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What does it mean to see the world as a citizen, to see it in light of a civic ideal? What does it mean to see history in light of the civic ideal? In this essay I will try to illustrate my answer to these questions. But the answer is, broadly speaking, this: It means to look at the world and its history in a new way, in which we see a world full of projects, some quite ancient, others recent.  And we see them not in the way a spectator might see them, but as someone eager to take part in the great task of shared creation, and of developing ideas which support that task. We see a world in which outcomes are not distinguished by their probability, as a spectator might see it, but by their difficulty. And we see a world in which at least a significant number of constraints we face are not causal determinants, but impediments, and in which we can build instruments that help us to diminish, weaken and sometimes overcome those impediments. 

Some of the largest of these projects are extended over time, beyond the lives of those who take part in their creation. What people do, then, is in some part determined by their participation in long-term projects. So what they do is not necessarily best explained by their ideas and intentions. What they were thinking at the time is important, but not determinative, for the history of the ongoing project. There is a distinction familiar to hermeneutics, and especially to the study of law, that is important here: the distinction between the intent of the author (e.g. the legislature) and the intent of the text (e.g. the statute). To understand the text or the statute as an ongoing project, rather than a finished one, we attempt to articulate the intent of the text or the statute, not necessarily the intent of its author. We do not look for the mental states and beliefs of the author. In the same way we do not look for the intent of the author when we study the history of ongoing projects, except as clues they provide for the intent of the project itself.

The Spirit of 1989

In this essay, I outline what I call “the spirit of 1989,” and suggest that it is best understood as part of a larger moderate project of modernity. I propose that we look at the events of 1989 from the perspective of the citizen, and embed these events in a much larger project.

“The spirit of 1989” is a puzzling phrase. So let me begin by explaining both of its puzzling components: what do I mean by “spirit,” and what do I mean by “1989”? By “spirit” I mean that component of the culture of a time, a place, or a situation, which guides efforts to improve the world at that specific time and in that specific place. It is a key component of what we might call the potential for improvement contained in a situation. Of course, the spirit of most times and places is divided. Each time and place contains multiple projects, even multiple inclusive projects. However, very often, a few of these are dominant.

So, for example, we can see the political history of much of Europe between 1789 and 1848 as a struggle between the forces that defended the inherited principle of dynastic legitimacy and the forces of improvement (reform and revolution) supporting liberty and the sovereignty of nations. The latter were the primary carriers of the spirit of that period. After 1848 we see the emergence of an alternative revolutionary project, an internationalist socialist revolution. So the spirit of that period became more deeply divided, as well as weaker and more narrowly contained. Idealism and its projects of improvement were marginalized; there were noticeably fewer revolutions in Europe after 1848. Realism and a preoccupation with survival (and hence security and order) were more dominant. Bismarck and Louis Napoleon are the representative figures of this period. Until 1917, Marxist revolutionary parties and their international organization were a contained threat.

What happened in 1989 is of course a large and complex topic. What happens in any period of history is mostly a product of accident and error; most consequences are unintended. Beyond the randomness and chaos of accidents, beyond history’s unpredictability, what happens also depends in predictable ways on who has the guns and the wealth, and on how they bring their resources to bear on human actions and events. But culture - including the ways people think and feel, what they are conscious of and what they believe in, which projects they take seriously and which they cannot even imagine - also has a powerful influence on what happens. 

Years can serve as powerful symbols; they allow us to conveniently celebrate anniversaries. But years, even years as miraculous as 1989, are not adequate analytical categories. When celebrating the anniversary of 1968, it makes sense to discuss the (divided) spirit of the sixties
. When celebrating the anniversary of 1989, it also makes sense to discuss the spirit of the larger period, of which 1989 was a symbolic high point.

So the symbol “1989” is best understood not as referring to a year, but to a broader historical period for which the year itself was the high point. The period can be said to begin in 1985 when Gorbachev came to power, followed in 1986 by the “People Power Revolution” in the Philippines, the miraculous year of 1989 in Europe, the tragic year of 1989 in China, then the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, the end of the Cold War global system, the Maastricht Treaty of 1992, and the Earth Summit in Rio, also in 1992. The end of the Cold War provoked a broader wave of democratization, whose other high point was the collapse of the apartheid regime in South Africa. It was a decade of profound political transformations, for which we can choose two symbolic endpoints: the democratic election of Nelson Mandela in 1994, or the creation of WTO in 1995, a triumph of constitutional democracy over the despotism of apartheid, or a crucial next step in the development of global institutional architecture. Still, the events of 1989 were the center point of this decade, and I will treat them as such.

