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Section 1: Civil Society, Civicness and the Public Sphere

Barbara Misztal – University of Leicester

Decent Democracy

The aim of the paper is to bring together the idea of decent society (Margalit 1996), the theory of recognition (Honneth 1995, 2003, 2007) in order to disuses whether   a decent society is a necessary step on the way to a participatory democratic society. A decent society, according to Margalit (1996: 159) is a society that does not exclude any group of citizens from symbolic citizenship. ‘Citizenship in a decent society must be egalitarian in order not to be humiliating’ (Margalit 1996:154). A decent society, that is, a society whose institutions do not humiliate people, is not necessarily a welfare society and it is unclear if a just (Rawlsian)   society is necessarily also a decent society (Margalit 1996:246, 281).   Honneth’s theory of recognition, which  stresses the universal aspiration  for recognition, claims s that understanding  of justice  must encompass two sets of concerns:  a struggle  over distribution and a struggle for recognition.   It  locates  the core  of all  experiences  of injustice  in the phenomena of humiliation and disrespect: ‘the experience of  a withdrawal of social recognition  ought to  be ‘at the centre  of meaningful  concept of socially caused suffering and injustice’(Honneth 2003:132). Bringing  together Margalit’s (1996:157) idea that ‘humiliation is  the rejection of legitimate encompassing groups’and Honneth’s identification of  a good society is a society in which individual has a real opportunity for full-self realization, allows us to see social  participation through forms of mutual  recognition as a goal for whose sake we should want to establish  social justice. Thus , following Tocqueville’s  (1969:517) assertion that if ‘men  are to remain civilized, the art of association  must develop and improve among  them’(1969:517),  it can be argued that a decent society needs to be a participatory democracy.

Preben Kaarsholm – Roskilde University
Civil Society and the Public Sphere
The development of a public sphere forms a central ingredient in the consolidation of a new political culture following a transition to democracy. The Habermasian idea of the public sphere has been challenged for not taking into account the role of ’part’ and ‘counter-public spheres’, particularly with reference to ‘developing’ societies. ’Actually existing’ public spheres must therefore be conceptualised within the framework of a broader category of ’public space’. A national public sphere in South Africa is held back by inequalities of wealth and power. A minority public of privileged consumers have access to a structure of print and electronic media, while the majority population relies on different systems of networking that make out counter-publics. After 1994, the public sphere has been influenced by a dominant-party system, accompanied by a division into formal and informal politics, with formal politics assuming a ritualistic function, and ‘Realpolitik’ being played out within the non-public structures of the dominant party. Meanwhile, critical public debate has had to find its course through varieties of informal politics. The article examines how moral debates around HIV/AIDS and crime in Kwa-Zulu-Natal have constituted an alternative arena for debate, and how cultural and religious discourses have been the channels of a local public sphere. The paper discusses to what extent debates have constituted a local democratic ‘deliberative public sphere’, and looks at the ways in which the local state in the form of the eThekwini Municipality has interacted with local publics since 1994.

Preben Kaarsholm is Associate Professor, Roskilde University. He is the editor of Cultural Struggles and Development in Southern Africa (Oxford 1991), City Flicks: Indian Cinema and the Urban Experience (Calcutta 2004), Violence, Political Culture and Development in Africa (Oxford 2006), and – with Isabel Hofmeyr – The Popular and the Public: Cultural Debate and Struggles over Public Space in Modern India, Africa and Europe (London 2009).

Section 2
Civil society and the state: autonomy, citizenship and rule of law 

Trevor Stack – University of Aberdeen
Liberating forces? Civil society, citizenship and rule of law
 

This paper focuses on the relation of civil society to two different (but linked) traditions - citizenship and rule of law. It will argue that civil society, citizenship and rule of law can work both to counter and reproduce marginalities – they can be liberating but can also make for further exploitation. Whether they liberate or not depends on what notions of each are deployed, in what relation to each other, and against which particular marginalities. In making that argument, I will draw on a) scholarly debates including a recent exchange between Bryan Turner and Jeffrey Alexander in Citizenship Studies, and b) my ethnographic fieldwork in two Mexican regions and one Californian region. In the ethnographic section I will focus on two very different cases: i) a Mexican movement called Citizen Power that claims to work as a “civil society” organisation against rural peoples’ marginalisation from municipal politics although has had little success in using law to that (or any other) end, and ii) various organisations, including NGOs and civil liberties groups, which claims to work against the marginality of Mexican migrants in California, each with its own recourse to civil society, citizenship and rule of law.

