests (Roegmik Statystyesny 1980: 27).
The Catholic University of Lubbn (the only non-state university behind the Iron
Curtain) and other theological institutes and seminaries were centres of indepeadent
thought. Various religious activities were sponsored by the church, ranging from
rosary circles and youth preaching groups fo social-assistance associations. There was
even token Catholic representation in the comununist parliament through Zxak (see
Micewski 1978). Should such an enormous self-governed organisation be considered
an element of civic society? 1 think so. The church had a stimulating effect
throughout soctety. Deeply embedded m the national tradition and local community
life, it represented the interests of vatious groups at different levels. The church not
only maintained religious freedom but preserved elements of freedom of speech
through its preaching. After martial lIaw was imposed on 13 December 1981, the
church structures became ‘safe havens’ for secular dissidents and independent cultutal
activity (see Weigel 1992). In other words, the church was itself a major otganisation
of civic society, and at the same time it provided an infrastructure for other
independent groups. When other forms of non-authonsed civic society were
suppressed, the church became the most natural and convenient venue for the
expression of society’s feelings and organised activity.

Finally, Poland alsc had politically independent organisations which engaged
openly in social zctivity. The beginning of social protest in Poland can be traced back
to June 1956 when workers in Poznart demanded ‘freedom and bread’. A part of the
ensuing ‘October Thaw' was the development of workers’ self-governments

{samorzady robotnicze) in the industrial plants. Although these workers’ organisations
were quickly curtaded, later years saw further protests and numerous attempts at
forming ndependent trade unions and political parties (see Karpinski 1989; Raina
1982). Ia 1976, the Workers’ Defence Commuittee Komitet Obrony Robotuikow, or
KOR) was established to provide help for families of detained workers and to defend
those brought before the courts. KOR was in fact the first autonomous non-religious
otganisation to achieve notable social impact (Lipski 1985). It aimed to build up
autonomous social bonds and saw grass-roots associations as the most viable form of
civic defence against totalitarianism. Without aspiring to power or threatening the
socialist panciples of the state, it set out to protect individual rights. Its ideas were put
into practice a few years later by Sodderdity, an organisation which had 10 million
members in 1981. Officially a trade union, Sokdarizy was 2 movement which at the
same time played the multifaceted roles of political party and civic society structure
(see Goodwyn 1991). Various organisations outside of .party control were able to
flourish vnder its umbrella. When the communists found out that attempts to control
Sokidarity were futile, they decided to crush it forcefully (see Holzer 1983). But
defeating Sofidanty was not an ecasy task, and the changes in the collective
consciousness after 1980-1 were irreversible. They added up to a disenchantment of
the communist world (Buchowski 1991: 431, 433). The communist regime’s lack of
legitimacy was finally revealed, and people became aware of the power of otganised
groups. An entire independent society, with an underground press and mechanisms
for distributing aid to the persecuted and their families, was consolidated in the 1980s.
Eventually, the communist élite came to the conclusion that it was not possible to
govern the country without social endorsement, and they entered the ‘round-table
talks” that led to the election of a non-communist government in 1989.

These unauthorised political organisations meet most of the standard classical
political definitions of civil society and they cleasly meet my definition of civic society.
Independent institutions arose to represent the interests of social groups towards the
state. The legitimacy of the communists’ power was openly challenged. Even when
martial law was imposed, society was able to organise itself. While we should not
overestimate the impact of anti-totalitanan groups on the entire society, neither
should this be underestimated. If the social preésu.te had not been as strong as it was,
the historical change would have never happened. Consequently, claims denying the
existence of cvic socety in communist Poland cannot be sustained.

COMMUNIST GOVERNMENTALITY AND CIVIL SOCIETY

In a situation in which the party aspired to control every aspect of life] any activity
that undermined official prerogatives was regarded as political. Sokdarity was accused
of trying to grzb power, as distinct from stmply strengthening civic society. Aware of
the threat of external military intervention, moderate Soldarity leaders advocated a

. ‘pew evolutionism’. This was the idea that, even without changing political structures,

it would still be possible to build an mdependent soctal edifice (see Michnik 1985).




