Whither Studies of Asian Democratization?
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What do current and futire studies of Asian democratization ook like? Starting
off fram a minimurm definition of demoracy that aliows for different foms, scope
and mn;ent tne article weaves Throug,h the early and mainstream surrent
approachesto the study cfdermcra.cy anddemacratization, ingenetal, in an effort
ta find an answer, It next zeroes inon the ralevance and usefulness of these
priderminant explanatary (ramewarks to the analysis of Aslan demaocratization, in
particular, Comparing the Ph:llpnlne Heralan and Indoneslan experences, 11
easantial themes arrargs as arsasfor further explaration and study, These vital but
nm"lp-ar.fnll.reIj.I neglectad issues all call-for a closar look at the deaper dimensions
ot feal faundations of dermacratization, including the special need to focus on the
preblems of peliticaing civil-soclety and the soscalted social capltal, The paper

concludes with & prefliminany anal;-,rtlcal T.ooa for undarstandmg sugh required
pllticization:

Not so long ago our conferences were on develnpment and control
of resources. Now it is democracy and democtatization. These are the
new buzzwords of the 1990s; the discourse within which everyone havie
to legitimate their special interests and struggle over hegemaony — even
autharitarian Asian rulers, not to mention entrepreneurial students and
researchers.

5o there is a goad deal of confusion and a great need for reflection.
Reflection to get some perspective; to develop fruitful approaches; and
to go ahead with both sclentific and political integrity. And since we can
only reflect on the basis of our own different points of view, | guess | owe
the reader a brief confession before going ahead.

My experiences fom research in this field originate In the mid-
1970s. That Is, when many of the present powerful human rights and
democracy proponents still did their best to prevent huge third world
popular movements from even creating the-most basic prerequisites for

Thiis article is the revised edition, @z of 10 April 1996, of the orlginal paper which the author
read in his opening address at the intermational Workshop on Democracy In Asia n
Copenhagen frim 26-29 Octabar 1986, Pars of this original sesay have been used n the
|nm:udu¢tjon of the anthalogy Democratization In the Third World {Rudebeck and Témaquist
with Rejas, eds), Uppsala University, 1996, The revised version of this anthalegy o be
pubiished by Macmillan s forthoaming




B [Tlhe essence of modern
democracy interms of its meaning
is nothing niore — and definitely
nothing less — than soversignty
of the people in accordance with
the principle of constitutionally
guaranteed political equality
among citizens or members, wha

are independent enough to
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democratization — economically and
politically reasonably independent nations
and citizens. A time when, therefore, at
lgast to me, the study of such popular
‘efforts was more relevant than problems
of what is now labeled gnod governance
or the deepening of civil society. A time
when it was more natural to enter via
theoretically guided comparative studies
of politics and development, where there
were at least some progress and free
space, ratherthan through overly cautious

and oftenintrovert area studies, Especially

el thair own’ will. in a country like Sweden, where there

were very few concernied scholars of South
and Southeast Asia in the first place. But even if | never became an
Indonesianist or Indologist, or expert on Kerala or the Philippines {1 do not
even master Bahasa Indonesla, Tagalog, Hindi, Bengaliand Maiayaiam}.
| would like to think that there |s [nstead something to thematic
comparisons, if they are based on reasonably solid empirical research.
And even if | am a child of the Mardan approaches to the prablems of
development; | also grew up among mainstream political sclentists,
where | continue to approach fundamental socio-economic conditions
via studies of popular organizations as rational actors; that is, in
evervthing but a structural Marxian way.

So from these expefiences and perspectives — with all thelr pros and
cons — what do the current studies of Asian democratization look like?
Whither the studies of Asian democratization?