The events of 1989 transformed the world in an unexpected way. If we consider the  sheer scale and depth we could conclude that we were witnessing a revolution, and hence radical politics. But this did not match the contents of the changes. The latter - opposed as they were to human destructiveness and violence, taking seriously a commitment to impartiality and the common good (expressing it even in the language of the politics of truth), and insisting on the value of pluralism and diversity - suggested we were witnessing moderate politics in action, not radicalism.

The Moderate Project of Modernity
The period around 1989 can be seen as an important stage in the political and intellectual articulation of a project previously kept marginalized and misunderstood. Writing at the end of the period, and hence taking full advantage of Hegel’s owl of Minerva, Gorbachev called it the project of a “new civilization.”
 Below, I will attempt to sketch this project, as a moderate form of the project of modern transformation, driven forward by a sequence of renaissances (and not revolutions). The collapse of communism was a victory for this global project, but it was an interrupted and very partial victory of a project that remains largely unarticulated. The events themselves, product of a partnership of reform from above (led by Gorbachev) and reform from below, can be perhaps best described as a faint and short renaissance. 

Notoriously, we do not have an agreed-upon terminology to describe the events of 1989. The European Union has been aptly called “an unidentified political object.”
 In a similar vein, 1989 seems to have been an “unidentified political event.” Was it an anti-revolutionary revolution? A ref-olution (part reform, part revolution)? Some time ago, I proposed we develop a different category: “1989 as rebirth.”
 In this essay I would like to revisit that suggestion. In the process, we might find even deeper affinities between the events of 1989 and the European Union. There is the obvious: the countries of East Central Europe aspired to join the EU, and many eventually did. There is the less obvious: both were novel phenomena, and hence they did not fit our existing categories. But is there a deeper affinity? I think so. Both 1989 and EU are best seen, I would argue, as products of the same distinctive style of politics and the same distinctive and ambitious political and civilizational project. This particular political style needs a name. I have called it elsewhere “militant moderation”
 and “vivid moderation,”
 but perhaps “civic moderation”
 would be better.

We can think of the modern transformation as a project in two quite different ways, generating two conceptions of modernity. The first conception, with which we are all familiar, posits a break with tradition at the center of modernity, a turning away from our inheritance. The French Revolution of 1789
 is the event that is crucial to these modern transformations. Modernity, or rather, capitalism, begins and ends with revolutions, say orthodox Marxists. But across a broad spectrum of views in political and social theory, modernity stands opposed to tradition. We enter modernity when we break with our inheritance.

The alternative view is also well grounded in history, but has been less thoroughly elaborated. The modern transformation, according to this view, is a product of a sequence of crises and renaissances, not revolutions. The Enlightenment, and the revolutions that followed, are an outlier, though not completely so. The politics of the American and French Revolutions certainly drew on ancient models, especially on those from republican Rome. But we also need to see the Enlightenment in its historical context. It is the combination of the rationalist Enlightenment and the Romantic Counter-Enlightenment that properly constitutes the “renaissance” of that stage of the modern transformation. Compared to previous renaissances, this one was perhaps more deeply divided. But it was not simply a break with the past; it was not simply a new beginning.

I suggest we tell the story of 1989 as part of the greater story of the development of human creative power, human civilization, and the modern transformation of this civilization. I also suggest that the events of 1989 can inspire a novel way to tell this story, a way in which revolutions are sidelined and renaissances play a central role. I write this as part of a larger effort to take the idea of human beings as creators to the hilt.
 

How can we do that? As our model and paradigm, we could elaborate the individual creative genius. Or, we could elaborate a distinctive type of event, a revolution that smashes all that has been inherited and creates ex nihilo, perhaps inspired by the Cartesian image of doubting everything and then rebuilding what you can believe in. Or, it could be inspired by the image of a social contract creating a society, or a state, or a codified account of justice ex nihilo (or at least from a state of nature) by a voluntary agreement. And often we see modernity in this way: a new age born on the ruins of tradition, and, rejecting tradition, creating a new world ex nihilo; a project of emancipation, including emancipation from the past.

