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Introduction

It is a truism that civil society is what we, as active citizens, make it, but it
is also true that ‘social energy’, or ‘willed action’, is the spark that ignites
civil society as a force for positive social change. The determination to
do something because it is the right thing to do, not because we are told
to do it by governments or enticed to do it by the market, is what makes
associational life a force for good, provides fuel for change in the
practices of states and business, and motivates people to raise their
voices in the public sphere.

Michael Edwards!

Few would disagree that Nelson Mandela, the black South African
lawyer, Nobel Peace Prize winner, human rights activist, and former
President of the democratic republic of South Africa, is among the
modern world’s great leaders. During his struggle against apartheid as a
member of the African National Congress he eventually came to favour
militant tactics against a recalcitrant government as opposed to an eatlier
policy of non-violence. Later, during his long imprisonment, he
moderated his militant views, reverting from a revolutionary to a more
co-operative and moderate political stance in pursuit of his goals of
freedom and equality for black people.

For his biographer, Anthony Sampson, prison life enabled Mandela
to become detached, to reflect, and to empathise with and persuade
others to his view, including some of his warders.? In what came to be
known as ‘the university of Robben Island’ (an informal culture of
learning for the prisoners, which included interested warders) he became
the dignified and respected model for others. He is described by
Sampson as having been “Socratic” and “fiercely candid”, cross-
examining himself and others, exposing vagueness and clarifying ideas,
and getting fellow prisoners to see both sides of an argument.> Many
years later we are told, “Mandela sometimes sounded like a philosopher-
king”, and continued to refer to “first principles ... [of] reconciliaton,
human dignity and love.” “His prison ordeal had transformed him into

t  Michael Edwards, Civil Society, Cambridge, Polity Press, 2004, p.111.

2 Sampson, A., Mandela: The Authorised Biography, London, Harper Collins, 2000, p-203.
See also Mandela’s autobiography, Long Walk to Freedom, London, Abacus, 1994.

3 Sampson, gp. dt., p.237.

4 Sampson, op. dt., p.505.
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a much more reflective and influential kind of leader ... [who] showed far
more intellectual depth and originality than his early anti-colonialist
clichés; and ..[who was] petsistent in getting to the truth, however
uncomfortable.””

Now, your editors are not suggesting that we all need a spell in jail in
order to become clear and principled thinkers. We may benefit from
learning the art of disciplined dialogue, however. For simplicity, we can
distinguish between structured formal and facilitated dialogue such as
modern Socratic Dialogue (SD) — of, as it is sometimes known, Neo-
Socratic Dialogue (NSD) — and unstructured informal dialogue which is
ordinarily what we understand by talk, chat, or conversation.

What is this modern practice of SD? The modern version of the
method does not revolve around a central figure like the Socrates of old,
or a modern Mandela for that matter. It is a multilateral form of group
dialogue rather than the bilateral (one-to-one) traditional form. The
revival of SD began in pre-Nazi Germany at the University of Géttingen
where it was used primarily as a pedagogical tool by the philosopher
Leonard Nelson. Later, in their struggle against fascism, trained German
Socratic facilitators found SD helpful to the resistance workers in their
small circle in the clarification of the motives behind their resistance.
Since then, although it remains a little-known activity, its use has spread
to other countries in Europe and is increasingly in use in other parts of
the world. Although education remains its main field of application it is
also now used in many other settings, including the world of business
and commerce, and in public sector organizations.

Its underlying values and principles are Socratic. In essence, Socrates
asked questions rather than provided answers. He maintained that all
true knowledge was a form of self-insight, that comes from within and is
waiting to be discovered, and also that a slave has the same rational
potential as a person of rank (see the Platonic Dialogue ‘Meno’). The
idea was revolutionary: that Man is capable of knowing himself through
the exercise of rational thought.

We were specifically interested in this volume in considering the
potential role of dialogue, especially modern SD, to help to answer some
of the ethical questions and issues arising in civil society. In this we hope
to contribute to the debate about the role of dialogue in general in
promoting the ethical effectiveness of civil society.

5 Sampson, gp. dit., p.581.
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Democracy and Citizenship

It is often said that disciplined public dialogue was the hallmark of
classical democracy, that participation in political debate was expected of
the whole citizenry, the polity, and that issues were settled in and
through public debate. There was the ever-present danger, however, of
the misuse of dialogue and thetotic by the unscrupulous and ignorant,
but the logical process of dialectic could serve as an antidote to such
abuse. In Plato’s Dialogue ‘Gorgias’ Socrates maintained that debate or
oratory was to be used only in the service of “the right” - by which he
meant in the service of the just, or in the service of ethics. Gorgias was
himself a professor of oratory and he was engaged in debate with
Socrates over the nature of his art. The real substance of the dialogue is
actually ethics. For Socrates the whole purpose of life was ethical, by
which he meant the avoidance of injustice. As modern Socratics, it
follows that it is the ethics of civil society which should also engage us.

It is common belief that the birth of democracy, as a simple form of
direct democracy, flourished under the unique conditions and the
political order of Pericles in the self-governing city-state of ancient
Athens. At the time, Athens prospered more than any other Greek state,
where for once the warrior ethic gave way to ‘civic’® virtues where the
rule of law, philosophy and the arts of free public debate and dialogue
flourished in the polis.

To another great classical philosopher, Aristotle, politics and ethics
went hand-in-hand and the polis was an association of virtuous citizens.
As a member of the polis, the Greek citizen was assumed to be a
political being by nature and equal under the law. Citizenship has ancient
roots, therefore. It must also be said that in ancient Athens democracy
was a double moral standard which excluded women and slaves and it
was not therefore a genuine democracy. Woman’s place was quite
categorically in the home.’

6 Civis’ is Latin for citizen and ‘civic’ is proper to citizens. Civic society is a
community of citizens. In ancient Rome the citizen was a legal member of the ‘res
publica’ and dialogue and political debate took place in the public civic space of the
forum., ‘Civicus’ was to enjoy freedom as a citizen of one’s town; he who was not a
citizen was a barbarian by definition.

7 See helpful texts for a detailed illumination of this ideology and its continuing legacy
to the present day by: Squires, J., Gender in Political Theory, Cambridge, Polity Press,
1999; Steans, J., Gender and International Relations, Cambridge, Polity Press, 1998; and
Nash, K., Contemporary Political Sociology: Globalization, Politics and Power, Oxford,
Blackwell, 2000.
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Citizenship these days is a central political concept in the West. It has
a long and complex history and has been defined in different ways.
Interest in it was revived in the 1980s as the need to deal with social
divisions and tensions at home was becoming increasingly recognised. It
excludes as much as it includes — excluding exiles, immigrants, refugees,
the chronically homeless and so on. It is a legal status defined, conferred
and protected by the modern state with the citizen bearing rights (such
as property tights, and the possession of a passport) and obligations.
Since ‘civic’ is a legal idea which pertains to the citizen and the city it
should not be conflated with ‘civil’ which implies something broader,
less specific, and is a non-legal term as such.

The modern world is a far cry from that of the ancient city-state of
Athens. Many centuries later the modern state has grown vastly in size
and power. The growing states of the great powers of the developed
world became nation-states. Democracy developed into complex systems
of representation. But there is a pressing modern crisis. Inflamed by
dogma, terrorism has become an ever-present menace. With the end of
the Cold War between the United States and the Soviet Union, and the
collapse of the latter after the fall of the ‘iton curtain’ in 1989, space has
opened up for the resurgence of extremist nationalist sentiment which
has taken a fundamentalist form in some disturbed and insecure areas of
the world.

Civil Society and the ‘Third Sector’

A main interest of this volume is that of the nebulous and complex idea
of ‘civil society’. What do we mean by civil society? Civil society is not an
homogeneous entity.® To use modern jargon, it is a ‘fuzzy’ concept with
fuzzy boundaries. Because of this ambiguity, civil society may be defined
by default, by what it is not, that which is not state — or market. In
Western political theory civil society has been cleatly distinguished from
the state. To add to our confusion, civil society is taken as private when
opposed to the state, and public when opposed to the personal. Civil

8  For Kate Nash, civil society is “an ideal of liberal democracy”, and represents that
sphere which is outside the scope of the state but includes individuals and private
associations and institutions protected by the state. See her Contemporary Political
Sociology: Globalization, Politics and Power, Oxford, Blackwell, 2000, especially the
glossary on p.273.
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society is often now also called the ‘third sector’, whereas previously the
‘“voluntary sector’ or ‘charity sector’ was a more popular term.

On their own, individuals cannot achieve much to improve their life
chances and need local grassroots initiatives and networks of ordinary
people joined together in a common cause or project. A crude
distinction can be made between the political and non-political
associations of civil society. Associations may be quite clearly political
organizations (such as anti-war protest movements), but they are often
not at all political (such as Women’s Institutes, church and religious
groups, games and sports or social clubs of one kind or another). Allow
us to return briefly to a little English history to illuminate this point.

Under the harsh conditions of work with the advent of the market
economy during the first great wave of industrialisation in Britain, in the
18th and 19th centuries, the English working classes created ‘Friendly
Societies’ to provide their members with mutual financial and
community support, and opportunities for leisure and companionship.
These early ‘unions’ were not explicitly political organizations and were a
first experience for many workers of organized self-government. They
gave individuals a sense of dignity, belonging and purpose. They
afforded opportunities for ordinary people to hold office — although
office in a voluntary capacity in a voluntary organization.

More precisely, in 1792 in radical 18th century London, a small group
of tradesmen founded the London Corresponding Society.? Its purpose
was the education of its members and ordinary people in history and
politics. It also acted as a pressure group on the government for reform.
Importantly, it acted as a co-ordinator of many similar popular reform
groups. Barrell sees it as the first national political movement in Britain
and with an influence far exceeding its size. There was at that time no
government control over the conditions of labour and no organized
trade unions. Clubs and groups in civil society which grew up in 18th
century England convened in shared social and public spaces such as
coffee houses and town centre meeting houses as well as in ptivate
homes.

There are many civil groups and associations today with clear-cut
political objectives such as nationally-based NGOs (Non-Governmental
Organisations) like the UK’s Liberty (set up to protect human rights and
civil liberties from encroachment and violation by the state), and,
increasingly, international NGOs (INGOs) like Amnesty International,
Greenpeace, and Jubilee 2000. Some are reputable pressure groups, and

9 See Barrell, J., ‘Divided We Grow’, in London Review of Books, June 3, 2003, pp.8-11.
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some less scrupulous. To complicate matters there are hybrid groups
which are ostensibly non-political, such as a local conservation society or
a medical charity, but which may use political lobbying, typically lobbying
government authorities, to better achieve their objectives. Others are
clearly non-political in their aims and practices.

Many civil society associations are informal and loosely-structured,
but many others have taken a formal legal route becoming registered
with ‘articles of association’ or ‘articles of incorporation’ — perhaps as a
registered charity, or as a limited company with non-profit-making
status. In the UK these voluntary groups are primarily self-regulating, but
because they have a legal base are also under the control of the state.
Charities are arguably the core, the heart of civil society. They are
defined in the UK as bodies which are owned and governed by unpaid
volunteer trustees approved by the appropriate official state agency — the
Charity Commission — the state agency which regulates them at arms
length.10

In the UK today it is estimated that there are 22 million adults (about
40% of the total population) engaged in some form of voluntary work; a
form of labour which has been historically omitted from official labour
statistics. Such unpaid labour is now considered to more than double the
income of the ‘third sector’.!! There are about 170,000 registered UK
charities which are bodies meant to benefit the public interest and which
share a public service ethos. The UK charity sector’s budget is about
£20billion and a large part of this (about 40%) comes from government
sources.

As an institution, the voluntary association in Britain goes back to the
craft guilds of the late Middle Ages; the medieval fraternities which
marked the beginnings of a structured and formal civil society. The

10 For more information see: www.charity-commission.gov.uk

1 A similar point has long been made by feminist theorists, who have sought to draw
attention to the economic value of women’s unpaid labour in the home. Out of sight
and out of the equation. Recently, Shirley Burggraf has argued that the Western
family is an economic unit taken for granted by ‘privatization’ of the domestic
sphere, and so overlooked by economic science. She suggests that the (unmartied)
economist Adam Smith was naive, and she highlights women’s vast but unpaid
labour as rearers and caretakers of children who are the future workforce, polis and
citizenry. Burggraf sees the family unit as the primary source of human capital: see
her book The Feminine Economy and E ic Man: Reviving Family in the Post-Industrial
Age, Reading, Mass., Perseus Publishing, 1999. At the time of writing we do not
know whether official statistics on the value of voluntary work include domestic
labour and there is room for a productive debate on how one defines and
distinguishes ‘voluntary’ work.
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guilds appear to have furnished an escape from domestic ties and feudal
hierarchy.12 They were also an early form of quasi-professional body for
the protection of market privileges; trade ‘closed shops’ which eventually
came to form a wealthy middle class in the UK.

Modern Politics and Globalization: The Analogy of the
Three-legged Stool

For democracy to have a good chance of working in practice, ideally
certain conditions and critetia have to be met. In a modern Western
liberal democracy these critetia are conventionally taken to be: universal
suffrage and a representative government; an effective opposition to the
ruling administration in power (the system is not one-party); an
independent and effective judiciary and the rule of law and equality
before the law; a free press and mass media; and an active vibrant civil
society which enjoys freedom of speech, freedom of expression, freedom
of assembly and freedom of association.

These different conditions are meant as countervailing forces to
central authority; to act as barriers to a potentially overweening state — a
check on the state’s tendency towards excessive power which could be
exercised through the coercive apparatus of the police and the military. A
fashionable analogy to convey the notion of this balancing process is that
of the three-legged stool. The three main arenas of democratic power are
likened to a stool, with the three legs of the stool — the central state, the
market (the economy), and civil society — all kept in dynamic and
harmonious balance.

The three-legged stool of state/market/third sector is thought by
many commentators today to be seriously unbalanced in an era of state
cutbacks and privatization. They see an imbalance in the direction of the
growth of the power of corporate capitalism and the markets which
encroaches on the political and threatens the sovereignty of individual
states. Many are alarmed by the global expansion (‘globalization’) of the
big cotporations and multinationals which are able to exploit an
international division of labour and undermine the sovereignty of nation-

12 See Bossy, J., Christianity in the West: 1400—1700, Oxford, Oxford Paperbacks, 1985.
These associations were for Bossy a form of “social glue” or “social miracle”, in
which market rivalries were set aside for the social exchanges of “greeting, meeting
and eating”. (The term ‘social capital’ is more frequently used these days).
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states by taking their business elsewhere to developing countries whose
governments tax and regulate them less than do the home governments
of the developed world, and where labour costs are considerably lower.

One response by governments is to roll back the frontiers of the state
and to persuade other sectors, the private market, or the third sector
with its reserve army of unpaid voluntary labour to take over some of
the tasks which have been historically the function of the state. The hunt
is on for the volunteer. One paradox is that the less space there is
available for public meeting (places like public libraries and civic
community centres) because of cutbacks in state funding and the
increasing take-over of these spaces by commerce and business, the less
opportunity there is for a thriving civil society to functon.

Reasons for this Volume

This volume originated in an international conference, held at Newman
College, Birmingham (UK), in the summer of 2002.1% The conference
experience exceeded our expectations and the warmth of the dialogue
and exchanges will inspire us for many years to come.

Our theme was inspired by two broad and intetrelated sets of issues,
local and international. Firstly, looking inwards, there ate domestic
questions which threaten to undermine democracy. There is the question
of whether and how to build unity and a common civic identity, a
flourishing civil society and peaceful internal relations in today’s
fragmented societies. There is also the so-called ‘democratic deficit’ of
how to guarantee the survival of democracy in an era of media and TV
politics, low voter turn-out, growing disillusionment with representative
forms of government and diminishing participation in formal political
systems. What, in short, is the role of civil society in a modetn
democracy?

Secondly, the work was motivated by concerns about the supposed
threats from a number of contemporary international developments, such
as the laissez-faire globalization of deregulated capitalism over the past

13 This was the 4% in a series of international conferences sponsored jointly by the
SFCP and PPA.
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20 years.1* Then there are the ethical issues of the new biotechnology (of
genetic testing, GM crops and the transplanting of animal parts into
human patients). Also, at a time of European Union enlargement to 25
member states there is a particular interest in the effects of the recent
collapse of the Soviet Union on the former Communist countries of
Central and Eastern Europe, and on the Union itself.

Finally, together with most contributors to this volume, we have wide
expetience as volunteers serving in civil society at home and abroad and
were struck by ethical problems and potential conflicts of interest
encountered in that sector, by how such problems might sometimes hold
back its efficacy, and (granted that much more than this is needed to
improve matters) by how training in skilled dialogue might help alleviate
some of these problems.

This volume is a result of a wider and longer term international
collaborative project sponsored jointly by the SFCP and the PPA, and
we hope it will be a modest contribution to a growing international and
cosmopolitan civil society. There are at least 13 countries represented
among our authors, and four papers have joint authors each based in
different countries. The 17 papers in the volume are of roughly two main
kinds. In Part One there are four lead papers, by authors from Germany,
the UK, Bosnia, and Mexico, who were invited to offer a more general
and theoretical slant to our topic. These set the scene for the 13 papers
that follow in Part Two, which are more specific and, in some cases,
more practice-oriented. In some of the latter the use of modern Socratic
Dialogue (SD) in practice is described.

For the vast majority of our contributors, English is not their first
language. However, all of these non-English speaking writers have
contributed papers in English. We hope that the distinct national and
cultural backgrounds of our contributors still comes across through their
own use of what is an increasingly international medium.

