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Pocock: Republicanism Revived
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4.1 Objectives

This unit analyses pocock’s civic humanism and republican perspective on the basis of the republican
theories prevailing in the Florentine Renaissance and Machiavellian perspective, Harrington’s thought and
American context.

4.2 Introduction

The language of modern political thought is divided by many allegiances and interests, among which, the
tension between the liberal and the republican traditions is perhaps one of the most difficult one to resolve.
Fundamentally, the two traditions are opposed on many points though historians and political theorists do not
agree on how sharply delineated these differences are and whether these traditions are genuinely irreconcilable
as their partisans claim. While scholars like Alasdaire MacIntyre, J.G.A. Pocock and Quentine Skinner believe
that the two traditions are fundamentally opposed, lan Hampshire-Monk, Ian Shapiro and Jeffrey C. Isaac,
however, do not consider liberalism and republicanism as necessarily opposed but concede that their dominant
representations largely tend to have this binary effect. Pocock and Skinner are our foremost civic republicans,
who believe that republicanism is a more desirable political project than liberalism, which they find corrupting
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and empty, as it aims to build a life of virtue following a tradition that goes back to Aristotle but was revived
most imaginatively by Nicolo Machiavelli in the time of the Florentine Renaissance.

Hence, one has to be careful about contextualizing republican political theory and the role of Pocock in
it. Pocock is more accurately described as a civic republican theorist, emphasizing the classical elements rather
than writing more directly on either deliberative democracy or liberty as a panacea to current political
deficiencies. Further, we also need to remember that liberalism is common to both new republican theory and
communitarianism in as much as both are reactions to what is considered as the narcissistic individualism of
20™ century liberalism that increasingly corroded the social embedding of human relations by singling out the
market as the model institution of modern life. Richard Dagger insists, “Some communitarians and republicans
advance their theories as alternatives to liberalism, while others take themselves to be restoring or reviving
the concern for community or civic life that once informed liberal theory and practice.”(Dagger 2004, 167).

The meaning of the term republican has a pedigreed career. In popular usage, it refers to representative
government. However, the term is associated with many different political systems and the provenance matters
to the nuance. Thus, in a state like the US, where the term had no association with monarchy, the accent was
on the forms of representation. In states like France, in contrast, where the vestiges of the monarchy survived
alongside the movement for a representative political system, the anti-monarchical element became pivotal as
a term of reference. However, neither anti-monarchical sentiment nor representation seems essential to
republicanism. From Aristotle through Polybius and Cicero, there is simply no tradition that defines the
republic as an anti-monarchical form of government. Cicero’s complain against monarchy was that the king
often treated the polity as his personal property rather than as a res republica or a property of the public.
There is neither any endorsement of popular rule nor any principled opposition to monarchy as a form of
government in the classical Greek and Roman usages of the concept. The accent rather lay emphesis on
corruption of ideal forms and concerns regarding what appeared as rather inevitable cycles of pure and
distorted models of government. As Daggers put it pithily in the year 2004, “The core of republicanism, in
short, is neither a desire for representation nor opposition to monarchy as such; it is the belief that government
is a public matter to be directed by the members of the public themselves.”

Before turning to Pocock’s central themes, we need to understand the contrast between liberalism and
republicanism more clearly. The republican project is an old one. Classical republicanism extolled a polity
based on civic virtues where a mixed government balanced the excesses and sectional interests of each estate,
the citizens led a simple life to guard against the corruption of rentier capitalism and understood the perils of
speculative wealth, and were organized in citizen’s militias to deter executive or legislative tyranny and prevent
the corrupting influences of the professionalized standing armies. Franchise, property and citizen’s militia
combined to create the republican order of virtue where the citizens could in principle both stand apart or
critique a corrupting state and actively endorse the state when it stayed on the path of virtue. The citizen
needed to be both for and against the state in an active sense. This would, in the changed democratic context
of the 18™ and 19™ century onward, give rise to a republican project based on civic virtue where a body
of citizens were unified in their commitment to a state based on virtue and positive liberty. This was a project
that underscored the inescapable interdependence and sociability of citizens in conditions of capitalist
modernity where every dimensions of life is corrupted by selfish instrumentalist interests. This is the substance
of the Machiavellian Moment (1975) for J.G.A. Pocock who found this intrinsically Aristotelian project
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refurbished through Machiavelli and the Italian humanists who absorbed Aristotle’s theory of internal balance
via the models of Aristotle and Polybius. Pocock’s republicanism explains further how this project passed on
to England in a vastly different context through the cardinal writings of Harrington, and then subsequently to
the anti-federalists whose ideas were crucial to the making of the American republican project. In each of
these moments, Pocock shows how new elements combined with the old, leading to different idioms of civic
republicanism whose core ideas, nonetheless, remained intact. If mixed governments, balances and armed
militias were critical in Florentine Italy, the dynamics of capitalism and property became crucial in England,
while the American context revealed the significance of all the aspects working together.

However, as we have moved to the 20™ century, the republican model suffered a serious setback. This
was the result of many factors. The dominance of private interest-based capitalism, the rise of mass
consumption societies, increasing professionalization of life, and the gradual extension of the model of a
representative democracy based on universal franchise throughout the world meant that the ideas of direct
citizen’s political participation and its commitment to the idea of civic virtue became increasingly untenable.
Moreover, many liberals painted politics in negative terms, making it a dirty game of power seeking individuals
who manipulated citizens for their own gains. In sharp contrast, the civil society was celebrated as a sphere
of freedom and creativity, largely uncontaminated by the strivings of power politics. As the private sphere
gained in status in contrast to the decline of the public (political), the private projects riveted on the right to
privacy became central concerns of a body of citizens who did not wish to be dragged into the political world
marked by mistrust, dominance and guile. In an unprecedented way, the 20" century witnessed the role
reversals of the private and the public. As the private increasingly overshadowed the public, democracy
became vote-centric and the significance of deliberation, long thought as a pivotal citizen’s virtue, also
plummeted. The professional politician took the place of the active citizen and politics understood as a pursuit
of'a common project of citizenship dedicated to the realization of civic virtues gave way to a new model of
politics resting on interest articulation and aggregation by specialized bodies.

Republicanism sought to reverse the balance in two ways and Pocock and Skinner had been enormously
influential as inspirations to both lines of thinking. The first of these took the more challenging path of
rehabilitating the Aristotelian model of virtuous citizenship by arguing that politics is neither debilitating nor
unattractive. Its burdens are far less onerous than claimed by the individualists. It is positively rewarding and
can prevent societies from sliding into deep corruption and decay. Deliberative democratic projects were
necessary to make citizens the masters of their political orders rather than insipid and passive recipients of
commands emanating from self-serving elites. The other argument has been to attempt to bring back to
liberalism to its elements not by arguing any special case for a “politics of common good’ but by showing that
republicanism can draw upon instrumental interests and make liberty and equality much more meaningful to
citizens. This path has led to the articulation of the idea of republican liberty that argues for the making of
a well regulated polity as essential guarantees to human freedom. The idea of freedom as non-domination is
at least as important an argument as that of reimagining shared political projects that run on some variation
on the theme of deliberation.
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4.3 ‘Method’

The Cambridge School, consisting primarily of the works of Pocock, Skinner and Dunne, argued that
theorizing was a linguistic action within historically defined contexts that offered theorists varied opportunities
and constraints of justificatory discourses. Pocock and others in 1985 considered him to be a historian of
‘discourse’, by which he meant, “‘speech,’ ‘literature,” and public utterance in general, involving an element
of theory and carried on in a variety of contexts with which it can be connected in a variety of ways. The
advantage of this approach is that it enables one to write the history of an intellectual activity as a history of
actions which have affected other human beings, and have affected the circumstances in which they have been
informed.”

Pocock’s linguistic turn was, however, not a systematic attempt to erect a theory of speech act, a post-
structural theory of language or formal semantics, but underlined the mutuality of the social and the linguistic
worlds, and the bridges that connect them. These conceptual and social worlds acted on each other to
consecrate meaning. Human thought for pocock is both “a social event, an act of communication and response
... and a historical event, a moment in a process of transformation of the system.” Pocock remodelled the
history of ideas into a history of the languages familiarized by authors. To establish the meaning of a political
text was to unearth the political languages chosen by the author and establish the discourses within which the
text took form. He identified several of such languages in his study of the late medieval and early modern
British history, including those of language of precedents that influenced the anti-French Revolution writings
of Burke, apocalyptic prophecy confronted by Hobbes, and the rival paradigms of civic humanism and natural
jurisprudence that pervaded the thoughts of the Scottish Enlightenment and Harrington.

Pocock has repeatedly insisted on the need to pay close attention to language use in the definition and
deployment of political concepts in contingent historical circumstances so that elements of continue and change
are delineated in bold relief. He says in Philosophy, Politics and Society that “Any stable and articulate society
possesses concepts with which to discuss its political affairs, and associates these to form groups or
languages. There is no reason to suppose that a society will have only one such language; we may rather
expect to find several. ... Some originate in the technical vocabulary of one of society’s institutionalized modes
of regulating public affairs.... Others originate in the vocabulary of some social process which has become
relevant to politics.”

4.4 Central themes

Modern republican theory has emphasized the themes of the public and self-government as vital political
commitments. The idea of the public traces transparency and political participation in accessible or deliberative
forums, develops the ideas of the rule of law and civic virtue, and views the public sphere as absolutely
essential to extirpate corruption. Civic virtue is an attribute of the public-spirited citizens. Republican theorists,
however, are not united on what the citizens are to uphold as a shared value. While some have recommended
public good, Pocock, on his part, remained steadfastly committed to the idea of civic action. The rule of law
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underscores the citizen’s commitment to the sovereignty of the law rather than the rule by men. Self-
government implies a capacity to enjoy freedom with others under rule of law. Freedom, thus, is not a matter
of frivolous choice; it is a property of a free state where citizens share a collective project and understand
the need for both universality and particularity in life. Many of these themes were suggested by Pocock,
particularly in his masterpiece The Machiavellian Moment.

According to Jeffrey C. Isaac, Pocock defined republicanism as “a specific political language whose
central terms are citizenship, virtue, liberty and corruption. It is characterized by a particular rhetorical use of
these terms to describe the inherent contingency of political liberty in a world of historical change, and the
fragility of political virtue in the face of the corruptibility of men and institutions.” Republicanism as pococh
say in the Machiavellian meont was about the vivere civile, ‘a way of life given over to civic concerns and
the ultimate political activity of citizenship’. Pocock traced this to the philosophy of Aristotle: “To the civic
humanists and advocates of the vivere civile, [Aristotelian thought] offered the theory which their commitments
rendered necessary: one which depicted human social life as a universality of participation rather than a
universal for contemplation. Particular men and the particular values they pursued met in citizenship to pursue
and enjoy the universal value of acting for the common good and the pursuit of all lesser goods.”

Pocock argued that the citizen’s collective mission to realize a common good through voluntary civic
action was the bulwark for a republic against its inevitable collapse. In Pocock’s words as expressed in the
Mechiavellian moments: “On the one hand, it was his pursuit of particular goods as an individual that made
him a citizen; on the other, it was only in his concern for and awareness of the common universal good that
his citizenship could persist”. The universal and the particular were inextricably bound in the situation. While
citizenship was impossible without a republic predicated on a common good, the individual interest pursued
by citizens had to be restrained and brought in line with the common good of the republic: In Pocock’s view
in the some books the Aristotelian heritage allowed the Renaissance thinkers to bring together the universal
and the particular and also helped in formulating a theory of citizenship that made politics the very condition
of human nature: “Applying an Aristotelian teleology to Roman ideas of virtus, it could be held that in acting
upon his world through war and statecraft, the practitioner of civic virtue was acting on himself; he was
performing his proper business as a citizen and was making himself through action what Aristotle had said man
was and should be by nature: a political animal”. The central themes of republicanism, therefore, consisted
of citizenship defined as a form of shared political participation (civic action) in pursuit of common good by
the politically active, public spirited, propertied and arms-bearing citizens, who could recognize particular
interests but differentiate it from the universality of citizenship, be involved and dispassionate as the situation
demanded, crusaded against corruption, nurtured political liberty in conditions of mutual dependence and rule
of law, and were protected against foreign invasions.