But there is a more thorough and realistic way to take the idea of human being as creator to the hilt. The paradigmatic exemplar is human creation on the largest scale, a project which is inevitably shared and extended in time: a universal civilization understood as a project developing over the long term, which has many starting points and is composed as a mosaic of multiple projects; a project that is very much unfinished as we speak.

This is a project whose methodology, if we can call it that, is itself a project beginning in a world governed by fate and accident, but increasingly giving way to processes of human creation. There is, first, a transition from random trial and error to incremental creation. But we also see a deeper transition to a very different pattern of creation, and a different methodology, exemplified by the sequences of paradigms or research programs in the history of science,
 or in technology driven economic development.
 In all these spheres we observe a “cycle of creation”: crisis, renewal and then continuing slower development, leading to the next crisis. We can detect the same pattern, though less clearly, on the larger scale of cultural and institutional development. We can consider the modern transformation as itself taking the form of this cycle of creation, marked by a sequence of crises and renewals. 

If we adopt this picture for the long-term modern transformation of the project of universal civilization, then modernity is not an Enlightenment project (nor, for that matter, can its roots be found in the Reformation or in Protestant ethics). The modern transformation, rather, is a process centered on a “cycle of creation,” making, using and exhausting new forms of creative social capital, each stage separated by periods of crisis followed by renewal. Perhaps the most dramatic moments of this process are the periods of renaissance, and within them, the moments of breakthrough in which a new project comes clearly into view.

To understand this project of modern transformation we need above all to see it as a sequence of renaissances, because, if this picture is correct, the task today is to build towards a possible breakthrough moment of the next renaissance; a renaissance that will reformulate the project of modernity after the Great Crisis of the twentieth century, in the same way that the Enlightenment reformulated it after the Great Crisis of the seventeenth, the Northern Italian Renaissance after the crisis of the fourteenth, and the twelfth-century renaissance after the crisis of the tenth.

This future breakthrough moment of the next renaissance is itself a project we need to create in stages. The story is complicated, but in the period since World War II we have lived through a sequence of creative periods, which in retrospect look like moments in which the movement toward a breakthrough of a new renaissance accelerated, became more visible and articulate. These moments are roughly the period from the last years of WWII to the descent into the Cold War (1943-9), the period we call the Sixties (1962-72), the period that centers on 1989, and currently the period since 2008.

In an essay I wrote ten years ago, I argued that we should see 1989 as a rebirth
. But of course it would have been a very partial and incomplete rebirth. It is better to see the whole sequence of political and cultural awakenings since World War II as an effort to formulate, and to start, the project of the New Renaissance. So, 1989 was not a rebirth after all; it was a glimpse of a rebirth, a stage in the articulation and development of the next stage of the modern transformation, the next renaissance. Please remember, it is a project of the modern transformation through a sequence of renaissances. Thus when we talk of this emerging new renaissance, it is not a prediction; it is part of an effort to understand what needs to be done. 

On the homepage of the Gorbachev Foundation we find the following statement by Gorbachev himself: 

The XXI century will be a century either of total all embracing crisis or of moral spiritual healing that will reinvigorate humankind. It is my conviction that all of us – all reasonable political leaders, all spiritual and ideological movements, all faiths – must help in this transition to a triumph of humanism and justice, in making the XXI century a century of a new human renaissance
 

I propose that we take this statement seriously, and that the events of 1989 can best be understood as part of a very early movement toward such a renaissance. And I propose that this renaissance is only one in a sequence of renaissances, which constitute the steps in what is an ongoing project of modern transformation. This project of modern transformation should be much easier to embrace when we see it in its long-term development, when we can look beyond its more recent destructive and distorted phase initiated by the Enlightenment, and the violent revolutions it brought in its wake. If we see modern transformation as a product of a sequence of renaissances, we will not be inclined to repudiate the legacy of the Enlightenment, but instead we will see the modern project as far broader. In addition, we will see the Enlightenment as a kind of outlier: tolerant of human destructiveness in its revolutionary form, unbalanced, and neglectful of the task of the restoration of our cultural and natural inheritances from the past.

Where Marxists see history as a sequence of revolutions, let us consider an alternative: at the heart of the modern transformation lies a sequence of renaissances. Thus, there is not one transition from tradition to modernity - the view that dominates the classics of social theory such as Weber and Durkheim - but instead a cycle of creation, a sequence of crises, renaissances, and periods of development and flourishing, which extended those renaissances. Revolutions play a role in this story, as does the project of human emancipation, but they do not play the central role. They are the perennial risk, the looming danger, the peculiarly modern form of the destructive potential contained in human creative power. During the Enlightenment, and since then, revolutions have been unusually strong. Even moderate forms of politics and constitutionalist politics have been formulated during this period in a way distinctly overshadowed by revolutions.