14 Like civil society ‘globalization’ is a fuzzy concept to define with several dimensions
to it, although most commentators focus on the economic dimension. In What #s
Globalization?, Cambridge, Polity Press, 2000, p.20, Ulrich Beck likens it to nailing a
blancmange to a wall. According to the editor of The Ecologist, Zac Goldsmith, today
just 500 corporations control 70% of world trade and, with their financial power, it’s
impossible to exagerate their political influence — a state of affairs which he thinks is
neither necessary or desirable. See Goldsmith’s article ‘Progress to Nowhere’ in
Resurgence, 219, 2003, p.22-23. For Ann Pettifor, Director of Jubilee Research at the
New Economics Foundation, globalizatdon is “the marketisaion of society”
(Resurgence, 219, 2003, p.26). See www.jubilecresearch.org,
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Part One: Reflections on Civil Society

Primum non nocere (Above all, do no harm)

(The ethical principle of non-maleficence and the Hippocratic Oath
for physicians)

The German political philosopher, Thomas Meyer presents the opening
paper of Part 1. Meyer starts by expressing alarm at what he sees to be
the negative side of globalization, which has become far too dominant in
the modern world. He dwells in particular on the modern phenomenon
of runaway market forces and the ability of big business in the modern
wortld to disembed itself from the local ‘lifeworld’'s — to operate outside
national frontiers and out of reach of national trade laws and regulations.
Yet, by and large, our political capacity is still restricted to our role as
citizens within the nation-state.!6 Traditional social values are
increasingly displaced by materialist and consumerist priorities, and the
technical means have over-run the social ends of modernization;
technological change, economic growth and the profits from markets
have become ends in themselves. This global market domination is seen
by Meyer to be increasingly disconnected from the guiding influence of
those basic human values that are normally upheld in national
democratic cultures.

Thomas Meyer’s remedy for this state of affairs is a form of positive
globalization and the renewal of democracy. He advocates two
approaches for this to happen, from the wider macro-institutional level

15 ‘Lifeworld’ is a term from existential phenomenological philosophy and is often used
by the contemporary German social theortist and philosopher Jiirgen Habermas. For
Habermas the lifeworld has two spheres: the family and civil society on the one hand
which lie outside the state, and the state and market on the other. The family and
civil society, he argues, must resist the power and encroachment of the state and the
market, which have a tendency to “colonise” and over-run the lifeworld, through
state administrative bureaucracy and market commodification. His optimistic model
of “deliberative democracy” through reasoned dialogue between citizens as equals,
which he proposes as a solution to the modern malaise, is a cautious view. There is,
he maintains, a potential for greater democratic participation in the informal non-
state structures of civil society where its members have become organized, are co-
operative and politically aware. See Habermas, J., The Theory of Communicative Action,
trans. T. McCarthy, Cambridge, Polity Press, 1987.

16 The EU is a special case; citizens of member countries can take action at the level of
BEuropean courts but their scope for political action and democratic involvement in
the EU is much more restricted than at the national level.
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to the microphysics of human interaction: from the building of “global
governance” through new international institutions, to the local
revitalization of civil societies. States and coalitions of states are needed
to tame markets. Civil society is where consensus can be reached about
goals, ethics and values to shape our lifeworlds, through a process of
promoting solidarity in face-to-face public dialogues between citizens.
The two levels are linked by appeal to a growing international civil
movement to which the recent anti-globalization protests are a
testimony.

In contrast to central politics and media-dominated communication,
Socratic Dialogue (SD) conducted in public spaces is singled out by him
as a role model for direct dialogue, because it is a voluntary activity in
civil society where teasonable communication takes place, in principle,
between equals. Its practitioners are urged to adopt a more political
stance than is currently fashionable in Socratic circles. Meyer’s premise is
that a healthy civic order and civil society are a precondition for effective
democracy, and that we have a basic democratic political and social right
to this. In contrast, civil society is pootly developed in authoritarian
states.

In his reply to Thomas Meyer’s paper, Hugh Busher from the UK
challenges what he refers to as the big ‘modernist’ solutions to the
problems of globalization. Busher sees these as yet more central
bureaucracies (like the EU and UN) which are prone to abuse their
power, preferring instead ‘postmodernist’ solutions of smaller regional
groupings in continuous dialogue with each other; solutions which
accommodate difference, promote dialogue (including between religious
faiths) and greater equality. He points to the unequal distribution of
power in societies and the myths of presumed equality within
democracies and the so-called ‘freedom’ of the markets.

Our next paper is by the British moral philosopher Peter Rickman
and is reminiscent of a classic liberal position (the liberal ideal of minimal
government intervention in the affairs of society), and warns against the
dangers of authoritarian states. The state’s main function should be
confined largely to the role of protecting the freedom of its individual
citizens. But this does not mean the total absence of control because
there cannot be complete independence from central control. There is a
need for states to be involved in regulating the economy, for example; all
states have to strike internal balances between central control and local
autonomy. For Rickman, civil society is, like the market, part of the
private sector, and the state is the public sector. Over the question of
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what makes a society free, Rickman proposes that a crucial dimension is
that of being free as individuals to participate in a web of small voluntary
groups and other associations which cater for our many and varied
interests in a richly multi-faceted civil society. The legal framework
provided by the state is essential for the flourishing of civil society and
for protecting and safeguarding the legitimate freedom of individuals and
groups.

Peter Rickman goes on to consider the notion of academic freedom
and the position of the state-funded university in the UK today.!” He
believes that the university should be free to select what disciplines it
teaches, and how to teach them. Necessary waste is distinguished from
unproductive and unnecessary waste. University teachers should be
trusted to be free to use their own discretion creatively (giving time to
research, for example), and this includes the freedom to produce
unavoidable waste sometimes. Such waste is tolerable as an inevitable
price of freedom.

17 UK universities with independent royal charters are state-funded and occupy an
ambiguous place in the third sector, therefore. How far they are instruments of the
state or enjoy a kind of independent charitable status concerned to serve the wider
public interest and the common good has become a salient debate since the general
move to the political right in Europe with the rise of neo-liberalism and a growing
expectation that funds be moved generally from the public to the private sector.
Some critics argue that the universities are at risk of losing their radical critical cutting
edge if not kept free from state funding and state interference, free from funds from
business for that matter, and kept free from meeting the vested interests of third
patties, in order, as its servant, to pursue the ideals of a civilized society.

In contrast, the modern American university has been entrepreneurial since
before World War II, where the Ametican idea of university contributions to public
service is to help the economy. Onetime president of Harvard Univetsity, Derek Bok
in ‘Universities and the Marketplace’, reviewed by Shapin in the London Review of
Books, Vol. 25, September 2003, regards this commercialisation of Amefican
universities to be a distraction from their main purpose, which conflicts with
academic freedom. Shapin takes a more sympathetic view of the need for such
bodies which are not state-funded to get their funds from somewhere, and the
inevitability of compromise, reminding us that throughout their history Western
universities (in Britain too) have tended to setve the interests of authorities of one
kind or another, ~ religion, state or market. But Shapin also warns that their central
objectives of independent enquiry and responsible teaching could be confused with
the peripheral; and that (if publicly-funded) universities have a commitment and duty
to the public, and are uniquely placed to do certain things well that markets don’t do
well, such as turning out well-educated graduates and doing basic research as public
goods.
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If for the author of the last papet, freedom to associate with others and
minimal interference from the state are hallmarks of the free society in a
liberal democracy like that of Britain (at least in theory), intellectual freedom
is a vital consideration in our next contribution, which is by Ugo
Vlaisavljevic from the University of Sarajevo in Bosnia-Herzegovina, a
state which was reconstituted from the recent break-up of former
Communist Yugoslavia. The theme of the freedom of the university as
an institution is taken up again in this paper, but universities in a post-
Communist country like Bosnia have a very different history and culture
from those in the UK. Under Communism the Bosnian university was
required to legitimate the dominant ideology. This resulted in a deadness,
the petrified and sluggish culture described here by Ugo Vlaisavljevic; a
titualised discourse keeping to the official party line — all these a
hangover from one-party dictatorship. Communist universities were
“free” only to perpetuate and legitimate a given political and totalitatian
ideology — Marxism — which was promoted as a “true” and completed
body of “scientific knowledge”, closed and finite — finished off.

Vlaisavljevic writes about the problems of university renewal and “re-
socialization” and the difficulty in transforming to democracy under such
conditions. The mentality and social attitudes and practices that
underpinned the old system prevail, despite the collapse of Communism;
it is more that of a school than a university. There is still no genuine
forum, no open circle or community of scholars, no truly autonomous,
open and democratic culture in which “public debate, critical thinking
and innovative research would be nurtured.” Instead, ethno-nationalism
has occupied the space vacated by the old regime. Visiting scholars to
South East Europe who are keen to assist their hosts in their democratic
goals fail to appreciate the reality.!® What little research is done is
pursued in isolation, and anything unorthodox is dismissed as esoteric
and not treated as a serious challenge to the status quo. There is “silence
around the Holy Truth” instead.

In her reply to these two papers Beate Littig from Austtia questions
the value of university scientists always being free to do whatever
research appeals to them, such as unlimited research into genetics. She
raises questions about the social roles of the university and science. The

18 The need to rebuild an active civil society in Bosnia is advocated in an article by
Zarko Papic on ‘Policies of international support to the SEE countries’ printed in
Bosnia Report, 23-25, June—Oct 2001, pp.31-35. See also Chandler, D., Bosnia: Faking
Democracy after Dayton, London, Pluto Press, 1999, particulatly chapter six on ‘Building
Civil Society’. Bosnia Report is published by the London based UK charity The
Bosnian Institute, see www.bosnia.org.uk.
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interconnections between civil society and the university and scientific
wortlds are in need of clarification, she feels. Civil society, moreover, has
a long tradition but unclear meaning and definition. Does participation
in civil society need to be institutionalized, and what constitutes civil
society in a post-Communist country like Bosnia? She poses many other
interesting and significant questions.

Like markets and states civil society has its own particular strengths
and weaknesses; its own advantages and disadvantages; successes and
failures. In our remaining paper in Part One, Fernando Leal, who writes
from Mexico, dwells on the negative side of the third sector. We are
reminded that ‘to err is human’ as he highlights the “sins” of civil
society. His argument is reminiscent of a consequentialist ethical position
in that it stresses the importance of the consequences of our ethical
actions (rather than our original intentions), particulatly the unintended
consequences. Good intentions are often simply not enough. There are,
in particular these days, unanticipated big and negative consequences for
the growing financial dependency on government funds by the third
sector.

Economic science might save us, however. As an intellectual,
analytical and mathematical tool, it is advocated by Leal as a useful
resource if we want to be more ethical as actors in civil society. Thinking
through the eyes and tools of the economist might help us pre-empt
some of the failures of the third sector. This resource is not only useful
to markets and states. In fact, it is a valuable ethical tool for all who want
to do the right thing. Economics is about choices, public or private
choices, and their consequences, rather than about money as such, which
is the main means of the facilitation of choice. 1

For Leal, civil society has no sactosanct claim to benevolence, and
self-interest is as relevant an issue in this sector as it is in markets. There
are particular incentives to getting involved in civil society, whether as
volunteers or as paid workers, and these can be ethical traps. Failures,
mistakes and unintended harmful consequences occur in civil society as
much as in markets and governments, and economics can sometimes

19 Of course, economics is not a static science and is itself subject to these very tools.
Feminist economists have pointed out the masculine bias in classical/neo-classical
economic models: for example, of the private/public division and the invisibility of
women’s labour (see Burggraf, op. cit.). Perhaps this criticism in turn serves to make
economics itself more reflective, more ethically aware. See Ferber, M.A. and Nelson,
J-A. (eds.), Beyond Economic Man: Feminist Theory and Economics, Chicago, University of
Chicago Press, 1993. See also the journal Feminist Economics (edited by Diana
Strassman) published by Routledge.
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help us to see where our good intentions and ideals ate leading us. It
saves us from being blinded by “lofty ideals, good intentions and ethical
earnestness”.

Conscious of the problem posed for the modern world by the
sociologist Max Weber, of the disconnection between acts and their
consequences, Leal is also inspired by Webet’s notion of the “ideal type”
of organization. He wonders what happens when an organization in civil
society departs significantly from voluntary work, which many might
suppose to be the essence of chatity activity in the third sector. The third
sector is taken implicitly and uncritically as the e#hical sector but, if it is
intrinsically and in principle ethical with benign intentions, it may often
be unethical in practice. For Leal, to use economics as an analytical tool
is one way to become a more ethically aware citizen, volunteer, employee
or aid worker.

Leal’s paper offers more than an appeal to the strengths of
economics.20 It appeals to Socratic virtues, for Patricia Shipley, in a reply
to his paper. Here, Leal is likened to a modern Socrates, a gadfly
attempting to provoke a big and lazy third sector horse into self-
criticism. He is seen, on the one hand, to be urging an eternal vigilance
against outside influences that can deflect and distract civil society
organizations from their ‘true’ and proper path. On the other, a kind of
internal restraint is urged against over-enthusiasm and jumping into
humanitarian ‘solutions’ which could lead to unintended and ugly
consequences. For Socrates, ethics was the avoidance of injustice; it was
the care of souls, especially his own soul.?!

20 Academic disciplines and tools have their particular strengths. They have their limits
as well. Following Max Weber, one could say that although econometrics, the
quantifying side of economics such as costs-benefits analysis, has brought gains to
the modern world, it temains an instrumental rationalist modernist approach, rather
than a postmodernist approach which is more qualitative than quantitative. Technical
progress and technique/techne (Webet’s ‘instrumental rationality’) — from arms race
to genetic engineering~ is the road to hell whatever form it takes when used without
a sense of moral and ethical responsibility.

2t In a seemingly Pauline (Damascene) moral conversion, a senior Bosnian Serb
politician, a2 woman in her 70s who would not have reached adulthood at the end of
WW2, Biljana Plavsic made legal history by recently giving herself up to the war
crimes tribunal in the Hague. A former Bosnian Serb Vice President and committed
Orthodox Christian, her astonishing public courtroom confession was without
precedent. She openly acknowledged and accepted full and unconditional
responsibility for her part in one of the most heinous war crimes of the late 20th
century, in which thousands of innocent civilians suffered terrible atrocities. She
went further by offering reconciliation to the victims of her crimes. She was not
alone in ordering these crimes but insisted that she bore an individual and personal
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Part Two: Dialogue in Practice

Three papers from the 13 contributions in Part Two are from authors in
former Communist countries (Lithuania, Belarus, and Bulgaria). A ‘big
bang’ enlargement of the EU to 25 member states is to occur. But, in the
transformation to democtatic market societies, a kind of culture shock is
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guilt. This is in remarkable contrast to that of Adolf Eichmann at Nuremburg who
claimed that he was doing his Kantian duty by only following orders — what the
political philosopher Hannah Arendt referred to as the “banality of evil”.

Plavsic’s address to the court in Dec 2002 was also remarkable: “I have now
come to the belief and accept the fact that many thousands of innocent people were
the victims of an organized, systematic effort to remove Muslims and Croats from
the territory claimed by the Serbs. At the time I easily convinced myself that this was
a matter of survival and self-defence. ... Explanations of self-defence and survival
offer no justification ... in this war we had lost our nobility of character. ... The
obvious questions become, if this truth is now self-evident, why did I not see it
eatlier? And how could our leaders and those who followed have committed such
acts? The answer to both questions is, I believe, fear, a blinding fear that led to an
obsession, especially for those of us for whom the Second World War was a living
memory, that Serbs would never again allow themselves to become victims. In this,
we in the leadership violated the most basic duty of every human being, the duty to
restrain oneself and to respect the human dignity of others... This responsibility is
mine and mine alone ... yet, this leadership, without shame, continues to seek the
loyalty and support of our people. It is done to provoke fear and speaking half truths
in order to convince our people that the world is against us. ... I believe that we
must put our own house in order. Others will have to examine themselves and their
own conduct. We must live in the world and not in a cave.”

She was presumably aware of South Africa’s Truth and Reconciliation
Commission. She was probably aware of Plato’s metaphor of the cave, and Socrates’
puzzling argument that we do not willingly and knowingly commit injustice — that
injustice, sin and vice is the product of ignorance. Notorious during the civil wars as
one of Bosnia’s hawkish Serbs, this university teacher of biology argued on local TV
that Muslims were genetically inferior to Serbs. We may dismiss her confession as a
cynical ploy to reduce the gravity of her sentence knowing that the game was up, in a
plea-bargaining deal with the prosecution, (her 11 year sentence appears lenient), but
who are we to judge? We may be on surer grounds about her remorse and wish for
redemption and atonement for her sins, when we know of her deep Christian faith —
allied with her age. If so, then we may be willing to accept that she now admits that
she was mistaken in rushing into action that led to so much injustice to others, and
which she now deeply regrets, and that she has taken the necessary steps to salvage
her own soul before she takes her heavy conscience to the grave.

Her full address to the court can be found in Besnia Report, 32-34, Dec 2002 —
July 2003. See also ‘Plea-bargaining at Hague sends confusing messages about war
crimes accountability’ in Bosnia Report, 35, Aug—Sept 2003, p.13.



taking place in some post-Communist countries preparing to join the
EU.

In her paper on the problem of her country’s integration into
Europe, Grazina Miniotaite from Lithuania observes a reluctance in her
country to “internalize democratic norms” including the legal norms and
values of social order imposed from outside. She identifies a problem of
“international socialization” where attitudes and living standards lag
behind the rapid external push to integration. Viewing EU enlargement
in normative terms she notes the political instability and corruption rife
in her country. Miniotaite distinguishes two general methods of political
and social change in dealing with value conflicts and incompatibility —
the top-down EU model as distinct from a more Nordic grassroots
approach. Miniotaite attributes transition problems in Lithuania partly to
a top-down values imposition on the EU model. She also refers to a
cross-cultural empirical study of values — the ‘European Values Study’ —
which found that citizens of Central Eastern European countries share
the “syndrome of institutional distrust” — a marked distrust of the state
and its institutions (which applies especially to Lithuania), and under-
confidence in theit own capacity for control over their own lives.
Lithuania has no independent civil society to speak of. Authoritarian
attitudes are common, as is the desire for a strong leader. Grazina
Miniotaite believes there is a need to stimulate new methods of dialogue
in Lithuanian society and briefly mentions a British Council initiative in
Lithuania to support an experiment with Socratic Dialogue there.

There is an economic crisis in Belarus as in all these former
Communist states which have lost the old protectionist Soviet umbrella.
Belarus, a near neighbour of Lithuania and onetime part of the latter,
was until recently a part of the former Communist Bloc, and a “shop
window of Soviet national policy” as described in our next paper jointly
authored by Dimitri Kletschko from Belarus and Ute Siebert from
Germany.

Like Lithuania, Belarus is not making an easy transition to democracy,
not has it a developed civil society. Dimitri Kletschko begins by telling
us something of the history and culture of his country, which continues
to maintain attitudes of the previous regime in a tendency on the part of
his countrymen to believe what they are told. As a member of the
German network of Socratic facilitators, Ute Siebert was a pioneer in the
introduction of SD in Belarus, believing that this country needs outside
support in the transition period and that SD can offer some (limited)
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benefit. She hopes there will be a snowball effect — that the method will
catch on widely there.