4.5 The Florentine Renaissance and Machiavelli

However, the ideas of classical antiquity and Aristotelian political theory did not pass on directly into
Italian humanism and the refurbished notion of republicanism in the hands of Machiavelli and many of his
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contemporaries proved to be an arduous task. For one, a major paradigmatic shift was the renaissance itself
that affected a major shift to the conception of time. From a cyclical conception of time that returned things
to pure and distorted versions with predictable certainties, the early modern time was secular and humanist,
linear and discrete, that could be measured by man. The shift was also reflected in the accent on participation
from contemplation. As Shapiro puts it, “Central to the Florentine conception of republican government was
the tension between universal aspiration and the inescapable particularity of historical self-consciousness; and
in the battle to achieve permanency in the face of the degenerative effects of time, the idea of virtue inevitably
became politicized. For the republic was now conceived of in the particular, a human and artificial construct
“composed of interacting persons rather than of universal norms and traditional institutions.” (Shapiro, 437).
We will return to Machiavelli later. What is central here are the insistence on the balance between political
leadership and popular participation, the need to fight corruption, and the pivotal role played by the citizen’s
militia as the protector of the republican virtue. These are the fundamental elements of civic humanism of the
Florentine variant that Pocock traces in the history of modern political thought from the 17 century onward.

On the general plane, one more theme requires some engagement before we turn to Pocock’s
philosophical and historical rendition of the specificities of the republican moments, namely, the role of the
citizen’s militia. Republicanism, from ancient to modern times, has consistently engaged the military.
Machiavelli, Harrington and the American republicans at the time of the founding of the state, among others,
advanced a case for the citizen’s militia and remained sceptical of the standing army. Republican political
theory provides three justifications for the citizen’s militia. First, the militia is needed to protect the republic
against external aggression. For the ancient Greeks, the military was one of the key existential conditions for
the polis. It secured the republic against the threats of domination and privation posed by neighbouring states
motivated by the desire for expansion and aggrandizement. The republican commitment to anti-domination
linked the security of the state with the armed forces. Secondly, the theory attaches the military not only to
external threats but also to internal dangers. The militia is thus the republic’s ultimate guarantee against tyranny
of all forms. Third, the tradition also builds on imparting military training to citizens so that they could take
up arms in self-defence and act responsibly as well as bravely when confronted with violence.

However, one question remains in the balance. Why rely on citizen’s militia and not a standing army for
these diverse security functions of a republic? The answer is that the citizen’s militia guards against the possible
misuse of standing armies by self-seeking and oppressive political elites, who by virtue of their capacity to
spend lavishly on such forces, can easily jeopardize citizen’s rights and force them into submission. In such
cases, the unarmed citizens cannot hope to perform their primary function of being selfless watchdogs of the
republican order. Moreover, the standing army is also liable to the perils of professionalization and can very
well turn a republic into a garrison state where the political elites will require wining their support through
patronage and corruption. The prospects of the professional armed forces becoming a consolidated pressure
group not only goes against the very idea of a republic that asks citizens to prioritise their universal interests
but also creates a mortal threat to the freedom of the unarmed citizens as these forces remain perennially in
a condition of dominance vis-a-vis the ordinary citizenry. Republicans have originally dreaded the misuse of
standing armies by hereditary monarchs for imperial conquests and crushing domestic uprisings for freedom.
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When the political balance shifted to representative bodies, republican politicians showed sensitivity to the
prospects of over centralization as equally deleterious to the cause of citizen’s freedom. While this serves as
a general account of the republican thesis on the role and necessity for the citizen’s army, Machiavelli, who
in many ways is central to Pocock’s republicanism, treaded a distinct path. Machiavelli did not see the role
of the military like the other republican theorists like Harrington or Madison. The Italian was inspired not so
much by Athens as by Rome and saw the latter as a republican empire with a great deal of appetite for
expansionism and war. This, according to Machiavelli, was the result of the freedom that citizens enjoyed
under the republic that did not extract concessions from the public by brute force. Their population and
property increased freely under such a dispensation that made them support imperial expansion that brought
veritable material benefits and honour.

4.6 Noccolo Machiavelli

Pocock’s path-breaking treatment of Machiavelli and his contemporaries at the critical conjuncture of the
Florentine Renaissance is central to civic humanism. He differed significantly from the dominant Straussian
reading that described Machiavelli as a modern thinker and instead sought to stress the tripartite distinctions
of the ancient, medieval and the modern renderings of time and paradigms in the history of political thought.
He situated Machiavelli in the tradition of civic humanism but contrasted his writings from a number of his
contemporaries, especially that of Guicciardini. The central puzzle before the philosophers and rhetoricians of
civic humanism was to restate the Aristotelian thesis in a changed context where the wisdom of the ancient
has survived only through the peculiar synthesis of the ideas of the Church fathers like Saint Thomas Aquinas.
The renaissance humanists brought back the ancients in a context where the clash between the ecclesiastical
authority of the Church and the secular call of the philosopher could not be wished away. There was no easy
resolution of the problem. For one, the renaissance humanists were more rhetoricians than academic
philosophers interested in espousing general propositions. They were primarily interested to provide a political
argument. They, expectedly perhaps, could not come up with a consensus. For Guicciardini, the problem was
how to rule a relatively weak republic through prudential realism and the diplomatic manoeuvres of wise
princes and counsels. The challenge was, therefore, to reconcile the desired elements of wisdom and popular
liberty within mixed governments so that the reigns of political power remained in the hands of the competent
aristocratic elite who could then rule according to the republican idea of virtue restrained sufficiently by the
alert ordinary citizens sensitive to the demands of liberty and equality.

The problem was an old one. How the excesses of liberty of the ordinary masses could be reconciled
with the excellence of the aristocratic elite. Or, the republic had to find a way so that the natural disposition
of the aristocratic group towards ambition and honour were tempered by a rule based upon virtue and liberty
at the same time. Guicciardini found the solution in a mixed government based on what Shapiro calls
‘competitive meritocracy’ within the ruling elites so that the claims of prudence and liberty were balanced such
that the competent elite could exercise their talent only because the audience (citizens) recognized their role.

Machiavelli, on the other hand, did not think prudence would work in fostering stability and preventing
decay of political institutions. His solution was more extreme as he believed that order was the function of
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effective control and subordination of oppositions. Machiavelli, therefore, chose the path of strong action and
domination as the method to achieve a stable republic. Shapiro quoting pocale says in 1990 that, “Faced with
the choice between audacity and prudence in the Discorsi he opts for an armed popular state, redefining virtu
as “the dynamic spirit of the armed many”. Taking Rome instead of Greece as his chosen model, Machiavelli
argued that Rome’s survival was not due to extraordinary fortunes and the military genius. In a somewhat
bizarre fashion, Machiavelli argued that stability was not the sole virtue of a republic and that a citizen’s militia
may be used by the republican state to establish an empire though this could also destroy it in the process.

In this reading of Machiavelli, Pocock singled out the citizen’s army and hence the relationship of military
discipline and civic virtue became the most important test to his theory. His goal was to create a public spirited
republic based on civic humanism that would prevent decay and corruption of the institutions. The citizen’s
army was different from the professional military and the mercenaries. It consisted of citizens who were not
consumed by professional interests but found common cause with others in the defence of the republic.
Neither a body of merchants obsessed with commerce nor professional soldiers consumed by their passion
for war could be trusted. Shapiro quotes Pococle in 1990, military was a publicly owned body: “only citizens
may practice it, only magistrates may lead in it, and only under public authority and at the public command
may it be exercised at all”. For Pocock, the Discourses, rather than The Prince, is the critical text. Harvey
Mansfield Jr. says in 1977 that, “Pocock salutes Machiavelli’s discovery of the innovative prince, but claims
that Machiavelli did not, or could not, solve the problem of making the prince’s innovations durable until he
discovered republican virtue in the Discourses.” Pocock’s Machiavelli is not the amoral advisor of the king;
he is the author of a subversive project of an armed republican order based on the virtues of civic humanism.
The Machiavellian Moment is also larger than Machiavelli. It represents attempts to find a republican synthesis
out of a combination of fear and virtue through adaptations necessary by the passage of time. If the Florentine
Renaissance was the first modern republican synthesis, Machiavelli was one of its leading architects.

4.7 James Harrington

Pocock’s interpretation of James Harrington is a rebuttal of the thesis put forward by C.B. Macpherson
and R. H. Tawney that described the essayist as an early exponent of capitalism and its attendant bourgeois
concepts. For C.B. Macpherson, Harrington articulated the values of the emerging liberal capitalist economy
since he equivocated in locating the gentry between the nobility and the people and was not disturbed by the
implications of allowing land holding yielding an income up to 2000 pounds for a proposed egalitarian
distribution of property within his imagined Commonwealth. Marxist interpreters like Macpherson explain this
as a standard bourgeoisie trope that took equal opportunities to earn in a free market as consistent with equal
citizenship. Pocock, however, refused to see Harrington as a market philosopher and argued that he was
a republican theorist who saw problems of property relations as derivatives of the muddle of authority rather
than the other way round. In other words, rather than explaining the political as the effects of the economic,
Pocock treated the economic predicament stemming from the political. Hence, for Pocock, Harrington’s chief
concern was republican citizenship that led him to argue in favour of freehold property as the necessary
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economic basis for active citizenship. His case for a community of free landholders was not a justification for
capitalism but a safeguard against the tyranny of the Courts, spoilages and speculative finance.

Pocock, in essence, makes a distinction between two meanings to property. Under the liberal juridical
tradition, property, Pocock says in 1983, is “a system of legally defined relations between persons and things,
or between persons through things... Because jurisprudence and the jurist’s conception of justice were
concerned with men and things, they were less concerned with the immediate relations between men as
political actors or with the individual’s consciousness of himself as living the good life. Pocock contrasts this
juristic or liberal tradition with his preferred Aristotelian one “in which property appears as a moral and
political phenomenon.” It is a prerequisite for the good life, which is “essentially civic.” Shapiro argues that
Pocock extended the original thesis of the republic as a union of arms bearing free men, as Machiavelli had
insisted, to their location “in a system of feudal tenures, on the possession of property”. Pocock as extremed
is the Machiavellian moment believs that “free proprietorship became the liberation of arms, and consequently
of the personality, for free public action and civic virtue.” In other words, Pocock’s chief contention is that
Harrington has found in the feudal property relations a material basis to a republic of arms bearing free
citizens. The difference between Macpherson and Pocock is not as stark as it appears. They agree, as Isaacs
rightly argues, in describing liberalism as possessive individualism. They differed in in their description of
Harrington’s thought. While Macpherson described him a possessive individualist (capitalist), Pocock found
him a republican.

4.8 American Republicanism

The debates surrounding the founding of the American Republic constituted the final Machiavellian
Moment for Pocock. In its essence, the goal was to guard against the corrupting influence of overbearing
authority, to safeguard liberty against power, to foster civic virtues beyond selfish interests and restrain
unbridled commercialization, and guarantee that citizens would protect the republic by taking up arms. In the
American case one sees the fusion of all models in bits and parts, including the prudential balance of
Guicciardini, the liberal imperium of Machiavelli, the Harringtonian insistence on a republic of free landholders
to Hamilton’s open embrace of a commercial society over traditional republican virtue, and Jeffersonian
compromise of a vast agrarian society capable of absorbing the selfish interests of a trading society. As
summed up by Shalhope in the year 1984, “Public virtue, as the essential prerequisite for good government,
was all-important. A people practicing frugality, industry, temperance, and simplicity were sound republican
stock, while those who wallowed in luxury were corrupt and would corrupt others. Since furthering the public
good - the exclusive purpose of republican government - required the constant sacrifice of individual interests
to the greater needs of the whole, the people, conceived of as a homogeneous body (especially when set
against their rulers), became the great determinant of whether a republic lived or died. Thus republicanism
meant maintaining public and private virtue, internal unity, social solidarity, and vigilance against the corruptions
of power. United in this frame of mind, Americans set out to gain their independence and then to establish
a new republic.” (Shalhope 1984, 334-335).
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Pocock according to Rogers emphasized civic virtue as central to the health of the republic, which he
“...read as public self-activity - in which ‘personality’, undergirded by sufficient property to give it
independence, threw itself (for its own ‘perfection’ and the survival of the republic) into citizenship, patriotism,
and civic life.” American republicanism was a distinctive project. Unlike the Florentine or English contexts,
it did not care about guarding against hereditary monarchy once independence was won against the British
colonialists. No matter how one described the impulses, it was a republic born in fear. Its anxieties included
the prospects of an insidious aristocracy that might rob citizens of freedom, an eventual sacrifice of the life
of public virtue to the carnal temptations of wealth and luxury, and the systemic corruption that the professional
modern life suffered due to functional specialization and professionalization of roles. No simple solution lay
in the offing. From checks and balances to the making of an armed body of citizens who could resist the
standing armies that had to be mandated, from free trade to expansionism, what republicanism affords is an
analytical framework that could habilitate America’s many contradictions and disparate tendencies. While one
can debate the appropriateness of describing the model as a Machiavellian moment, republican political
thinking undoubtedly found its most exciting laboratory in the continental expanse of the American society, and
Pocock remains one of its finest practitioners.