A universal civilization, as anticipated by Marxism, would be built on the ruins of the civilizations of the past. A universal civilization anticipated by those who think of modernity as an Enlightenment project would also be built on the ruins of all traditions and civilizations of the past. Not so if we think of the modern transformation as a sequence of renaissances. In this case, a universal civilization would be constructed out of a universal cultural rebirth: a rebirth of the West, but also a rebirth of Islam, a regeneration of India, and a renaissance of the Confucian influenced civilizations of East Asia. In an interesting series of publications, Adam Webb has outlined such a possible future. He sees it as part of the revolutionary potential of the contemporary situation, to be brought about by a coalition of global anti-modernists (Webb, 2006a, 2006b). It is better, I believe, to see it as part of a possible alternative to the revolutionary tradition, proposing not an anti-modern program, but rather an alternative modernity; not continuing the modernity that has been a carrier of revolutions, but rather a modernity that can be seen as centered on a sequence of renaissances.

The Idea of a Renaissance
If modernity is born of renaissances and not revolutions, we need a more precise notion of what a renaissance is. The idea of a renaissance can have a variety of uses, and hence a variety of meanings. When capitalized, it refers to a specific period in European history, starting around the middle of the fifteenth century (but perhaps earlier, so as to incorporate Petrarch), and spreading outward from its epicenter in Florence, and in northern Italy more generally. But similar historical periods have occurred at other times and other places, notably in the first centuries of the second millennium in Europe and Song China, but arguably, too, all across the great Eurasian land mass
. 

The importance of renaissances has been noticed by various theoretical historians. It is a useful category for a variety of otherwise diverse thinkers with intellectual roots in philosophy, history, sociology and social anthropology. Thus, to develop a more theoretical conception of a renaissance, it is helpful to delve, for instance, into the study of the rise and decline of civilizations as developed by Toynbee
, the revival of civilizational analysis in contemporary sociology, especially in the works of Krejci
, Wittrock
 and Arnason
, as well as the recent book by social anthropologist Jack Goody
. Some thinkers describe the characteristic historical pattern of renaissances without using the concept. 
Carroll Quigley, for example, in his tightly argued classic The Evolution of Civilizations
, presents the basic historical facts underlying the idea of the modern transformation as a product of a cycle of creation, featuring a sequence of renaissances, but does not elaborate the idea of the renaissance as such
.

A renaissance can occur in narrow as well as broad spheres. We can have renaissances of a particular philosophical tradition, a style of art, or a religion. But we can also have broader cultural and institutional renaissances, and it is these that are the featured items of theoretical history on the larger scale. For Toynbee, a renaissance is “[t]he evocation of a dead culture or of an obsolete phase of a surviving culture by the living representatives of a civilization that is still a going concern”
. They are evocations of a ghost, Toynbee writes, without much sympathy. The analyses by others are more sympathetic towards renaissances, or at least maintain a more neutral posture. The kind of renaissances we admire are not simply efforts to return to the past, or to revive it like a ghost. They are better seen as efforts to restore continuity with some inheritance, while simultaneously giving it a new creative power. Thus Jack Goody, criticizing Toynbee, writes: “Toynbee, with his persistent metaphor of the revenant, does not fully appreciate the theoretical importance of a new birth, an efflorescence, which is intrinsic to the idea of a renaissance.”
 I am not sure whether this aspect is intrinsic to the idea of a renaissance, but it does make the idea more attractive. And clearly, if we are to think of the project of modern transformation as a sequence of renaissances, it is this more complex notion of a renaissance that must be invoked.

Let me suggest that we develop a conception of a renaissance as a process that plays a roughly analogous role in the moderate project as that of a revolution in the radical project. Both are moments of deep transformation, beginnings of new stages of development. Revolutions involve a break with the past; renaissances restore continuity with the past. In this way, the moderate project of the renaissance reflects the moderates’ hostility toward destruction: it reverses destruction. It also reverses exhaustion: a new stage of the development of a project is reached, an exhausted project is reformulated and given new creative power. The moderate project of the renaissance is plural and complex: it involves multiple initiatives and multiple sub-projects. It exhibits that ancient ideal of both art and politics: unity in diversity.