Like Fernando Leal, she is at pains to warn Westerners like herself to
be wary in their interventions when their good intentions can lead to
undesirable consequences. There should be no illusions. Cultural
sensitivity is needed; an understanding of the cutrent political situation is
called for, and Western values should not be imposed from above or
outside. She feels confident, however, that SD will be of benefit if
introduced sympathetically because she sees it as a model of democracy
in operation, which can teach democratic skills. She notes from her
practical experience of SD facilitation in Belarus that the question of
freedom preoccupied the minds of many local dialogue participants.

In democracies, children are the voters of the future. In fact, they are
already junior citizens playing a part in local community life with the
potential for independent critical thinking in civil society itself. They also
have rights. Aneta Karageorgieva from Bulgaria tells us in the next paper
about a successful attempt to introduce the Philosophy for Children
(P4C) project in her own country, by the Association for the
Advancement of Philosophy with Children whose aims are primarily
education in the values of democracy and civil society and the promotion
of critical thinking.

In her paper on the use of SD in UK schools as part of the
Philosophy for Children project, the SD facilitator Karin Mutris explores
the connection between thinking skills and citizenship, citizenship
education in schools being a contemporary political interest in
multicultural Britain. Murris tackles the question of obstacles in the UK
school environment to the effective teaching of thinking skills and the
problems associated with the introduction of SD into UK schools.

The next paper is by the Japanese teacher of philosophy Toshiro
Terada. Although Terada noticed an element of ‘culture shock’ with the
Socratic method among Japanese participants, he has had some success
in his introduction of SD into his university philosophy course. Terada
acknowledges a certain rather stereotyped view of Japan as a feudal
society that lacks genuine public dialogue and prefers its traditional
virtues of conformity, harmony and consensus to acknowledging
difference and dealing with conflict. In this picture, it is suggested that
the minority voice is silently suppressed in Japanese culture and there is a
lack of the necessary public skills for an active civil society in that
country. Whilst he grants that there is some truth in this, Terada’s
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contribution suggests that there is potential for developing dialogue skills
in Japan and enthusiasm for this amongst his students.

Given the centrality of an idea of consensus to Japanese culture, it
comes as no surprise that Terada wishes to address the contentious place
of consensus within SD and its relationship to the idea of truth that
participants may hold. Perhaps it is Terada’s experience of the negative
aspects of consensus in Japanese society that leads him to question the
untested view that consensus of opinion is a main feature of modern SD.
Instead, he places a greater emphasis on what he sees as a “meta-
consensus”, that is, agreement about our search for truth, of which
factual consensus is never a guarantee.

We detect a growing interest in SD facilitator circles to try to evaluate
and do research into SD, to seek to understand the SD process better,
both philosophically and psychologically. Like Terada, the following
paper in this volume tackles SD process questions. One general view in
education is that critical thinking depends on posing the right questions
in the first place; that it is thinking about the questions that takes
priotity. The multi-authored paper by the international SD facilitator
team Kopfwerk (‘headwork’) focuses on the question-posing/question-
analysis phases in SDj it is an analytic attempt at the questioning of
questions in SD. The team distinguishes between three different levels or
orders of questions — of decreasing abstraction/increasing concreteness.
The authors also emphasise the importance for the Dialogue of
participants being as concrete as they can in all their contributions. (In
the SD the Dialogue does indeed routinely begin with the very detailed
presentation by one participant of a particular personal experience
chosen as an illustration of the general theme of the SD).

The 18th century Scottish Enlightenment philosopher David Hume
argued that feelings (Hume’s “passion”) are crucial for ethics, and that
we have to care about something to be ethical about it. In their jointly-
authored paper, Horst Gronke from Germany and Lily Sparnaay from
the Netherlands consider the potentally constructive role that
participants’ feelings might play in SD, especially when the Dialogue is
about ethical issues. In fact, they go as far as to claim that feelings are
essential for Socratic reasoning, contrary to the Western philosophic
tradition, which has opposed reason with feeling and valued the former
above the latter. They suggest that the phrase “rationalized feelings”
should enter the SD vocabulary.

In their jointly authored contribution to the volume, Robert
Hamilton and Keith Hammond from Scotland outline the extra mural
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work of the ‘town and gown’ tradition in British universities of service to
the community. Such work has long been valued by Glasgow University
teachers in the Scottish Enlightenment tradition (the tradition of David
Hume and other distinguished Scottish thinkers) who have tried to help
in the development of an active citizenry in the local community and to
promote liberal adult education (which, as a matter of fact, has always
included the specific needs of women) since before Victorian times. This
is followed by a description in the paper of a particular ongoing project,
the Pre-Access, at Glasgow University’s Centre for Continuing
Education, which is intended to help the underprivileged and
marginalized members of the local community to gain access to higher
education, and as a contribution to civil society. In fact, many Pre-Access
Glaswegians go on to become university students. Dialogue and a
“conversational philosophy” teaching style are a central part of this
“tradition, a teaching approach which recognises the value of the
experiential elements of learning and the social dimension (feelings as
well as the rationality), the. friendship which grows in it.

Taking a cue from Fernando Leal, the paper by Dorothy Moir
addresses the question of paid work in charities, within the framework of
third sector organizations in a changing UK environment. It addresses in
particular the blurring of boundaries between the public service
provision by governments and that delivered by charities, as part of a
central government policy to relieve pressure on resources, and its
unintended effects on the integrity and nature of the charity sector —
especially the potentially adverse effects on volunteers and their
commitment and goodwill. She tentatively proposes a “fourth sector” to
cater for the disillusioned volunteers who might leave the third sector in
consequence, and advocates the use of formal dialogues like SD within
the third sector to assist in clarifying the issues in this growing debate.

The question of payment for SD facilitation is a growing concern
among German SD facilitators. In her own paper, Gisela Raupach-Strey
of the PPA gives a brief introduction to the history of the modern SD
with particular reference to its German philosopher founder Leonard
Nelson and his successor, Gustav Heckmann, who developed the
method after Nelson’s early death. She also refers to the political
resistance work of the anti-fascist Nelsonians in the 1930s, in particular
citing the use of SD by Nelson’s pupil and research assistant, Grete
Henry-Hermann, to help support the resistance workers in that
movement. It is Raupach-Strey’s view that SD can contribute to the
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promotion of democratic aims in civil society. Some of our readers may
wish to read this paper first because of this historical background to SD.

The ethics of unequal expert-lay power relationships and the wish to
empower their ‘clients’ is a topic that in recent years has worried many
professional practitioners of one kind and another and is relevant for
facilitators in SD. The use of SD as an equalising tool in doctor—patient
relations in the context of medical ethics is the theme of the paper by
Paulo Dordoni from Italy and Stan van Hooft from Australia who
describe in detail a particular SD application in the clinical setting of
optometry and the expert oculist. These authors consider the moral
character, (the Aristotelian virtues), of the expert of great interest and
relevance to the success of the consultation.

There seems to be no end to the march of technology and the social
problems that can follow in its wake. The new field of the ethics of
biotechnology has taken off since the success of the Genome gene-
mapping project and the implications it has for personal privacy about
health risks. In the next paper, Beate Littig from Austria describes a
multi-site project, involving three different countries and funded by the
European Commission, which aims to increase public participation in
official and expert policy-making in the field of the bioethics of
xenotransplantation (transplanting animal body parts into humans). SD
is being used in this project to help enhance public involvement and
debate and is once again promoted as a valuable tool.

In our final paper, Gale Prawda and Peter Rickman discuss another
form of structured dialogue — the popular Café Philosophy method,
which started in France a few years ago. They conclude that structured
forms of dialogue are important tools to aid understanding; however,
they make the point that such dialogues cannot replace the need for
sustained private reflection by the individual. What are the relative merits
of the various forms of structured dialogue, and what are the distinctive
benefits of communal dialogue and solitary reflection? It might be useful
and valuable to have comparative studies of the merits and limitations of
the different forms of dialogue and philosophical investigation. We look
forward to the dialogues that these and other explorations will create.
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Part One: Reflections on Civil Society






Thomas Meyer

Renewing Democracy in an Era of
Globalization

The Role of Civil Society, Ethics and Citizens’ Dialogue

Abstract

Thus far, the wotld has passed through a prolonged period of
largely negative globalization which has torn down frontiers and
bypassed established mechanisms of responsibility and regulation.
Whereas markets, environmental destruction, migration, organized
crime, and electronic mass communication increasingly transgress
all national boundaries, democracy and our political capacity to act
are still restricted to the nation-state. Thus, democracy itself tends
to become more and more powerless and consequently
questionable.

What is urgently needed in order to bring the unleashed forces
of modernization and globalization under the control of
democracy, political deliberation and basic humane values is a
process of positive globalization that proceeds by constructing new
forms of responsibility, regulation and value orientation. To be
successful, positive globalization needs a two-pronged approach:
first, the erecting of wotldwide structures for democratic decision-
making and regulation in an era of globalization. Second, arriving
at a consensus about the values, norms and goals that should give
global democracy its meaning and direction. To create such a
consensus we need public spaces and structures for citizens’
dialogues within each society, and between all societies in the
world of today.

35



A Diagnosis of the Present Situation

The present-day stage of the twin processes of modernization and
globalization is marked by some alarming characteristics.! The most
outstanding ones under discussion are the following:

® Whereas markets, environmental destruction, migration, organized

crime, and electronic mass communication increasingly transgress
all national boundaries, democracy and our political capacity to act
are in the final analysis still restricted to the nation-state. Thus,
democracy itself tends to become mote and more powerless and,
consequently, questionable.

The cultural, social and ecological embedding of economic
markets that has been successful in many Western democracies in
the course of the 20th century has made capitalism more or less
acceptable to those democracies. Today global markets are lacking
appropriate embedding and national welfare states are challenged
by the present form of globalization.

Both economically-dominated globalization and market-led
modernization of present-day societies display a strong tendency
to become more and more disconnected from basic humane
values and the preconditions for a good life for all the world’s
citizens. The shaping forces of this development lack guidance
and orientation that could potentially meet with the consent of the
large majority of those human beings whose lives are strongly
affected by it.2

Using the terms of Jan Tinbergen, we can say that in the course of the
last two or so decades the world has passed through a prolonged period
of largely megative globalization, which has torn down frontiers and
bypassed established mechanisms of responsibility and regulation.? What
is urgently needed in order to bring the unleashed forces of
modernization and globalization under the control of democracy,
political deliberation and basic humane values is a process of positive
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globalization that proceeds by constructing new forms of responsibility,
regulation and value orientation.

To be successful, positive globalization needs a two-pronged
approach: first, the erecting of worldwide structures for democratic
decision-making and regulation.* This can be achieved by building global
governance as 2 new form of democracy in an era of globalization.®
Second, arriving at a tentatively global consensus about the values,
norms and goals that should give global democracy and regulation
meaning and direction. To create such a consensus we need public
spaces and new opportunities for citizens’ dialogues within each society,
and between all societies in the world of today.

A Crisis of Legitimacy

In both the academic and political discussions of recent years it has
become obvious that the present wotld-order, or rather, in many
respects, disorder, suffers a most severe lack of legitimacy. One
exptession of this being the growing protest movement, particularly of
younger people, against the present mode of globalization and its
consequences for large parts of the world’s population both in the South
and North of the globe. Regarding the issue of legitimacy, it is a
consensus today that modern age standards of political legitimacy require
two basic norms to be obeyed when it comes to political action:

= that all issues political in nature should be dealt with in politically
legitimate procedures;

® that all such legitimate political procedures need to be based on
human rights and democratic norms.

19th and 20th century concepts of democracy were based on the premise
of co-extension between the twin arenas of political problem causation
and political sovereignty of decision-making. This was the rationale of

4  The Commission on Global Governance, Owr Global Neighborhood, Oxford, Oxford
University Press, 1995.

5 Held, D., Democracy and the Global Order: From the Modern State to Cosmopolitan
Governance, Cambridge, Polity Press, 1995.

6  Streeck, W., ‘Einleitung’ in Internationale Wirtschaft wund Nationale Demokratie.
Herausforderungen fiir die Demokratietheorte, Frankfurt am Main/New York, Campus,
1998. :
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the idea of the democratic nation-state. The nation-state was expected to
harmonize the three dimensions of problem causation, addressees and
authors of political solutions for all those problems political in nature. In
order to define what is political in nature, and what belongs to the realm
of privacy, two basic criteria emerged in the course of the 20th century.’

* All social actions that lead to rules and regulations that are binding
for all members of a given society, so that no space is left for
them to opt out, must be considered to be political in nature.
There are basically two forms of such binding social facts: laws,
rules and public policy projects on the one hand and external
effects of societal activities that entail some kind of coerced
consumption that nobody can avoid.

* Wherever basic human rights of groups of individuals are affected
by the action of other groups thete is a case for legitimate political
intervention. Thomas H. Marshall has demonstrated that the very
idea of basic human rights cannot be restricted, without severe
contradictions, to liberal rights (as freedom from illegitimate state
intervention) and political rights (to participate in the process of
political decision-making), but needs to be extended to the sphere
of preconditions for free action (social rights).® Thus the concept
of basic human rights today combines the three dimensions of
freedom from the state (liberal rights), freedom in the state
(political rights) and freedom through the state (social rights).
Wherever human rights in this broad sense are systematically
violated political action is called for.

Hence, legitimate political action in the world of today — action to which
all citizens wherever they live have 2 basic right — is required in all cases
in which the two defined conditions are met for matters political in
nature. Societal, economic or political actions that either cause
unavoidable social facts for large groups or affect their basic rights need
to be tackled through legitimate political procedures. Those chains of
political effect-causation that transgress national boundaries need
transnational arenas for deliberation for all those affected, and
transnational procedures for decision-making and enforcement.? The co-

7 Meyer, T., Was ist Politik?, Stuttgart, Opladen, 2002.

8  Marshall, T.H., Birgerrechte und sozgale Klasse: Zur Sogiologie des Woblfabrisstaates,
Frankfurt/New York, Campus, 1992,

9 Héffe, O., Demokratic im Zeitalter der Demokratisierung, Miinchen, C H Beck, 1999.
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extension of the twin arenas of political effect-causation and competence
in responsible decision-making that has been lost through the process of
negative globalization needs to be re-established to 2 sufficient degree.
Otherwise the present wotld-order cannot claim to be legitimate in any
reasonable sense of the word.

This situation calls for a comprehensive strategy of positive
globalization as gradual construction of worldwide institutions,
organizations and regimes of political deliberation and decision-making.
This vision of positive globalization has been given different names. For
reasons of realism and according to the democratic principle of
subsidiarity it can hardly be conceived of as taking the form of a world
state, but some elements of statehood appear to be necessary if the
defined conditions are to be met. The Commission on Global
Governance in 1995 has coined the name “global governance”.!® The
British political scientist David Held calls it “cosmopolitan democracy”,!!
the German philosopher, Otfried Hoffe, calls it a “social and subsidiary
wotld republic”.12

Toward a New Utopian Realism

Contrary to the position of the so-called realists in the field of foreign
policy research, it must be stressed that such a prospect is by no means
empty utopianism. But, as Anthony Giddens has put it, #opian realism is
necessary to provide guidelines for a present-day political action that is
constrained by the needs of the day and the obvious legitimacy deficits
of the given situation.!3 Moreover, the blueprint of such a politically-
integrated wotld society is already visible in an embryonic way in
present-day structures of transnational political co-operation which, in
their turn, stll suffer severe deficits, unacceptable degrees of
exclusionism and unfair biases. This blueprint for global governance
consists of four branches of co-operation and their mutual interaction:

* transnational and supranational political institutions and
organizations, especially the UN and its sub-organizations;

10 The Commission on Global Governance, gp. at.
11 Held, op. dit.

12 Hoffe, op. dit.

13 Giddens, gp. .
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* regional systems of political co-operation such as the EU
(European Union), ASEAN (Association of South East Asian
Nations), SAARC (South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation), Mercosur, NAFTA (North American Free Trade
Agreement) and the like;

* transnational regimes of sector-wise political regulation such as
the Kyoto-Protocol, the International Labor Organization (ILO)
ot the World Trade Otrganization (WTO);

® transnational civil society with its more than 25,000 initiatives
covering all relevant fields of politics and human rights from
environmental protection to gender equality and human rights
monitoring,

Such are the first building blocks for democratic global governance. Two
conclusions present themselves from this list. First, obviously some of
the elements in this list can serve as a demonstration of the weaknesses
and shortcomings of the present stage of transnational political
development. For instance, much more inclusiveness, democratization,
power of implementation and fairness is needed to make such
organizations as the WTO, NAFTA or even the institutions of the UN
serve propetly the ends of a democratic world society. They are,
however, the germs of a development in the direction of a politically
responsible world-order that is capable of action. Second, though
transnational civil society will have to play an increasingly crucial role in
the emerging cosmopolitan democracy, it is not as such identical with
global democracy.

Benjamin Barber has argued that due to the irreparable alienation of
political institutions from people’s aspirations, values and customs the
main thrust for the necessary renewal of democracy in era of
globalization can only come from within civil society and be realized in
its forms of organization and action.! This would, however, overstretch
the capabilities of civil society and under-estimate the role of binding
decisions, power and sanctions in a democratic political wotld-order.
The economic and societal powers that have to be tamed in order to re-
embed world economy in accordance with social, cultural and ecological
standards  require powerful state-like instruments of political
implementation. In a realistic concept of democracy civil society cannot
replace institutionalized statehood as such.

14 Barber, B., Jibad vs. McWorld, New York, Random House, 1995.
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In the snstitutional dimension, the role of civil society is indispensable
but also clearly limited. It will have to play its crucial role in contributing
to two particularly relevant functions of global democracy: first, defining
the objectives and standards of global regulation and framework setting (re-
embedding), and second, contributing to the monitoring and control of
norm implementation in its capacity as part of what James Rosenau has
called “spheres of authority”, i.e. clusters of experts, media, citizens’
initiatives, institutions that emerge around particular policy issues like
child labour, environmental destruction or the drugs trade.!> In setting
the goals of transnational regulation in a binding manner and in making
their implementation work, more institutionalized forms of authority
such as transnational organizations and the national state will have to
play the decisive part in any realistic concept of global democracy. What
is needed for erecting such a legitimate world-order today is consensus
building through dialogue to engender a common vision and political
pressures to bring it about step by step.

