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1. Details of applicant
-Name, title(s): Prof.Dr. J.W. de Beus

-Male/female: Male

-University, Department (or Institute): University of Amsterdam, Department of Political Science

-Address for correspondence: Oudezijds Achterburgwal 237 1012 DL Amsterdam

-Telephone: 020 525 2093

-E-mail: J.W.debeus@uva.nl

1a. Title of research proposal (NL and UK)

NL: Toeschouwersdemocratie – de politiek en ethiek der vertegenwoordiging in het Westen sinds 1989 en 2001

UK: Audience Democracy – Politics and Ethics of Representation in the West since 1989 and 2001

1b. Abstract 

What (if anything) is wrong with contemporary representation by parties, parliaments and party governments? This book written in English examines the political and ethical implications of a recent transformation of the West, namely the rise of audience democracy. This is a new variant of representative democracy, featured by campaign parties, television-mediated leaders, monitorial voters, assertive mass media, and governance (horizontal shaping of agreement on the use of political power rather than government, that is top-down or bottom-up agreement). The book is based on the model of democracy of the French political theorist Bernhard Manin (Principles of Representative Democracy, 1995, 1997 (English translation)) and a number of articles, book chapters, conference papers and course texts of the applicant, including two inaugural lectures (Eeuwige democratie, Groningen, RUG, November 1997, Een primaat van politiek, Amsterdam, UvA, June 2001). The book examines (i) the general malaise of Western representative democracies, including its participatory dimension; (ii) the great debates on democratic crises in the twentieth century, including the current debate on the fear of politics in the 1990s and the politics of fear in the first decade of the 21st century;(iii) the “ unthinkability” of extinction of democracy (post-democracy), that is, the standard views on democratic corrections of tensions between facts and norms; (iv) the decline of modern representation as we know it since 1945;(v) Manin’s model of audience democracy and its restatement, including an application to European consensus democracies such as the Netherlands; (vi) case studies on the politics of audience democracy (integration of immigrants, European integration, and other great issues); (vii) the confrontation between the practice of theatrical politics and the ideal of liberal democracy (including associational, competitive, deliberative and steering democracy), and (viii) the limited space for public authority of political scientists and philosophers in a mature and well-ordered audience democracy. 

1c. MAGW discipline(s) and max. 5 keywords

(see “MaGW Codelijst van Disciplines” on the website)

This will be used to track reviewers, not for selection purposes
52600
Political science

52601
Political studies

52604
Political theory

52605
History of political science

52606
Comparative studies of political systems

1d. Previous Application (to other bodies). 

	Has the proposal previously been submitted?

	No
	

	Has the same idea been submitted elsewhere?
	No
	             


	Replacement grant


2. Replacement grant: how much and when?

	Amount requested (max. € 50.000):

	
	Year
	Months
	Fte
	Costs

	Replacement
	2005
	
	
	

	Replacement
	2006
	1 year
	0,4
	50.000 

	Replacement
	2007*
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	
	
	


*It is not possible to ask a grant for the period after 31st December 2007

	Research proposal


3. Description of the proposed research
Contents (Outline of the book, to be written in English)

AUDIENCE DEMOCRACY – POLITICS AND ETHICS OF REPRESENTATION IN THE WEST SINCE 1989 AND 2001

Introduction

What is the matter with politics in Western societies?

Kansas (Frank 2003) is not the only place – nor is the Netherlands – were boring politics, soft administration and relaxed (partly decadent) communities turned into heated politics, tough administration and tense communities (partly obsessed with their own security). This introduction presents the theme and main questions of the book.