Actual renaissances only imperfectly and partially reflect this ideal. If a renaissance is a project, it is something to work on; it is an attempt to achieve something. Past renaissances may provide exemplars, but they too are imperfect. Some renaissances put more weight on the reversal of destruction, others on the reversal of exhaustion. But an attempt to return to the past, to return to an origin (a frequent attempt in many contexts), is not a renaissance but its caricature. And an attempt, in revolutionary style, to create a new reality on the ruins of what we have inherited is also only a caricature of a renaissance, even when it produces an “efflorescence.”

The ideal type of rebirth, or renaissance, has two dimensions. First, rebirths reverse destruction. They restore some form of continuity with the past. Second, they bring back to life human creative agency. They are distinguished by the level and form of the activity they involve: there is an unusually high level of polycentric and incremental reform and creation. They are periods permeated by social energy and passion. They have their “efflorescence,” as Goody would insist.


1989: Partnership of Reform from Above and Reform from Below
The events of 1989 and the collapse of communism in Europe can be understood in a civic way as largely working out a project of an anti-revolutionary rebirth, driven by a partnership of reform from above and reform from below. The collapse of communism involved a number of examples of explicit round table agreements; the Hungarian and Polish cases being most prominent. But the entire process can be best seen as a product of a more tacit partnership of reform from above, initiated by Gorbachev in the “Headquarters” of the Soviet Bloc, and reform from below, initiated in the various Provinces, especially Poland and Hungary. Recently, Kotkin
 has criticized the view of these events as products of civil society and of a reform from below. Fair enough: the anti-communist opposition could not have achieved much on its own. The outcome was a product of partnership, and the events are best seen not when looking at individual countries, but at the entire region. Reform from above had to be centered in Moscow. But the efforts to change communism from below were not evenly distributed across the Empire. The central point of the opposition was in Poland. There, the opposition had a long history and a society-wide organization beyond simple “civil society,” multiple civic groups and multiple civic initiatives constituting a polycentric system. In Poland, there were multiple civic projects, but there was also Solidarity, a more unified organization arguably representing society as a whole, a self-limiting organized social movement in the guise of a trade union. It was the main political arm of the reform from below.

The basic principles guiding this partnership of change from above and change from below can best be reconstructed by looking simultaneously at the political thought of Gorbachev (especially after he lost power in 1992 and ceased to be preoccupied with the short term), and the political thought of the anti-communist opposition (especially before it took power in 1989 and became preoccupied with the short term). Many have been satisfied with calling these principles liberal or democratic. But that is too vague, and it misses the novelty of the project, i.e. the degree to which these principles can point to a new stage in the modern transformation. 

Reform from Above: Gorbachev
To understand the project of reform from above, it seems best to consider the political thinking of Gorbachev, who was without question its central figure. We need to trace his path. It begins with a return to his political roots. His first political reform programs are based on a close reading of Lenin. It is generally agreed, however, that he started his work of reform without a clear program, except the firm conviction that “we can no longer live like this,” as well as a strong distaste for a politics based on force.
 But to reconstruct the project at the heart of “1989,” it is better to consider in more detail not Gorbachev’s starting point, but his destination at the end of our period. 

Gorbachev did not have a program to begin with, but he did so by the time he was out of power. Towards the end Gorbachev had become, we can safely say, a humanist socialist. To say only that, however, would miss a great deal of the most significant detail. When we look closer, we see a more interesting set of commitments, seemingly an ideological hybrid, a conservative-liberal-socialism with a central pre-occupation: the fight against human destructiveness, its influence and its consequences.

Gorbachev has done and written a great deal since he lost power in the early 1990s. Amongst his writings, there are three sources I find most enlightening as regards to his political evolution. One source relates his conversations with his old friend from their student days (and a leader in 1968 of the reforms in Czechoslovakia), Zdeněk Mlynář. These were published in Czechoslovakia in 1995
. The second is his programmatic essay “The Search for a New Beginning,” published in English in 1995
. The third source is his significant involvement in the development of the “Earth Charter.” The Charter is a declaration of global principles, values and policy commitments with a strong environmentalist angle, which emerged from a broad consultative process across the global civic society. This project was launched jointly by Gorbachev and Maurice Strong (Secretary General of the Rio Earth Summit) in 1994, in response to the perceived failure of the Earth Summit of 1992. At the heart of the Earth Charter is the principle of “Universal Responsibility,” stated in the Preamble: “…we must decide to live with a sense of universal responsibility, identifying ourselves with the whole Earth community, as well as our local communities. We are at once citizens of different nations and of one world…”


What we see in Gorbachev’s political thinking when we consult these sources is a continuing verbal commitment to socialism, which now stands for no more than a commitment to widely shared ideals. In the discussions with Mlynář, it is his old friend who emphasizes the distinctively socialist themes of opposition to capitalism, organizing the working class and so on. Gorbachev seems uncomfortable with these ideas. He sees them as ideological, and he wants nothing to do with ideology. 