New evolutionists’ dreamed of 2 society organised like villages in a feudal kingdom,
in which localities paid taxes and tributes to the sovereign but remained independent
in their internal affairs. They presupposed a ‘reabsorption of state power by society’,
as in the Pads Commune {Gordon 1991: 30). Some thought theteby to establish
‘socialism with a human face’. This goal proved to be unrealistic because it clashed
with the communist notion of governmentality.

For Foucault, governmentality is:

ftlhe ensemble formed by the institutons, procedures, analyses and reflections, the
calculations and tactics that allow the exercise of this very specific albeit complex
form of power, which has as its farget population, as its prmcipal form of
knowledge, political economy, and as its essential technical means apparatuses of
secutity.

(1991: 102)

This aspect of povernmentality can be called 2 mode of governing or a rationakity of
governing. Communist goveramentality can be characterised as a technique which relied
on the state’s power to control every possible aspect of life. Communists, as Leszek
Nowak (1991) put it, wanted to become triple-lords, ruling ovet economics, palitics
and culture. In other words, they ‘fused the political, ideclogical and preductive
hierarchies into one single unified momenklatura’ (Gellner 1991: 495). This
governmentality was marked by an implicit disregard for democratic procedures and
social initiatives. Private propetty was limited and economic activity was controlled by
the state. Cultural institutions were supervised by the ideologists and society was
controlled at as many levels as possible. Various forms of force became populat tools.
This was the essence of communist ‘governmentality’, as undesstood in the original
Foucauldian sense. :

Here I would ke to suggest another, dervative sense of governmentality.
“Governmentality’ can be seen as 2 mentality of governing. Ruling élites devise and
accustom themselves to a particular mode of goveming. For several decades the
Polish élites internalised the communist mode and made it a ‘patara?’ form of political
behaviour. For this reason, the abrupt attempt to change it shocked the beneficiaries
of the system.and provoked radical reaction. Military intervention was, in fact, a
typical example of the party’s governing mentality, a step they could always set in
motion at times when their position was jeopardised.

Society’s task was to change both the mode and the mentality of governing. By
striving to expand a private sphere and its own independence, every society tries to
‘discipline the state’, as Foucault put it (Foucault 1972; cf. Gordon 1991: 27). The
disciplining of the state vatied considerably in each of the communist countries, but
the most open and effective process of this kind took place in Poland. Eventually, as
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we have seen, a breakthrough to democratisation and the possibility of more
developed forms of civic society was achieved.

The meaning of civil society in Poland in the 1980s changed as a result of these
changes in the mode and mentality of governing. The use of force against civic
society gave way to less tigid techniques {see Walicki 1991). In politics, the shaft
meant the recognition of independent social initiatives and of the necessity to
cooperate with civic structures. Of coutse, perestroika helped in this process. As long
as Solidarity claimed that it wanted only a limited revolution, the party practised
controlled repression (see Smolar 1991: 178). However, the outcome went much
further than anyone supposed. The party systematically withdrew from cultural and
scientific life, and permitted pluralism in these domains. It shifted from a centralised
state economy towards a free market with an increasing role for the prvate sector.
Members of the nomentistura, that is, those who had taken over state property in the
late 1980s, were among the main beneficiaties of this process.®

These economic changes were not sufficient to allow the emergence of civil
society in the political scienttsts’ sense. Party control was stll too pervasive. The core
of the problem lay not in the articulation of group interests, but in the impossibility of
forming groups united by economic, as distinct from merely symbolic, interests. The
persistence of collective property and the revolutionaty legitimacy of power
prevented the formation of civil society in the true Hegelian sense (Staniszkis 1989:
ch. 6). The ideology of the dissidents of this period may be called, following Piotr
Ogrodzienski, an ‘ethical civic society’. [ts most conspicuous element was the focus
on self-limiting revolution, and it emphasised the ethical values of human rights,
dignity, truth and openness. This ethical code, together with a common interest in
undermining the existing political order, brought together the church and dissidents
tending towards the left. A widespread perception of the pathological quality of
everyday life justified this ethos and enabled it to receive wide social approval
(Ogrodziedski 1991: 71-2). We should keep in mind, however, that in many respects
this support was mostly fymbods, focused as it was around naztional symbols and
symbolic values. It was never tooted in economic interests. In the end, only the
nomenkiatura was allowed to form an economically based civil society group.