The theme is a sense of malaise at the level of both elites/leaders and constituencies/citizens with respect to politics in Western societies (Dalton 2004). The introduction then presents some basic empirical evidence. It refers to the paradox of Robert Dahl, that is, simultaneity of basic agreement on democratic ideas and principles and broad frustration and disappointment as to the working and results of democratic polities in old democracies in an age of democratisation (Huntington’s third wave). The introduction continues with an account of the political science debate among optimists (globalisation of liberal democracy is around the corner, with or without democratic imperialism or friendly democracy promotion by the American superpower and its allies); pessimists (new authoritarianism in the core states of the West, this time stemming from right-wing movements rather than from left-wing movements); and transformation thinkers (triumph of modern democratic rules and understandings during the thirty glorious years 1945-1975; managing and breaking the overloaded state in participatory politics in 1975-1989; rise of new politics of representation and participation since 1989). The introduction’s conclusion clarifies the author’s aim to defend the point of view of transformation. Which kind of arguments may demonstrate the falsehood of optimist and pessimist views? Which arguments may demonstrate the truth of transformation and the wisdom of the idea of creative indeterminacy of democratic politics (rather than the destructive practice of its voluntary retreat and self-image of obsoleteness)? The point of the entire book is, firstly, to spell out conceptual, theoretical, historical and empirical implications of the model of audience democracy (invented by Bernhard Manin, Principes du gouvernement représentatif. Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1995), and, secondly, to develop an ethical and prescriptive model of representation which restates the tasks of parties, parliaments and governments of parties in the liberal spirit of consent and commitment of citizens while being also compatible with the real word of audience democracy (campaign parties, television-mediated leadership, “monitorial” voters, assertive mass media, public policies based on governance, that is, horizontal agreement rather than top-down or bottom up agreement). The introduction ends with a coherent list of important questions, which will be answered in the respective chapters of the book. 

Chapter 1

Crises of democracy and the recent turn from fear of politics to the politics of fear

Democratisation implies pacification (abolition of revolutionary violence) and institutionalisation of creative instability in civil societies and constitutional governments. In short, the intelligence of democracy (Lindblom) is that small crises trigger learning behaviour and pre-empt the classical and apocalyptic big crisis. What does it mean to go through a democratic crisis? What is the best account of the rapid change of the Western Zeitgeist and climate of opinion with respect to politics?

This chapter starts with a global survey of the seminal debates on modern democracy in the twentieth century after Hitler-Mussolini and Lenin-Stalin: the great planning debate; the great debate on the welfare state; the great debate on globalisation; and the great debate on democratic fight against islamist terror and democratisation of islam societies and states. Next, the chapter discusses the interplay between the currently raging conflicts concerning globalisation, Europeanisation, terror and Islam civilisation and the global political trend in Western societies since 1989. During the 1990s, these societies were marked by a fear of politics and a consequent turn to economics and law (both as modes of conflict resolution and as domains of professional service and labour satisfaction). During the present decade of the twenty-first century - since 11 September, as the saying goes -, these societies are marked by a return of politics, namely, the politics of fear (Robin 2003). Neoliberalisms and third way social democracies have been replaced by dominant forms of conservatism, nationalism and populism.  Left-wing parties in Western democracies, including the American Democrats, show signs of exhaustion and emptiness.

Chapter 2

The “unthinkability” of post-democracy: democratic corrections of tensions between facts and norms

The democratic ideal is strongly embedded in the minds of rulers, citizens and scholars, to the extent that restoration of pre-democratic regimes or invention of post-democratic are by and large considered impossible. Why do most political theorists stick to the formula of “democratising democracy” (Giddens) in order to deal with missing and failing democracies rather than fall back on scenario’s of democratic collapse and rely on a utopia of post-democratic politics? How do prominent theorists of modern democracy based on universal suffrage make a plausible synthesis of political justice (is-statements and ought-statements)?

This chapter shows, firstly, that most modern theorists believe in the deep stability of consolidated democracies, despite of the tradition of cyclic and anti-democratic thought since Plato, the cases of democratic transition towards authoritarian regimes (“Weimar-cases”, both in the interwar period and since 1945), the current experience of malaise and instability, and the rise of postmodernism in academia. Secondly, the chapter shows that the best models of democracy combine positive and normative judgements to explain and interpret the role of democratic corrections in situations where democratic practice and democratic ideal diverge. Finally, the author singles out three authoritative models: Schumpeter’s model of elitism and minimalism (political markets), Dahl’s model of pluralism and egalitarianism (polyarchies) and Lijphart’s model of consociationalism and associational-deliberative democracy (procedures for consensus). The chapter concludes that any critical study of politics that wants to make sense must walk on two legs, the one of positive democratic theory and the one of normative democratic theory.