Instead, he wants a “value based conception of socialism,”
 with freedom, equality, justice and solidarity as central values. “The socialist idea,” he writes, “could become global humanism.” In fact, global humanism seems to be Gorbachev’s project. And the details have a distinctly moderate flavor. He is opposed to all extremism, ideology and imbalance: “Genuinely historical ways of solving problems on the level of entire civilizations generally transcend the framework of ideologies.”
  He continues restating in strong language a perennial theme of moderates through the ages: “one-sidedness has shown itself to be a chief cause of crisis and failure.”
 The mixture of themes from liberal, socialist and conservative traditions is striking. The conservative-liberal socialism that Kołakowski once imagined and that seemed to be the program of Solidarity in its glory days, now is embraced by Gorbachev. In “The Search for a New Beginning,” he writes in words that echo Burke: “Each generation inherits from its predecessors the material and spiritual wealth of civilization. And each generation is responsible for preserving this inheritance and developing it for the succeeding generations.”
 The spirit of Lenin has been left far behind.

Gorbachev’s main preoccupation is one that is central to the moderate tradition: a preoccupation with the need to control and diminish the influence of human destructive power. In the earlier years, when he still ruled a nuclear-armed super power, Gorbachev was pre-occupied with reducing the prospect of nuclear war. Nuclear weapons made it imperative to end the cold war, and not to use force as communism and the Soviet Union were collapsing. In the 1990s Gorbachev shifted to a preoccupation with the environmental crisis, the other main threat due to human destructiveness, and associated himself with the development of the Earth Charter.

Perhaps the only thing that remains of his old Leninist commitment is the idea that humanity is entering a new stage, and ought to do so. This message is clear in both the title (“The Search for a New Beginning: Developing a New Civilization”) and the content of his 1995 programmatic essay. “We are on the threshold of a new era,” he writes, “the present civilization has exhausted itself.”
 But it is not capitalism he is talking about, but rather, a civilization based on the imperatives of industrialism, uncontrolled exploitation of human and natural resources, social and national disintegration, and suppression of human liberties.
 His key categories are civilization, the preservation and development of civilization, and the moral commitments necessary for this task. “The roots of the current crisis of civilization lie within humanity itself…our intellectual and moral development is lagging behind… Only by renouncing selfishness and attempts to outsmart one another to gain an advantage at the expense of others can we hope to ensure the survival of humankind.”
 It is hard not to hear in these words echoes of the old Marxist dreams of a future society where no incentives will be necessary, because selfishness will be overcome. But the dream, in moderate form, is hardly distinctive to Marxists and socialists.

Gorbachev’s analysis brings to mind the language and arguments of Arnold Toynbee, calling for a new civilization. Toynbee is a bit of a forgotten man today, but in the 1950s he was celebrated by Time Magazine in a cover story article as the free world’s intellectual answer to Marx. Toynbee belongs to a larger group of intellectuals much of whose work was created in response to the great destructiveness of the 1930 and 40s. They responded neither with despair nor radicalism, but, rather, with big picture analyses of the development of civilizations and an articulation of what we might call a project of universal complex civilization. Toynbee was the great historian among them. He chose civilizations as his unit of analysis, because they are the largest (as well as most complex) cultural units. He saw them, at least in his later writings, as projects. Here is how W. Warren Wagar opens his account of this group of thinkers: “Arnold Toynbee credits ‘all civilizations so far known’ with the ambition, conscious or unconscious, of establishing a world order ‘in which the whole of mankind will be able to live together in harmony, as members of a single all-inclusive family.’
 None has fully succeeded, but each has tried.”