A Universal Minimum Definition of Democracy:
Allowing Different Forms, Extension and Confent

To begin with, and just like mainstfeam students of politics, | find it
scientifically unfruitful and politically dubious to start off with wide or
culturally refativist definitions of democracy. Definitions which tend to
Include explanatory factors and are wide open to partisan characteristics
— Western or Asian, bourgeois or popular. Definitionswhich make [t easy
to mix perceptions of democracy with democratic packages (or coneepts)
and analytical definitions — and not compare like with like. To me the
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essence of modern demacracy In terms of its meaning is nothing more
— and definitely nothing less — than sovereignty of the people In
accordance with the principle of constitutionally guaranteed political
equality among citizens or members, who are independent enough to
express their own will. Or, if we put it in operational and minimum-
procedural terms, govemment accerding to rule on the basis of majority
decisions among adult citizens or members with one vole each and
freedom of expression and organization. And as far as | can see, this is
the common denominator among most scholars of democracy as well as
political actors, no matter if they are bourgeois liberals or non-authoritarian
socialists, or if they are rooted In the North or in the South.

Firstly, however, such a position does not, of course, prevent us from
studying countries and actors who do not measure up to the minimum
definition but yet label themselves democratic (like many Asian leaders),
o Internalize and alter certain democratic rights (like the Hindu chauvinist
Shiv Sena movemeant). However, the fact that they are not dempcratic
and do not contribute to democratization must be clearly established.
And if we are interested in so-called discursive studies of democracy, the
non-demacratic arguments must then, of course, be situated within the
discourse as a whole.* A discourse within which their proponents strive
for legitimation and hegemony — by advancing an “Asian model of
democracy” aswellas by distorting the actual meaning of democracy and
marginalizing those who really promote it. A genuine democracy and
democratization, which, by the way, is no less “Aslan” and no more
“Western” than the authoritarian leader's Potemkin village.”

Secondly, moreover, the fact that the essential meaningof democracy
and the accompanying minimum definition are universal does not imply
that all the associated factors are equally general, Quite on the cantrary,
of course, they do differ. They differ between cultures, and between levels
and characters of sacio-economic development, just as between thearists
and actors. The forms of democracy may vary, for instance, between
direct or indirect popular control; The extension of democracy may vary
from the governing of narrow political institutions to almost everything
people have in commaon, including factories and associations in civil
society. The content of democracy {ih terms of what is decided and
implementad) may vary from attempts 1o promote social and economic
equality to structural adjustment — as long as the above-stated essence
of democracy ar minimum procedures are not undermined.
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Similarly. democratization may be carned out in different forms, with
different scope, and with different content,

Consedquently, If we give priarity to the study of democracy and
demeocratization, rather than to the ways in which resourceful rulers and
associated movements legitimate autheritarianism; if we hold on to the
essence and minimum definition of democracy; and if we allow for all the
varlations interms of forms, extension and content: if we do all this, | do
not think there is a need for serious disagreement of what democracy is
about. We know what we mean, and we know what we have to explain.

‘S0 then we can start to disagree. Disagree over the preconditions for
demaocracies with various forms, extension and content. Disagres over
how such demacracies may emerge in different societies, in different
cultures and-even in different villages. And then the main question is how
we arrive at the most relevant and fruitful ways to study and explain
democratization.

Earlier Approaches:
Modernization — Towards Democratic or Authoritarian Rule?

Itis precisely at this point, | think, that we really need to sit down and
look back to be able to discuss where we stand taday and how we shall
go-ahead tomarrow.

When | myselfentered the field, the maln theses about preconditions
for democracy in Asia (as in the third world in general) were still related
tothe need for capitallstexpansion and thus, modernization, in accordance
with an idealized Western patiern. A modemization which would, in turn,
generate political development and democracy. Marxists as well as non-
Marxists produced society-centered analyses. Butwhile those inspired by
conventional Marism (including. Barrington-Moore) emphasized the
socio-economic structure, andspoke of the need for a national bourgeoisie
(which would ‘preduce & nation-state and overpowsar remnants of
feudalism with pepular support), the non-Mamists spoke of moderm
(wersus traditional) values among groups and individuals, and stressed
the importance of the middle class as the bearer of those values:

Soan enough, of colrse, others refined this perspective. Capitalist
expansion and social and economic modernization; they said, did nat
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automatically generate so-called political development, including
democracy. According to non-Marxists like Samuel Huntington,
modernization generated instead new social and political conflicts. These
Jed to disruption, since the old political Institutions could not handle all
the demands and movements. Hence, there was a need for "political
order’ through the building of stable and modern institutions, to
channelize some middle class participation and prevent popular upsurge.
At worst, by drawing on the military, as in Indonesia.