4.9 Assessment and Concluding Remarks

Pocock’s works, his vast erudition notwithstanding, have been controversial. His contributions to method,
close attention to the meaning of political language and its use, his masterly commentaries on a number of
political thinkers and traditions are widely recognized as pioneering. lain Hampsher-Monk summed up the
contributions of Pocock in its wholeness. He wrote in 1984, “John Pocock has been a key figure in the
revitalization of the history of political thought. He has played a major role in our developing understanding
of the role of Machiavelli and his contemporaries in the emergence of political modernity; he has dominated
our view of the impact of that thought on England during the Civil War; he has revolutionized our
understanding of the status and importance of Harrington; and he has virtually created the subject of
eighteenth-century civic humanism. Most of all, in doing all this he has sensitized us to the consequences of
the linguistic nature of politics in a way which, unlike an earlier exercise in that direction, has proved and is
proving seminal in the development of our subject.” Even Pocock’s severest detractors would readily admit
to this.

There is an enormous body of critical literature on Pocock. It is neither desirable nor possible to
summarize this vast body of work. Following Ian Shapiro and Jeff Isaacs, we would broadly delineate and
discuss three lines of criticism to his work. The first concerns Pocock’s apparent neglect of the historical
materialist approach in general and his resultant refusal to read power and property relations in conjugation
with the categories of capitalism. This is most acute in Pocock’s interpretations of Harrington and the 18"
century foundational debates in America. The critical role that property relations played in generating political
power and making some groups dominate over others is largely absent in Pocock’s linguistic analyses of civic
republican thought. While Pocock is surely entitled to claim a primacy of the political over the economic in
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his republican theory, since his thought is deeply concerned with the staples of political economy, his approach
seems rather slim and cavalier at times for this apparent neglect of economic factors in his overall analysis.

Secondly, Pocock’s republicanism contains a problem that is common to most versions of republican
thought, which Shapiro describes as ‘republican instrumentalism’. The first problem manifests in the republic’s
relation to the outside world. The discourse of citizen’s virtue and commitment to a politics of the common
good often has exclusionary consequences on outsiders whose ethical claims are rather arbitrarily closed off
at borders. While classical republican states had a far greater leeway to forge unity in relative isolation and
could productively utilize the scalar advantages of space, this is scarcely available to modern republics located
in an increasingly interdependent and transactional world. Ian Shapiro says in 1990, “In Pocock’s civic
republican tradition, even when outsiders cease to be declared explicitly to be barbarians, they continue to
be treated purely instrumentally, relevant only to the extent that they affect the stability of the republic. In this
light it can hardly be surprising that there are powerful links between republicanism and nationalism in the
contemporary world, for although republican and communitarian arguments are typically defended by appeal
to the benefits of membership for the included, they are equally mechanisms of exclusion.” (Shapiro 1990,
459). If indifference to outsiders is ruled out by practical circumstances in which we live, not to summon
alternative ethical standards, and leave outsiders to the Machiavellian alternative of domination is ethically
repugnant and practically challenging.

Another aspect of the problem of republican instrumentalism concerns the practical difficulties of clinging
on to the ‘republican virtues’ in the transformed political, economic and social contexts of contemporary times.
This is a serious debilitation of republicanism as the centre-piece of the theory is its twin commitments to
publicity and self-government. The political intimacy of the oral communities of Greek city-states had
pervaded all civic republicans, from Cicero through Machiavelli, Montesquieu, Rousseau and Madison, to
their modern proponents like Pocock and Skinner. However, by the time of the Florentine Renaissance, the
face-to-face oral communities have ceased to exist. As the political community grew in size, the challenge of
finding self-government by innovative political engineering could never be met in the new mass republics of
the 18™ and 19" centuries. How public-spirited citizens could in reality use self-government and publicity as
triumph against corruption and political decay has remained a blind spot in republican political theory and
Pocock, undoubtedly the most sophisticate exponent of the classical tradition in the 20" century, failed to
come with an answer. The deliberative turn in democratic theory is indeed a move in the right direction that
seeks to reinvigorate the republican thesis; however, deliberative democrats hardly cut off themselves from
liberalism and it is not clear by classical civic republicans like Pocock would be particularly happy with the
deliberative turn in modern democratic theory.

Finally, the cardinal problem of Pocock’s civic republicanism seems to be the representation of liberalism
as the antithesis of republicanism. Most commentators have shown that Pocock’s work does not succeed in
this attempt and unfortunately creates a series of misconceptions and conceptual binaries that did not really
exist. There are many interrelated arguments here. First, the definition of liberalism as possessive individualism
and as an asocial philosophy is only partial. Social liberals like T.H. Green, L.T. Hobhouse, John Marshall
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in the early 20" century and Rawls and Dworkin in the 1970s did not define liberalism as a philosophy of
unrestrained individualism but emphasized interdependence in society and the need for socially nested
individuality. Secondly, the republican accusation of liberal democracy as corrupt and inevitably prone to
decay is not entirely true. Liberals have also suggested measures to prevent political deception and fraud. The
liberal prescriptions in this regard shows close attention to many attributes and successful adaptation of the
republican remedies to problems of centralized political power. Thirdly, the civic republicans have not done
enough to create an idea of the human person as normatively superior to the one that the deontological liberals
have come up with. The choice between the Aristotelian idea of a virtuous life of the citizen and the anti-
perfectionist appeal of the modern liberals like Kant and Mill remains an open question and there is certainly
no evidence that the civic republicans have successfully advanced a normatively superior case for the former.
It makes more sense to build bridges between social liberals and pragmatic republicans as these are not
opposed ideologies as republicans like Pocock would like us to believe. Fourthly, Pocock while making
references to the idea of freedom as autonomy occasionally, took up the Aristotelian project of making a
contemporary (and in a sense, timeless) case for man as apolitical animal as his primary philosophical project.
As Patricia Springborg rightly says in 2001, “On Pocock’s more Aristotelian reading, republicanism is
characterized by rule of law, and not freedom from domination, because only rule of law establishes the
juridical equality necessary for the citizen to both rule and be ruled.” Finally, the republicans equivocate on
the idea of the market. While the familiar republican fears of the corruption and artificiality of a speculative
commercial life are real, they have tended to veer towards the institution of the market, particularly in a
regulated form, in the absence of viable alternatives. As many welfare liberals are also equally critical of an
unregulated capitalism, it is not evident where and to what degree the republicans diverge from them in their
conditional acceptance of the market. While these criticisms are valid, they do not undermine the magisterial
breadth and erudition of J. G. A. Pocock’s civic republican theory that has highlighted our perennial concerns
with the trepidations of power and corruption in everyday political life. Pocock has shown how humanity has
stood up to these challenges over time and has in the process contributed handsomely to a tradition of political
thought that combines both fear and virtue to make for a good life.

4.10 Self-Assessment Questions

a) What were the major challenges for republican model in the 20™ century?

b) Discuss the central themes of republicanism as emphasized by Pocock.

c) Explain the role of Citizen Militias in the republican order.

d) What are the reasons that Pocock has offered in citing Machiavelli and Harrington as part of the civic
republican project?

e) Enumerate the main drawbacks of Pocock’s civic republicanism.
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Communitarian Critique of Liberalism: Sandd,
Walzer and Mclntyre

Contents :
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6.2 Introduction

6.3 Emergence of communitarianism and inception of its debate with liberalism
6.4 Main points of the debate

6.5 Contemporary aspects of the debate

6.6 Self-Assessement Questions

6.7 Suggested Readings

6.1 Objectives

Thisunit initsfirs part discuses the emergence of Communitarianism and the inception of its debate with
Liberalism. In the second part the unit continues with the debate in the post-1990 period.

6.2 Introduction

Since the 1980s, theories belonging to the Liberal genre, have been subjected to scathing criticisms. Many
of the critics of liberalism are clubbed together as Communitarians. The notion of ‘community’ isat the core
of Communitarianism. Although thereis no distinct conception or definition of ‘community’ , yet generaly, it
has been used to refer to cordiality in personal relations, fellow-fegling, sharing etc. Even the conception of
community has not been succinctly used in the writings of the Communitarians. Many have argued that it is
not an ‘ism’, but only a collective representation of the ideas of some theorists. Communitarianism, it seems,
doesn't offer any viable aternative to liberalism, yet the proponents of the same have been ableto theoreticaly
construct a strong critique of liberal ideas. The debate has engendered several new questionsin the arena of
Western society and philosophy like: the notion of the individual self, state neutrality, univer salisation

of justice etc.

6.3 Emergence of communitarianism and inception of its debate with
liberaliam

Communitarianism is the idea that human identities are largely shaped by different kinds of congtitutive
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communities (or social relations) and that this conception of human nature should inform our moral and
politica judgmentsaswell as policies and ingtitutions. We live most of our livesin communities, smilar to lions
who livein socid groups rather than individuaistic tigers who live done most of the time. Those communities
shape, and ought to shape, our moral and political judgments and we have a strong obligation to support and
nourish the particular communities that provide meaning for our lives, without which we' d be disoriented,
deeply lonely, and incapable of informed moral and political judgment

Communitarianism emerged in the 1980s. Alasdair Maclntyre's * After irtue', was published in 1981.
It was followed by the publication of Michael Sandel’s Liberalism And The Limits Of Justice;(1982);
Michael Walzer's Spheres Of Justice(1983) and Charles Taylor’'s Philosophical Papers(1985). The
Liberal-Communitarian debate had its origin during thistime.

The liberal-communitarian debate, which took its present form in the early 1980s, can be traced back
to the beginning of the modern age, when liberalism emerged as a political and philosophical movement.
JOHN LOCKE in 17th-century England and IMMANUEL KANT in 18th-century Prussia developed
theoretical views of society and human nature that stressed equality, persona autonomy, individud rights, and
universali mord principles. Congdering the now-familiar preference within liberalism for autonomous reasoning
rather than unquestioning acceptance of received opinions, it is not surprising that their own views were at
odds with the pre-Enlightenment political philosophiesthen prevailing, al of which assumed thelegitimacy and
necessity of traditional political authority and hierarchical socia structures.

The liberal-communitarian debate generaly take the publication of JOHN RAWLS s Theory of Justicein
1971 asthe starting point of the contemporary discussion, since in that work Rawls attempted to replace then-
current utilitarian rationaes for liberal democratic systems with more recognizably Kantian principles such as
impartiality, universalizability, and respect for persons. Using his heuristic device of an “original position” in
which perfectly rational individuals deliberate and choose the most adequate (i.e., most just) ingtitutions for
distributing burdens and benefits, Rawls effectively projected hisvision of the American politica system onto
atimeless, acultural intellectual screen.

6.4 Main points of the debate

The main areas of the communitarian critique of Rawlsian Liberalism are:

1. Liberaismisbased onan overly individualistic conception of the self(unencumbered self) . Rawls
argued that individuals rationally choose their way of life in acondition of *original position’, under
a‘vell of ignorance’, wherein they have only two faculties left in them: rational thinking and
conception of their good as part of ahigher common good. The communitarians argue that individuals
can ncver choose their social attachments, they are born in acommunity and situated within it.

2. Communitarians argue that liberals put forward a flawed conception of individual-society relations.
Rawls argued that principles of justice evolves through a contract and thereby is based on the
assumption that the aim of the individuals can devel op independent of the society. Communitarians
arguethat it isthe society to which the individuals belong, that generally shapes the goals and ways
of individud lives.
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3. Liberalism assumesthat its central assumptions are universal and applicable to al societies and
cultures. But, Communitarians challenge the same and argue that liberals neglect cultural specificity.
They opine that different cultures relate to different value and social systems-afact which cant be
neglected in politica theorising.