One could conclude that, by classical standards, a rather one-sided civil society
existed in Poland. Most people, with the church and the Jo#dariy movement in the
forefront, were interested in building civic society structures, while the party wanted
to preserve the stafus quo and was not interested in changing the rationality of
governing. There were no groups united by common economic intetests, apatt from a
fragment of the momenkiatura. Most people used a simple binary classification: ‘us’,
ordinary people, versus ‘them’, the rulers. However, this political science view needs

5 As Wojciech Jarnzelski, the Polish leader in the 1980s, said proudly in front of the State
Tribunal on 9 Marchk 1994, ‘more than 90 out of 100 of the richest Poles from the list compiled
by the weekly Fprost started their [private] cconomic activity in those years [1980s} (WZ: 1994).




to be supplemented by an anthropological perspective. Otganised opposition to the
authoritarian regime was a part of a larger whole. The vast range of social life which
permanently eludes centralised political power continued to function. Family,
extended family, informal groups, and various other forms of associations operated
outside the reach of effective bureavcratic control. Although less wvisible and
neglected by the regime, they constituted an integral part of the total social system. All
of these forms too, along with dissident groups and the party, operated within a single
political framework. The ‘rulers” were necessarly influenced by society’s behaviour.
They -may have been, in a sense, parasitic on the system, but in the end they too
conttibuted to the vigorous expansion of a new civil society.

CIVIL SOCIETY TODAY: EVOLUTION AFTER THE REVCLUTION

After the peaceful collapse of communism, Poland embarked on a systemic
transformation which affected most sphetes of life, particularly the relation between
the state and society. This meant a profound redefinition of the essence of civil
society (see Smolar 1993). Politically, one form of ideological control was removed.
No political party can now claim a right to control others. New areas of free activity
and associational life have. opened. These encompass charity, self-help and
professional bodies, local self-government, religious organisations, and political
parties.5 Economically, Poland, like other countries in the region, began to establish a
matket economy. The state has withdrawn further from direct intervention in the
econommic decisions of companies, including state-owned enterprises. The ownership
structure has already changed substantially, and a plentiful class of new private
entrepreneurs has emerged. Culturally, the old ideological restraints have been
removed. No political pressure is exerted on artists or cultural activists and censorship
has disappeared. In all these respects, the new Poland contrasts with the old
communist governmentality. The nature of the state and the make-up of civil sociefy
have been transformed. Democratic freedom has enabled new relations to be formed
between the state and its citizens. In this context, Hann’s assertions that previous
bonds have been shattered and social cohesion ruptured are misleading. There is
plenty of evidence to show that new forms of autonomous civic activity have
emerged. Thus, 60 per cent of the workforce outside of agriculture now work in the
private sector; employees ate organised into around 1,500 trade unions, 200 of which
are national in scope (Wrabec 1993). Mote than 2 million private entrepreneurs have
emerged, most of them from scratch, with their own employers’ associations and
clubs. The number of registered political parties has grown from 3 to 250, and

i
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¢ The case of ethnic-minority associations is instructive. Previously limited in their activity to a
strictly controlled official cultural domain, they can now function more freely. The example of
the pro-German minozity in Silesia is probably the most conspicuous. 1a the past they were a
politically sensitive group and therefore forced to remain silent, Now they have their own
associations and representation in parliament (see Sakson 1991).

religious groups too are mushrooming (c£ Urban 1994). Non-governmental
organisations currently number about 15,000.7 Local government agencies combine
with other initiatives to counteract the state administration and promote local self-
government,

All this is only one side of the picture. The same problem can be approached from
a different angle. First, one can point to the inertia of those accustomed to the welfate
state. This is visible among farmers, state farm agricultural workers and the employees