Similarly, East European Marxists noted that modermization rarely
produced a "national bourgeoisie” and a working class strong enough to
introduce functioning liberal democracy. Hence, it was both possible and
necessary to bet instead on progressive politicians and administrators
within the state, at worst, even officers; to build "non-capitalism” within
“national dermocracies;” 1o withstard impetialism; and o introduce land
reforms and Industrialization which, in tum, could generate strongsr
popular forces, '

Dependency theorists, on the other hand, turned the picture upside-
down. Capitallsm and modernization, they said, could not generate
demecracy, anly dictatorship. The countries were not really sovereign,
The rulers depended more on foreign capital than on thelr own resoureas
and subordinates. Akind of permangnt state of emergency was inevitable,
So at worst, peaple had to take up arms.

It is true that Marxst class analysts soon nuanced this picture by
stressing the balance of forces and the different ways in which organized
interasts tried to affect and make use of the state. And it is equally true
that some of them also spoke of an “overdeveloped, " third world state
that had inherited strong colonial apparatuses and become relatively
autonomous, as no class was able to really dominate. But even if this
made it possible, thus, to explain why, at least, elitist democracies could
emerde in a few countries like India, the Marists primarily contributed a
more detailed and dynamic analysis.on the rise of autharitarianism in all
the cther third world countries,

Finally, many scholars said that the lack of democracy was mare
because of the state, and the: social forces within its institutions, than
because of the classes in civil society. Neo-classics maintained that
politicians and bursaucrats were selfish rent-seekers who, therefore,



1 ' OLLE TORMQUIST

benefited from the monopolization of huge state dpparatuses and
regulations. Many neo-institutionalists claimed that developmental states
presupposed autonomous, efficient, and authoritarian governance. The
erosion of democratic governance in countries like India was dus to the
lack of universallstic administration and solid political Institutions. And
past-Marxists maintained that third world capitalism often emarged from
within the state, through privileged control and usage of its own resources
and regulative powers, which, again, required authoritarian rule, or at
least, state-corporatism, or a combination of popullsm and saclgue
damocracy,

Mainstraam Current Approaches:
Neo-modernism, Rational Elites, Civil Society and “Good Governance”

So here wewere, then— Inthe late 1870s and early 1880s — when,
despite everythirig, some democratization bagan to occur, That Is, here,
we ware with a lot of exgiting analyses and explanations of moi‘e or less
autharitarian rule — which simply did not make much sense whran e
also had to understand democratization.

©n the one hand, therefore, much of the modernization perspectives
got a new lease on life. Actual developments indicated, many said, that
the good old theses proved right.

To begin with, non-Mamxist modernists emphasized that socio-
econemic modernizaticn, in general, and the rise of stronger middle
classes, in particular, really generated democracy. For instance, a huge
new US project was Initiated by Larry Diamond, Juan Linz and Seymour
Martin Lipsetin the mid-1980s. The relationship between capitalism and
democracy, and the kay role of the rising middle classes were still taken
for granted, even though different patterns were now allowed and the key
role of effective and democratically committed leadership was given
special emphasis. And Samuel Huntington, of course, put forward similar
arguments In his celebrated The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late
Twentienth Century though adding, as usual, the impartance of stable
political institutions.

For similar reasons, much of the modernist Marxian idea that
capitalist development would pave the way for some democratization
also returmed to the forefront. Some argue that political monopolles,
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arbitrary and complicated administration, and exclusionary practices

obstruct the forceful expansion of capital.® This may thus necessitate
negotiations and liberalization — which, in tum, may lead to some
democratization. At any rate, they say, the contradictions and structures
generated by capitalism drive democratic reform. Others, and most
convincingly Rueschemeyer and the Stephens,® focus more on the social
forces at play within such a framework and emphasize the primary role.
of the working class — in contrast to the conventional modernists’
preoccupation with the middle class and the national bourgeoisie
respectively.