The most important early actionsto Rawls' s book were Michael Sandel’s Liberalism and the Limits of
Justice (1981) and Alasdair macintyre's After Virtue (1984), each of which argued against Rawls's model
of anindividual moral agent as a solitary, autonomous, utterly rational holder of desires and beliefs, and
replaced thismode with that of a self whichis culturdly embedded and socidly engaged fromitsfirst moments
of self-awareness to its most sophisticated achievements of selfhood or personal identity. Over the next
severa years other important contributors to the communitarian literature emerged, most notably Charles
Taylor (1989, 1989) and Michael Walzer (1983, 1987). Predictably, this literature has evoked counter replies
from Rawls (1993) and other partisans of liberalism, such as Ronald Dworkin (1985), Jirgen Habermas
(1994) and Will Kymlicka (1989).

Sanddl: It was after the publication of Liberalism and The Limits of Justice, in 1982, that the liberal -
communitarian debate had itsinception. Sandel refuses to accept an individua who is devoid of such beliefs,
values, obligations and conceptions and goals that shapes his personality and contructs his‘self’. He questions
that how can individuals be distinguished from one another if they are behind the ‘veil of ignorance’.
Liberalism, according to Sandel, failsto see the particular backdrop of circumstances, place, situations, and
cultures, inwhich individud lifeis embedded.

Sandel’s view isthat we are by nature encumbered to an extent that makes it impossible even in the
hypothetical sence to have such aveil. Some examples of such ties are those with our families, which we do
not make by conscious choice but are born with, already attached. Because they are not consciously
acquired, it isimpossible to separate onesalf from such ties. Sandel believesthat only aless-redtrictive, looser
version of the veil of ignorance should be postulated. Criticism such as Sandel’s inspired Rawls to
subsequently argue that his theory of justice was not a“metaphysical” theory but a“political” one, abasis
on which an overriding consensus could be formed among individuas and groups with many different moral
and politica views. As Sandd describes Rawls theory: the plurality of individualsisprior to their unity. ... Both
thisinherent separateness of the person from community, and the fundamental defining quality of individua
autonomous choice, make Rawls notion of the person inconsistent with any constitutive role for community

Walzer: Heis avehement critique of the Rawlsian conception of distributive justice. He opines that
different types of goods demand separate distribution mechanisms . The nature of goods vary according to
cultural specificity. A political theorist should not be detached from the society he lives in-thereby attacking
Rawlsian notions of empty atomistic individuaism, unencumbered sdif, state neutrdity and claim to universaism.
Walzer levels the allegation of ‘methodological obstruction’ against Rawls in arguing that any political
philosopher should not be detached from the society in which he lives. He should not try to rise above the
cultural specificities of hissociety. Walzer questions that why will culturally enriched and socialy situated
individuals be driven by a concept of rationality imposed upon them . Walzer is of the opinion that the value
of the goods that the individuals desire, does not have an automated, inherent value-attachment, but is a
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resultant of individua realisation and explanation. This processis entirely socia. An unencumbered, isolated
individual cannot realize the value of any good. Hence Wal zer argues that Rawlsian distribution process of
socia primary goodsis not rational.

M acintyr e(book-* After Virtue'): He argues for the notion of Emotivist-self against Rawlsian conception
of the ‘unencumbered saf’. Itisapart of the moral philosophy that argues that the mora judgements of men
arein actudity an expression of his persond views and fedlings. Macintyre argues that contemporary Western
legal and political tradition isembedded in asort of falsity/logica confusion. Heis of the opinion that in modern
democracies, individuals get into debates with one another over arange of issues, from the standpoint of
mutually conflicting ethical positionsthat they take. But, this debate cannot be rationaly solved sncethe ethical
positions are mutually incompatible. Every individua stands by his own ethical position from his own rational
viewpoint. Macintyre argues that there is an inherent conflict between the individual wills and desires,
emotions, which hetermsas‘emotivism’ . It meansthat every individud triesto argue ethically and take ethical
decisonswhich are ultimately a meagre reflection of his persona views and fedlings. It isthrough this process
that an individual builds up his sphere of rationality and wants to incorporate/adhere othersin the same.
Hence, the ethical position of theindividua saf istotally determined by apersond likes/didikes. Theindividua
islocated within a broader socia context, which Rawlsfailsto envision. Rawls presented the picture of an
isolated, atomistic individual self (unencumbered self) which Macintyre has refuted. He sarcastically remarks
that if one adheres to Rawlsian position (original position and vell of ignorance) it will be like a‘ group of
shipwrecked persons located in an isolated island and who do not know each other”

6.5 Contemporary aspects of the debate

As the debate continues in the 1990s, some convergence seems to be taking place, or at least some
softening of the rhetoric. Thus Daniel Bell (1993) and others have begun to use such phrases as “the
commundization of liberdism.”

The contemporary liberal-communitarian debate operates at severd levels. At theleve of politica theory,
it isadebate over the relationship between legal or governmental structures and cultural structures such as
religions or ethnic groups. At the level of moral theory, it is a debate over the relationship of values and
obligations, or more specifically, over whether conceptions of what is good can logically ground principles
about what isright, or vice versa. Finally, at the level of what is sometimes called philosophica psychology,
it is adebate over the nature of the self.

Political Theory. At thefirst level, liberals argue that laws and other socia institutions are neutral with
respect to individual persons conceptions of the good or even conceptions of the good that are specific to
acultura group. Theliberd position isthat these ingtitutions, aswell as the political system asawhole, exist
to enable each person to pursue the good life as long as doing so does not interfere with that of other persons.
Communitarians, on the other hand, argue that political structures areinevitably shaped by conceptions of the
good, even though these conceptions are culture-specific.
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Moral Theory. At the second level, that of ethics or moral philosophy, liberals hold that morality is
primarily a matter of procedural rightness, such that it would be immoral to use unfair or otherwise
unacceptable procedures in order to attain substantive goods or ends, no matter how worthy these goals are
in themselves. Communitarianism, on the other hand, refuses to adopt the detached perspective of the
impartia reasoner, inssting instead that al perspectives, including moral perspectives, areinherently historical
and hence rdative to one's socidization history. For communitarians, moral principles express the community’s
sense of its own history and its own conception of the good, which can be thought of as the common good
or individua flourishing or some combination thereof.

Communitarians generally distance themselves from the rather smplistic cultural relativism which was
popular in the 1960s, though there are obvious similarities between the two views. However, few liberals
would count this as agenuinely middle position between universalism and moral relativism.

Philosophical Psychology. At thethird level, that concerned with the moral sdif, the liberal-communitarian
debate turns on the question of whether human persondity is best thought of individudigtically, whichisto say
interms of autonomy and its correlates (freedom, critical thinking, self-redlization) or, in contrast, collectively,
whichisto say intermsof historical embeddedness and its correlates (relationships, cultural identity, loyalty,
sense of the common good).

It seems obvious that communitarian critics of liberalism may have been motivated not so much by
philosophica concerns as by certain pressing political concerns, namely, the negative socia and psychological
effects related to the atomistic tendencies of modern liberal societies. Whatever the soundness of liberal
principles, in other words, the fact remains that many communitarians seem worried by a perception that
traditional liberal institutions and practices have contributed to, or at |east do not seem up to the task of
dealing with, such modern phenomena as alienation from the political process, unbridlied greed, loneliness,
urban crime, and high divorce rates. And given the seriousness of these problemsin the United States, it was
perhaps inevitable that a second wave of 1990s communitarians such asAmital Etzioni and William Galston
would turn to the more practica political terrain of emphasizing socia responsibility and promoting policies
meant to stem the erosion of communal lifein an increasingly fragmented society. Much of thisthinking has
been carried out in the flagship communitarian periodical, The Responsive Community, which is edited by
Amitai Etzioni and includes contributions by an eclectic group of philosophers, social scientists, and public
policy makers. Etzioni is also the director of athink-tank, Institute for Communitarian Policy Sudies, that
produces working papers and advises government officialsin Washington.

Such politica communitarians blame both the left and the right for our current malaise. The political left
Is chastised not just for supporting welfare rights economically unsustainable in an era of dow growth and
aging populations, but aso for shifting power away from local communities and democratic institutions and
towards centralized bureaucratic structures better equipped to administer the fair and equal distribution of
benefits, thus leading to a growing sense of powerlessness and aienation from the politica process. Moreover,
the modern welfare ate with its universdizing logic of rights and entitlements has undermined family and socid
tiesin civil society by rendering superfluous obligations to communities, by actively discouraging private efforts
to help others (e.g., union rules and strict regulations in Sweden prevent parents from participating voluntarily
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in the governance of some day care centers to which they send their children), and even by providing
incentives that discourage the formation of families (e.g., welfare payments are cut off in many American states
if arecipient marries aworking person) and encourage the bresk-up of families (e.g., no-fault divorcein the
USisoften financially rewarding for the non custodial parent, usudly the father). Libertarian solutions favored
by the political right have contributed even more directly to the erosion of social responsibilities and valued
forms of communal life, particularly in the UK and the US. Far from producing beneficial communal
consequences, the invisible hand of unregulated free-market capitalism undermines the familyMore serious
from the standpoint of those generally sympathetic to communitarian aspirations, however, is the question of
what exactly this has to do with community. For one thing, Etzioni himself seeksto justify his policieswith
reference to need to maintain a balance between socia order and freedom, (Etzioni 1996) as opposed to
appealing to the importance of community. But there is nothing distinctively communitarian about the
preoccupation with social order

6.6 Self-Assessement Questions

a) Write detailed note on the communitarian critique of liberalism as forwarded by Sandel and Wal zer.
b) How did Mclntyre critique liberalism?

6.7 Suggested Readings

) Kymlicka, Will. (1989). Liberalism, community and culture. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

i)  Maclntyre, Alasdair. (1984). After virtue. South Bend, IN: Notre Dame University Press.

i)  Rawls, John. (1971). A theory of justice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Iv)  Rawls, John. (1993). Poalitical liberalism. New York: Columbia University Press.

v)  Sandel, Michadl. (1981). Liberalism and the limits of justice. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

vi) Taylor, Charles. (1989a). Cross purposes: The liberal-communitarian debate. In N. Rosenblum
(Ed.), Liberalism and the moral life. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

vii) Taylor, Charles. (1989b). Sources of the self: The making of the modern identity. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

viii) Taylor, Charles. (1991). The ethics of authenticity. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
(Originally published in Canadain 1991 under the title The malaise of modernity.)
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X)  Walzer, Michadl. (1987). Interpretation and social criticism. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.
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7.1 Objectives

Thisunit initsfirst part traces the theoretical and intellectual background of Jurgen Habermas. In the
second part the unit provides an ingght into the major aspects of the communication theory of Habermaslike
his concepts of strategic and communicative actions, communicative rationality, language and speech acts, and
SO on.

7.2 Introduction and Background

Jurgen Habermas, a German philosopher and sociologist, belong to the critical school of thinking. Heis
probably the most renowned and prolific second generation critical theorist. Born in Dusseldorf in 1929 in
post-war Germany, initidly he came under the influence of hisfather who encouraged him to join Hitler Youth.
In fact, he was recruited by the Hitler Youth in 1944 and was assigned the duty at the western front shortly
before the end of the Second World War. However, after the Nuremberg Trials and the horrifying tortures
perpetrated inside the concentration camps, Habermas realized the dangers of Nazi suppression which was
gradualy leading to the mora and palitical failure of the country’s national socidist fabric. The socio-political
events happening in Germany at that time changed the perspective/s of Habermas and drew him gradually to
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the German intellectual tradition. Habermas completed his Ph.D in 1954 from the University of Bonn and
engaged with an intellectual debate with Martin Heidegger around thistime. In 1953, Habermas critiqued
Heidegger’s reinforcement of the “inner truth and greatness of the Nazi movement” and the inability of
Heidegger to defend his own views fortified Habermas' conviction that German government hasfailed to
rejuvenate the socio-political fabric of a war-torn country and had instead flagged extremist ideals,
jeopardizing the country’s moral, economic, socia, and political ambience. Similarly, he was frustrated with
the German academic and intellectua tradition for hiding the defects of Nazism rather than critiquing it. If we
try to anadyse the intellectual and academic devel opment that has revolved around Habermas' life, we can see
that avariety of interdisciplinary strands may be identified — specul ative-hermeneutic, empirical-critical,
communi cative-theoretica and so on. Hismgjor works consst of thefollowing- The Sructural Transformation
of the Public Sphere(1962), Toward a Rational Society(1967), Knowledge and Human I nterests(1968),
Legitimation Crisis(1971), Communication and the Evolution of Society(1976), The Theory of
Communicative Action(1981), Moral Consciousness and Communicative Action(1983), The Inclusion
of the Other(1996), Religion and Rationality: Essays on Reason, God and Modernity(1998), The
Divided West(2006), This Too a History of Philosophy(2019) and so on.