"of large industrial plant. Trade unjons and many political groups caught the changing

wind in their sails and the results of the 1993 elections, much moze favourable to the
Left, demonstrate this inertia (see Buchowski 1994b). Signs of social apathy can be
also seen at the grass-roots level. In the quarter of Poznah where I live, important
decisions for local life are taken at general meetings. Attendance at these meetings in
the communist past was minimal, but in 198% my neighbours roused themselves. A
group of the most active and wealthy among them took over control of the shopping
centre from the nation-wide monopoly Spekn. Around 150 people would show up at
meetings, fiercely discuss cutrent affairs and contest for voluntary posts. In March
1994 T attended a meeting at which only thirty people were present. The atmosphere
was nothing ke that of five yeazs before. According to survey data, in June 1992, 91
per cent of those questioned thought they could exercise no significant influence over
the Life of the country in general, while 79 per cent thought the same about local
community problems, and 60 per cent concerning their placc of employment
(Tarkowska 1993: 100}

A similar point can be made about political activity, with less than half of the
electorate demonstrating any interest in politics. Election -tum-out has never
surpassed the relatively low level of 62 per cent attained in the watershed elections of
4 Tune 1989.8 After 1989 there was a rapid decline in the proportion of the population

" affiliated to 2 political party.

The fall of communism brought a number of former dissidents to the fore as
national political leaders and state officials. This phenomeaon led Mastnak and de
Candole to claim that the state and civil sodety have merged (Mastnak 1990; de

7 For example, one list of non-government and non-profit organisations compiled in 1993
totals 4,515 ozganisations, not including regional branches of nation-wide organisations (Zespdl
1993). A directory of non-government organisations focusmg on social work lists 1,793
organisations (Informator 1993).

8 In elections to local government in May 1990, voter turn-out was 42 per cent; in the first
round of presidential elections in September 1990 it was 61 per cent and in the second round it
was 53 per cent; in the second parliamentary elections in October 1991 it was 43 per cent. In
the September 1993 parliamentary elections, the third held since 1989, voter turn-out was 51.5
per cent; and in the most recent local government elections, held on 19 June 1994, it was a
mere 35.8 per cent.




Candole 1991; cf. Cahalen’s 1993 ‘government-in-waiting’ theory).? According to
these writers, the danger of 2 one-party state was looming again. These conjectures
proved unfounded. Post-communist socialist parties are still active and in some
countries, including Poland, they have won elections. Moreover, many of the grass-
toots associations which had previously appeared united under one banner did not in
fact have a political agenda at all. Ecological issues, for example, had been politicised
by the nature of the communtst system. Now, these groups still exist, but outside the
stdctly political domain. They remain active in influencing state policy, but not
through directly engaging the state (Cahalen 1993). Moreover, 43 movements split
into diverging factions, many prominent dissidents failed to act as ‘government-in-
waiting” members. Currently, with post-communists forming a coalition government,
most of the former dissidents ate in opposition.

How should we interpret these conflicting tendencies, the democratisation of
political structures and an expanding sphere of civic activity on the one hand; and
signs of social passivity on the other? Do we have a more “civilised’ society in Poland
than we did before? A mote meaningful and neutral question might be: what 1s the
nature of the new rationality of governing? The answer has to be multilayered. The
most visible change has occutred at the political level, where decentralisation of state
power and freedom of civic activity have become the main principles of social life.
New problems, such as unemployment, have prompted new forms of civic action. In
this way, we can speak of the proliferation and incredsed differentiation of organised
activity. However, mental and behavioural patterns from the past remain powerful. In
welfare expectations and job habits, a reluctance to accept new forms of organised
activity can be explained by the working of three related ingredients inhenited from
the past. It may in part be a reaction to the ‘organised’ model of social life imposed by
the communists. it may also refate to dissatisfaction with the performance of the new
political ékite. Third, there temains the conviction that the family is still the only
sphete that counts in realising one’s aspirations. In this new context, familism can
indeed be viewed as an obstacle to the new ‘western’ forms of civil society.