In this group of intellectuals, these “prophets of world civilization” as Wagar called them, we can also include Karl Jaspers
, whose work on the axial age and axial civilization was a succinct return to philosophy of history. The obscure work of Teilhard de Chardin
, mixing evolutionary biology and theology, also belongs to this group, as does the sociology of Pitirim Sorokin
. As Gorbachev presents his ideas on the need for a new universal civilization and a global humanism, one can hear echoes of the ideas of this neglected group of thinkers. In the 1940s and 50s, they began to articulate a project of a new and universal human civilization. When the Cold War descended, their global dreams were marginalized and forgotten. Their fundamentally moderate spirit and their globalism did not fit well into the wild but politically constrained 60s. But after the end of the Cold War, it may be time to return with new seriousness to these formulations of a global project.

Reform From Below: Civic Society 

The inspiration of the groups pressing for reform of communism from below was certainly different. It was also quite varied. But we can reconstruct some features of a dominant project among these efforts to change communism from below, beyond the obvious desire for freedom and democracy. The anti-communist opposition had a distinctive civic style of politics, and an ideal of civic society
. The concept of ‘citizenship’ usually refers to a form of membership in the state, and its associated set of rights. But citizenship can also be understood without reference to the state or the rights and duties associated with membership in the state. Citizens can be seen as co-creators of their worlds, and as loyal to those worlds in a distinctive civic way. The anti-communist opposition evolved the idea of civic society as an alternative to more state-centered strategies of reform. The idea of citizenship implicit in this opposition had little to do with the state. Instead, it concentrated on a form of loyalty to society more generally, or, as Havel put it, on a feeling of “responsibility for the world.” 


A society of citizens is a society of people pursuing a variety of projects, improving in a variety of ways the world around them, without much direct concern for the state. They are, above all, co-creators of their world.
 The civic attitude combines a willingness to sacrifice in defending the object of loyalty with a willingness to sacrifice in reforming and improving this object. The loyalty of a citizen, with its combination of efforts to defend and improve, can be contrasted with the loyalty of a subject, who defends but is unwilling to criticize. 


The anti-communist opposition promoted two kinds of “social arts”: the art of separation
 and the art of association.
 Society needed to be separated from the state, and various aspects and elements of society needed to be kept separate from one another. The blended and homogenized “fish soup” of communism needed to be transformed into a vivid and complex aquarium. The construction of complex institutional ‘wholes’ requires the art of separation, so that the identity of the various parts can be maintained. But it also requires the art of integration, so that the parts can be made to work together. So the opposition worked to reconstruct the broken forms of horizontal social solidarity.


Like Gorbachev (by 1995), the anti-communist opposition opposed existing ideologies. It had a preference for ideological hybrids and the political center. Civic politics balanced two concerns: security (protection, maintenance) and improvement (progress, reform). We might call it a form of progressive conservatism. But in Poland, at least, another term became popular, expressing the widespread skepticism about the extremes of the political spectrum and what passes for consistency in politics. Many in the anti-communist opposition signed on to Leszek Kołakowski's liberal socialist conservative manifesto
. Their political ideology was liberal, but it was hyphenated liberal. It was a hybrid, unapologetic about its political syncretism. Thus, the events of 1989 were not a liberal revolution in part because they were not a revolution (they were more moderate than revolutions), but also because they were more hyphenated and syncretic (and hence more inclined toward the ideological center).


The anti-communist opposition rejected the idea of large-scale social experiments, as did Gorbachev in his 1995 pronouncements. It preferred the incremental and well tested. It tended to accept some version of a Popperian style of critical rationalism, and the idea of an open society. The rebuilding of the aquarium was going to be a decentralized and incremental task, in which much room had to be allowed for trial and error.


The oppositionists were quite conscious of human imperfection in all its aspects. They had evidence of what can happen when one forgets human frailty. Their political thought was mindful both of human cognitive limits and the pervasive danger of destructiveness. They thought a great deal about how to prevent an anti-communist revolution. And, in a deeply moderate spirit, they were inclined toward self-limitation, both in the choice of means (non-violence) and ends. Thus they supported the rule of law as an ideal for the state and a Gandhian style self-limiting social movement as the opposition to the state.


They revived not only the idea of a civic (or civil) society, but also the ideal of an anti-political politics of truth. This politics of truth can take a variety of forms. For the critical intelligentsia and public intellectuals, it mostly means speaking truth to power. For the great non-violent and self-limiting social movements of the twentieth century (Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Solidarity), it is best expressed in Gandhi's term “satyagraha,” or truth force.
 In the constitutionalist tradition (moderate to the core) it has taken the form of natural law
, with its claim, in slogan form, that truth can be the source of law (veritas facit legem). Modern natural law incorporated as its centerpiece a commitment to some form of a universal charter of rights. This commitment, too, was prominent in the fight against communism. 