Habermas has been an analytical Marxist. He has drawn from and revised a comprehensive framework
of socid and political idealswhich comprised German philosophical tradition as enunciated by Immanuel Kant,
George Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel and Friedrich Schelling, Marxian framework as envisaged by Karl Marx
himsalf and later by critical neo-marxists of the first generation of the Frankfurt School like Max Horkheimer,
Theodor Adorno and Herbert Marcuse, sociological theories of Emile Durkheim, Max Weber and George
Herbert Mead and sociologica systems theory of Talcott Parsons, American pragmatism as enunciated by
Charles Sanders Peirce and John Deway, theories of moral development as propounded by Jean Piaget and
Lawrence Kohlberg and linguistic philosophy and speech act theories as enunciated by Ludwig Wittgenstein,
J.L. Austin and John Searle.

After becoming adoctorate, Habermas studied philosophy and sociology at the ingtitute of social research
of the Frankfurt School and worked as a Research Assistant under Theodor Adorno, one of the founders
of the institute. The origin of the Frankfurt School can be traced to the Institut fur Sozalforschung or
Institute for Social Research, which was established in 1924 as a centre for Marxist Research.Theodor
Adorno and Max Horkheimer belonged to the first generation of Critical theorists. Baylis and Smith has
pointed out in 2000 that * both Critical theory and Gramscianism grew out of attempts from within the Marxist
tradition to understand why the optimism of an earlier generation, who had believed in the emancipatory
transformation, had proven to be so disastrously misplaced.” However, despite rising from the Marxist
tradition, the critical school of thinking and itsintellectua concern has been far different from the Marxist tenet.
In fact, many philosophers and thinkers like Alvin Gouldner have made a division between “ Scientific
Marxism” and “ Critical Marxism” (Critica theory). Gouldner has sad that while Scientific or “true” Marxism
IS ‘determinist, evolutionary, structuralist, and economistic’, Critical Marxism is ‘voluntarist, cataclysmic,
historicist, and cultural.” 1t hasto be kept in mind that the major objective critical theory liesin emancipation
and Habermas, in this context, feared that through the over-positivist and over deterministic philosophy of
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Marxism, the emancipatory role of Marxism would be subsided. He was critical not of Marxism but of the
application of Marxism. He criticized Marxism’s excessive reliance on functionality and cause-and-effect
theory. He feared that in the process of claiming to bring emancipation from the capitalist domination, Marxism
would in turn bring another kind of domination. Thus, for Habermas, Marxism became synonymous to a
pseudoscientific means of legitimizing the party and state with little regard for facts or systematic ideas.

Intellectudly, critical theory emerged as aresponse to the Marxist notions of economy and society and
politicaly, various factors like the crumbling radical ideals of the social democratic parties, proliferation of
fascism throughout Europe, possibilities of USSR providing asuitable socidist aternative getting dwindled, the
shattering of western Marxist ideals of the collapse of capitalism and ‘withering away’ of the state
demongtrated by the New Dedl Legidation and flexible development of capitalism al gave way to the critical
school of thinking. The term “critical theory” was used for the first timein Max Horkheimer’s 1937 essay
Traditional and Critical Theory. Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno were the leading figures among the
first generation of critica thinkers. Horkheimer led the Frankfurt school during that time to make a critique
of aplethora of economic, socid, political and aesthetic challenges with the help of intellectual, empirical,
theoretical and philosophical framework. He made a critique of authoritarian means of revolution, for instance
through the dictatorship of the party and the proletariat as reproducing self-perpetuating hierarchical
domination rather than bringing in democratic forms of governance and emancipation as awhole. Growth of
mass culture accentuated by increasing capitalization and bureaucratization led to the decline of freedom and
autonomy in socidl life. Therefore, Horkheimer advocated what is commonly known as emancipatory social
criticism. Theodor Adorno, another leading light of the first generation of critical school, also agreed on the
Frankfurt School’s generd criticism of orthodox Marxism and economic determinism. He further explicated
that reason had become atool in the hands of suppression, domination and suffering and he was looking for
way's of emancipation from this vicious nexus, otherwise, as he viewed, thiswould have ajeopardizing effect
on the proliferation and exploration of critical theory in the future.

The concept of emancipation forms a core component in any discussion on critica theory and with regard
tothis, critical thinking differsin more than severa ways from the Marxist approach. Emancipation, according
to thefirst generation of critical thinkers could be achieved through reconciliation with nature, which isin stark
contrast to the Marxist notion of emancipation through domination over nature. The first generation of critical
thinkers like Horkheimer, Adorno and Marcuse argued that extreme scientific and rigorous approach, over-
emphasis on objectivity and excessive domination of human beingslead ultimately to the destruction of human
sensibilities. Thus, for the first generation of critical thinkers, establishment of peaceful and reconciliatory
relationship with nature has been observed as a necessary prerequisite for achieving emanci pation. The second
generation of critica thinkerslike Jurgen Habermas laid emphasis not upon the economic base of society but
upon the pivota role of communication and dialogue in the process of emancipation.’” Politically, he advocated
traversing the path of radical democracy for reaching emancipation, that is, encouraging widest possible
participation not merely in word but through action, by identifying difficultiesin communication and overcoming
them.

Habermas' habilitationsschrift or post-doctoral thesis Srukturwandel der O effentlichkeit or The
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Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere, first published as a book in 1962 has been of special
importance with regard to his communication theory. Interestingly, Habermas dedicated thisfirst renowned
work not to Horkheimer or Adorno but to the Marburg political scientist and legal expert Wolfgang
Abendroth, a personality which has remained majorly unknown in the European context. Habermas defined
the public sphere asa“virtua or imaginary community which does not necessarily exist in any identifiable
space’ . Histheory gives us an insight into the emergence and rise of the Bourgeois public sphere in the 181
and 19" century and al'so talkes about its decline amidst the surge of mass consumer capitalism in the 20"
century. Habermas gives a detailed description of the salons and coffee shops of 18" century bourgeois
society in Europe, which reflected the idea and practice of inclusive critical discussion, free of social and
economic pressures, in which interlocutors treated each other as equals in a cooperative attempt to reach an
understanding on matters of common concern. This description has reflected the communicative ideals of
Habermas, providing a comprehensive framework for the development of hismoral and political theory in his
later life. The importance of communication was inherent here in the process because free public discussion
shaped or moulded public opinion and in turn influenced transformation in the structures and functions of socid
life of the people in Europe. Further, the bourgeois public sphere emerged as an institution between the
individual or the private sphere and the state and therefore has traditionaly never been an integral component
of state power. Theimportance of communication was also reflected through the fact that one of the primary
goals of this public sphere was to make political and administrative decisions transparent. Emancipation,
according to Habermas therefore lied in communication and this form of communication was central to the
socio-cultural and political transformations that European society witnessed during the 18™M-19™ centuries.

7.3 Communication Theory of Habermas —strategic and communicative
action, system and life-world, communicative rationality, language and
gpeech Acts, theory of Communicative Action

7.3.1 Srategic and Communicative Action

Habermas talkes about two types of social action — strategic and communicative. One common feature
with regard to both these types of actions is that they are linguistically mediated interactions, taking or
happening place between agents.” Both these forms of actions involve linguistic mediums but the difference
isthat in case of strategic action, there is strategic use of language whereas in case of communicative action,
there is communicative use of language. Habermas opinesthat a strategic use of language ams at solving the
problem of action coordination through an exertion of influence. On the other hand, a communicative use of
language tries to solve the problem through the process of reaching understanding.In other words, in case of
strategic action, actors are not much interested in reaching mutua understanding. Rather they are much more
interested in achieving individual goals. On the other hand, in communicative action, the concerned speskers
coordinate their actions and pursuit individua (or joint) goals on the basis of a common and shared
understanding that those goal's or aims are reasonable and merit-worthy. Thus, the success of strategic action
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liesin achieving individua goals and the success of communicative action liesin understandably agreeing that
their goal is reasonable and merits cooperative behaviour, indicating an inherently consensua form of socia
coordination. Habermas further opines that ‘ these two ways are not only anayticaly deferent to terms of their
structural festures; they are furthermore distinguishable in terms on empirica practice, from the point of view
of the subjectsinvolved.

7.3.2 System and Life-World; Communicative Rationality

The concepts of system and life-world are integral components of Habermas' communication theory.His
dual conception of society includes the distinction between the social system on the one hand where
specificaly structured and ingtitutionalized networks of interaction (economic, legal normative and political)
exist among individuals and the life-world on the other hand where there is no specific structure but where
human beings establish direct relationships with each other in their everyday lives.

Habermas views the system as consisting of formally organized spheres of action and considersit as
inclusive of the government’s bureaucracy, market economy and legal mechanisms. It includes common
patterns or networks of strategic action which seek to serve the interests of institutions and organizations.
Thus, a system means a predetermined situation or a mode of coordination in which the demands of
communicative action are laid down within legally specified limits. The world of life on the other hand refers
to the background contexts and dimensions of social action which enable individuals to cooperate with each
other on the basis of mutual and personal understanding and shared cultural values.

According to Habermas, communicative action generally takes place within a social context, a context
which he cdlsthe“life-world”. It isthrough this life-world that individuals redlize their projected ends. ‘ Baxter
saysin 1987 that the choice of project determines which part of the life-world isrelevant and is to become
thematic; the “interpretative scheme” with which the actor seeks to realize this project depends upon
background knowledge that actors normally take for granted.” Habermas seeks to relate this concept of
background knowledge to the theory of communicative action. He argues that it is difficult to locate the
resources upon which participants rely with this background knowledge aone and regards the institutional
order which the actor inhabits merely as an aspect of the given situation. Thisinstitutional order isitself,
according to Habermas, isa* structural component” of the life-world and provides with a resource upon
which actors in communicative action depend. He saysin the Theory of Communicative Action (1987) that
the three “ structural components” of the life-world are: culture, society and personality. Habermas defines
these three components as follows: By culture | mean the stock of knowledge upon which participantsin
communication draw in order to provide themselves with interpretations that will allow them to reach
understanding [with one another].... By society | mean the legitimate orders through which participantsin
communication regulate their membership in social groups, and thereby secure solidarity. Under personality
I understand the competences that make subjects capable of speech and action, and thus enable them to
participate in processes of reaching understanding, and thereby assert their own identity.” (TkH 11, 1987) With
regard to these three structural components Habermas talks about three processes — cultural reproduction,
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social integration and sociaization. He further talks about certain conditions which can lead to the
rationalization of the life-world, one of which is the process of compartmentalization among the three
structures of culture, society and personality. This evolutionary process takes place through the raising,
defending, criticizing and revising of validity claimsin communicative action. Thisinvolves reason and
rationality. Reason and rationality occupy central positionsin Habermas' theory of communicative action.
Habermas observes in the opening chapter of The Theory of Communicative Action (1987) that “whenever
we use the term ‘rational’, we imply a close relationship between rationality and knowledge (wissen). Our
knowledge has a propositional structure: beliefs can be stated explicitly in the form of propositions.” Thus,
this possibility of establishing arationaly motivated agreement, Habermas has argued, is the possibility of
communicative rationality and thisratiorality refersto the communicative rationalization of asociety aslife
world. Thus, communicative rationalization refersto the rationdization of the life-world. In other words, this
Is basically asociety which stands for acommunicatively rationaized life-world, and rationalized to the extent
that its reproduction leads to thisrational potential to be realized.