The rejection of communism in 1989 did not imply support for a new order of the
kind the post-Yolidariy establishment had in mind. This massive endorsement was
primarily symbolic (Ziétkowski 1993: 117). In other words, people’s opposition to the
old regime was built around symbolic national, civic and anti-communist values.
Ethical civic society was anchored in the non-economic sphere. When communism
had been defeated, the symbolic unifying factors quickly faded away. Simultaneously,
shock therapy in the economy tedefined or created social groups and differentiated
their interests. The post-Fofidarity political élite embarked upon a ‘war at the top’, and
fragmented in a rather distasteful manner. The fragility of a purely symbolic society

9 Mastnak aad de Candole’s understanding of civil society is inadequate according to the criteda
set forth here. The state and civic society afe not two separate realities, and continuous relations
develop between them.
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was exhibited in the most recent patliamentary elections, in which partes advocating
sttong ant-communist thetoric were margialised. However, this component has not
disappeared completely, and now, when postcommunist socialists are in power and
social dissatisfaction continues, it may come to the fore again,

The dissolution of the major past ptinciple of civil society and economic reform
have created a new constellation of interest groups, but it is still too early to say where
this process of systemic changes will lead. Civil society’s condition depends on the
latger social, economic and cultural context. One might say that the construction of a
new civil society is in a state of becoming, This view corresponds to a widespread
perception of Central Furope as undergoing a rite of passage, as being between
socialism and capitalism, betwixt authoritarianism and democracy (Bauman 1992
114-16; Buchowski 1994a: 140-1). Previous ethical principles consolidating society
against state power have become obsolete and new interest groups have emerged,
integrated according to new principles. However, state employees still comprise a
large portion of the workforce and their interests collide with the state in complex
ways. Symbolic values are no longer a moral sanction for protests, but new demands
are being addressed directly to the state itself. Many people do not want the state to
withdeaw from its paternalistic role. They would like to enjoy political freedom in a
country where the state continues to provide fully for social welfare. Current
problems with moulding new state-society relations can he seen as a struggle between
two very different mentalities, and changing the mental attitude of Tearned
helplessness’ (Koralewicz and Zidtkowski 1990: 157) will take a long time.

Post-Solidaréty governments had a vision of civil society close to the western type, in
which the role of the state is significantly reduced. However these politics clashed
with an image of the function of the state as provider, coupled with the belief that the

“tole of ordinary citizens is merely to demand, that had taken deep root under

communism. In other words, past-Sadidarity leaders’ rationality of governing did not fit
deeper habits of social apathy, particularly strong among the working class and in the
countryside. _ :

‘The turbulence of the transition period caused discontent and further political
upheavals. Its impact has been largely ignored by the wishful thinking of pest-Seddarity
politicians. Post-communist patties have gained votes with promises to implement
mote ‘pro-social economic policies, and there are signs that a more centralised
rationality of governing is being testored. The state administration’s prerogatives are
being strengthened, a range of local government decisions is being restricted, and
privatisation has been held back. The new authorities of the post-communist left are
showing their old proclivity for strengthening central government administration.'® As

10 One example of this pattern was the boycott of a programme designed to allow local
governments to take over statc schools (see Kaczmarek and Wyszyiska 1993). An
administrative reform expected to confer many rights on local elected authorities {the so called
refarma powiatowa), was planned for 1995, bat was, in effect, postponed indefinitely (sec Koral




a result, all the existing, supposedly transitional structutes are frozen. New social
initiatives have been precipitated by economic and political developments, but many
elernents of the past persist and are being reinforced by the current authorities. In this
sense, Poland, and maybe some other Central Enuropean countries, are no longer in a
transition period. Poland sailed out on a journey but now finds itself addft at sea. It
commenced a rite of passage that will not now bLe consummated: the status
predetermined by the ‘western elders and wise men’ will never be achieved. Perhaps.
Poland is crossing uncharted waters, and will eventually end up in some exciting new
location.. But its present form of civil society remains a hybrd of old and new
elements which, like that of the recent past, fails to fit any philosopher’s model.!t

1993). Most self-government activists are very dissatisfied with post-communist politics (see

Koral 1994).
11 1 would like to thank Deborah Cahalen, Elizabeth Dunn, Carole Nagengast and Davld

Slattery for their help in editing this text in English and for helpful comments.
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