On the other hand, mary of those who grew up with dependency-
oriented analyses of capitalism generating authoritarian rule did not really
abandon their long-term structural perspectives. Guillermo 0'Do nnell, et.
al., analyzed instead the actual transitions from authoritarian rule as an
open-ended process of liberalization and struggles between hard-lingrs
and soft-liners during political conjunctures characterized by economic
and ideological crisis and institutional decay.” Their expla nationsinterms

of actors’ rational action (with often umntended consequences), and the:

negotiations on the elite level of pacts and institutional rearrangements
vary, thus, from country to country. But a comman framework is, “that
the bourgeoisie, or at least important segments of it, regard the
authoritarian regime as ‘dispensable’ (...} either because it has laid the
foundation for further capitalist development or because it has
demonstrated its incompetence for doing so," and that there is some
“rasurrection” of civil society.®

Similarly, those inspired by neo-classical perspectives held on 1o the
thesis abiout selfish political rent-seekers who nourished “over-
politicization” and futile “political shortcuts.” Hence, they say,
demaocratization presupposes the dismantling of the state, minus law and
order, the promotion af capitalist market economy, and the deepening
of civil soclety — including en the international level. And finally, of
course, such efforts, like structural adjustment, are also employed to
explain democratization,

This, however, was also the tims when less sterile institutionalist
perspectives returned to the fore. Many political scientists brought "the
state back in."T A state which did not only cater to the interests of the
dominant classes. Also, it had its own functions and interests, for
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instance, In political stability and favorable positions vis-a-vis other
states. And besides, the fact that this called for extensive resources, the
state tself became more or less interested in democracy, forinstance,
when having to mobilize popular suppart.

Others were mare interested in institutions as rules of the game,
which then, in turn, affect human actien. Hence, the many studies of
how, for instance, Institutional arrangemants affect negotiations during
transitions from authoritardan rule and how different electoral systems
may then contribute to consolidation of demaocracy.® Similarly, all the
quefies into the importance of rle of law and of clean and efficient
administration. India's severe problems of ‘democracy, for example, are
often explained in terms of over-politicization, on the one hand, and weak
political and administrative institutions to handle dem andsand implement
policies, en the other.® The primary recipe here, of course, is the World
Bank-sponsored ideas of “good governance. " But we should not forget
the widespread appreciation — also in the West — of the efficient and
stable Institutions in some East Asian developmental states and their
attempts at political incorparation of significant groups by way of co-
aptation and corporatist practices.

Finally, vet other institutionalists concentrate more on how culture
andinstitutions in the societyat large affect governmentand administration.
For instance, Robert Putnam and his followers say that social capital, in
terms of trust and cooperation, promotes democratic performance,

How Do the Mainstream Appreaches Fare in the Asian Context?

S0, how relevant and useful then are these predominant explanatory
frameworks to our attampts to analyze Asian democratization?

Lel me discuss this with reference .to the three very: different
countries and settings that | know a bit about — that is India, in general,
and the state of Kerala in particular, the Philippines and Indonesia.

India and Kerala may represent the cases where nation-state-led
development and centralizad democratic governance are in serious
preblem.  The Philippings, on the other hand, stands out as a good
example of the many third world countries where authoritarian first
replaced limited democratic forms of rule, but then, went aground and
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experienced akind of middia-class resurrection of civil society and elitist
democracy. And Indonesia, finally, may represent the kind of highly
authoritarian governance which has contributed to rapid socio-economic
development and where, at least, according to the dominant groups,
demuocratization may undermine all this.

Firstly, the non-Mardst thesis that socio-economic modernization
and stronger middle classes generate democracy. Of course, there s
something to this.