However, the rationalization of the life-world remains incomplete asit starts getting dominated and
colonized by the system, which again, is motivated by money and power orientation, bureaucratization, and
politicization. Thuswith thiskind of a system dominating and overpowering the life-world, the quality of life
of the people starts getting dwindled and impoverished. Human communicative structures start getting
distorted. Further, the system’s domination leads to an aggressive impact on the life-world, turning it into a
medium of power, monetary and palitical trafficking and creating difficultiesin establishing mutua understanding
with each other. Therefore, Habermas contends that the ideal form of asociety isarational society where
rationaization of both the system and the life-world takes place in alogical and consistent manner and this
would ultimately lead to human emancipation. However, the rationalization of the life-world remains
unsuccessful due to the system’s domination and despite rise in standards of living of the individual, his’/her
lifeis not enriched due to persistent qualitative degradation like war, pollution, alienation and so on. Thus,
quantitative successfailsto provide rdlief in an eraof qualitative failure. In such aSituation, Habermas opines,
there can be no mutual understanding, no full-fledged genuine communication and no genuine relationships
among individuas.Under these circumstances, as Matrolic points out in 1999, Habermas seeksto find the way
out ‘in affirmation of the “ communicative rationdity”, in strengthening civil society autonomy, in expanding the
space reserved for free action and communication of people who, in mutual communication, bring about
rational decisions founded upon rational argumentation and consensus instead of upon strengthening of
authoritarian government forms of system enforcement.’

With regard to this kind of a situation Habermas proposes his theory of communicative action. The
philosophy of communicative action requires critical analysis aswell as practical action. He tries to explore
ways in which individuals can co-exist in mutual dependence and harmony and at the same time be
autonomous. This autonomy and emancipation, according to Habermas can be achieved through transparent,
open-minded and honest communication which demands uninterrupted argumentation. Habermas contends
that it is only through arguments and dial ogues that there can be a determination of whether an agreement or
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understanding is communicetively achieved and whether the expressed message or action isrational. However,
most importantly, successful communication, Habermas contends, requires an ideal speech setting, in thelack
of which there can be no ideal speech act.

7.3.3 Language in Communicative Action and Speech Acts

Communication can be successful if the intended communication is done in an honest and sincere manner
and if there is an accurate reflection of background consensus existing among the individuals with regard to
the communication norms. This requires ground rules to be established beforehand. Habermas opinesthat the
net result of individuals acting together can be highlighted through three dimensions of communicative action
—they coordinate their actions amongst themselves, they act on the basis of certain conventions or norms and
they manifest certain inner human redlities. As aready mentioned before, the success of communicative action
is entirely dependent on achieving mutual understanding, which is again manifested through the hearer’s
response of “Yes’ or “N0o” to the claims raised. However, there are other considerations if successful
communicative action is to take place, and the use of language is such avital consideration.

Habermas views communicative action as adialogical model of communication where language is a
significant medium of coordinating action, although it is not the only such medium. Language, according to
Habermas determines community or individual consciousness which forms an important condition of fruitful
communication. Through language, actors seek to mobilize the potential for rationality given with ordinary
language and its telos, that is, the purpose of rationally motivated agreement. The fundamental form of
coordination through language, as Habermas opines, requires speakers to adopt a practical stance oriented
towards “ reaching understanding”, which according to him isthe “inherent telos’, or purpose of speech. When
actors and speakers address each other with this sort of a practical endeavour, they engage in what Habermas
defines asthe“communicative action”. Language, according to Habermas, should thusinvolve the communicative
use of language and the importance of communicative action as Niemi points out in 2005, liesin the fact that
‘if the only way we can account for a genuine agreement is through adopting the communicative use of
language and if agreements cannot be understood as agreements without that, then communicative action
appears necessary at least in thisregard: without it, we cannot account for certain features of language.... if
Habermas is correct, without a postulation of communicative action, significant portions of our everyday
language become unintdlligible, which necesstates the introduction of communicetive action alongsde strategic
action as alegitimate method for interaction.” As already mentioned, an ideal speech act requires an ideal
speech setting, the absence of which resultsin failure of communication as awhole. The reasons behind the
absence, if there is any, can be constraints prohibiting the actors from speaking up freely and a lack of
consensus on the values that help to define the collective goals.” (Gasper, 1999)

Wheat is a speech act? ‘ Habermas saysin 1998 that we understand a speech act when we know the kinds
of reasons that a speaker could provide in order to convince a hearer that he is entitled in the given
circumstancesto claim validity for his utterance —in short, when we know what makes it acceptable.” Thus,
for Habermas, a speech act isinherently linked to reason-giving because speech acts involve claims that
require reasons — claims that are open to both criticism and justification. A speech act is said to reach
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understanding successfully when the hearer takes up an “affirmative position” towards the claims made by the
speaker. When the offer made by the speaker fails to receive uptake, both the speaker and the hearer may
shift reflexive levels from ordinary speech to “discourse”. Although thereis no universal parameter of defining
a discourse, with regard to the communicative action, discourse may be identified as processes of
argumentation and dialogue in which the claims implicit in the speech act are tested for their rational
justifiability astrue, correct or authentic and thus, the rationality of communicative action isintegrally linked
to the rationality of discourse. With regard to communication, validity indicates a notion of correctness
analogousto theidea of truth. In this context, “validity clam”, or geltungsanspruch does not imply a narrow
logical sense but rather connotes aricher social idea of a statement or a claim meriting the addressee’s
acceptance becauseit isjustified or true in some sense, which can vary according to validity and dialogical
context. Thus, Habermas, in his analysis of the speech act, goes beyond the narrowly conceived truth-
conditional semantics of representation to the wider socia intdligibility of interaction.

However, there certain barriers to an ideal speech act may consequently have an adverse impact on the
entire process of communication. One barrier to an effective communicative action arises when the validity
claims of the speakers are confusing and cannot be guaranteed. For instance if a group of speakers have an
inherently wrongful intention and are considered to be perennid liars, or are speaking of wrongful and cynical
matters, then even language cannot be a solution and no mutual understanding can be reached between these
group of speakers and the opposite side. If there are barriersto an ideal speech act, then attempts must be
made to overcome these barriers before the beginning of the conversation. One condition that may be ideal
with regard to thisis that each actor participating in the speech act should be free and empowered.

7.4 Conclusion —criticismsand contemporary relevance

Thetheory of communicative action of Habermas has been critiqued from various dimensions, one of the
foremost of which has been that his notion of ‘communicative rationdity’ is nothing more than an illusionary
approach. lan McNeeley, one of the critiques opines that the Habermasian theory lacks any notion of pre-
existing sets of power relationships. This has been contrasted by Mcneeley in 2003 with Foucault’s notion
of communication— “Jurgen Habermas subscribes to an unrealistic ideal of power-free communication....
Michel Foucault remedies thisidealism by treating knowledge as power; hiswork isin fact suffused with
applications of knowledge for the control of human bodies.” Criticisms have also been levelled against
Habermas by Nikolas Compridis, who opines that Habermas' theory of communicative action reaches a
“view from nowhere” because the principle of communicative rationality attempts to reach agreement
independent of any particular participants context or perspective. Critics also point out as in evident from
writing of introvic in 1999 that Habermas has ‘ simplified too much the social life of modern society by
reducing it to “pure” laboratory conditionsthis depriving it of real and contradictory dialects of special and
general interests, most of all, of class contradictions.” The theory of communicative action has encountered
criticisms from the feminist perspective aswell. For instance, it has been argued that the conceptual distinction
between the system and the life-world obscures the oppression that women encounter. Nancy Fraser has
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observed that apart from referring briefly to feminism asa*new socid movement”, * Habermas says virtualy
nothing about gender in the Theory of Communicative Action’ and Habermas' bourgeois public sphereis
fundamentally at fault asit ignores those who are marginalized and oppressed, and therefore socio-political
transformations remain restricted to the few rather than reaching the masses. Further, she saysin 1985 that
the social-theoretical framework enunciated by Habermas casts anew the patriarchal, child-rearing and the
modern nuclear family.

However, despite being criticised and objected to, it can be percelved well that the Habermasian concept
of rationality and inclusivity has for along time permeated public spheres like British coffee houses, French
salons and German tischgesellshaften. Today, the thriving of the public sphere has crossed the boundaries of
those closed spaces and has reached the wider arenas of press, social settings and media as a ground for
debate and sharing information. The real, structural transformation of the public sphere has been witnessed
from informal political discussion at the pubs and coffee houses to policy making in formal political
organizations. Thus, the political public sphere has emerged as asignificant arenasince along time, and even
more today. For Habermas, the current political public sphereisa*sounding board’ for problems and issues
which must be solved by the palitical system, and it isfurther a“‘warning system’ with sensors that are not
specialised but that are sensitive throughout society. The relevance of communicative action today liesin the
fact that the political public sphere still works as a network of communicating information and opinions—as
he saysin the year 1996, ‘the streams of communication are, in the process, filtered and synthesized in such
away that they coalesce into bundles of topically specified opinions.” With the emergence and increasing
proliferationof mass media, the public sphere has widened immensdly, and with the internet in the contemporary
era of globalization, the sphere has become more inclusive, complex and action-oriented.

In fact, the most significant transformations have occurred since the 1990's with the World Wide Web,
the emergence of the smart phone and emergence and proliferation of the social media, further making the
public sphere more complex and multi-faceted. Especially, anumber of scholars, practitioners, theorists and
philosophers have considered that socia media has emerged as aform of public sphere in the last decade.
The exchange of ideas and opinions has witnessed a huge surge with the emergence of the social media
platforms like twitter, facebook and youtube. Further, cela points put in 2015 that ‘ communicating online
means to publish online which on the other hand refer to be connected with other people. The published
content in the social mediais reachable from anyone throughout the world iminating in this way the physica
and infrastructure obstacles....” With specific reference to the palitical public sphere, scholarslike Elmer et.al
has pointed out the ways in which internet and social media like Facebook and Twitter have emerged and
redefined the structures of permanent campaign through new avenues of communication like social media
platforms, new roles and functions, political actors and political communication.

However, Habermas himself has been alittle sceptical of the relevance and use of digital media platforms
as public spheres of action. He regards the internet as of little significance to the public sphere. For him, for
reasons of quality, the mass mediarather than the digital media still constibutes an important backbone of the
modern public sphere. Scholars including Barber agree with Habermas with regard to this aspect and opine
that the new digital media‘tend to distributeillegitimate or confused information, in contrast to the authoritative
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interpretations in the mass media that from our norms and standards... this obstructs the common framework
necessary to represent democracy and indispensable for a strong democracy....” scholars like Youchai
Benkler, on the other hand argue that digital mediaand the internet signifies atransformation towards amore
responsive and democratic public sphere.

Habermas' theory of communicative action remains crucia in the contemporary world asit triesto
integrate and has cast profound influence upon diverse theoretical approaches, paradigms and disciplineslike
sociology, mediaresearch and even humanistic disciplines like history and literary history. His exploration of
the entire public sphere and diversified model of communication has atogether led to a new plethora of
theoretical and practical explorationsal over the world which are continuing till this day, and thisis exactly
why we have to turn to Habermas again and again.

7.5 Sdf Assessment Questions

a) Write anote on the emergence of the critical school of thinking with special reference to its difference
with the Marxist tradition and the philosophical tradition of the first generation of critical theorists.

b) Write anote on the concept of public sphere as enunciated by Habermas.

c) Giveacomparative outline of strategic and communicative action.

d) Givean account of Habermas's concepts of system and life-world.

€) What do you understand by the term  Communicative Rationality’ ?

f)  What are * Speech Acts ?

0 Reflect ontherole of language and speech acts, as viewed by Habermas, with regard to Communicative
Action

h) Isthere any significance of Habermas's Communication Theory today? Argue for or against your
standpoint.

i) Giveadetailed account of Jurgen Habermas's theory of Communicative Action.