Civil Society and Value Building

Even if we succeed in creating a perfect set of transnational political
institutions, we would have at best half of what is needed to make global
governance work. Underlying its adequate functioning must be a
sufficiently strong and unified layer of common values and ethical
standards common among global citizens, which is far from being in
existence today. Of course, the creation of global political institutions is
in itself an expression of the common ethical standards of those who
support them but these standards are still too thin to provide for goal-
oriented action in order to re-embed the world economy and shape life
worlds in which people wish to live. A thicker consensus on ethical
norms and values for political action is required to provide orientation
for action by transnational institutions.

It needs to be added that the same holds true for decisions
concerning the future of national societies as well. Globalization is a new
step and a mechanism of acceleration in the process of modernization,
but modernization itself in the course of recent decades has proven to be
a rather purposeless dynamism, delivering as much destruction of values

15 Ziien, M., Regieren jenseits des Nationalstaats: Globalisiernng und Denationalisiernng,
Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp, 1998.
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and valued forms of life in some respects, as progress in other respects.
The original expectation, from the age of Enlightenment, that economic
and technological modernization would automatically foster the
perfectibility of human beings and their life forms has been replaced, in
recent decades, by an increasing fear that men will finally lose control
over the automatism of modernization. The relation between means and
ends has become reversed. Economic and technological modernization,
originally meant as means to the end of enabling more and more humane
life forms, seems to have become an end in itself. The markets in
particular have occupied the role of a supreme value.

Particularly, the markets and their functional requirements have in
recent decades served to justify social and economic deregulation,
increasing speeds of social change and insecurity, growing flexibilization
of human beings in their capacity as market participants, environmental
destruction, and the enforced dissolution of people’s lifeworlds in cities
— let alone poverty, misery and exploitation in the less effective parts of
today’s wortld economy. All this stands as proof to the fact that the very
process of modernization currently underway is not directed towards
justified ends and purposes that would meet with the consensus of the
affected people, were they to be asked.

Whereas modernization is very strong in dissolving traditional values,
life ethics and lifeworlds, it is remarkably weak in creating new ones. The
key questions: ‘how do we want to live?’; ‘how do we want to live
together?” and ‘what kind of world do we want to live in?’ are still open,
or rather more open, than ever before. It seems, however, that fewer and
fewer people accept that the answers to these questions must be left to
markets. Both modernization and globalization, the twin interrelated
processes that shape our time, need to be given meaning and direction.
This is, as far as I can see, the driving force behind those young people
who resist the present mode of globalization. It underlies large parts of
the activities of civil society worldwide and also citizens’ movements in
large parts of the developing wotld.

If we speak about ‘reflexive modernization’ as a new stage in the
historical process of modernization,¢ we are well advised to use the term
as a call both for norms and for tools in order to give modernization
meaning and direction, not just to designate a new level of complexity
within the structures and processes of modernization themselves. The
key question in this respect is where will the ethical norms and values

16 See Beck, U., Was ist Globalisiernng?, Frankfurt, Suhrkamp, 1997; and Giddens, A., Tke
Third Way and its Critics, Cambridge, Polity Press, 2000.
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come from that will allow us to make meaningful use of the tools for
controlling and shaping modernization?

It is exactly at this junction that civil society has to be entered into
our considerations, for it can play a key role in both approaches to
positive globalization: governance and value building. It is simultaneously one
of the tools of democratic regulation and the only available social space in
which that kind of free and open citizens’ dialogue can take place and
generate ethical norms and political values. At the same time, those
direct dialogue iniatives that are conducted in civil society have the
potential to create not only consensus about norms and ethical values for
shared forms of life, but also the energies of solidarity and social capital
that are necessary for their implementation in everyday life and in the
field of political action.!?

Action-oriented face-to-face dialogues in civil society, contrary to talk
mediated by mass media or strategic communication in the political
arena, have a high potential for engendering strong bonds of solidarity
and obligation, together with the norms and values that emerge from
them.!8 Thus, both the orentation for shaping modernization in the
globalization age, and the energies for its successful pursuit can best be
generated- in the public space of civil society. All responsibly-minded
forces in the world of today that can help bring about the timely renewal
of democracy, including the national democratic state itself, can
contribute to the building of appropriate structures of opportunity for
social dialogues in national civil societies and their transnational
interconnection.!?

Socratic Dialogue and Political Action

Among the many forms of face-to-face dialogues and forms of
deliberation that need to play the crucial role in this process, Socratic
Dialogue is prominent because it is paradigmatic for free and reasonable
communication between equals. Socratic Dialogue, together with many
other forms of face-to-face dialogue, must ‘go public’ and take on a

17 Putnam, R., Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Commuanity, New York,
Simon and Schuster, 2001.

18 Habermas, ]., Theorie des kommunikativen Handelns, Frankfurt am Main, Suhrkamp,
1982.

19 Barber, B., A Place for Us: How to Make Society Civil and Democray Strong, New York,
Random House, 1998.
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political responsibility. It should again, as in the days of one of its
modern founding fathers, Leonard Nelson, become connected with the
overarching project of the struggle for a humane and just society. What
makes a form of life humane is exactly the role of good teason in its
shaping, Dialogue, as a way of co-operative striving for ethical truth
through the exchange of good reason, is under threat in the media
societies and media democracies of today.20 Media discourses that are
based on pictures, theatricality and entertainment values are increasingly
crowding out dialogue-like discourses from the realms of public life and
even social interaction.

In this situation Socratic Dialogue needs to adopt two public
obligations. First, as a paradigmatc form of humane procedures of
mutual understanding it needs to enter the curricula of our educational
systems as one of the countet-forces to the dominance of media and
computer communication. For a society based on these two dominant
modes of communication will be a society with an abundance of
information but a lack of values and solidarity. Second, the design of
Socratic Dialogue should be directed more and more towards
contributing to the ethical and political challenge of giving humane
meaning and direction to the process of modernization. The proper
place where this can be done is civil society.

Civil society is not just the public space between state, market and
family, it is also marked by an ethical qualification. For only those
activities in the public space of voluntary action can be called civil society
actions which are — in addition to all the other purposes they may serve —
directed towards common well-being. Thus, civil society cannot
meaningfully be defined without some reference to ethical norms and
motives.?!

There are many other forms of citizens’ dialogue which are much
more directly linked to political action in civil society such as: the open
space method, the search conference, mediation, negotiated rule-making,
deliberative opinion polls, community advisory panels, citizens’ juries,
national issue forums and the like.22 A civil society that is marked by
such forms of citizens’ dialogue can increasingly serve as both the place
where values and solidarity are generated, and as one of the channels

20 Meyer, T., Media Democracy: How the Media Colonize Politics, Oxford, Polity Press, 2002.

2 Meyer, T. and Weil, R.,, Die Biirgergesellschaft: Perspektiven fiir Biirgerbeteiligung und
Biirgerkommunikation, Dietz, Bonn, 2002, 9ff.

2 Feindt, P.H., ‘Neue Formen der politischen Beteiligung', in Meyer, T. and Welil, R,,
Die Biirgergesellschaft: Perspektiven fiir Biirgerbeteiligung und Biirgerkommunikation, Bonn,
Dietz, 2002.



through which their democratic implementation in the natonal and
global political arenas is effected.

Conclusion

Though the role of civil society in implementing democratic control over
the processes of modernization and globalization is limited, its
contribution to building the values and creating the solidarity necessary
for making the values powerful is crucial. The social form in which
domination of the free public space of civil society can be made use of to
meet these ends is direct dialogue between citizens. As Socratic Dialogue
is a paradigmatic form of the co-operative searching for truth, it needs
both to play a prominent role in civil society and to adopt its ethical-
political obligation vis-a-vis the challenges of our time.

45



Hugh Busher

Reply to Thomas Meyer

Thomas Meyer’s stimulating paper raises many questions in counterpoint
to it. I am not sure how broad-based is the support for reversing
globalization, whatever may be the intellectual arguments against it.
Protest groups against globalization or in favour of alternative
approaches to a global society seem to be at best pressure groups
pursuing their particularist agenda. They do not seem to be developing a
broad popular basis, however noisy they are at times. The occasional
local tiots, such as those in Indonesia in recent years, have been more
against particular nationalist merchant groups than against international
globalization. The broad mass of people living in the West seem in
favour of globalization because it raises their standards of living at very
lile cost. Consequently they seem willing to acquiesce to those voices
encouraging globalization as a means of enhancing corporate profits and
projecting particular free-market capitalist values, even when support of
such values leads, apparently, to Western so-called democracies
supporting intolerant autocratic regimes in other states because they have
embraced capitalism.

Cleatly there are advantages in the world working more closely
together to people’s mutual benefit, but whether that is through
modernist solutions of global bureaucracies or through postmodern
solutions that accept and encourage difference while promoting dialogue,
is open to question. I am not sure that larger and more embracing
supranational bodies, congresses or bureaucracies makes for greater
dialogue between people or for a subtle form of neo-colonialism by
those groups and people best able to manipulate the processes of such
supranational organizations. In any case, such bodies are likely to be
highly unresponsive to people in their member states or societies. There
are serious doubts about how responsive the ‘government’ of the
European Union is to its members’ peoples. How much more so will be
a body as inclusive as the United Nations?

The real risk is that as supranational bodies grow bigger and more
influential, people’s cultural precepts and chosen ways of life in different
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parts of the world are likely to be endangered. Colleagues of mine worry
about the ways in which some languages are being squeezed into
extinction by the spread of English or other languages that are linked to
powerful world economies or large populations. With that extinction,
they worry, we lose some of our enriching diversity. So a key issue and
tension in developing any globally ordered life is how to protect people’s
cultural heritages and ways of life, and help those people to celebrate,
sustain and strengthen their heritages.

Subsidiarity, then, has to be a core principle in any supranational
forms of government that are constructed. This notion lends importance
to the development of wotld regional groupings of nations, such as the
EU and ASEAN (Association of South East Asian Nations), while also
recognising the importance of those regional groupings sustaining a
meaningful dialogue with each other in pursuit of shared aims. In turn,
this raises questions about what should be the nature of the dialogue
between different people and nations and regional groupings of nations.

These questions can perhaps be pursued under four headings:

» What constitutes “legitimate procedures” to set up and regulate
traffic and dialogue between people and nations and regional
groups of nations?

» What are the values to be pursued through the regulation of
supranational interchange?

* What constitutes acceptable forms of government for different
nations?

* What constitutes legitimate uses of power in a civil society?

The remainder of this response looks at each of these briefly in turn. I
am fascinated to know what are the “politically legitimate procedures”
on which future changes to the curtent world-order should be based.
Genghis Khan had politically legitimate procedures, but his were based
on power related to coercive physical force and central government
control. Arguably, the cutrent development of globalization is also based
on politically legitimate procedures, those of economic power — demand
for cheap local goods on the one hand, and on the other for wages that
are better than the local rates available without the operations of
multinational companies. Neither system is democratic, although in both,
one could argue, participants do have choices. Both systems might be
and are regarded as repellent by some people, but this immediately raises
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questions about what values they are espousing in making such
judgements.

What then should be the values to be pursued in regulating national
and supranational interchanges? Commercial markets do regulate the
supply and demand for goods and the distribution of wealth and
services, and encourage participants to try to engage in competing to
accumulate wealth in various forms. The problem is there is no such
thing as a free market — except as a model in economic textbooks —
because governments intervene and distort it, usually in favour of those
people and pressure groups within their societies who are most
influential already. Nor is there any point in seeking, as those on the
political right do, to create markets free from government intervention,
since that is not possible. People who have power in societies through
their access to material and symbolic resources normally use these to
their own benefit, and occasionally altruistically for other people.

The ‘free’ market does not address questions about what sorts of
values one wants to put in place for any society, be it a national or a
supranational one. By default there are in the market place implicit values
that reward success, whatever its origins, and punish misfortune as
though it were the outcome of some sort of moral failure or sin. But
concerns about the values projected and the preferred relationships
desired between people in a society cannot be left to ‘naturally occurring’
economic forces, since such concerns are of a different order to those
about the exchange and distribution of goods and services.

What concerns me is whether such moral and civil purposes can and
should be created only through the secular constructions of some
people’s understandings of human rights. It also raises an uncomfortable
question about how definitions of such rights were arrived at, and to
what extent they represent only a distillation of Western values. Surely
the construction of such moral and civil purposes must also include a
distillation of religious views through dialogue between various faiths
and atheists since these views and faiths influence the lives of so many
people in the world. That is not to argue that human rights and the
United Nations statement of these are unimportant. Indeed, they could
form 2 beacon around which people could build common views about
what constitutes acceptable forms and processes of government and
society in the world. As such, their key importance would be to form a
convenient forum and common language through which people of
different religious faiths (which underpin their values) and cultural
perspectives are able to sustain a constructive dialogue.
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It leads however to an uncomfortable question about what
constitutes acceptable forms of government. Democracy, which is so
often given pre-eminence in discussions of judgement about the
acceptability of different regimes in the world, is based on a myth that
claims that all people living in a society can influence social and political
decisions equally. This is based on the assumption that there is equality
between the people taking part in such social and political processes and
that each person’s voice is given equal weight and worth. This view is
heavily flawed because power is unequally distributed in society. There
are those who, for various reasons, are better able to influence the
shaping of social structures — the rules that frame the construction of
social systems, according to Giddens.! Some people have more human
and social capital, according to Bourdieu? and are better placed than
others to exert influence because of accidents of birth and education, as
well as of personality and geo-social location, and to access leadership
roles or to take advantage of opportunities that emerge in society.

If democtacy is so flawed, however, it does not license dictatorship or
oligarchy nor encourage forms of government that condone fundamental
breaches of human rights, for whatever reasons they are claimed.
However it does suggest that the projection of the preferred Western
solution for government through current international organizations is
not only a form of neo-colonialism, but overlooks other possible forms
of government from other parts of the world that may themselves be as
consultative in practice as is democracy, and similarly based on a contract
of consensus between leaders and led. Some of these forms may allow
leadership and authotity to be changed in an orderly and peaceful
manner, too, without a state necessarily having to embrace multi-party
democracy.

This brings me to my final point about how legitimate power is
constituted and distributed in civil society. It raises questions about what
can be considered legitimate uses of power — for what purposes and in
pursuit of what values may power be exercised — and how that process
of legitimation is constructed. It raises questions about who exercises
power and by what means it is exercised — what the conduits of power
are as well as what are the sources of it. It also, I think, then raises
questions about how decision-making processes can be extended in

V' Giddens, A., The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory of Structuration, Cambridge,
Polity Press, 1984.
2 Bourdieu, P., The Logic of Practice, Cambridge, Polity Press, 1992.
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society so that people can engage with decision-making mote equally. In
turn that leads to a concern about how human capital can be extended so
that people can engage with their societies on a more equitable basis. It
requires societies to look carefully and hard at how to better empower
those people in them who are marginalized for economic or social
reasons, for reasons of gender, or for reasons of ethnicity or language or
bodily, mental and emotional function.

The agenda that emerges from this is not towards modernist
solutions of bigger bureaucracies with hierarchies of assemblies leading
from local sub-governments up to supranational assemblies where, in the
Babel of negotiation between the powerful and the influential, the voices
of the oppressed will be lost, but in the development of regional
groupings of nations each of which works to protect and celebrate its
distinctive heritage, while allowing and admiring others for doing the
same. Such groupings, however, would need to engage in a continuous
dialogue with each other to promote understanding and development so
the peoples they represent can share equitably in the distribution of
world resources. To build such a dialogue creatively requires the sharing
of common values, expressed through a variety of different discourses,
perhaps, but understood as having agreed meanings and applications.
And that seems the key issue for the immediate future. We can tinker
with the mechanisms of national and international government, making
minor adjustments to practices that may be claimed to improve the
representativeness of institutions, but unless we can agree and project
policies through national government and international bodies reflecting
values that increase social and economic justice we will be merely
postponing the next global conflict instead of reducing the causes of it.
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Peter Rickman

Civil Society and Freedom

Problems of Autonomy and Control in a Free Society

Abstract

Civil society, that web of relations not imposed by the state,
depends on freedom and in turn makes freedom possible.
Freedom is a vital condition of human life. By making choice
possible, it protects human dignity and the possibility of us
maturing. More specifically, it allows us to live by values and strive
for goals of our own choosing. However, as Plato and Aristotle
have already stressed, a full human life cannot be achieved by the
individual in isolation. We are social beings who depend on a
community for physical, emotional and intellectual satisfaction.

The framework of a state is essential to provide security, and
enforceable laws to regulate the relations between citizens, and to
ensure basic provisions for welfare, health and education. There
is, however, a danger of authoritarianism if a paternalistic state
presumes to cater for too many of our needs. A government is,
then, easily tempted into the belief that it knows better than the
rest of us about where our true interests lie. Once taxpayers’
money is invested in provisions supposed to serve our interests,
our rulers may then frown upon those who have different
priorities.

Herein lies the importance of a rich and varied civil society as a
safeguard of freedom. While the function of the state should be
largely confined to the ‘negative’ role of protecting freedom, a
multitude of associations and organizations are required to
provide for it in a ‘positive’ way. Our requirements are varied.
Only independent political parties can protect our political
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freedom. We have trade unions to assert the rights of workers,
clubs to cater for our leisure interests in sports and games such as
chess and bridge, and otganizations providing other forms of
entertainment. Scientific institutions and universities which are
not controlled by the state are needed to assure free and
independent scholarship.

All such organizations need to have rules of their own. Clubs
may insist on dress codes and establishments may prohibit
smoking etc., but the crucial point is that we are free to apply to
join them and free to leave them. Some of them, such as
consumer organizations or trade unions, are there to protect our
freedom, while others help us to use it as we choose.

By a free society I mean one in which each member is assured the
maximum freedom compatible with that of others. A web of associations
is required to make such freedom possible. Some of these associations
need to be comprehensive and centrally provided. The critical problem
to be pinpointed and analysed by philosophy, but only solvable in
practice, is how to strike balances between central control and local
autonomy.

Freedom is a crucial value in human life and all arrangements in the
human world are subject to the criterion of serving freedom. Freedom,
the opportunity to make your own unforced choices, is an indispensable
condition of morality. Without it, principles of actions, praise and blame,
reward and punishment, would all be meaningless. In any case,
individuals as well as groups normally desire to live by their own choices,
to develop their own style of life and select their own goals. The need to
make your own choices is also a process of learning, leading to the
fulfilment required by pride and assuring dignity.