In India, however, these processes and forces are also behind much
of the current problems of democracy. Parts of the economic and palitical
deregulation may be Inevitable, but it certainly adds to the eatlier
problems of de-institutionalization. n the Fhilippines, moreover, the
widely esteemed middle-class dermocratization continues to resembile
much of the old "cacigue democracy,” even though the old socio-
ecohomic basis of political clans and clientelism is dwindling. Hence,
there is still no new solid foundation for further democratization, Including
reasonably clear-cut representation of different interests and ideas of
societal change. In Indonesia, finally, the politically and administratively
domiinated expansion of capitalism means that there Is a lack of even the
comparatively independent businass and middle-class forces which gave
resonance to much of the transition from autharitarianism 0 the
Fhilippines.

On the other hand, the real importance of some new, middle class
professionals inthe process of democratization is rarely considered within
the conventional modernization

framewark. That is, when they form
independentarganizations to protect their
own rights and integrity as professionals,
or be able todo serious development
work, and simultansously link up with
‘broader popular demands and effarts.

Secondly, the modarnist Marxian ideas
of capitalism undermining political
monopolies and arbitrary rule, creating
some fres space and giving birth to a

B ThiFhilippines, on the other
hand, stands out as a good
example of the many third world
countries where authoritarian first.
replaced limited demoratic forms
of rule, but then, want aground
and experenced a kind of middle-
class resumection of civil society

and elitist democracy.
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working class which will enforce demacratic change. This, of course, also
carry important Insights.

However, it isdifficult to generalize the experiences from Eurepe and
Latin America to Asla, with its more politically engineered expansion of
capitalism. Even though deregulation, privatization and efforts at more
efficlent state administration have been on the agenda in the Philippines
since thefall of Marcos, and more recently in Indonesia and Indiz-as well,
surviving rulers and executives usually manage to re-organize their old
“fiefdoms” and networks. The division of labour, the subordination of
people, and the appropriation of surplus are extremely complex and
contradictory. We are far from a classical protracted industrial and
cultural transformation in general and the emergence of a large and
comparatively homogeheous working class in particular. So even if
workers are likely to be of Uutmost Importance, for instance, in Indonesia,
we must find out what differs from the historical cases behind the general
models of capitalism and democracy — in order to thereafter, perhaps,
be able to adjust and make use of similar generalizations.®® |

Thirdly, the studies of actors’ rational action and negotiations on the
elite level — ar the study of crafted instant democratization. This, for
obwious reasens, makes a ot of sense in the Philippines. Elitist horse-
trading characterized much of the actual transition from Marcos to
Aquino, especially during and after the so-called people power revalution
at EDSA. However, the elitist perspective neglects most of the long and
widespread struggles which paved the way for and conditioned the

transition and negotiations. Moreover, we

B [Tjheories sugzesting that the
deepening of civil society itf itself
promote demooratization are
hardly fruitful. In the Philippines,
privatization and the resurection
of civil society have primarily ghven
way to political bossism an the
logal fevel and perszonality-
arignted populism on the national

[envel,

are unable to understand why it was that
mast of this popular opposition: could
neither participate and make an impact in
the very transition, nor play a decisive role
in thereafter consolidating and despening
democracy.

Partially, this applies to India and
Kerala aswell, Here, most of the important
efforts at rebuilding and deepening
democracy are going on among popular
grassroots organizations which are not
fully integrated, or are unable to make an
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impact, within the-political systern. And in
Indonesia, where the most likely scenario
really |s negotiated pacts between post-
Suharto elites, we must also recall the lack
of both the bourgecis and middle-class
forces and the reasonably independent
civil society which elsewhere have given
resonance to mostof the elitist resurgence
of democracy.