7.6 Suggested Readings

I.  Habermas, Jurgen. (1984). The Theory of Communicative Action - Reason and the Rationalization
of Society (Vol. 1). (T. McCarthy, Trans.) Cambridge: Polity Pressin association with Blackwell.
ii. Habermas, Jurgen. (1987). The Theory of Communicative Action - Lifeworld and System: A

Critique of Functionalist Reason (Vol. II). (T. McCarthy, Trans.) Cambridge: Polity Press in
association with Blackwell.

iii. Held, David. (1980). Introduction to Critical Theory - Horkheimer to Habermas. University of
CdiforniaPress.

iv. Mitrovic, Ljibisa. (1999). New Social Paradigm: Habermas's Theory of Communicative Action.
FACTA UNIVERSTATIS |1 (Philosophy and Sociology), 217-223.
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R Fitg S 561 {79 20w ootz | R 303 swsfesaceid arsmife (politics of inclusion)
& (& I JTEA Y AGOTINE THeadia ARMDISE A @iy wifeeig wie (Ko< 230607 evs sieghe
iy fosfier @ sttt AT @R | TITER A FAEET @2 edfFHE S 4R Asiafes [ResEd
9 06T THite IDPRFFeAM @Rt I3 fEcE |

sAferz M (20 72 ARFRES (Multicultural) @3 2R Ao T IS Ao (Multicultural
curriculum); I2TcgRes Frwl (Multicultral Education) et a@siisgios ssiier (Multicultural Society)
AR AIZ B | IRACHeS * s (F [Rexizel R I72w e [ qie smmers Flela A0
TG A b6 T 2 | SPICE 72 ARGRoT IS 00 Gl G AN FANCes P (@R 20 AE
A AR AN G 72 FHox SWES Fl 27 | (-] A, IDHoA 03 Sl (@ (e sAfiffen
el FCel ghos it afe @ azd 3|

TEH-TAET ANCS Toa Gifoeier (Nation) Tolfgs, SN, (37, Sioolle ¢ SR (U ey
(ACF TGAC G IZGAIR AN IR oM g (IR | oSl Tea-Syfas Tuice AR
TR, G ST AR WG SRR S CFAe TDHoIM PR (AR | SPCe IDRFem
G G 2R AR B AN ANCGH NG ANE Couiten Ol q, (2N, Aoz, 7, [, [t
e GRaw e, [, ok ey [Raw s ANEs ¢ aatfes afeam 7ge w0 @@ | Reept
AT AR AT Jiae Pl Srisitafes sieiizs I for for sfkbfs, «f ¢ arsirels FwH
I HEECR Al IDRFGAMCS 5B T | G SR JeT A, T AR (AFCS ANeghos (@b el
AfaeTe AEE At AWML @ 7Fa aga oifigs I 2o A R oene wiEce
O SeeN 2o I@RFOAM |

b0 JRALHOAM: Y& @ € (ANBPTR

ITRFAM-9F THAGy R R @R i aFeliale] @ 0d TR SR IR 2 RF M @
T%a TR YeTe I2gA (pluralist) IS FITACE (™ F0 | Aecres AFhe (political culture) w6
Tifag eFace sifibfon s Fem I wifgwae Tgama RIIE o2 e s FE0e | ST @3 2/2l
AT A GEICE @bt W @97, ARDS Tel Areife g3z T #ifitefFrs JiFfe ¢ FeTlela
JrORFE, T BC 40 TTI BCACZ VoW 8 OGCH IDRFGAHA |

UG IDRGSAE OifGe AR SR I2GANTR (AT J2e IS 9I0T TLIR | I2gam Fixfe
G aAeelfEE PR RbaseR WHbe eFg eame d, ATH[S @RISR Mo raw ez
ALTE AN FACO ¢ TN 200 ALED FFACE AGod FCH $oI0o BIX; I8 IFIeAM (G O Gl GF
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fsF FUEGR T @A [fon s Reage i)4iey skeom +Afifbfs Tem Figfe ¢ wfimm
TR ST FRANS 1 FCF SRR TG AR MBI917 203 919 | @fs Fife 4(b Asitafos Todm-«aa
aife sfowy T3 FelRFeRE AT ¢ s SRaF ([T ¢ o[ FAlle 20T |

TERFAM 7 @Yy Bieve Fare A wifes «iferg St foat wwresd e bfes s
(BB ICAC2A | AANS (FIe FFfon w@afe (Afba F~ifFe AMfes Toierfa e I2gqml TS FE
G35 Sifg FOTT o 8 O FemIta &= ZrIa (rdl (From understanding diversities of a culture
to developing a conceptual tool for explaining plural societies) | faorTe; @3 [T ATEA =iz
TR 2AGNCE FPrvICa 2K SOl S0 (ol | (From recognition of specificities of a culture
to exploring the mechanism of accomodation) | $oIT®; ‘CABTaR Wy G37 -9 F2 AT FHS “GIFa
Al AR -7 2SI 2IFACS [feq Trandia Fregs sl emit g SItalel a1 (From expectation
of assimilation to extension of some space for autonomy) |

ARSI IPTF AR ST ARG oF 729 (Cultural plurdism)- facaz | @t =ieret a0, [fen
ANTEE (DR @R ARFeF KfeToR W@ = SRz Aoe | UG 4w [mb 2o 72y
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T3 ‘ffemer (difference) & (o @Miag QLG &1 F2A |

foq olitad Iorgioam «31 Rolf Rere foalt Mea Sraey Fcace | 3d—

S) TSR A WA A>eol (Cultural embeddedness of human beings)

2) IRFT Je0ed SRSl W3R ecasRNe! (Inescapability and desirability of cultural plurality)

©)  =lfSfs Ttz TTeIAl @ I 5o+ (plural and multicultural constitution of each society) |
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TGS TEPe SoIF wifgs el ois w3 |

ToREeAm @7 ifigs ey it qdle e ol g aw wreT qaea | 39—

%) “Afaife el (identity) ffice o @ 7R FeceTa ST e Ll AIGT- e tfos 7JEo
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R IFY WD LT |
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IFECF (TS AWTT ST (S (e |

SPTCE IDRGOAM-GF 6T 7 ¢ @R 61T ere R @rwisfe ¢ meweive @ [oh @itz
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A W FCACRA (W I@RFIoAM @7 o1 v ffge qree Srsiafes ogbwE did F2 e i@,
TOFO! R TSR WM W0 | T TPRFOAM SHIRACAGT G T € O (AF TGS (ATl (F
@™ FE MG ST | GUHE BRI TCIF SARAReS JUEN € TAfeFod 9ea 403 RAeryg »Ifafbfen
AGNSF G 2erel IPRF M 47 FIC fysfiel FH I0ET N FCACRA | ST TES Frwcerd ssifars
@A MRS SR Sy ARDOR S AMEsA Re S0 | F0eT ARFOF Sifdoiey Iwicghodam
SR I | GF A e [feq og @ oA TCEna IoRFeam Fcee O ey wifgs St
T SR € Wre TR | Fe (s Tedqm (@ I2g fifde 05 (onfy sorgfeam @3 @ wiF
@ q2 Ol AR g3 KA aieliote el [Wiee | g oitd SisEl Rewed o7 R T yigsie
e Al |

b.8 I oifigs a9 ¢ @™

TERFANIME OIfGF (7@ Qa1 4A00 Pl LR ([ A I ©7 O 7o Secpal el @saefslia
Ao fomeld FFhe € W AR A | FCET PRTT SAEBAR SCAE IDRFoIM 97 5
TAMACE AR (B3l FCACR | I—

) I NS FCol IR (Multiculturalism as an attitude) =i 36 FHIteR IS (& OF
GIRARIER &7, SR 93] Ao sARiceFERre biee ww SarertE g2l wwg medl & |

q)  GEite e Icgeam (Multiculturalism as a tool of public policy) wigfie «t=wta =, =g
@ ANfeR AR @FEReE (Fa SR el e ifed Al @l 73|

o) enfedifass aae ot I2cgoam (Multiculturalism as an aspect of Ingtitutional design) el
@ (FINe (] SIHE IS ffZe (@ 37551 2lfS9in Stz O ([l STt € 756 (ol @ siffofors
aFg it AR B@ @ T o @ O @ FAME TE I0E; @R

q) IDRFeAM € (e MY FErew! (Multiculturalism and moral justification) S AEAfeF ©g
@ wy Af S @ 551 I O T A oiw fsTer exe vfe =

TDigioam @7 wifgs it it Tortare vl e e wwvgsf s coufy igfs, @fe @
3¢, Toifgeel R 4G WS @ e e wPgslel | ORel Sifgaem Sy Tk HeR orew w2l I
QFCEe WMo ARBRS (human identity), (Tifeset (rationality), Fi&Te! (freedom) @k Tt (equality)F
A AICR IDRFOAM GF wgslel TAMIARCA RIS FACH |

T olrelfEs wgd g #Afia (s o (academic debate) @31 oz west [few (st [fsreica
IPIGFISAM Bb© 200z | IDRFMGAM 7 2 ACTe fofite] wrgelel SRMIE (FCACR HIet (G, (STCan
GG, (G GleT, & TP qUeE Ao, AGR ©lof€, oY 2N =94 |

IDRFAM I SCEGAT (@ (g 0F BT ST G I6 27 ATOG € THoIeld B
Rferela Taze 2 O3 2 wife oite AW [ S[E SRS @2l A1 T GF0] K@i ¢ tofd
Y (The term "multiculturalism™ hasin political theory aswell asin public discussions been used in a veriety
of dightly different, partially overlapping and certainly confusing ways) | RIS TiCeR [feq Algies
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Rforer 3z 2o I@rgieam | @ 7R (A IoREReam @3 e @ AET [ @ FZ
o A1 S 9 FCH G | WS HAFhos 7@gel” (Cultural pluralism) MRS T &&1 T | G
Tore e [y wFe @ Akgles (PR ey TR T W, (FES Ao KAl Tore
fosfiel qee it 91 6@l @ibacs TR 9 CRAS (OF A AT I, RSl 991 FACO e
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e oy Oifgs I@giodn 9 SR SENC-E JRee (A0F [Rbee MRIF (08 S0 |
Ry 0 Ao 2T AR Ty TN [ I 9 ROR 6@077 7677 Soigifsie 2o el
| PICE IDRFSAM IF SACAGAR SR iy orga TRl o7 | 72—
F) AFed @bCE AT FA1 (affirm cultural diversity as an acceptable state of affairs);
4) cem [few ArRgles (9l ¢ [y Acgfen AM=IR SR T Tge JEE wwe
niq (Concentrate on the normative issuse arising from the coexistence of different cultures and
cultural groups within society) |

IPRFGAM g7 AR AFos Ffomrane AL ey Szl [ I e sasirs
afes SgfeRge Rew, TRl (A 9F FE RYFTYWE SR dife Fefwed o sl e
farst afSRice TS Meffarem Raaf e Siesifold ek o w1y e oo Sl @ JEE 9IS
ST | ST qUFGG TGS IPRFMedm (normative multiculturalism) @3 w103 kgfes TS (cultural
policies) (s TIRIEE (IS 2N a1 GibeTel SRRl 2eere dielie e (AF Terza THAmia feom
fom |

AT IDFoIM 9 I AFoF @ba (cultural diversity) SIS | EHRKISRE IDFeIM
7 o1 AR 2o Alcghos Aba TR W S Al O T2 | G2 SCEBAR ANG @ AR A=Al
AP € AT ([T T ©f AT 2AfSfF (state responses) & % FF AN GOTR WL ARF T
abaE A et «Are [l O el SRS (qeel Wity AET MFeF e (cultura policy)
UG GG |

IIFReAM T4 i RO SgeH FE O G IRy AMghos e, +fRbfe, Ife ¢
(oD SRR o, 7y ¢ IR Ranefs &fer e <frs 7ig a7 sior fareme stet 3
T RCERe T ACF | GCFG IDTCHOANR TR 3 (@ LRSS SRS TfFed Aol (A0
ol 7o SRt I@kFeam (Liberal Multiculturalism) | SR SriRtAfos I@icgiodm «F qem wmgs)e
sifgs T3 Flerdl € BIel (Gaars e 2ad SRT¥ STEAD < |

b.@ THIACAOT IDAHOAW: Ted [alferal

FACR Ao M ST T2 e IO AAEF Seres +ifHbw Wferg | weh w2cel o
ol ¢ Wi [KeT Fea Icghoam, Tl ¢ MAFTYTE WEFE RES [ @ O 2 36
MR | $IF (IR Tota & S5A0 flel, & o, @Fe T, &, @, @ites, 59 @6 eedd
T AR W0 | OIF AFS 2TZF SIrew 2& Politics in the Vernacular ; Nationalism, Multiculturalism,
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Citizenship (2001); Multicultura Citizenship: A Libera Theory of Minority Rights (1995); Contemporary
Political Philosophy: An Introduction (2nd Edition/2002); Liberalism, Community and Culture (1989.1991)
wjifn |

fruferat I@igioam ©g SRAF N1 e atreifEs e Foitay =2y «ifafbfen @ AfEs cordrmz
e Siore efefafrg wiik-weal ¢ S AACE STl SR | O SIeTbaT &l S =t
Sgfeam’ (culturalism) Btd @Itz TR I Fwe fof qetes @sfs ATl wgfen gl deie
@R (1 (@ AcHRere AN OR O W Mz wfew sfela 96 | Taifaeeln cFae @2 niefem
AP AN BT | RO 63 Aeaifs 399+l ¢ Feda Raeten o 7 3R AR S
ST RN F(A 0 €3 GRS O TS #13 | [Fwferpl fo10ats, ... .in reality, politics is almost always
amatter of both identities and interests. The question is aways which identities and interests are being
promoted.”