Chapter 3

The decline of modern representation as we know it
Representation is the core of modern politics, yet the very success of modernisation in the West seems to engender multiplication and fragmentation of representative actions and undermine the credibility and effectiveness of each single representative agent, in particular parties and parliaments (the bulwarks of political modernity). Which are the main arguments for the primacy of party politics in dominantly representative democracies? Why do all these arguments weaken as far as practical use and legitimising potential for political actors here and now are concerned? What does the unravelling of conventional wisdom about representation imply for the daily functioning of parties, parliaments, governments and public intellectuals (producers of political ideas)?

This chapter starts with an analysis of all first-best and second best arguments in favour of representative democracy and the primacy of mass parties. These arguments in intellectual history alias history of political thought include the arguments of efficiency (minimisation of transaction costs of politics), liberty (maximisation of the benefits of private rights), stability, well-being (elected aristocracy), peace (accommodation between old and new elites), and national identity. Next, the chapter demonstrates the weakening of all these arguments in the contemporary political culture of Western democracies, irrespective of the strength or weakness of the main arguments in favour of direct or participatory democracy. Finally, the chapter illustrates the decline of modern representation based on universal suffrage by means of empirical evidence with respect to parties without members, parliaments without public, governments without force (domestic soft power) and ideologies without ideals (think-tank constructions, doctrines for public policy communities). 

Chapter 4

Manin’s model of audience democracy: a restatement

We need a model that captures basic elements of Western democracy in the near future and that is superior to standard models, like Schumpeter’s market model, Dahl’s pluralist model and Lijphart’s consensus model. Which are the main features of the new political regime after parliamentarism (nineteenth century) and party democracy (twentieth century)? What does the model of audience democracy, Manin’s effort to capture such features, exactly tell us? Should the model be reformulated to explain both the resilience of many old parties and the success of certain new party formations (such as Berlusconi’s Forza Italia)? Which general conditions in society and politics promote transition from party democracy to audience democracy?

This chapter identifies the emerging features of a new political regime and next phase in the historical development of democracy. These features entail campaign parties, interactive leaders with media-based personalities and styles, theatrical parliaments, assertive media replacing the representational role of other political actors in civil society (so-called medium logic), crucial public relations strategies of governments, horizontal agreement between state and society rather than top-down agreement (dating from the era of bourgeois politics) and bottom-up agreement (dating from the era of corporatist politics), and – last but not least – “monitorial citizens” (Schudson 1998). Next, the chapter summarizes the main strengths of Manin’s model of so-called audience democracy: its rules of the game, its theoretical underpinnings (including the relationship with Schumpeter’s model and rational choice theory in general), and its testable hypotheses concerning political behaviour, such as the rising role of play-actors as political candidates, of media experts in campaigns, of television-mediated articulation of demand and support -including hypes resulting in withdrawal of politicians in trouble, and of state strategies of framing and symbolic politics. Then the chapter discusses the author’s revision of Manin’s model, including an application to European consensus democracies such as the Netherlands, in order to explain both the resilience of vested parties and the success of new party formations (Berlusconi, Fortuyn). The final section discusses the general conditions for the rise, cultivation and stabilisation of audience democracies in the West, such as the expanding market for political television and delegation of power to networks of international and supranational authority (European integration).

Chapter 5

Contesting audience democracy: great issues today

Many scholars, including social scientists themselves, are sceptic about the idea of hard knowledge concerning laws and mechanisms of democratic politics. A new model, like the one of Manin, evokes even stronger scepticism. Why do certain scholars, politicians, citizens and philosophers reject audience democracy, indeed hate it? Can certain mechanisms and rules of the game of audience democracy be identified in contemporary great issues?

This chapter starts with the (essential?) contestability of the model of audience democracy. Political scientists question its claim of insecure political elites facing autonomous voters. Some of them work with the alternative model of cartel parties and exclusive political elites (Katz and Mair 1995). Politicians and citizens consider the model morally repugnant, on a par with the public choice model of egoistic and opportunistic politics.  Political theorists elaborate models of associative and deliberative democracy to restore or innovate republican, communitarian and radical views of democracy.  Next, the chapter examines the prospects and limits of audience democracy in a number of great contemporary issues that are within the restrictions of the competence and record of publications of the author: integration of immigrants, politics of the past (coming to terms with national trauma’s), humanitarian intervention, European integration, and party modernisation.