Plato and Aristotle already stressed some 2,500 years ago that a full
human life cannot be achieved by the individual in isolation. One
condition is what, for brevity, I shall call the state, and deal with only in
passing. There need to be universal provisions for safety and order by
such means as armies, police forces, legislation, courts of law, and the
means of raising revenues for these services. They are indispensable but
their existence and scope are only justified by their role in protecting
freedom.

In turning to civil society, I single out first the parts of it which are
the extreme opposite of state institutions because they involve no, or
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minimal, compulsion. If individuals are to fulfil themselves by pursuing
their personal interests, there need to be social clubs, choral societies,
amateur theatre groups, chess clubs and the like. No state provision is
needed for them, as they can be created, with limited expenditure,
through the initiatives ‘of individuals or small groups. Their rules apply
only to voluntary members.

I turn to the part of civil society over which controversy and political
conflict continue to rage. The outstanding examples are economic life,
health provision, and education. Though I shall deal with all three, my
main examples will come from the third area with which I. am most
familiar.

The economic life of a country inevitably consists of very numerous
units — for example shops, factories, workshops, restaurants and farms —
but there is an obvious case for central intervention in many areas. So,
for example, there are powerful reasons for a country to protect its
agriculture from extinction precipitated by natural disasters, foreign
competition or other market forces, or indeed to encourage the
production of what is most needed. Similarly, employers may need
restraining from allowing inhuman working conditions, or from
encouraging the creation of monopolies, which rob consumers of
freedom of choice. A free market must not be confused with the absence
of all control.

A similar situation prevails in the area of health care. There is
obviously a multitude of doctors, group practices, clinics, nursing homes
and hospitals. But if all the financial resources required were to be raised
from the users of these facilities, the poor would lose the freedom of
doing the best for their health. General funds, taxpayers’ money, need to
be channelled into these provisions and, as a consequence, the state
acquires the tesponsibility to ensure that money is not unduly
squandered and that it is fairly distributed in line with reasonable
priorities. '

In education the situation is similar. To provide and maintain
buildings and equipment, to pay competent staff, is expensive. But unless
education remains a privilege of the rich, public money has to be poured
into schools and universities. Only thus can all members of a
community, who are able and willing, be free to be educated. If the
education of children is compulsory and not a matter of free individual
choice, it is understood that this serves the greater freedom of the
individual to choose his career and leisure activity later.
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The need for state involvement in economic life, in the provision of
health services and education, as well as in other areas it would be
tiresome to list, for example communication systems, creates the
problem I want to address. Complete state control over these various
areas of civil society constitutes tyranny, not freedom. Bureaucracy
grows and freedom is stifled. A further issue arises about which I shall
have to say more presently. As regards efficiency, full state control turns
out to be counter-productive. The history of the last few decades
suggests that central economic planning, such as government-backed five
or ten-year plans, leads to waste and inefficiency. The case for free
markets, if intelligently interpreted, has proved convincing. The same is
true of health provision. The manager of a hospital, indeed the general
practitioner or head of a group practice, is likely to be able to judge
better how to spend money and assign priorities than ‘the man in
Whitehall’.! To protect the autonomy of small units is also a matter of
freedom, and it is dangerous to undermine the sense of responsibility of
doctors in this sphere.

I turn to education, and particulatly higher education where I can
provide more detailed examples. Vatious forms of freedom, apart from
the freedom of access alteady mentioned, are involved. There needs to
be the freedom of universities to select and prioritise the disciplines they
teach. Universities have become particularly famous for law, or science,
or history. My university was a technological university but gradually
opened out into management, economics and some social sciences.
Neither history nor literature ever figured as a degtree subject, and
philosophy is being eliminated after a few years’ existence. If government
feels the need to encourage the study of, let us say, dentistry, in the
national interest, it can offer inducements such as extra grants, but the
essential freedom to choose should not be eliminated. Equally important
is the freedom of teaching. Some security of tenure is required because
lecturers should not be at the mercy of superiors with whose political,
scientific or religious views they disagree.

Last, though not least, is the teacher’s freedom to use his time at his
own discretion. It is well known that academics only spend a fraction of
their time on timetabled work, say some ten hours on lectures, tutorials
and seminars, and a few more on committees, rather less than half the
time factory and office workers have to be at their place of work. Over

! Non-UK readers should note that Whitehall is the name of a street in London and is
usually used to designate the government offices situated there, or the British civil
service in general.
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and above this, the teaching year extends to just over half of the calendar
year. Of course, the set hours are only part of the academic’s work.
There is also setting examinations and essays, marking them, prepating
lectures, and, last but not least, research. The conscientious lecturer will
work longer hours than those employed in offices, but there is scope for
getting away with less. Preparation is a variable quantity, and it is
sometimes possible or even necessary to repeat the same course for
successive years, thus requiring only minimal preparatory work. On the
other hand, the young lecturer, or the adventurous one, will need a great
deal of time to prepare new courses. In many subjects too, new material
becomes available which needs to be considered as part of the revision
of courses. You can also be more or less conscientious in marking, and
the burden also varies from subject to subject. Where there are clearly
right and wrong answers, matking is evidently less troublesome. In some
other disciplines like my own, philosophy, assessment can be patticularly
difficult, and one may have to weigh clarity against originality, or
accuracy against the ambitiousness of a project.

Research, which, of course, means different things in different
subjects, is the hardest to evaluate. I believe it to be vital for academics
to have ample free time for research because their teaching should be
enriched by their struggles on the frontier line of their subject. In many
subjects, certainly in mine, it is also important that time for research
should be continuous. The odd hour between lectures is useless. There
needs to be continuous absorption for many hours or even days.
Sometimes research leads into blind alleys and little emerges from long
periods of work. This possibility can be used as an excuse for idleness.
The claims of ambitious projects and prolonged work can be shrugged
off as leading to ultimate failure.

Another area in which there can be little control over the wotk of
academics is that of conferences. International conferences are usually
held at attractive places. I myself have been twice to Venice and also to
German spas. Your university pays for you to go and spend a week or so
enjoying good food and drink and taking part in excursions in the
surrounding countryside, you meet old friends and make new
acquaintances, and there is even scope sometimes for sexual adventures.
Of course, scholatly papers are read, but then who will be able to tell
whether you listen to them seriously or even attend the sessions, and
whether your conversations centre on an exploration of finer scholastic
points or consist of gossip and flirtation?
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I have singled out higher education but similar stories of freedom
producing waste can be told of the other areas I have listed. Shops and
restaurants multiply until some go bankrupt through competition.
Doctors’ surgeries are crowded with patients presenting trivial
complaints. Can such waste be avoided? I maintain that it is merely the
price of freedom.

However, I am not just making a negative point about the cost of
letting people do what they choose. Returning to my example of
university research, conferences, etc., I want to stress that waste is also
the price to be paid for creative success. Panels to vet and supervise
research would be equally wasteful and much less fruitful. You cannot
have researchers clock in and out. I encountered a small example of how
the central collection of evidence on research distorts results from the
outset. In response to a departmental request, I listed three pieces of
research in different fields. I was told that only one per lecturer could be
listed and that there was a further limit on research by the department.
So some research vanished by the stroke of a pen.

Every schoolchild knows that Archimedes had found the solution of
a scientific problem sitting in his bath and that Newton’s ideas fell into
place as he was sitting under an apple tree. Most researchets can confirm
that ideas, though less spectacular than those of Archimedes or Newton,
have come to them when they were resting in bed or riding on a train.
Nor is it possible in many, if not most cases, to anticipate the probable
outcome of a piece of research, let alone to evaluate its importance. If it
were possible to do so, that outcome could hardly be called original. You
cannot say to researchers — ‘please invent this, we need it’ — though it is
possible of course to encourage research into specific areas. (The
development of specific discoveries is a different matter.) No one could
have asked researchers to discover lasers, but once lasers were
discovered, it became possible to develop their applications.

A similar case can be made for conferences and the potential
fruitfulness of bringing scholars together. I can speak most easily from
my own experience, unspectacular as it may be. A few years ago, I
attended an international conference in Leipzig. Of coutse, we ate and
drank and chatted and looked at the town. We had lively discussions on
the papers presented. But for me personally, there wete three sets of
consequences I considered fruitful.

First, I made friends with the head of the philosophy department of
Salamanca and was subsequently invited to read a paper at that ancient
university. The professor in turn came with a colleague to London to
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speak at a seminar of my university. For some years, we operated an
exchange scheme with Spanish students. The second development was
that I was approached by an English colleague who was editing a
philosophic dictionary and, as a tesult, contributed five articles. The third
development was making friends with a German professor who first
invited me to give a talk in Switzerland where he was working at the
time, and who later arranged for me to lecture in Berlin after he was
transferred there. He, in turn, gave a paper at my university. I cannot
claim that these were wotld-shattering events, but I like to believe that
they make a small contribution towards keeping the wheels of
international scholarship moving,

Conclusions

(1) A flourishing and multi-facetted civil society is a crucial
condition of freedom. Only a multiplicity of fully or at least
partly independent providers can deliver the maximum
opportunity for people to choose freely what they need or want.

(2) There cannot be complete independence from central control on
all the facilities provided by civil society, because society as a
whole, represented by its government, needs to guarantee
universal and fair access to all provisions catering for the needs
and aspirations of its citizens.

(3) The critical issue is to assess, case by case, the degree to which
social issues need to be subjected to universal central control on
the one hand, and the scope for autonomous initiatives by
individuals and individual organizations on the other.

(4) Having insisted on freedom as a crucial goal of all social
arrangements, we need to conclude- that its attainment and
preservation represent a ctitetion for the acceptability of both
legislation and civil society arrangements.

(5) The first criterion is this: any government limitation of freedom
can only be justified if it serves to protect more important
freedoms. This criterion applies to government legislation and
action, whether strictly applied in its own sphere or extending to
civil society, which is also subject to law.
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(6) Emphasis on freedom tends to be in conflict with the single-
minded pursuit of efficiency and normally entails waste.

Though it is misguided and often counter-productive to make efficiency
one’s first goal, a distinction needs to be made between unproductive
waste, and necessary waste contributing to potentially fruitful outcomes.

I have tried to show, as an example, that freedom of research is both
necessary and potentially fruitful, while attempts at elaborate vetting and
supervision of research are unprofitably wasteful.

It will be noted that I have not mentioned, or mentioned only in
passing, the goals human beings pursue and treasure which civil society
exists to provide: peace, good health, intellectual stimulation,
amusement, social involvement, etc. However universal these aspirations
may be, they are a matter of individual choice, and therein lies freedom.

I am aware of course that some philosophies, cultures and religions
place other values above freedom and, though I have set out some
reasons for valuing freedom so highly, I recognise that this is ultimately a
matter of faith.
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Ugo Vlaisavljevic

The End of Scientific Ideologies and the
Re-socialization of Universities

Abstract

The social sciences and humanities have still to acquire their
proper social form in post-Communist societies. Communities of
researchers have not yet been constituted, public forums of
dialogue established, or independent research institutions opened.
The true democratization of post-Communist regimes requires the
profound transformation of both the schoollike practice of
universities and the pseudo-scientific practice of political forums.
Only a re-socialisation of all of the institutions inhabited by the
social sciences and humanities will bring to an end ‘scientific
ideologies.’

Philosophers on my side of the argument think that we can explain what
we mean when we say that academic research should be disinterested
and objective only by pointing to the ways in which free universities
actually function. We can defend such universities only by pointing to
the good these universities do, to their role in keeping democratic and
liberal institutions alive and functioning.

Richard Rorty!

1 Rorty, R, “Truth and Progress’, Philosophical Papers, Vol.3, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1998, p.69.
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Introduction

Upon observing how important the function of forums of enquirers is
for the production of scientific truth in the eyes of the contemporary
philosophy of science, one could be tempted to assert that the human
sciences have never been adequately introduced in this part of the
world2 In fact, the humanities and social sciences have been
institutionalized, and they strongly influence local public opinion; their
influence on current politics probably stronger than anywhere. In their
almost exclusive institutional form, that of the university, they have
acquired an important ideological role in society. The sole base for the
social sciences and humanities in post-Communist countries remains the
univetsity, but this institution has not been democratized or adequately
socialized. It has never been an educational institution where professors
and students do participate effectively in the same communicative
community.

The burden of the recent past, of the political regime which
introduced the ‘scientific knowledge’ of Man in the majority of East
European countries, remains overpowering. It is the pretension to
represent scientific institutions operating in the field of the knowledge of
Man that has brought the first Communist universities into the
mainstream of political life and transformed them into influential
political institutions. When the educational establishment impersonates a
scientific institution or when a pure theoretical, ‘impractical’, ‘sterile’
school practice is publicly misrepresented as an exemplary social practice
of open debate and questioning, then the path is established for a
pseudo-scientific ideology. This kind of ideology becomes dominant
from the moment that an ‘internal socialization’ within communities of
scholars is mistaken for an ‘external socialization’ in political forums. It is
true that even today the first and basic socialization of university
teachers, claiming to be scholars/scientists, takes place in political
institutions. Their belief in the practical character of their knowledge,
confirmed by their fascinating experience of communicative practices in
these institutions, gives them an illusion of participating in a genuine
scientific community. The curious fact that scholars themselves have
brought the dominant political ideology into the field of their knowledge
and expertise is to be explained by this lack of independent
communicative practice. The once-and-for-all accomplished science of

2 The author writes from Bosnia-Herzegovina,
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Marxism, this modern variant of Platonic essentialism, has made any
institutional practice of Socratic Dialogue needless and even perilous.

In this epistemological politics the ‘knowledge’ is essentially already
acquired (in the form of established ‘sciences’ archived in educational
institutions). The only ‘external’ social practices — teaching and political
commitment — have not only disabled these institutions in their main
role (the critique of ideology), but have transformed them into a
symbolic body of the official ideology itself (yesterday’s Communism,
today’s ethno-nationalism).

The University as an Important Ideological Institution

The assumption that the university may help in the transition, in social,
political and economic processes taking place outside its doors, presents
this institution, if not as unchanging, then surely as a firm support of
important changes. This does not mean that the university itself should
not undergo the movement of transition.> The authorities of Sarajevo
University, like their counterparts elsewhere in SE Europe, are fully
aware of the need for the reform of higher education and they work
enthusiastically towards it. However, it seems that they are using a
particular model of the university that limits in advance the range of their
reforms and prevents a fundamental transformation of the university,
which would enable it to become an important institution of a
democtratic society.

We need to look back at the recent past in order to realize how
unacceptable this model is. It is a product of the ideology of the previous
regime, or to be more precise, of its epistemological politics. That was an
ideological interpretation of what knowledge and science are about,
based on a division of human reality into two spheres called theory and
practice, where the latter was awarded primacy over the first. Derived
from this division was a topology that placed the university at the
margins of social life, classified as an institution of essentially theoretical
activities. At the heart of social life was politics, meaning party politics as
a privileged form of social practice. The common concept of science

3 About the concept of transition, which was until recently frequently used by political
analysts but today has lost its explanatory power and should be discarded, see
Catuthers, T., “The End of the Transition Paradigm,’ Journal of Democragy, Vol.13,
No.1, January 2002, pp.5-21.
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implied both theory and practice, i.e. the practical implementation of a
theory. Natural sciences were constituted only in Zechnology, whereas the
soctial sciences were finally constituted in political practice. As an institution
of knowledge, even the highest form of scientific knowledge, the
university was not a swentific institution, although it was so considered.
Lacking any practical dimension, either technological or political, the
university was but another kind of school. Contrary to cherished
ideological beliefs, there was no crucial difference between it and lower
forms of education. The university model we are speaking of is a model
of the school institution.4

As a school institution the university stayed out of politics. It is in
that sense that speaking of the Socialist era one may speak of the political
autonomy of the university, even of its excessive autonomy such as that
of a prison or hospital. On the other hand, the university as a ‘scientific’
institution, as a home institution of the social sciences and humanities,
was committed to politics. In order to verify and legitimate their
scientific pretensions these sciences needed politics. To become sciences
they had to enter the political arena. De-politicized from within, the
university was re-politicized from outside.

Party politics also needed the social sciences. Marxism was a political
ideology that presented itself as something far more important than a
mere ideology, i.e. as a true science.’ The university was important to the
dominant ideology as an institution giving it sdentsfic legitimation. The
Central Committee as the highest political institution, and the university
as the highest institution of knowledge, functioned as two

¢ Of course, my readers should know some notorious facts about the history of higher
education in South East (SE) Europe, a quite short history marked by the strong
impact, both historico-political (Austro-Hungarian empire) and ideological (Marxist
and Hegelian), of a German cultural tradition and Humboldtian model of education
on the local cultural and political environment. Let us note here that in the period of
German Idealism the university form of education was opposed to school education
on the basis of the difference between science and professional practice. This
tradition ~ in which, according to Habermas, “the classical understanding of the
telationship between theory and practice” was introduced “for the last time” —
remains vivid and ideologically active in Yugoslav Marxism, in spite of the transition
from the pre-industrial world of labour to the industrial one, and the assault of
techno-sciences which tend to reduce the university form of study to the school one.
For a short account of Schleiermacher’s, Fichte’s and Humboldt’s views on the
university, as well as of the disturbance and imposed redefinition of the relationship
between theory and practice, see Habermas, J., ‘Vom sozialen Wandel akademischer
Bildung’ in Theorde und Praxis, Frankfurt, Suhrkamp, 1974, pp.359—375.

> Recall Friedrich Engels’s famous treatise on Socafism: Utopian and Scientific, SW2,
1880.
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complementary institutional supports of the Communist regime. The
smooth functioning of these institutions implied a continuous exchange
of politicians and professors, or rather their metamorphosis from one
public figure to another at the moment of their passage from one
institution to another. In the Central Committee, an important role was
played by professors coming from the university (their participation was
often announced solemnly: ‘and now we are going to hear our eminent
scholar’), whereas at the University such a role was played by politicians
(‘and now we are going to hear our comrade from the CC’). The whole
system was based on the circulation of a certain discourse — which we
now call Communist ideology — that may be described as a political
discourse of social scientists ot as a scientific discourse of politicians. Marxism-
Leninism was a social pseudo-science, while the university was an
important political institution having for its aim the scientific legitimation
of the dominant ideology.