e fsifersl SniRifeRIne e 4RIt 9et 403 Aol € SRSIeas o (S AN i AFros
ffemelm s ow ¢ R Fa BBl Ica0e | G @ 2R’ ewmg (e 75 cowfd
TR S ¢ - KA M2 ore | [ferpla Suid Ioicgiodm 99 W Ol SnRtAforor

o G REphRe ar Stels |

TuRtAfeFoR qTeg TeTe e (ATl (F (FF I 0T TSI IR A 281 ATOR e
fefere o sifes G @ AGtafes SEHR M2 A7 | Fero CHRACT ©F Ao e FoFo
gl gVl 0 (T ST @ FFTo! Wit Wy e Atere e G cAfieEal ¢ ol i
FACER AR IR (ST FA A6 | IR SwEifeAim wifgwal frarm siew 9 Acere wFl A=l
LR G AREEe] ¢ SReial fTiten oerwd TSl AR Bty Sidl [ (oAiEe SR | e
A P& 7ol T0F9 Al (Fle e FHTo! € T AW JI2E FACO (47 W RO THCF
R OTH (2 YR JESE WS | TP THRICANSS ©0g Jeq S wPge)ef | T FFIE S
SR @ AW S G AR A0 MR FA SRR AR |

T DS (identity) TGF @™ I GRANGR I RFOF (FH A IWNNGF 2 MR |
TrRIfSAME SNy Jrold ARG St SIS SAitbred | [Resid aea gl fifrs e e
JSIRAC SPIES (MDresfor Ty wifF et S Sewiere Snimamal oifes s st Facers
fersr TMRTATSS ST S (AT IPRFSAM @F SNCHAICS B! FCACR | TCE $F (TN TLI GO0,
"Today, however, previously excluded groups are no longer willing to be silenced or marginalised, or to
be defined as 'deviant’ ssimply because they differ in race, culture, gender, ability or sexual orientation from
the so called 'normal’ citizen. They demand a more inclusive conception of citizenship which recognizes
(rather than signifies) their identities, and which accommodates rather than excludes (their differences.) |

ey ~Ifaife, Fefiee @9 € MAETITE SEFE AFE v [ [ s woace
T Tz | R *eraa faor ©ita fasre (At ©ifed owia Iicgiedm J2e vfoe 2 @R | GUwg
TR R AR Soletia S0 [Fwferal #10at=s, ".....the questions of multiculturalism has moved
to the forefront of political theory. There are severa reasons for this. Most obviously, the collapse of
communism unleashed a wave of ethnic nationalism in Eastern Europe which dramatically affected the
democratization process. Optimistic assumptions that liberal democracy would emerge smoothly from the
ashes of communism were derailed by issues of ethnicity and nationalism” |

72




AT ST Spbo’q WHTF ANGRITE FFA [FAR GR Tl lefslfFFaces Afeay aeaa
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(Individual Rights) @3} ST Gl (Universalism)-3 891 | RFsferia ScaAna SFs € qremifed
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TN W Ol Foge! AHFe B0 SN IGALFOIT FECe | Soica o0 AR TH-Ifedm (@ Jie Foger
2l JCeT O Sl ool a1 AfEFel e 2o | @2 fsfitam coreca &I, w1z «a Asifes Sifs-ife
aFgeld TS oF I | Fero fea F-*Pre (autonomous) G AWIET ffE & @@ I3 B
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fufeTsla TS [0 SRS G2 2FeTe] IR0 JREOICT “f«flfere T (53l #iferro 2wz
qR fof arFta MAEeR SRR ey M@ (AR 63 IR | O o7 foel Swigeifon =l
Ticgfoan caifire fasfid | T o1 fofe 2ot wzfas Twraifsam a Jere foat Soima e st Stz |
AU —
F) Jfeq ANES ST @FY A9 GR JE FoFoR &) AFOC LI 2w |
) e, ITEAPTE B AT Joifge ¢ AkFes [ferens FFfe @k
) I-ofei ARFOT TSRS IfET oW SR FE A
qEe SRAE ([FH I FUCTHT IPRFAM IF ©F TG0 AR | G ©g BEnd Ivgiedm
@3 el i et Fce i el foafs sjfama #=ffw (Three distinct stages) <51 < 9t
A= | T 1 —
) o A fof @gfoamis (@RI s e 6 (etes (Multiculturalism as
communitarianism) | $30 8 Sst-o’q W fer Tomm Swizzerz iyt Reswe Fta fofq «@3
AR & e 0|

) @S o Irgoam I @ Bitafes B! S swes 20w (it | [JFwfermt @2 s
f5fee St (Multiculturalism within a liberal framework) T | @RI 678 TrIRtaTes oG
M IPRFRSAME W @ TRy I soiF Amiieifa o o T ari [y Teifes
@ g (DR ARGAE (X FE (AfeFol @ FRAETY SEFIE 2 | $F TARCAS AEH b
8 AT WK ARG (AP & eted o @it ikhre e3f |

) worl R el wifelzs wates, wife it efstan (Multiculturalism as a response
to Nation Building) el Iokgfeam| @3 “=w Scanpan Fwferst wife stora Swiztafes
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fecorroR Aife el SEprd Fare Sl (@9 o FNE oW greies R iR Tl e
@ SRR AT [TOIE SFFF I GRS fof wif S| 7ig o7 ¢ wifs
MR ST ¢ ofFe ffid @ 2047 @it | TifS IR T @I @F O, @3 7<Fhs,
GF2 TR AfSD @ @ R PO fte 2hRl 2R O3 W R [fewel @ et
SR FF BB BT MBI ARG (6B S 2CAC O FR© A PR S AT | G2 AT
fan Rewfereia St @2 At ety aritz | [Fferia Toipits, "The question is no longer
how to justify the departure from a norm of being neglected, but rather, do majority efforts at
nation building create injustice for minority? And if so, do minotiry rights help protect against
these injustices?’

TR SR IDF A I I NG WP (T, I Sros 261 GIOR| FRLAY F2mI
32 (Nationa Minorities) @ 2 | Kesfereiz site, "By national minorities, | mean groups that formed complete
and funtioning societies in their historic homeland prior to being incorporated into a larger state”" w<fie
TSI FRAEY TR T2 IO SN (72 a1 (DI I F#T0w (5rfR I Sivd Fefire afsairreia
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PR @A Afe Hrace [k sare A/ aw=e ek g (Vaue loaded/normative) Aisghom
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o afsgife fofe (2 o o safe SiafeaFe | o=el RAEHME 9o 72w [Fore Fa I =i |
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b8 TriAtIfod IeACHeAM: Bie (Berd

PG 7 ¢ HEF bIe a¥ (Gl TIPS ©F € Wi SIRAIT Seos ARGR | 7O Ao
W BIE (GeTd O FPICTT FFroFwe Fell 7[T=T 9R® BRCRA | 2009 Al fofd FEEF @ FLAleTg
G T PR S0 T RCeTe | S wsrgsd Flereferd Sres 26 Sovh Ale e Sources
of the Seif : The making of Modern Identity; >»»8 s eI Multiculturalism : Examining the Politics
of Recognition; 004 AT 2 e A Secular Age @3k 2030 AH 0GP Fig @3 7 e
Reconstructing Democracy : How Citizens are Building from the Ground up, @=®s fefd SP2y 2<%
@ foes forcared |

TeTe ol (@FRe AT TR SN9GE A w9 TACeND (I SAFACHF 47 Sy (o) (v AT
3R e AN ASTARST P SIF e WTH a7wgs]el SR SRR FATE | S TG
I et 7w @, [fen snd-mfas ¢ astafes sififefen e smmsia ¢ Ifes Y=es 96 @k
G TS A 4G T (O T | GO (IS ol (FIe 4F0i AbeTol (mobility)-3 e aifefs
G2 FRAITCCIT T (@ 29 2 FTT @R I2 PTG BT 2 | (UG Bo G TG AN
ol (@RSl (G AT O EFA (assimilation) @3 TS 2z I T ACF @R @2 NfeF
FCE AREOF TRAGTY GACaNDF TP TN (OF 272 1 TR S Todt 2 AT |

(TeTa (AR @Y M @ @ (SR7T A TN B G R AHS SR G Sl
TR Tfex Rraifae! F0e | OF 0w, 37 e eolfEs FURICR 212 | i e & serolfEs
AGAST FINE oIl [ T4 qce (osire efsffares gt g ee Fa1 eas7 =1 arwa
(ber o7 J= FHaw Rfem Afes (ot e efsffiten o & s Figfer aemife’ (politics of
recognition) R ©IF T€= LT LT | O 0O {40 “FIFhe - S@=” (intimate) 932 S (public)
qCFCE RTT Slesi#)el | $iF O[T, *....it has become familiar for us at two levels: first, in the intimate
sphere, where we understand that formation of identity and | occurs in a sustained dialogue and in conflict
with the rest of signifiers. And then, in the public sphere, where the politics of egalitarian in recognition
have performed an increasingly relevent role....with the politics of egalitarian dignity what is established
intends to be universally the same identical "basket” of rights and immunities; with the politics of differences,
what we ask to be recognised is the unique identity of that individua or group, the fact that it is different
from rest.’

CBeTead ol @3 At @ 76 wfenq 2fifbfe IfE e il sFore eI 727 03 oiF [yl
WS B | UG SN FFOA AR (ATF Ol T FANE AV 2(J | PG (Go & AR
3l “alef AR (public sphere)-aa “FFhe-7 RIHLR2 O ACAGAR @] g MR | fof st Feace
@, G T FFfeT el (@ Swead! e @S dfim e (second class citizen)
TIRCS 2N @R @ HA0E SHIGRe’ (mis-recognition) SleTSIfEE X7 FOTE TP R A |

(BoTR S0 FACO (T (el /7T ‘(Lo Telm-5130” (Hegelian dilemma) SIIeris | il @reg
@Ive tafeadife al gl tof == IR w2 Sy e sAfibfon tafes e sawe [Kpitas
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CFq g ForePT (paradox) BTI ST | SIBICE SMRNINGAIME *Iafears € S-smfsore freaf R
(3 fofey €2 e o Siaetefs fbfze 03 o sfewem s e @k ez ffF 2w Srorew
GG TEon Y WHEE 8 IERFRSATE I S |

b.q YR

TDigeam @3 wifgs T ffzs wite [ers faw sres &Szl <oar itz | e @3t og o
97 T ¢ R =k el Arefesice [RE @rweg B Ty, et wik Multiculturalism &tE %<y
FCAC=, "this appearance may be deceptive, since through the label and the slant of the discussion may
be new, the issues themselves are historically familiar | SIPTCeT 2l Wt @Bl o 2092 A (T, [t
ORI (HITSI91Z I3 OTgd [ qo0x; 8 e ©f 71 0 w11 3oz sidfitanwa a3 ot itz
G, 5! oI ACR2 MK IS RUpslie SR L0 Iberel (mobility) 719 Tehe FIS I2gqll I 9o |
e ffon aicen oA 2 [ S S0 IPRFAM @3 (*IFCT AR I MRS (@,
Arefeite el Averel’ (global mobility)-3 WHFT 2eT TniHtafes aeeg T2 I20ed ZER
I ARl O (e IfE (ol e 0o Had 5itag Toziore st | ¢ afF=ires
sifafofs et (identity), TFetare =zl (ethnicity), & (religion), STSReRM (nationalism) 2o Ramefem
ToTed gl I A IO | GUFta eiooe qeE forate,
"Multiculturalism in this broad sense is arelatively new coinage but under different guisesits

implications have long been matters of direct concern to post-colonia nations where diversity
and heterogeneity have been the rule rather that the exceptions.”

AR To0 I (@, IDRFAM 0g BENT I60 MTRSF AZeler T 9 @has =
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el e | GF (AT T& 20O A
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