Chapter 6

Closing the gap between theatrical politics and the liberal ideal of democracy

Let us assume that audience democracy will mature. Then, a well-ordered audience democracy becomes conceivable and attainable. What is the future of democratic liberalism? Are there sensible ways to close the gap between stable practices of audience democracy and the ideal of democratic liberalism?

This chapter starts with the author’s explicit restatement of the liberal idea of modern democracy. Next, the chapter demonstrates a gap between the practice of audience democracy and liberalism (including a gap between plebiscitory reasoning and public reasoning). Finally, the chapter presents a set of recommendations and proposals for improving audience democracy and completing (indeed limiting) it by other modes of political action and organization among free and equal members of polities.

Chapter 7

Bounded public authority of political science and philosophy in mature democracies, particularly audience democracies

It is doubtful whether intelligent people still take political scientists and philosophers seriously after three centuries of Western democratisation that ended the Unmündigkeit (Kant) of ordinary citizens and the quasi-divine and private nature of guardianship (Plato) by experts. Why do political actors in the real world of mature democracy, in particular audience democracy, under-utilise the insights of both political scientists and political philosophers concerning valuation of democracy, design of its main institutions and promotion of its favourable conditions in different settings of time and place? Why and how should academics, in particular political philosophers, keep some distance from academia and professional politics (including political journalism) and enlighten the general public of citizens?

This chapter deals with the representational role of the political expert and connaisseur himself. It starts with an empirical argument about the ambitions and dreams of political scientists and philosophers alike – in all rival schools except for modes of stoicism - about the impact of their knowledge on politics in the real world, particularly on public policies of states, debates and identities in civil societies, and constitutional turns like decolonisation, European unification or the collapse of communism. The next section demonstrates the weakness of practical influence of professional political scientists and philosophers on political practice in mature democracies, in particular in audience democracies (in some cases sheer irrelevance). This is a comparative result since it involves comparisons with the self-image of political experts and the practical role of other social scientists, historians, general philosophers, applied policy experts, and public intellectuals. The chapter then discusses internal and external causes of such moderate practical influence, including academic leftism and the dominance of interest-based and emotion-based frames of communication instead of political principles.  The chapter concludes that under-utilisation of the best traditions and present results of political science as well as political philosophy in the real world of politics and public-policy making is an “intellectual scandal”. The author makes the case for a public role of both political scientists and political philosophers – two distinct groups that should not insulate themselves in academia, should not sell themselves to professional politics in a wide sense (including mass media), but rather ought to connect themselves with the life world of citizens and interested laity.

References
R.Dalton, Democratic challenges, democratic choices, The erosion of political support in advanced industrial democracies. Oxford, 2004.

T.Frank, What’s the  matter with Kansas? How conservatives won the heart of America. New York, 2003.

R.Katz en P.Mair, ‘Changing models of party organization and party behaviour: the emergence of the cartel party’, Party Politics, 1,1, 5-28.

B.Manin, The principles of representative democracy. Cambridge, 1997.

C.Robin,  Fear, a biography of a political idea. Oxford, 2003.

M.Schudson, The good citizen. New York, 1998.

3d. Time Plan

The book is based on published articles and unpublised materials of the author, including course texts (in particular the courses Democratische samenleving and Toekomst van de representatieve democratie voor Bachelor studenten politicologie). It will be written durning the second semester of the academic year 2006-2007 as well as the first semester of 2007-2008, that is, during the year 2006. Since some of the questions are big and some of the concepts thick, formulating further limits of analysis and finding short-cuts in arguing will be part and parcel of the actual writing process.

3e. Literature references
R.Andeweg and G.Irwin, Politics and government in the Netherlands. Basingstoke, 2002

F. Ankersmit, Aesthetic politics. Stanford, 1997

R.Dalton and M.Wattenberg (eds.), Parties without partisans. Oxford, 2000

L.Diamond and R.Gunther (eds.), Political parties and democracy. Baltimore, 2001

R.Gunther et al. (eds.), Political parties. Oxford, 2002

D.Hallin and P.Mancini, Comparing media systems. Cambridge, 2004.