After the collapse of Communism and the rejection of Marxist
doctrine that pretended to be a science of sciences, has the political role
of the university really changed? Many people think it has, since they
project a reform of higher education within an allegedly de-politicized
context. They overlook the present-day political role of the social
sciences and humanities, probably because they see in Communism, and
this is 2 common opinion, only a political regime, not an epistemological
regime able to survive the collapse of the first. From the epistemological
point of view, Marxism is at the present time often seen as a particular
form of knowledge, as a pseudo-science in the first place, and not as a
particular discursive and institutional regime of knowledge, a regime of
knowledge production, distribution, exchange, etc.

The Lack of a Community of Scholars

The Communist epistemological regime requires its analysts to direct
their attention to an institutional interaction between ‘Knowledge’ and
‘Society’, and not simply to « form of knowledge or to « certain scientific
structure established in an institution we recognize as a university. As is
well known, it is with the modern age and its characteristic spirit of
enlightenment that clear boundaries between knowledge and its social
forms have disappeared.
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The socio-historical reality of both former Yugoslavias was marked
by traits of what might be called a ‘belated modernity’s among which, in
this context, one should emphasize the naive and massive enlightenment
campaign and quite aggressive secularization which accompanied the
introduction of mass education and the mass media. Unfortunately, we
cannot deal here, even briefly, with the historical context of the
development of higher education in South East Europe in order to
substantiate a claim we would now like to introduce: that the former
regime was based on a rigid version of the Enlightenment project,
prescribing that every social form should be underpinned by knowledge.
But knowledge itself, in its highest academic form, has never acquired an
adequate socia/ form. In other words, the epistemological regime of
Socialism was built on the social circulation of knowledge and
scientifically-based socialization, while the institution of knowledge and
science, namely the university, remained unsocialized or poorly
socialized.

To put it more precisely, the university has remained a school
institution due to the fact that it was established as the highest scientific
institution, a home institution of both the natural and social sciences,
whereas communities of scientists and scholars or, to use a precise
epistemological term, “communicative communities of researchers at
work™ were never established. At least, this is true for the social
sciences, although there have been a number of professional associations
and institutes included in or associated with the university. In a word, the
university as an institution and the social sciences as a form of
knowledge and research have been deprived of #beir proper social form.

Science could become ideology and ideology could become science
due to this lack of a community of scholars. The Communist regime did

¢ “During the nineteenth century, then, the South Slav peoples found themselves
located at the margins of two collapsing empires, both of which (for different
reasons) were ill-suited to manage the demands of modernity.” Allcock, ].B.,
Escplaining Yugoslavia, London, Hurst and Company, 2000, p.325.

7 On this concept, which plays an important role in the contemporary philosophy of
science and was forged against a naive methodological solipsism, see a short
historical account by Karl-Otto Apel, accompanied by his systematic, transcendental-
philosophical elaboration of the need for establishing an “ideal, unlimited
community” following the fe/os and implicit assumptions of a “real community of
experimenting and interpretation™ ‘Szientismus oder transzendentale Hermeneutik?’
Transformation der Philosgphie, Band 2, Das Apriori der Kommunikationsgemeinschaft,
Frankfurt, Suhrkamp, 1973, pp.178-220.
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not exclude science and rational procedure and treatment® — on the
contrary, the totalitarian order had such a background — but it excluded
the social form of scientific procedures, which in modern times gives
decision-making a democratic pattern or makes democracy modern.? The
scientific socialigation of the masses, that radical mode of mass enlightenment
glorified by the proletarian avant-garde, did not lead to #be socialization of
the sciences themselyes.

Given some major assumptions built into the edifice of modern
democracy, we have the right to conclude that public political forums
could not become democratic until public scientific forums of various
disciplines had become their important, supporting and mobilizing
segments. It is the Communist ideology, personified at the university as a
true science, which prevented the establishment of an open community
in which public debate, critical thinking and innovative research would
be nurtured.

8 “To my knowledge”, writes Derrida, “there has been no university project founded
against Raison”. On the foundation of the modern university according to the
principles of reason, from Kant to Heidegger, and its present-day groundlessness
revealed by techo-science, see Derrida, J., ‘Le principe de raison et lidée de
PUniversité’ in D droit é la philesophie, Paris, Galilée, 1990, pp.461-498.

9 “It is true” acknowledges Rorty in his response to the critical observations of Thelma
Z. Lavine on his work, “as I have remarked in various papers, that communities of
researchers in the natural sciences have often been paradigms of democratic
consensus-building, and good examples of the virtues Lavine lists.” In her comment
on Dewey’s major work Lagic: The Theory of Inquiry, the ctitic in fact borrows a list of
virtues from another author. Here is that passage: “The same pattern of inquiry,
seeking a testable resolution of a Hegelian, contextual problematic situation, which is
operative in scientific method, is operative also in democratic process. Here the
pattern of inquiry avoids ideological disputation and adjudicates difficulties by giving
each viewpoint 2 voice in the quasi trail and error debate until a resolution in the
form of consensus is achieved. Both procedures, scientific and democratic, are
experimental, tied to action and to change. James Grouinlock has pointed out that
both science and democratic process share (for Dewey) not only the same pattern of
inquiry, the ‘method of intelligence’, but also the same moral virtue: a willingness to
question, to search for clarity and evidence, to hear and respect the views of others,
to consider alternatives impartially, to change one’s view as a consequence of inquiry
and communication.” (Lavine, T. Z., ‘America and the Contestadons of Modernity:
Bentley, Dewey, Rorty’ in: Saatkamp, H.J (ed.), Rorty and Pragmatism: The Philosopher
Responds to His Crities, Nashville and London, Vanderbilt University Press, 1995,
pp.45 and 51.)
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A true post-Communist reform of the university should bring about a
re-socialization of this modern political institution.!® This would be one of
the most important preconditions for the democratization of the whole
society.”! A re-socialization that entails introducing a community of
researchers at work is inseparable from the democratization of the
university and is something totally different from the undemocratic
hyper-socialization of this institution which characterized the former
regime, and characterizes its successors to an even greater extent.
Namely, the proliferation of universities and massive increase of the
student population — that also occurred at secondary schools — tells us
that the primary socialization of this so-called scientific institution was
never accomplished.

There is a good deal of truth in the claim put forward by Communist
epistemology that theory must leave the university in order to gain its
scientific status. Indeed, archived knowledge was in need of some sort of
social practice. However, the practice that was offered to university
professors, primarily to those who dealt with the social sciences and
humanities, was just the practice of a political community, 2 community
of ruling party politicians, in which competence and even scientific
attitude itself were set aside in the name of communicative objectives

10 However, the most necessaty precondition for a correct and reform-minded policy
of the university authorities, particularly of its social sciences wing, is the readiness of
a true subject/self of the university, to reflect on itself and the basic premises of its
pedagogical and scientific production, The disciplines of philosophy, social sciences
and the humanities should re-examine the institutional frameworks of their own
existence. The institutional and practical conditions deeply affect the scientific
soundness of these theoretical practices. cf. Pierre Bourdieu, ‘Les sciences sociales et
la philosophie’, Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales, 47/48, June 1983, p.52.

"' The question is still open as to whether ex-Marxists are able to carry out a re-
socialization of the university. One can rightly set an even more radical precondition
for a true university reform, as, for example, Paul Ricoeur did when he was arguing
for the need to re-institutionalize post-Communist universities: “This spring 1990,
we have just witnessed a lyric phase of these liberation movements, while the real
problems are only beginning. Especially problems related to what I would call ‘re-
institutionalization’ — of the economy, of course, but also, for instance, of the
university; the issues involved here are those I have recently considered with my
French and foreign colleagues. When most teaching posts are occupied by
incompetent people, appointed with the blessing of the Communist Party, what then
should be done? Dismiss them? Pension them off? Conduct a witch-hunt? These are
questions that emerge in the phase of re-institutionalisation, which will last,
presumably, ten years at least.” (Aeschlimann, J-C, Halperin, J. et al, Eshigue ot
responsabilité: Paul Ricoenr, Neuchitel, Editions de la Baconniére, 1994, p.13)
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specific to this sort of community. What was actually brought into these
political forums was their legitimation endorsed by social science
representatives. The price of this external, political legitimation was to be
found in the exchange of competences: eminent professors acquired
political competence at the very moment they lost their scientific
expertise. The clearest ideological moment of the whole epistemological
politics was precisely this moment of displaced socialization: it is at that
moment that social theory was supposed to become practical and prove
itself to be a seience.

In its recent development, from logical empiricism and Karl Popper
up to the present time, the philosophy of science has been increasingly
aware of the social and historical reality of the scientific acquisition of
knowledge.!? Each form of scientific knowledge depends on the type,
dynamics, context and circumstances of its socialization. According to
Richard Rorty, the truth we have gained in a particular discipline at a
particular moment relies on a forum of scientists through which this
truth undergoes a process of verification and adoption, based on their
previous knowledge and competence, their skills and capabilities, their
aspirations and ambitions, their pressing motives, their will to reach a
compromise or to accept important changes, etc.!3

Towards a New Epistemological Politics

It seems that we now have good reasons to claim that the rejection of
Marxism as a pseudo-science was not sufficient for an epistemological

12 See for example, Audi, R.., Epistemology: A Contemporary Introduction to the Theory of
Knowledge, London and New York, Routledge, 1998, pp.256-159.

13 Rorty, R, ‘Truth and Progress’, Philosophical Papers: V'0l.3, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1998, p.22: “My underlying idea ... was that the entire force of the
cautionary use of ‘true’ is to point out that justification is relative to an audience and
that we can never exclude the possibility that some better audience might exist, or
come to exist, to whom a belief that is justifiable to us would not be justifiable. But,
as Putnam’s ‘naturalistic fallacy’ argument shows, there can be no such thing as an
‘ideal audience’ before which justification would be sufficient to ensure truth, any
more than there can be a largest integer. For any audience, one can imagine a better-
informed audience and also a more imaginative one — an audience that has thought
up hitherto-undreamt-of alternatives to the proposed belief. The limits of
justification would be the limits of language, but language (like imagination) has no
limits.”
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recovery of the social sciences and humanities. Each science and each
form of knowledge will continue to function as a pseudo-science until
the re-socialization of the university is achieved, not external and
supplementary, but genuine. This precondition may be expressed as the
demand for the full autonomy of the university, meaning the separation
of the social sciences from any party politics: no politics should dictate
the communicative and research practice of scholars. Given the vague
boundaries of the political in general, this demand may be more clearly
stated: the primary socialization of the social sciences and humanities
should take place only among the scholars themselves, within their circle
which should never be closed.

It is precisely the wholly de-politicized univetsity, viewed as a school,
that conceals the political abuse of scientific knowledge, expertise in the
social sciences above all.!¥ Any institutional nurturing of these sciences
and disciplines, without a ptior foundation of active communities of
researchers, will completely neutralize their true political capacities, i.e. their
potential for criticism and the imaginative creation of another reality,
which we used to call the ‘critique of ideology’.

The current reform of higher education ought not to remain a school
reform. It is discouraging to learn that probably all initiatives in SE
Europe devoted to university reform are dictated by the inherited school
model of the university institution and do not question it. These
initiatives overlook the necessity of re-socializing the local universities,
i.e. of transforming them into politically proactive institutions devoted to
independent and innovative research, and to the critical re-examination
of the existing social reality. This is particularly pressing if this institution
of a hidden political function has taken the place of all other research
institutions.

Foreigners who are keen to help democratic reforms of the small and
underdeveloped countries of SE Europe usually overlook the fact that
the university is almost the only institution aspiring to be scientific and
that the knowledge produced by the social sciences and humanities is
shared and disseminated only through school patterns and modes of
transmission. However, if the social sciences remain confined to school,
then the whole educational system becomes politicized, entirely
subordinated to the dominant ideology.

4 cf. Habermas, J., ‘Demokratisicrung der Hochschule — Politisierung der
Wissenschaft?” in Habermas, J., Theorie and Praxis, Frankfurt, Suhrkamp, 1974,
pp.376-385.
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It seems that ethno-nationalism,'> the reign of which has marked the
social and political reality of post-Communist countries, requires the
conservation of the model and function of the university in the age of
Communism; and to such an extent that it may be asserted that ethno-
nationalism is a kind of regime (symbolic, discursive, institutional,
political, etc.) that fosters the principal Marxist patterns of Society and
Science after the collapse of Communism. To petceive this, one needs to
measure the current state of knowledge of Man and the roles the
university plays in society by the standards of the previous
epistemological politics. This is perhaps the easiest way to grasp the
scope and effects of recent political developments. There is a certain
politics of knowledge at the very political base of ethno-nationalism, and
this politics, I believe, is not essentially different from that of the past
regime. What makes us believe in the continuity of the two regimes is a
comparative analysis of their epistemological politics.

Communication restrained by Knowledge

The exclusive institutionalization of the social sciences and humanities
within the university, justified by the ideological claim that the
knowledge of Man has been essentially acquired,'s has deprived this
knowledge of its inherent social and communicative practice.!” However,

15 See, for example, Walker Connor’s already classic work on Etbnonationalism: The Quest
for Understanding, New Jersey, Princeton University Press, 1994.

16 Scientific knowledge was conceived as an adeguate knowledge of the historical process,
especially of its current revolutionaty phase in which the self-transformation of
capitalism into socialism takes place. On this see Lukes, S., Marxism and Morality,
Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1985, p.41.

17 This deptivation is a direct consequence of the ideologica! preference for ‘an accurate
representation of natural reality’ over practical involvement in social reality. This
preference, which is but a preference for #u#h, is typical of undemocratic regimes. In
such regimes, according to Rorty, the main goal of education is to teach people about
Truth. In comparison to them, democratic regimes should have the reverse
preference: “What takes the place of the urge to represent reality accurately is the
urge to come to free agreement with our fellow human beings - to be full
participating members of a free community of inquiry.” (Rorty, R, Philosophy and
Social Hope, Chapter 7: ‘Education as Socialization and as Individualization,” London,
Penguin Books, 1999, p.119.) We here take seriously the thesis that “knowledge
inhabits the same world as its putative objects.” In doing so we are following Steve
Fuller who thinks that the social sciences have a privileged status in this respect:
“Because the social sciences continue to be perceived as only partially autonomous
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this practice is still needed, at least in a rudimentary form, for the school-
based reproduction and transmission of scientific knowledge. Moreover,
for the dominant Communist ideology it was important to produce a
semblance of flourishing social sciences in order to conceal its nature.
Those in power were well aware that only a true scientific practice of
research and public debate could dispel doubts that a kind of revealed
ideology had acquired enormous power, or could convince people of the
scientific character of the adopted politics.

It is a supplementary and external socialization in political
institutions, with its intensive communicative and quasi-critical practice
before the public eye, that has produced the general impression that the
human sciences are not petrified into school subjects and confined to
pedagogic practice. The lack of truly scientific institutions in this specific
epistemological field constitutive of the Communist ideology (or every
modern ideology in general) has been compensated for and thus hidden
by the intervention of political institutions in educational institutions.
However, this constant intervention does not eliminate the gap between
knowledge and its social form, but rather institutionalizes it.

This institutional division has turned out to be a way for ideology to
take the place of the ‘critique of ideology’, not only to occupy it but to
adopt it as its main place of residence. Science and ideology intermingle
after political institutions have taken the ‘pure theory’, installed at the
university, into their institutional practice.

Of course, not every ideology is capable of this fusion with the social
sciences: only a humanistic ideology can politically, or rather pseudo-
politically, re-socialize these sciences. Due to its humanistic content, to
“the best that the history of mankind has produced” (Hannah Arendt),
such an ideology is able to find its support in, and to draw its strength
and inspiration from scientific knowledge. Its ‘scientific’ elaboration
post-dates its narrative content; at its core stands a fascinating meta-
narration about the great endeavour of the emancipation of humankind
from all inhuman forces and actors, whereby the humanity of Man is
particularly stressed. The social sciences have recognized this narration
as their own: as a politically reworked — which in the first place means

from the societies that support them, their histories provide a special opportunity ...
to examine the processes by which knowledge tries to be about the world without
drawing undue attention to its existence in the world.” (Fuller, S., ‘Disciplinary
Boundaries and the Rhetoric of the Social Sciences’ in: Knowledges: Historical and
Critical Studies in Disciplinarity, edited by Messe-Davidow, E., Shumway, D.R. and
Sylvan, D ]., Vitginia and London, University Press of Virginia, 1993, p.146.)
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popularized and operational — form of scientific interpretation and
explanation.

Ideology thus appears in the place of philosophy — as a kind of
popular philosophy shared both by politicians and the people —
predating or post-dating its differentiation into distinctive scientific and
humanistic disciplines. A politician, an adherent of humanistic ideology,
speaks like a university professor who wants to make the achievements
of his discipline intelligible to laymen. In the given context, the politician
appears as a scholar in the company of laymen: in this company they are
hardly distinguishable. The political forums with their lay-public allow
this metamorphosis of scholar-professor into politician and vice versa.
Since scholars, as a rule, are but teachers, (they spend their career
teaching and frequenting political forums, but not pursuing their own
research, or sometimes even doing some solitary research, alone, far
from any community of co-researchers or public forums that may
provide a critical verification of their — temporary or final —
achievements), communication with the general public does not pose a
problem for them. Their competence is in the first place pedagogic —
they are usually familiar public faces popularized by the mass media and
frequently cited textbook writers — and so it provides them, when they
appear as politicians, with privileged resources of eloquence and social
influence.

Can the problem of the communicability of the scientific knowledge
of Man still appear in Socialism, given that the only communicative
community is a lay or semi-lay one? Is this problem characteristic of a
pseudo-scientific regime, i.e. of a regime where knowledge is essentially
acquired ptior to any form of communication that would involve and
challenge it? Is a genuine scientific knowledge constantly threatened by
the risk of its being incommunicable?

Let us recall that so-called ‘scientfic Socialism’ is a politico-
epistemological regime whete all relevant socially-constitutive
communication is based on scientific knowledge. There is in principle no
gap between knowledge and communication. The Communist rule was
praised by its leaders, ideologues and proponents as a glotious
accomplishment of the Enlightenment project: they used to teach their
people that after the Communist revolution, for the first time in human
history, human science was constitutive of society. To play such a
prominent role science had to be essentially accomplished, that is, the
truth about human beings and justice had to have been revealed,
although the tasks of science were not completed in that many marginal
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questions and tasks needed to be finished. Only in this way can science
appear as 2 set of tools that helps members of society cope in their day-
to-day communicative practice.