Fourthly, the liberal thesis about civil
society against the state. Of course, hobody

B |nindia, so-called liberalization
basically nourishes clientelism,
group-specific organization, and
populistic - mobilization on the
basis- of religious and eultural
identities. And in Indonesia,
privatization and deregulation, as
already mentionsd, usually imply

that politiclans, buresucrats and

denies that free citizens and associations
are part of or necessary pretequisites for )
democracy. However, theories suggesting fiefdoms.

that the deepening of civil saciety in itself between state and civil society

promotedemocratization are hardly fruitful,
in the Philippines, privatization and the
resurrection of civil society have primarily
given way to political bossism on the local level and personality-oriented

populism on the national level. In India, so-called liberalization basically
nourishes clientelism, group-specific organization, and populistic
mobilization on the basis of religious and cultural identities. And in
Indonasia, privatization and deregulation, as already mentioned, usually
imply that politicians, bureaucrats and officers re-organize their “fiefdoms.”
So the separation between state and civil society remains comparatively
Blurred.

There is also an intemational dimension to the thesis about civil
society against the state. Globalization and international support of
human rights, many say, tend to undermine autharitaran rule and
pramote democracy — especially when geared through so-called civil
society organizations at both ends. On the one hand, itis not difficult to
agree, especially from the point of view of repressed pro-democracy
groups in countries like Indonesia. But on the other hand, itis worthwhile
remembering that & necessary prerequisite for democracy is a clearly
defined demos — citizens or members with the right to govern themselves.
And at least, | am not aware of any reasonably genuine process of
demaocratization that has notbeen related to a nation-state or a relatively
autonomous region or commune within its framewerk.

officars  re-organize  their

S0 the separation

ramains comparatively blurred.



H [M]y own ongoing comparative
case studies from the Philippines,
Kerala, and Indonesia indicate,
that while actions and
development-work, réally despen
civil society and really generata
sacial capital — and while this.is
nacessany for further
democratization — it Is far from

sufficient,
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Fifthly, the neo-institutionalists and
the much wished “good governance” —
which should be credited for having: at
least conwineed some people of the fact
that hot only socio-economic factors but
also political institutions have a bearing
on more or less democratic forms of rule.
However, while nobody would object to
the need for clean and efficient
govemment, the main problem is to find
aut under what conditions it may emerge.
And this is veny rarely done. Instead,
"goed governance, " along with the crafting

of instant democracy, are' aften traded
Just fike IMF-economists sell neo-liberal market solutions around the
globe.

Moreover, the comparatively few neg-institutionalists who, ook for
causes and reasons behind good or bad governance tend to apply a top-
down perspective a Ja Samuel Huntington. Hence, popular dissidence
from below is seen as dysfunctional. The efficient East Asian governing
of the marketsis usually explained interms of state autonomy as against
forces in society. Robert Wade even concludes his book by recommending
that "effective institutions of political authority (should be developed)
before, {and) corporatist institutions as or before, the system s
dernocratized, "™ And the Inefficient Indian state governments are usually
related to over-politicization and weak political and administrative
Institutions to handle demands and implement policles, as we have
already seen In the writings of Atul Kohli.

Sixthly, the renewed [nterest in civic virtues, trust and co-operation
— oW Iabel_led social capital. This, clearly, is an important dimenslon of
the forms of democracy whichseem to have a bearing on the content ot
outcome of democracy. Butto state thal a democratic culture promotes
demeeracy may be almost tautolegical. And even the propanents
themselves admit that they mainly talk of the performance of an already
demacratic government, not of democratization. Moreoyer, the rise of
social capital itself remains to be explained more convincingly than with
reference to historical continuity or “path dependence.” And at any rate,
the eurrent social capital school — just like the old Mardan capital-logic
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schonl — is likely to face problems of explaining politics and policies n
an essentially reductionist way, without considering class, movement,
arganization and so on. For instance, my own ongeing cormparative case
studies from the: Philippines, Hera'la, and Indonesia indicate, that while
actions and development-work really deepen civil society and really
generate social capital — and while this is necessary for further
democratization — it is far from sufficient. Actions, movements and
organizations do not "automatically” converge and produce the broader
issues and perspectives which may generate extended pelitics of
demaocratization, and thereafter, good democratic pelicies.™® The best
example is probably Kerala, with the most vibrant civil society and the
highest degree of social capital, one can come to think of — and yet, with
very different outcome in terms of both demacratization and democratic
performance over the years. It s true that the degree of social capital
varies between being related to special communities and being more
genuinely societal. But the main point is that, at least, since the mid-
109505, everything from the generation of societal (and not only group-
specific) social capital, and broader farms of further democratization, 1o
efficient demacratic performance varies instead primarily with the
achievernents and problems of genuinely popular and socialist-oriented
movement and organization.