Trevor Stack is a lecturer in the Department of Hispanic Studies at the University of Aberdeen. His publications include a special issue of Citizenship Studies on ‘Citizenship Beyond the State’ and numerous articles on citizenship and religious devotion in Latin America. 
Ephraim Nimni - Queen’s University Belfast
Nationalism, Ethnicity and Self-Determination: A Paradigm Shift?
An ongoing paradigm shift is giving birth to a more multidimensional understanding of the relationship between nationalism, sovereignty, self determination and democratic governance.  A common element across the various versions of the new paradigm is the dispersal of democratic governance across multiple and overlapping jurisdictions. Governmental processes are no longer seen as discrete, centralised and homogenous as in the old nation-state model, but as asymmetrical, multilayered and multicultural, with devolution into multiple jurisdictions. These changes have hardly affected the two main conceptual frameworks that dominate the study of nationalism, Modernism and Ethnosymbolism. As a result, they risk becoming irrelevant to the new forms of national self determination, asymmetrical governance and shared sovereignty. Modernism and Ethnosymbolism insist that nationalism seeks to equate the nation with a sovereign state, while in reality the overwhelming majority of nations are stateless and unable to build nation states, as they often inhabit territories shared with other nations. The paradigm shift occurs precisely with the realisation that nation state sovereignty is no longer a feasible solution to the demands of stateless nations. Ethnosymbolism is in a much better position to adapt to the paradigm shift provided it abandons the claim that the nation state is the best shell for the nation.

Ephraim Nimni  is Reader in Political Theory at the School of Politics, International Studies and Philosophy – Queen’s University of Belfast. He works on Comparative ethnic conflict, Theories of ethnicity and nationalism, national cultural autonomy and minority rights, extra-territorial self-determination, Multiculturalism, The Israeli Palestinian Conflict. His publications include Multicultural Nationalism (London, Routledge, 2008), and several other books, articles and book chapters on multiculturalism, the The Israeli Palestinian Conflict, and nationalism.
Section 3 – ‘Civil’ and ‘Uncivil’ Society
Carlo Ruzza – University of Leicester

Civil and Uncivil Society
This paper examines and classifies ‘‘uncivil society’’ in Europe, that is, a set of associational activities characterized by discursively exclusionist, undemocratic or violent features. With particular reference to organizations connected to the political right, it examines the relation between political systems and civil society, identifying the factors that have made civil societyrelevant for political actors and pointing to a relation of mutual dependence between the associational world and politicalmovements and parties. 
It is argued that membership in uncivil society organizations is an alternative type of political participation which articulates growing anti-political sentiments, and that the emergence of uncivil society activities is rooted in newly relevant conceptions of social and political life which are anti-modern and based on ascriptive criteria of membership. Uncivil society organizations are classified as racist, nationalist and populist, and characterized as biologically essentialist, or territorially or culturally exclusionist.

Mark Gilbert – University of Trento  

Can 1968 tell us anything about Populism? 

 This paper, following the conservative Italian political thinker Nicola Matteucci, presents an analysis of the1968 upheavals as a "populist insurgency". We may agree or disagree with Matteucci's depiction of the 1968 events, but his equation of the student movement's faciloneria (glibness) with populism is, I suggest,  an interesting way of looking at the phenomenon of populism more generally. Should standard definitions of populism be integrated with the notion of glibness? This paper thinks that there are good reasons for doing so. 

Mark Gilbert is Associate Professor of Contemporary History at the University of Trento, Italy. He works on questions of recent Italian political history, the history of the EU and contemporary intellectual history. He is currently writing a book tentatively entitled Lost Illusions: Politics in Europe since the 1960s.

Section 4: Civil Society and Associations

Karl Henrik Sivesind  - Institute for Social Research

The practices and role of civil society related voluntary organizations

Karl Henrik Sivesind provides empirical evidence of practices and role of civil society related voluntary organizations throughout Western, democratic countries. The focus is on categories of voluntary organizations with roots in social movements: Environment, Civic and Advocacy, International Organizations (Development assistance, human rights, friendship and cultural exchange etc.). Indicators of level of institutionalization are data from the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project on share of income from different sources (public, private giving, sales), and on share of voluntary and paid work. Where can high levels of institutionalization (high share of income from public sector, low share from private giving, and highly professionalized work force) be found? The comparison of countries and categories of organizations will then indicate the size of the gap between civil society ideology (autonomous, private, voluntary) and practices in policy areas where distinctive civil society characteristics would be expected to be particularly prominent. 

Karl Henrik Sivesind is senior researcher at the Institute for Social Research of Oslo. His publications include Management in Scandinavia: Culture, Context and Change (Elgar 2004) and numerous journal articles and book chapter on voluntary organizations, quantitative methodologies for the social sciences, and the normative implications of different forms of political participation.
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