Only an accomplished science has no need of a proper scientific
community. No wonder that the social sciences and humanities were
almost exclusively institutionalized in the universities as school
disciplines and that their pedagogical function was far more important
than research. What were considered professional communities were in
fact teachers’ associations oriented towards solving specific professional
problems. These associations, or at least, their most distinguished
members, were able to play the role of expert bodies when required:
even the most challenging research would not undermine their authority,
no matter how petrified and sluggish these school bodies might be. They
would always have enough knowledge to give a valid assessment of new
findings, due to the fundamental ideological belief that the most
important things are already known and that the room left for new
research is fairly limited and matginal.

It is not surprising that research undertaken in the social sciences was
either too abstract, conceptual, and non-empirical, or, too concrete, too
meticulous, and missing any guiding conceptual scheme. In any event, it
was impossible to imagine research results that could threaten the very
basis of scientific assessments and verifications. Within the system it was
not possible to challenge the code of all communication and the
politically relevant assessment — Marxist Science. It is from the
perspective of a scholar who has done genuine research that Marxism
appears most clearly as the code of all communication in the public
sphere. The findings of such a scholar would not only be condemned by
expetts as unscientific, but would be incommunicable to the general
public. Genuine research either questions the code of political
communication or is not coded by it — this is what makes truly new
findings incommunicable.

Therefore, an achievement declared by undoubtedly competent
authorities as unscientific or pseudo-scientific appears to the public eye
as a potentially dangerous business that may disturb the whole political
order. However, what often saves unorthodox scholars from being
immediately branded as political dissidents is theit unpopular, esoteric
thought. The unacceptable interpretations are, as a rule, regarded as
obscure and, only exceptionally, as subversive of the existing political
order. To become dangerous, obscure ideas need to be socialized: an
unorthodox scholar should be discovered, say, by the secret police, as
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the member of a whole group of conspirators.!® There was a great deal
of truth in regarding non- ot insufficiently Marxist writings as obscute
writings, rather than as harmful anti-Marxist propaganda, although it may
be noticed that in these dark pockets of Communist textual production a
genuine social science germinated. It turned out that the lack of a true
professional community was far more ruinous than the lack of
knowledge. Unsocialized knowledge remained obscure and pseudo-
scientific. That is why today, in the post-Communist era, we do not
discover unknown or ignored scientific works of great value, but rather
more ot less opaque philosophical essays with a certain literary charm.

Like political prisoners, non-Marxist researchers suffered from a
devastating and self-imposed isolation. In contrast to them, orthodox
Marxist scholars never worked in isolation, although there was no
professional community in the proper sense of the term. It would be an
exaggeration to speak of their ‘methodological solipsism’, although
everybody was working on his own, because the adventure of research
was generally replaced by book-learning, by the study of the classics of
Marxism. The field of human knowledge was essentially pedagogized: in
the last analysis, everybody was learning what was already known and
what should be known. Even the most renowned and prolific university
professors were in fact students, admittedly, the best students — that is
why they were teachers in the first place. The politico-epistemological
regime of the definitively-established social sciences was a regime of
political popularization of scientific knowledge.

It is clear that in a hyper-socialized field of knowledge, where
complete solitude was unimaginable, there was no genuine
communication. (We are speaking of school knowledge, of an achieved
and systematized knowledge: that is why students do not suffer from
isolation in their studies.) In the university classrooms in which the social
sciences and humanities were taught, there was not much doubt about

18 “In fact, the regime appears to have differentiated between individual liberty, on
the one hand (at which level considerable freedom of expression was permitted),
and the representation of collective and organized opposition (which was met
with repression). This distinction is illustrated well by the experience of a
celebrated Praxis group of philosophers. Academics were permitted to develop
and disseminate quite radical critical views regarding the regime and to meet
openly with foreign colleagues at such institutions as the Korcula Summer
School and the Dubrovnik Inter-University Centre. As soon as they were
suspected of mobilising into organized opposition as an incipient political party,
however, the group was disciplined.” (Allcock, ].B., Explaining Yugoslavia, op.cit.,
p.274)
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what to say and how to speak. Communication was supposed to be
completely founded on knowledge, in such a way that the former never
seriously exceeds the latter. Each communicative act had to be a way of
substantiating a piece of knowledge.

An Excessive Communicative Practice of Politics

In politics, by contrast, communication is often marked by ignorance or
by insufficient and fragile knowledge. Scientific Socialism could not have
scientific politics stricto semsw. Communist politics was still politics, a
collective coping with the unknown. The full ovetlapping of knowledge
and communicative practice in the ‘scientific field’ was dearly paid for.
The semblance of this overlapping was produced in the field of politics
by a certain strategy of discourse ritualization. On almost any politically
important occasion, an accepted manner of speaking had to be
respected, a particular vocabulary with characteristic figures used,
particular narratives related.

In spite of its firm rhetorical framework, public discourse was not
simply a ritual practice, an endless ceremonial full of clichés and
stereotypes. Even if public speakers were often obliged to say what was
expected of them, the ongoing political practice was never impeccably
pre-calculated. In spite of all the immense efforts in social and economic
planning, especially at the beginning of the post-revolutionary petiod
when the enthusiasm of people was great, the social sciences proved
themselves unable to engineer the new reality but only to legitimate the
achievements of the cutrent political practice — namely, to link, only
subsequently, public communication and scientific knowledge.

So-called ‘political schools’ (a name for the quasi-institution of
political courses given on a regulat basis outside or rather in-between the
established educational and political institutions, where eminent
university professors taught politicians and public actors, usually in the
evening) throw perhaps the most important light on the relationship
between the social sciences and politics. From their meagre curricula, it is
plainly evident that the social sciences, considered as the main resource
of true knowledge about the prevailing politics, were able to provide
professional politicians with only a basic knowledge concerning the
‘btight future’ that had begun: some general concepts, canonical
interpretations, a draft plan of History, etc., plus lessons learned from
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the revolutionary practice of their great predecessors, including leaders in
power at the time. Devoid of this fascinating weave of epic narration
about revolutionary deeds, scientific knowledge might appear to sceptical
listeners, and it frequently did, as dry academicism at its worst.

After having finished these courses, new generations of politicians
and public actors learned how #o speak in public, but still not what to say. A
basic knowledge of Marxist doctrines would suffice for a successful
political career, only if supplemented with practical skills. These skills
were needed for gaining an even more important sort of knowledge: a
practical political knowledge. This is a knowledge of what to say and how to
act in concrete situations. In a one-party dictatorship, where the field of
politics is firmly cemented through governmental and party institutions
and arranged in a rigid hierarchy, where politicians are essentially
bureaucrats, except those of highest rank, there is not much room for
the display of one’s creative abilities.!” Given numerous restraints,
ideological and institutional (which could be summed up under two
headings: official party line and bureaucratic apparatus), the most important
skill for a politician was that of proving his loyalty: to know how to
decide what he was expected to decide (i.e. to know how to follow
directives, especially unstated ones).

Practical political knowledge made the communicative political
practice inauthentic and often false. The latter was modelled on the
‘scientific’ communicative practice of the universities: there, in the field
of accomplished knowledge, any communicative event was allegedly
predicted and coded. Consequently, there were no events any more.20
Practical political knowledge, that active Marxist doctrine, pretended to
be scientific knowledge transposed into the political arena. However, the
practical uncertainty of public actors, their fragile knowledge and
ignorance, allows only a subsequent and indefinitely prolonged
overlapping of the acquired practical knowledge with archived theoretical
knowledge.

This is a way of describing the meaning of the ‘scientific
legitimization of politics’ in the past Communist regime. Officially
adopted political interpretations of decisive events, declared reasons for

19 See Lefort, C., The Political Forms of Modern Society: Bureascracy, Democracy, Totalitarianism,
ed. ].B. Thompson, Cambridge, Mass., MIT Press, 1986, pp. 98-122.

2 Lyotard writes about responsibility towards the event, cherished by the deliberative
democratic institutions: “Republic is constitutionally attentive to the event. What is
called freedom is but this keeping one’s ears open to what may occur, and which
should be judged beyond any rule.” Lyotard, J-F., Le postmoderne expligué anx enfants,
Editions Galilée, 1988, p.79.
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taking important decisions, noticeable changes in party documents, etc.,
had to be legitimated. Communist politics was thus committed to the
well-established social sciences and humanities. Continuous efforts at
official re-description and re-interpretations of the past political practice
were a price to be paid in order to have convincing pseudo-
communication around emancipatory politics and not simply silence
around the Holy Truth.2!

Consequently, to legitimate the current politics meant to prove that a
newly acquired practical political knowledge was simply applied scientific
knowledge. It was important for that politics to show that there had
been no arbitrary, unpredicted and unwarranted political action, that
even the most vigorous, dramatic and fruitful public discussions were in
the last analysis part of a directed and predicted communicative practice.
Assuming that politics is an exemplary communicative practice, we are
inclined to think that Communism was a politics of the depoliticization
of the political. The smouldering ashes of true public discussion, the
visible signs of sporadic strains and conflicts among the highest political
authorities, political practice in need of legitimation, etc. indicated that
politics had not become fully ‘scientific’. The communicative deadness
of the Communist universities, of these exemplaty non-political
institutions, has never been matched.

21 This is, of course, the official truth of the state characteristic of totalitarian regimes.
cf. Aron, R., Democracy and Totalitarianism: A Theory of Political Systems, University of
Michigan Press, 1990, pp.192-204.
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Beate Littig

Reply to Peter Rickman and Ugo
Vlaisavljevic

These two papers addressed the role of universities in society, one from
a Western perspective, the other one from a post-Communist
experience. Peter Rickman presented a case for the freedom of science
with regard to the content, output and working conditions of the
researchers. To start with the latter: I appreciate very much the idea of
free and flexible working conditions for scientists. Being a scientist
myself, I have experienced the fruitful impacts of beautiful conference
locations and I value highly the possibility of network-building during
conferences. But with regard to one of Peter Rickman’s conclusions
which stresses strongly the necessity of the freedom of research, I am
more sceptical. This might hold true for the humanities and the social
sciences. But how does this relate to the medical sciences, natural
sciences and technologies? Do we really want unlimited ‘technological
and scientific progress’, for example, regarding the new biotechnologies?
Do we want to support unlimited genetic engineering?

This brings me to my second point which addresses both papers: this
is the question of the role universities or science can play in civil society.
To explain this I have to start with some remarks on the difference
between civil and civic society. The discourse on dic society deals mainly
with the legal frame of citizenship, the rights and obligations of citizens.
This discourse has been fostered by feminists and critics of the dominant
immigration policies asking for equal rights. The discourse on e/ society
has a long tradition which traces back to John Locke who wanted to
empower civil society against feudalism. It took another shape when the
Italian Communist Gramsci conceptualised civil society as a powerful
force against Italian fascism. In the last 10~15 years, civil society has
been resurrected as a driving force of protest and societal change in the
political arenas (new social movements for peace, ecology, feminism,
etc.) But the meaning of the term ‘civil society’ is still heterogeneous.
Civil society includes charity organizations as well as self-help groups,
politically driven NGOs, chess and sports clubs. And the term is
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positively rated by left-wing groups as well as by conservatives. The
conservatives ask for the strengthening of civil society to legitimise the
budget cuts of the welfare state. Those who are more oriented towards
the political left see civil society as a driving force of democracy,
participation and political protest. The ambiguity of the term raises many
problems: if civil society is the third sector beside the state and the
economy it comprises all sorts of private and semi-public organizations,
including right-wing or even neo-Nazi groups. Obviously, we have to be
very clear with our definition of civil society.

These considerations lead me to another question: what do the
authors mean by civil society? With regard to universities: what are the
interconnections of university/science and civil society? What can
research contribute to the development of civil society and democratic
structures? And on the other hand: is the participation of civil society or
representatives in the decision-making on research policies a fruitful and
democratic idea? What does ‘patticipation’ mean? Does it need to be
institutionalized? With regard to Ugo Vlaisavljevic’s paper: what is the
civil society in his and other post-Communist countries now? Are there
any interconnections? Can civil society help to democratize post-
Communist universities? And what role can Socratic Dialogue play in
this context?
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Fernando Leal

Ethics, Economics, and the Third Sector

Abstract

There are three economic sectors in society (market, government,
and ‘the third sector’ or ‘civil society’), each one of which has its
proper role and function and each one of which is vulnerable to
its own particular kind of failure. Up to now it has been the merit
of economics to discover and articulate the theories of ‘market
failure’ (on the basis of which the welfare state has been built) and
‘government failure’ (through which we understand the limits of
democracies and constitutions). The time may have arrived to
start thinking about ‘third sector failure’, especially as, like those
of governments or markets, the failures of the third sector have an
ethical dimension. Economics can help us to improve the quality
of our ethical thinking in relation to civil society and the third
sector by showing us that often good intentions are not enough.
Economic theory can provide us with the tools to analyse the
long-term effects of our ethical choices, and not only in relation to
this or that particular group of intended beneficiaries, but in
relation to all groups in society.

Introduction: Ethics and Economics

Ethics and economics might seem to be strange bedfellows. Economists
look notoriously uncomfortable when talking about ethics and people
who are prone to ethical talk tend to think that economics is irrelevant to
ethical thinking, if not incompatible with it. This is a very unfortunate
and unsatisfactory state of affairs. In my own considered opinion,
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economics cannot dispense with ethics and neither can ethics dispense
with economics. Yet thinking about that sector of the economy which
would seem closest to the ethical viewpoint, the so-called ‘third sector’
(also referred to variously as the charitable sector, the voluntary sector,
the nonprofit sector or the civil society sector), seems quite a good
platform from which to launch a first attempt at persuasion.

The starting-point for this paper is a very simple idea:

No matter how lofty the ideals of civil society, no matter how well-intentioned a
citizens’ initiative or association, no matter how ethically earnest or committed the
indsviduals in a third sector organization might be, we should be prepared to witness
abuses and mistakes, we should be always on the lookout for unintended consequences
and unforeseen barms and we should arm ourselves intellectually to be able to detect
and analyse the failures of civil society and the third sector.

This is a thoroughly ethical assertion. It asks us to do certain things but
doesn’t say how we can do them. This is where economics enters the
picture, for its theory and methods prepare us to witness abuses and
mistakes, to be on the lookout for unintended consequences and
unforeseen harms, to detect and analyse the failures of different forms of
organizations and institutions. Economic science is very far from being
perfect, but it is certainly the best intellectual tool yet devised to avoid
being blinded by lofty ideals, good intentions and ethical earnestness.
Economics is thus not only compatible with ethics, but it is the single
most important ally of people who want to do the right thing. For what
is the point of having ideals and good intentions if you don’t see where
those ideals and intentions are leading you?

Another way of explaining the connection between ethics and
economics is by considering Kant’s ‘moral law’, as presented by the 20t
century German philosopher Leonard Nelson: always act in such a way that
you would agree to your action if the interests of all people affected by it would be your
own.!

According to Nelson (and many other celebrated post-Kantians, such
as Thomas Nagel, as well as pre-Kantians, such as Adam Smith), human
beings, when choosing a particular course of action, are capable of
detaching themselves from their narrow personal perspective and
attaining an impersonal perspective, a “view from nowhere” (Nagel’s

! Nelson, L., Kritik der praktischen Vernunft, Vol.4 of the Gesammelte Schriften, 9 Vols.,
Hamburg, Felix Meiner, 1970-1972. See also: Kant, 1., Groundwork of the Metaphysics of
Morals, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1998 (first German edition 1785),
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phrase), in which all interests affected by the action contemplated would
be considered “impartially” (according to Smith) or as “numerically
equal” (according to Nelson).2 The decision would then be uninfluenced
by the very human drive to follow our inclinations and privilege our own
interests. Just how this “quantum leap”, as the late Paul Branton?
described it, is psychologically possible is a very deep question that has
exercised many great minds.# Most of us just assume that it # possible
and, if we consider that such an impartial attitude is the mark of the
‘ethical’, then the economic way of thinking is not only compatible with,
but in fact indispensable to, ethics. For economics is the social science
that has made most progress in modelling the way any decision or action
will impact upon the interests of a// groups. In fact, Hazlitt rightly
defined economics in such a way:

The art of economics consists in looking not merely at the immediate
but at the longer effects of any act or policy; it consists in tracing the
consequences of that policy not merely for one group but for all groups.

Therefore ethics and economics are not at all inimical, but, on the
contrary, might be able to work in tandem, vastly enhancing each other’s

strengths.

The Subject Matter of Economics

People usually think economics is all about money. This is wrong and
misleading. Economics is not about money, it is about the choices people
make and the consequences of those choices. For example, you have chosen
to read this paper (at least so far). There are other things you might be
doing instead, but, by using your time to read this, you rejected those
options. You compared and you chose and that choice has consequences

2 Nagel, T., The View From Nowbere, New York, Oxford University Press, 1986, and The
Possibility of Altrwism, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1970; Smith, A., The Theory of Moral
Sentiments, New York, Prometheus Books, 2000 (first edition 1759); Nelson, L., op. 2.

3 Branton, P., A Psychology of Reasonable Autonomy, (unpublished monograph), 1981.
Abstract in: Oborne, D.]. et al., Person-Centred Erg jes: A Brantonian View of Human
Factors, London, Taylor and Francis, 1993, p. 229.

4 'This still unsolved problem was given a fascinating treatment by Grete Henry-
Hermann in ‘Die Uberwindung des Zufalls’, reprinted with lots of additional
posthumous material by Felix Meiner, Hamburg, 1985. Translated as ‘Conquering
Chance’, Philosgphical Investigations, 1953, Vol.14, No.1, pp. 1-80.

5 Hazlitt, H., Economics in One Lesson, San Francisco, Laissez Faire Books, 1996.

81



(e.g. you’re not reading that novel you've been longing to read). That’s
what economics is all about. Money is not of the essence. It enters the
picture only because, when a society becomes sufficiently complicated,
an instrument to facilitate transactions among people is invented. That
facilitating instrument, money, is then taken by economists as a very
handy tool to make measurements to help understand and explain
people’s choices and their consequences. But it is the choices and
consequences as such that are the subject matter of economics, not
money.5

Choices can be private ot public. Economists call your choice ‘private’
when you choose for yourself and your own; they call it ‘public’ when
you choose for everyone else as well. Thus when you buy yourself or
your children nice clothes or a flight ticket, your choice is private; but
when you vote for a political party during elections, your choice is
public. If you are a business person and have made a lot of profit and
decide to use one third of those profits to reinvest in your company, one
third to buy yourself a new house, and one third to donate to the Red
Crescent in Afghanistan, then all these choices are private. But if you are
a member of parliament and vote for a new tax, a new budget or a new
industry regulation, or if you are a bureaucrat and make all sorts of little
administrative decisions that will affect thousands of people, then your
choices ate public.