Essenfial Themes for Further Research

So, given the serous limits of the mainstream approaches o
dermacratization in Asia, there are eleven factors and relations that we
should explare.and give priarity to,

First, what are the conditions and u Actions, movements and
possibililies for the deepening and organizations 5 Wy
consolidation of middle-class
democratization? Even the Philippine automatically gonyergo-and
showease, as we know, continues o praduce the broader issues and
resemble much of the old cacigue \ ;

perspectives which may garnerate
demaocracy.

extendead politics
Second, whalwill happenwhere there
iseven alack of comparatively iIndependent

middle classes, like in Indonesia? good democratic policies.

af

democratization, and thereafer,




20 OLLE TORNQUIST

Third, what'is the character and importance of organization. among
new-middle class professionals and their linking up with broader popular
movements?

Fourth, what are the conditipns for workers under politically
engineered, expansive capitalism to play an equally important role in
democratization as did workers in Europe and Latin America?

Fifth, how does widespread popular struggle pave the way for and
condition elitist negotiation over transition from authatitarian rule ang
further democratization?

Sixth, why and how Is it that popular forces rarely can neither make:

a direct impact in these negotiations and transitions, nor play a decisive
role in thereafter consolidating and deepening democracy? What are the

conditions for the Integration of popular forees into politics, as opposed:

to the predominant incorperation of them through either clientalism and
populism or co-optation and corporatist measures?

Seventh, what are the conditions for the emergence of a reasonably
autonomeus civil society under politically engineered capitalism? And
how then does the deapening of this civil society affect democratization?

Eighth, what is the impact of globalization and internatienal support
af hurnan rights and democratization on the necessary formation of a
clearly defined demos in order to build demoeracy — something whieh
so. far has been related to nation-states and relatively autonomous
regions and cammunas within its framewark?

Minth, under what conditions may the so-called good governance’

emerge? And what is then, the relation between top-down efforts at
efficient institutionalization, on the one hand, and poapular dissidence,
moverment and organization fror belew, on the other?

Tenth, when and how does social capital develop — within various
groups and communities, and amang them?

Eleventn, and at least to me the mostimportant, what, besides social
capital, are the conditions when, and the perceptions and visions with

which popular movements and organizations may converge and produce
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the broaderissuesand perspectives which genarate extendad palities of
democratization and efficient policies?

Approaching the Foundations of Democratization

These vital but comparatively neglected problems within the schalarly
diseourse on democracy have, thus, ane thing in common — they all call
for a closer look at the deeper dimensions or real folndations of
dermocratization,

The maost fruitful way of approaching this, | think, is to start with the
character of capitalist expansion in general; but focus on the impartance
of palitics, on the one hand, and the partly new and complicated social
and economic conflicts, on the other. And this is, thus, to thereafter be
able to really concentrate on how it all affects, and is perceivéd by the
popular forces (within: nation-states and their relatively autonamous
regions or communes) with a potential to ‘Lake democratization beyond
the simple elitist playground.

Could it be, for instance, that the current issues and conflicts carry
the seed of a new generation of radical popular demands, movements
and organizations with democratization in the farefront? How will this,
then, become part of restructured political systems during a process of
globalization? And how will it refate to moere or less reform-onented, old
movements and organizations which once emerged on the basis of
different issues and conflicts, such as anti-imperialistm and land reform?