A.Lijphart, Patterns of democracy. New Haven, 1999

P. Norris, Democratic phoenix. Cambridge, 2002

H.Pitkin, The concept of representation. Berkeley, 1967

P.de Rooy, Republiek van rivaliteiten. Amsterdam, 2002

A.-M. Slaughter, A new world order. Princeton, 2004

P. Webb et al. (eds.), Political parties in advanced industrial democracies. Oxford, 2002

I.Young, Inclusion and democracy. Oxford, 2002

F.Zakaria The future of freedom. New York, 2003.

The rather bulky literature can be found in the longlists of references in the following Dutch publications of the applicant :

-‘Woeling van partijschap’, wat partijen moeten doen, nu zij hun alleenrecht op geloofwaardige vertegenwoordiging van het volk voorgoed kwijt zijn, in B.F Steur et al. (red.), Democratische vergezichten. Den Haag : Raad voor het Openbaar Bestuur, December 2004, 71-113.

-Een primaat van politiek, oratie. Amsterdam : University Press, 2001.

-De smalle politieke partij. Een polemiserende en synthetiserende uitleiding, in Henk te Velde en Gerrit Voerman (red.), Jubileumnummer Jaarboek 2000. Groningen : Documentatiecentrum Nederlandse Politieke Partijen, 125-140.

-Veerkracht en misnoegen in de duurzame democratie : de kernstaten sinds 1989, in Frans Becker et al. (red.), De toekomst van de democratie. Amsterdam : Arbeiderspers 2000, 33-59.

-Ruil zonder zuil. De Nederlandse consensusdemocratie in het laatste kwart van de twintigste eeuw. Den Haag, Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau, 1999, 40 pagina’s.

3f. Past performance

Jos de Beus (1952) is professor of political theory at the Department of Political Science of the Faculty of Social and Behavioural Sciences of the University of Amsterdam since 1999 (chair in 1999-2003). He was a fellow of the Minda de Ginzberg Center for European Studies of Harvard University in 1991-1992 (co-financed by NWO). He was professor of social philosophy and ethics at the RijksUniversiteit Groningen in 1995-1998. In 2001-2004 he was the leader of the Dutch team of the project The Transformation of Political Mobilisation and Communication in European Public Spheres, coordinated by the WissenschaftsZentrum Berlin and funded by the 5th Framework Programme of the European Commission. He is presently writing a book Nederland europeaniseert, maar niet van harte (with Jeannette Mak) based on this project. De Beus is a regular writer of essays on actual political events in Dutch newspapers.

Books

Na de beeldenstorm, Amsterdam, 2002

De achteloosheid voorbij, een Europees engagement, Amsterdam, 1999 (met Paul Scheffer)

De cultus van vermijding, Utrecht, 1998

De ideologische driehoek, Amsterdam, 1989, tweede editie 1996 (met Jacues van Doorn, Percy Lehning en Piet de Rooy)

Vrijheid, welzijn en maatschappelijke keuze, Amsterdam, 1995 (met Amartya Sen)

Economische gelijkheid en het goede leven, Amsterdam, 1993

Beleid voor de vrije samenleving, Amsterdam, 1990 (met Percy Lehning)

Markt, democratie en vrijheid, Zwolle, 1989 (dissertatie, prijs van de NKWP in 1990)

Politieke ekonomie, Utrecht, 1987 (met Flip Vuijsje)

De geconstrueerde samenleving, Meppel, 1986 (met Jacques van Doorn)

De interventiestaat, Meppel, 1984 (with Jacques van Doorn)

Recent English articles and book chapters

The European union as community, in Paul van Seeters (ed.), Communitarianism and Law. Lanham (Md): Rowman and Littlefield, 2005, forthcoming

Resilient liberalism in a small European state, in Patrick van Schie and Gerrit Voerman (eds.) German and Dutch Liberalisms Compared. Amsterdam: Elsevier, forthcoming

European integration without Europeanisation, Acta Politica, 2005, forthcoming (with Jeannette Mak)

The Netherlands case: the polder model and monetary integration, in Andrew Martin and George Ross (eds.), Euros and Europeans. Cambridge: University Press, 2004, 174-200

The missing European public, Acta Politica, 36,4, 2001, 339-357 (with Jeannette Mak)

Quasi-national identity and European democracy, Law and Philosophy, 20, 2001, 283-311