The most widely known and publicized part of economic science
deals with private choices and their consequences. It is the study of trade,
industry, finance, markets, and consumption patterns, in short, the study
of the business or private sector. Lots of choices are made here: choices
about prices, savings, purchases, household budgets, investments,
technology, and so on. Those choices in turn have lots of consequences,
which together constitute what we call the market system, a kind of
spontaneous order of the myriad actions of myriad individuals. The
scientific reputation of economics detives mainly from the fabulously
complicated theories and models that economists have developed to
explain this system.

6 Good introductions to economics include: Friedman, D., Hidden Order: The Economics
of Everyday Life, New York, Harper Business, 1996; Sowell, T., Basic Economics: A
Citizen’s Guide to the Economy, New York, Basic Books, 2000. No introduction can
replace the careful considerations of wide-ranging examples and statistical data, so I
suggest reading the books above together with: Tanzi, V. and Schuknecht, L., Public
Spending in the 20th Century, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2000; Miller,
R.L., Benjamin, D.K. and North, D.C., The Economics of Public Issues, Boston, Addison
Wesley, 2001.
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But there is another branch of economic science that is concerned
with public choices. It is the study of the behaviour of voters, politicians,
and bureaucrats; it deals with taxation, budgets, elections, and
regulations. It is, in short, the study of the government or ‘public’ sector.
Lots of choices are made here: choices about candidates, campaigns and
campaign promises, rallies, meetings, deals and negotiations, national and
local budgets, administrative procedures, penal codes, and so on. Those
public choices have, in their turn, lots of consequences for everyone and
they all make up our politcal system. Economists (sometimes in
collaboration with political scientists, sometimes against them) have
made enormous progress in drawing a picture of how that political
system works, and sometimes fails to work, propetly.”

Economics is thus the study of the market and market failures as well
as the study of govetnment and government failures. Now the concept
of ‘failure’ may sound ethically charged, and so it often is. Thus the
concept of ‘market failures’ was born when, in 1912, an economist
proposed to distinguish between wealth and welfare® Wealth is so to speak
ethically neutral; it just desctibes the accumulation of goods in a society.
Welfare in contrast seems to say something more; it suggests a
judgement either on the quality of the goods accumulated or on the
question of who gets what. Words like ‘consumerism’ and ‘inequity’ are
not very far off once we start talking about welfare instead of wealth.

Up to 1912 wealth was the agreed subject of economic science.
Economics was “an inquity into the wealth of nations”, as Adam Smith
famously put it.° Not even Marx disputed that. The German philosopher
just believed that the system of creating wealth through markets and
ptivate choices was going to collapse of its own accord, so that in time it
would be superseded by a better system for creating wealth, viz. the
Socialist system, in which all choices would be public. What the new
‘welfare economists’ around and after 1917 had in mind was related but
different. The market system was fine for creating wealth all around, but
sometimes it did fail and produced unwanted effects: it failed to create
welfare.

As I suggested, economists are specialists in unwanted effects and
unforeseen consequences, and so were immediately seduced by this new

7 Two useful and nontechnical introductons to the field are: Mitchell, W.C. and
Simmons, R.T., Beyond Politics: Markets, Welfare, and the Failure of Bureancragy, Boulder
CO, The Westview Press, 1994; Tullock, G., Seldon, A. and Brady, G.L., Government:
Whose Obedient Servant?, London, The Institute of Economic Affairs, 2000.

8  Pigou, A.C., Weaith and Welfare, London, Macmillan, 1912.

9 Smith, A., The Theory of Moral Sentiments, New York, Prometheus Books, 2000.
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concept. Welfare economics and the welfare state were born as a result.
Because the market system was bound to fail from time to time it needed
adjustments and corrections, that is, it needed guidance and intervention
from government. This brought about huge changes in government
spending, on which Tanzi and Schuknecht have compiled a mine of data.
Around 1870, government expenditures in all countries for which we
have reliable figures ranked between 6% (in Sweden) and 10% (in
Germany) of gross domestic product. From then on spending grew
gradually and, following steep rises in European spending between 1960
and 1980, by 1996 they were in the order of 32% in the USA, 43% in the
UK, 49% in Germany, rising to 64% in Sweden.!0

The growth of government has been enormous, even monstrous, and
it shows no signs of abating, Why did government grow so much and so
quickly? Perhaps it has something to do with the terrible wars that were
fought in the 20th century? Surely government expenditure soars during
wars, and after wars it is very difficult to bring spending down again. The
‘war theory’, even though attractive, is wrong. The expenses of war are
always huge, but, as a matter of historical record, the state budgets of the
fighting countries always went down fast after the end of hostilities.!!
No, the explanation is the welfare state.

What is by far the biggest part of the state budget nowadays in most
countries, certainly in all developed countries? The pension system,
which, as readers may have heard already, will probably collapse on our
heads more or less soon. But was the pension system not an ethically
worthy goal? Yes it was; there is no question about it. The only question
is whether it was or /s economically sound. The question is whether these
ethical public choices (made at the time when the pension system was set
up) will turn out to have very #nethical consequences.

The great lesson of public choice economics has been that it is not
enough to look at the intentions behind the choices we make: we also
have to look at the consequences of those choices. It is hard work, it is
painful work; but if we don’t do it we are being very irresponsible
indeed. Now what we have learned from public choice economics and
the study of government failures can be conveniently divided into two
parts:

10 Tanzi, V. and Schuknecht, L., gp. at. v
1 Peltzman, S. ‘The Growth of Government’, The Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 23,
Oct. 1980, pp. 209-287.
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A. Even the best of intentions can have undesirable and unforeseen
consequences.

B. People always make their choices within a system of incentives
that sometimes also produce undesirable and unforeseen effects.

I have said something about Part A already. As for Part B, analytically, it
is just an aspect of Part A, but it deserves some special emphasis because
we so often forget it. When the welfare state was first set up people
somehow thought that, because officials were not acting on the profit
motive as business persons do in the private sector, they were then to be
considered, generally and without exception, benevolent. They would just
make their choices according to the ‘common interest’. However,
politicians and bureaucrats are only human. Why should it be a surprise
to discover that bureaucrats often sabotage their alleged bosses, the
elected politicians? Or that politicians are unduly influenced by special
interest groups? Or that they make promises during elections that they
know they won’t fulfil? Public choice economists were able to confirm
and explain these and other phenomena, some of which were known to
insiders, but by no means all. And yet their work is not as widely known
as it should be nor is it sufficiently used to understand the workings of
government. So maybe we are still shocked by the realization that, at the
end of the day, government officials are just like everyone else.

Enter the Third Sector

Let us now return to our main subject. The exptession ‘third sectot’ is
intended to convey that civil society is additional, and perhaps
complementary, to the market and the government sector. The third
sector is neither one nor the other; it is supposed to do things done by
neither business nor government.!2 For many people, these things have
an enormous value, and that value is widely deemed to be ethical in
character. In a very poignant sense, the third sector is the ‘ethical sector’

12 The distinction between private’, ‘public’ and ‘third’ sectors is not universal among
economists and is probably more common among other social scientists, politicians
and political activists. According to many economists, the first (or primary) sector is
thought of as the realm of natural products and resources, such as agriculture,
fisheries and mining; the second (ot secondary) sector is the realm of man-made
products, the domain of industry and manufacture; the third (or tertiary) sector is the
realm of services, as opposed to products.
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in society, at least it is often considered to be so. For example, a business
firm decides to pour a considerable amount of its profits into a
foundation that is going to serve the community in some way, say by
giving scholarships to allow poor people to go to college, ot by creating
free-access public libraries, or by sponsoring a development project to
enhance the quality of life in a deteriorated neighbourhood. A group of
lawyers decide to constitute an association to defend the rights of
underprivileged people without charging any fees. A student of medicine
in her second term decides to volunteer part-time in an organization that
caters to the needs of disabled or eldetly people. That foundation, that
lawyers’ association, and that health care organization belong to the third
sector. They are neither business nor government and clearly they are
doing a lot of good.

This may be so from the standpoint of pure ethics. But if we enlist
the help of economic science, then we want to know the consequences
of those ethical choices. I could rephrase my initial idea as follows:

1t is possible to construct an analogue to public choice economics that will undertake
the study of the undesired and unforeseen consequences of the choices made in the third
sector. If we go ahead with such a theory, we will discover hosts of phenomena that
may surprise some of us, but that can be explained by economic reasoning. Insofar as
third sector organizations are ethical in character, there is thus a task for the
economics of ethical choice.

Let us start with what we may call, following Max Weber, the ‘ideal type’
of a third sector organization:

* land and capital are furnished by philanthropists and ordinary
people through donations, contributions, and legacies;
= labour is given by volunteers for free;
= the purpose, goal, or mission of the otganization is ethical: the
production of public goods for social benefit.
How far do existing organizations differ from this ideal type? A few
organizations do realize the ideal type almost to petfection. Some,
perhaps most, do not, or even cannot, realize it. But they depart from it
to a smaller or larger degree. A few are very far from it indeed. We can
then use a very simple rule of thumb: the further a given ‘third sector’
organization is from the ideal type, the more difficult it is to distinguish it from either
business or government.
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To begin with, the contribution of philanthropists and more generally
of free donations towards land and capital can be greatly exaggerated. In
many countries (most of them in Europe) government provides the
lion’s shate, as can be seen by figures for 1995 provided in Salamon et al.
In Germany, state subsidies to the third sector constitute 64% of
income, in stark contrast to the 4% obtained through donations.
Similarly, the Netherlands obtains 59% by subsidy; 3% by donation. By
contrast, in the USA, third sector organizations obtain only 30% through
subsidy, compared to a substantial 13% by donation. The UK falls
somewhere in between European and American patterns of spending,
obtaining 47% through subsidy and 9% by donations.!3

These figures demonstrate how small the distance between the third
sector and the two other sectors really is, at least from the financial point
of view. In fact, fees and charges, that were until relatively recently the
main commercial (or quasi-commercial) feature of the third sector, have
been supplemented by more clearly ‘capitalist” sources of revenue, such
as sales, investments, joint ventures and generally ‘a little business on the
side’. This ‘commercial turn’ has been most thoroughly documented by
Weisbrod!4 and some intriguing legal cases are assembled and discussed
by Fishman and Schwarz.!5 Data in Fishman and Schwarz shows that in
1996, American civil society drew 37% of its revenue from dues, fees
and charges and 11% from sales profits, amounting to nearly half its
total income.

We can see here how small the ‘civil’ or ‘civic’ part really is. And we
should at least wonder to what extent we ate still justified in talking of
civil society if the state is largely paying for it. Of course, the state has no
income of its own; it all comes from the taxpayer. But that is not the
point here; the point is that we tend to think of civil society as effectively
different from the state, as citizens spontaneously organizing themselves
for some worthy goal (and paying for it, too). But that is not all. Both
classical economic analysis of taxation and regulation, and the more
recent study of public choice, have taught us either to mistrust public
spending or at least to avoid considering it naively as benign. All sorts of
unintended consequences and perverse effects of government
intervention and the welfare state have been metcilessly analysed and

13 Salamon, LM. ef al., Global Civil Society: Dimensions of the Nonprofit Sector, Baltimore,
The Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies, 1999. ’

14 Weisbrod, B.A. (ed.), To Profit or not to Profit: The Commercial Transformation of the
Nonprofit Sector, New York, Cambridge University Press, 1998.

15 Fishman, J.J. and Schwarz, S., Nonprofit Organizations: Cases and Materials, New York,
Foundation Press, 2000
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dissected, so that we cannot believe that government is bound to satisfy
our clhiims for a more just society. For very often its activities have
exactly the opposite effects. So, there is no a priori reason to think that
the fact that the state’s starting to ‘devolve’ its recently acquired
responsibilities for certain services back to civil society will not be tainted
by such a legacy. We don’t know whether the fact that third sector
organizations are financially dependent on government subsidies will
create an incentive structure contrary to the needs of the people those
organizations are supposed to serve. In a world where the real
‘customers’ are politicians and bureaucrats, it is very difficult for a citizen
working in the third sector to resist following their orders and privileging
their wishes over those of students, patients, and so on.16

Four Questions

Can we say that philanthropists and smaller sponsors are at least the
second financial source of the third sector? No, we cannot. In countries
in which government contributions are less dominant, payments by
those who directly benefit from third sector activities account for most
of the income. Some of these payments are fees and subscriptions, some
others are even more commercial — the product of the recent trend
towards a kind of parallel market, featuring profits from sales of
products and services as well as investments in stocks and bonds. Here
‘civil’ society increasingly looks like a kind of new business sector, only
with the privilege of subsidies and tax exemptions. In no country do
pecuniary donations account for mote than a quarter of third sector
income and in many it is less than 10%. These figures improve a lot if

16 The literature on the third sector is growing and the economic aspects of it are
teceiving increasing attention: Powell, W.W.(ed.), The Nonprofit Sector: A Research
Handbook, New Haven, Yale University Press, 1987; Weisbrod, B.A., The Nonprofit
Economy, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1988; Hammack, D.C. and Young,
D.R. (eds.) Nonprofit Organizations in a Market Economy: Understanding New Roles, Issues,
and Trends, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1993; Weisbrod, B.A. (ed.) To Pryfit or not to
Profit: The Commercial Transformation of the Nomprofit Sector, New York, Cambridge
University Press, 1998; Ott, S.J. (ed.), The Nature of the Nonprofit Sector, Boulder CO,
Westview Press, 2001; Beito, D.T., Gordon, P. and Tabarrok, A. (eds.), The Voluntary
City: Choice, Community, and Civil Society, Ann Arbor, The University of Michigan Press,
2002; Glaeser, E.L. (ed.), The Governance of Not-for-Profit Organizations, Chicago IL, The
University of Chicago Press, 2003; Dollery, B.E. and Wallis, J.L.., The Political Economy
of the Voluntary Sector, Northampton MA, Edward Elgar, 2004,
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one adds the input of labout, for voluntary work more than doubles the
income of the third sector. Thus it is voluntary work that gives the
expression ‘civil society’ its true meaning. Nevertheless, we should not
exaggerate its input, for it is less important in relative terms than we
imagine. A recent study suggests that we need to pay two hours of work
for each freely donated hour.!” I think that it is not necessarily bad that
civil society pays its employees or that it charges fees to the public, in
fact, I think it can sometimes be much better. But many people will
disagree, so I would like to suggest a first question for consideration:

Question 1: How important do you think voluntary work is for the ethical nature of
civil society to be preserved and enbanced? Conversely, how damaging conld paid work
be for the true spirit of the ‘ethical sector’? :

What are the purposes, goals, and missions of third sector organizations?
Here different countries vary a great deal among each other.!® In order to
understand this variation correctly, I need to introduce another
distinction. Economists usefully distinguish between two main kinds of
‘good’, private goods and public goods. Private goods can be divided and
consumed on an individual basis; they are also called ‘excludable’ goods,
because someone’s consumption of a given portion of the goods
precludes anyone else’s consumption of that portion. Food is a clear
example: much as I love my friend, I cannot eat my cake and give it to
her. I have to choose. Public goods, on the contrary, cannot be enjoyed
on an individual basis; they cannot be divided; they cannot exclude
anyone. For instance, when attending a lecture everyone is enjoying the
facilities of the lecture hall: people share the air we breathe in the room,
the microclimate that surrounds them, the sound of the loudspeakers,
the view of the overheads, and so on. Now the public nature of any
given good is relative; all the things I have just mentioned are shared by
all people in the lecture hall, but not by the people who are right now out
of that hall, in fact the majority of humankind. Hence the term ‘club

17 Salamon, L.M. et al., gp. ait.

18 There are at least three relevant international associations promoting research and
publication on civil society and the third sector: The International Society for Third-
Sector Research (ISTR), online at www.jhu.edu/~istr/about/, publishes Voluntas:
International Journal of Voluntary and Nomprofit Organizations and the Inside ISTR
newsletter. The Association for Research on Nonprofit Organizations and Voluntary
Action (ARNOVA), online at www.arnova.org, publishes Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly. The Union of International Associations (UIA), online at
www.uia.org, publishes Transnational Associations.
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goods’, introduced by economists to signal that the access to shareable
goods is limited to members.

Why is this important? Because one thing that distinguishes third
sector organizations from an ethically relevant point of view is the degtee
of publicness of the goods they deliver. Some organizations deliver
public goods in a very wide and admirable sense of the word. What we
call welfare services, education, healthcare and social services generally,
are one of the important aims of civil society, and the main claim it has
to be called the ‘ethical sector’. In Western Europe they account for over
three-quarters of third sector supply, whereas in Central Europe it is less
than 40%. Some organizations are involved with the protection of the
environment, the promotion of culture and projects of social and
economic development. These aims also look quite ‘ethical’, for it can be
argued that these are public goods which benefit everyone in society.
Finally, we have special advocacy groups, professional associations, trade
unions, consumer co-operatives, political lobbies, religious
establishments, and recreational set-ups. Here there is much more doubt
whether we are still dealing with ‘public’ goods in any clear sense of the

- word; exclusion of quite large chunks of society seem to be a part of
what these organizations stand for. Even more extreme is the case of
what one commentator calls “uncivil society”, viz. gangs, paramilitary
groups, criminal syndicates, secret societies, intelligence networks, drug
rings, arms cartels, and, of course, subversive, revolutionary and terrorist
groups, as well as their ‘front’ organizations.!® These are very hard nuts
to crack, but I wanted to mention them without entering into the nuts
and bolts of the issue. It’s enough if readers see that all sorts of ethical
problems lurk here. For example, are the motivations and ideals behind
those groups ‘ethical’» Facing them will keep us honest, I think. So let
me propose a second question for consideration:

Question 2: What conld be the criteria for considering a third sector organization or
even a third sector activity as more or less ethical than another one?

Although we have come a long way from the ‘ideal type’ with which we
started, these are not the only questions to be asked. Let us for a
moment restrict ourselves to ‘ethical causes and issues’, assuming we can

1 Judge, A., ‘Interacting Fruitfully with Un-civil Society’, online,
www.uia.org/uiadocs/bank.htm, 1997. Another interesting paper by the same author
iss ‘NGOs and Civil Society: Some Realities and Distortions’, online,
www.uia.org/uiadocs/ngocivil htm, 1995,
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