To my knowledge, thereis nol much research done within this field.
Those who have started usually enter from three direetions. One is from
rather general studies of how popular forces are mare or less integrated,
orincorporated inta mainstream politics. Another is from the predominantly
sociclogical and anthropological studies of the rise and character of
social moverments (including discursive analysis). Yet another is from
queres into mare structured organizations based on issues or Interests,
such as action groups and unions, and eventually, of course, political
parties.

These, | think, ara-the same tracks which we should now continus
along — to develop new Insights and more fruitful guestions and
approaches.
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For Instance, the results that come of my own studies of popular
movement and organization in developmentand demaocratization, clearly
suggest, as already indicated, that while the new popular forces are guite
stccessful in deepening civil society and generating social capital within

Tabla 1
The Bases and Forms of Politicization

The Forms of Politicization

Via state/flocal Also via sslf-
government only management

Tha Bases of Politicization

Single jssuesispecial interasts 1 2

ldeologyiollective Interests 3 4

various groups, and sometimes, even communities as a whole, at the
grassroots level, there | little convergence and little generation of
broader issues, perspectives and arganization which may produce wider
palitics of democratization In the soclety at large.

In ather words, inthis sense, | think there is & special need to focus
of the problems of politicizing civil society and the so-called social capital.
Inwhich case analytical tools are needed. Allow me to conclude with a
brief attampt at-specifying some such tools: Paliticization means that
certain q_uestions, institutions and  activities become the abject of
comman societal deliberation. Three aspects ara, | believe, most
impartant to consider here: the bases, the forms and the contents. We
can trace tha bases of politicization to the interests and ideas that lead
people to come together. Let us distinguish between common action o
the basis of specific guestions or self-interest — and such attion an the
basis of quastions linked 1o idenlogy or on the basis of individual interests
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connected to common class and societal interests. The forms of
politicization are always relaled lo sccietal organs |ike a state or loca|
government. The forms vary, however, with whether one “only” demands
that certain policies should be carried out by these organs or also really
engagesinprometing similarendsthrough seif-management, forinstance,
by way of cooperatives. The contents ef democratizatien have to do with
how disparate movements articulate democratic values like liberty and
equality |n various contexts, Even organizations of an ethnically and
religiously chauvinist character, afterall, can express and legitimate their
methods and goals by reference to the rights and freedoms of their
members seen n refation to other groups,

The basesand ferms of pDIitiéization can be elucidated with a simple
matrix; the resulting picture can then be complemented: with the
contents of politicization (see Table 1).

We can distinguish four basic cases thereby. In square one we find
the sort of pluralism in which many differént pressure groups, -single-
Issue movements and interest organizations try to influence state and
local government politics. In square two, self-managing pluralism is
found — Inwhich groupsand organizations of a similar sort run their own
affairs besides. In square three, we see the kind of broad organizations
and corporations (withwhich we are famillarin Northern Europe especially)
which try to affect and to conduct state/municipal paolitics on the basis of
common interests and/or Ideas. In square four, finally, we find a situation
in which organizations of this latter sort to a great extent run common
affairs as well, We can also, of course, locate various kinds of pelitical
maovemeantsin these four squares, and discuss shifts from one square to
anather over time. &

Maotes

1 Henca, | dopot anly strongly disagres with the relativistic premizes of ore of the main
organizers of this workshop, the Gothenburg Ceptées Tor East and Southeast Azian
Studies — a5 outlined In thewr research pregram, *Cemecracy in East-and Southeast
Asia, ! Gothenburg University, Januany 1895, | would also argue that they neither
estabiish whether the proponents of sc-called "Aslan Values Derracracy” & dermoosatic
and contrbute 1o demacratization ar not (Y companng ke win like), nor stlate and
anatyse 1his theasis within the discouras 85 8 whaols,
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Tneauthaniarian igeas and practices are rooted in-the Teudal-lite Astan hentage, which
was further develnped by cafonzers, pushed back by tha nationalists (wha trhed instead
to combine the ideatz of the French revolution and progressive aspects of thélr own
culturel, ang then resurrected and restructurad by new oligarchies and: Westem
promaters of Samuel Huntngton's "oolitlcs of ordar.”
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