Are Third Way social democrats friends or enemies of European integration?, in Lars Magnusson and Bo Strath (eds.), From the Werner Plan to the EMU. Brussels: P.I.E.-Peter Lang, 2001, 389-412

Dutch social democracy and EMU, in Ton Notermans (ed.), Socoal democracy and monetary union. New York: Bergahn Books, 2001, 225-251

The Third Way Diffusion of social democracy: Western Europe and South Africa compared, Politikon, 28, 2, 2001, 181-194 (with Thomas Koelble)

Does equality travel? A note on the institutional preconditions of global equality, in Don Kalb et al. (eds.), The Ends of Globalization. Lanham (MD): Rowman and Littlefield, 2000, 341-367.

The politics of consensual well-being, in Gavin Kelly (ed.), The New European Left. London: Fabian Society, 1999, 59-68

Modernized social democracy and the fundamental democratization of Europe, in René Cuperus and Johannes Kandel (eds.), European social democracy. Amsterdam/Bonn: Wiardi Beckman Stichting/Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, 1998, 207-220.

The place of national identity in a well-ordered consociational democracy, Acta Philosophica Groningana, 24, December 1997

The value of national identity, in Arjo Klamer (ed.), The Value of Culture. Amsterdam and Michigan University Presses, 1996, 166-186

Bounded culture and liberal equality, Philosophica, 56, 2, 1995, 29-57

Debating the quality of life, Government and Opposition, 29, 4, 1994, 515-535

On the convergence of formal rules, in Hans-Jürgen Wagener (ed.), The Political Economy of Transformation. Berlin: Physica Verlag, 1994, 61-94

European constitutional patriotism, in David Milliband (ed.), Reinventing the Left. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1994, 231-237

Recent Dutch articles and book chapters relevant to the project

Europese integratie als de grote ontzuiling, politieke cultuur in Europees perspectief, Spiegel Historiael, 37, 10, October 2002, 500-506

De ondernemer als politicus, in Jos de Beus et al., Grote verhalen. Utrecht/Den Haag: Rabobank Academie/ Stichting Maatschappij en Onderneming, 2002, 7-26

Over de Nederlandse partijdigheid, in Uri Rosenthal (red.), Het democratisch tekort. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 2002, 17-28

Volksvertegenwoordigers van ver, in Carla van Baalen et al. (red.), Jaarboek Parlementaire Geschiedenis 2002. Den Haag: Sdu, 2002, 49-59

God dekoloniseert niet. Een kritiek op de Nederlandse geschiedschrijving ove de neergang van Nederlands Indië en Nederlands Suriname, Bijdragen en Mededelingen betreffende de Geschiedenis der Nederlanden (BMGN), 116,3, 2001, 307-324.

Nederlanders tussen nieuwkomers en Europeanen. Verdraagzaamheid als democratisch geestesmerk, in Marcel ten Hooven (red.),  De lege tolerantie. Amsterdam: Boom, 2001, 131-141

Schending van mensenrechten als aanleiding tot oorlog (Mgr. A. Dondeyne lezing Leuven), Ethische Perspectieven, 10-1, 2000, 3-22

‘Rottenbergrede’ ofwel de rommelige redding van de Partij van de Arbeid, in Dick Pels en Henk te Velde (red.), Politieke stijl. Amsterdam: Het Spinhuis, 2000, 175-206

Die politische Kultur der Niederlände im Zeitalter der Globalisierung, in Ernst Karpf et al. (eds.), Partizipation und Politische Bildung in Europa. Frankfurt am Main: Haag+Herchen Verlag, 1999, 99-122.

Patriëring van oude en nieuwe Nederlanders, in Koen Koch en Paul Scheffer (red.), Het nut van Nederland. Amsterdam: Bert Bakker, 1996, 161-186.

3g. Scientific setting

The applicant is planning to write the book at the NIAS in Wassenaar and in the Amsterdam School for Social Science Research in Amsterdam. He will be joining a conference on the work of Manin in Groningen in the Spring of 2005 (organized by the historians Frank Ankersmit and Henk te Velde) as well as a panel on new approaches of democracy in the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association in Washington (August-September 2005). These are preparations for the actual phase of writing.

3h. Output

Number and timing of expected scientific output 

A book published in 2007 (plus secondary output, like conference papers and articles for journals)
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