The Emergence of a New Renaissance? 1948, 1968, 1989, 2008
The dominant project of 1989, which I sketched above, is best understood as emerging in the longer term, especially through the periods of political and cultural awakening since World War II. It is best seen not as a project of 1989, but as a developing project of a new renaissance (as I will explain more fully in this section); the contemporary stage, I suggest, of the moderate form of the project of modern transformation (as I will explain in the sections that follow).

The civic project is ongoing, and to move it forward you need to have some understanding of its past. The deeper and longer term our understanding of the past, the more easily we can realistically imagine possible futures: we can see in history multiple ongoing projects and battles. Instead of defining and solving problems in an ad hoc way, we can look for such long-term ongoing projects, with whose goals and principles we can identify. We do not act as if we were the first generation in the world. We aim to continue what the previous generations have begun, and what future generations can build on. Some of these projects are local, but others are more ambitious and global.

These projects come into view during historical periods of enhanced idealism, which alternate with periods of realism. When realism dominates, politics and life are predominantly concerned with survival, security, and order; the world seems stable, and change difficult. By contrast, when idealism dominates, politics and life are predominantly concerned with improvements, reforms, and even, occasionally, revolutions. The world is full of opportunities for change, or at least appearances of such opportunities. Masses of people believe that an alternative world is possible. This seesaw between idealism and realism is visible in the period since World War II. During this time, we can count three completed idealistic periods and three periods of realistic retrenchment. And we appear to be in the middle of another awakening of idealism.

The first post-World War II idealistic breakthrough can be roughly dated from 1943 to 1950. It was the period of the great hope that accompanied the ending of the war. In a few places this hope was killed early, but elsewhere it survived for quite a while, before finally succumbing to the realist spirit of the Cold War. This was a period of great enthusiasm for building global institutions (UN, IMF and the World Bank), and even a global civilization. It saw the beginnings of the European construction in the founding of the Council of Europe and the Schuman Declaration, which, through a long sequence of incremental and moderate changes, led to the European Union. 

The new post-war idealism was expressed in a commitment to universal human rights founded on the principle of inviolable human dignity. This period also saw the beginning of the process of decolonization (in India and Indonesia) that would dominate so much of the global politics that followed, culminating in the collapse of the Soviet empire. The immediate post-war period also saw the continuing expansion of the communist revolutionary idea, with a wave of triumphs of communist revolutions (e.g. in China). But domestic politics changed inside democracies too. New institutional inventions emerged, which would create a very different democratic world, including a new form of democratic state, featuring powerful constitutional courts, central banks, and other regulatory agencies, and a new type of self-limiting social movement pioneered by Gandhi.

The second period of awakened idealism we have come to call the Sixties, though it does not fit the calendar decade very precisely. The spirit of this period began to awaken before the opening of the decade, but became apparent in the early 1960s, with Martin Luther King and the civil rights movement in the US, the hopes aroused by the Kennedy presidency, the Vatican II Council of the Catholic Church, and the Port Huron Statement as the first articulation of a more radical project of change. The period ends sometime after 1972, the year we can count as the date of birth of a newly prominent and powerful global environmental movement (with the UN Conference in Stockholm, and the publication of Limits to Growth,
 and the discussions it provoked). 

Between these early and late events of the Sixties, we saw the massive expansion and collapse of student rebellions (in Mexico, Poland, Western Europe, the U.S., and many other places), the development of multiple forms of counterculture, the events surrounding May 1968 in France (much more than a student rebellion), the effort to create a socialism with a human face in Czechoslovakia, and a cultural revolution in China. These were the more dramatic events. Others were often less dramatic, but with more significant long-term consequences. The great theme uniting the early and the late Sixties, or the moderate and radical Sixties, can be found in the beginning of the articulation of a project of civic creative agency and civic society
. This project, in its moderate form, dominated the next period of enhanced idealism, 1985-94. 

There is more continuity across these three periods of aroused idealism than one might think. The theme of human dignity and human rights is continuous: from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the German Constitution, through the Vatican II’s emphasis on human dignity and the politics of civil rights, to the triumph of the idea of human rights in the 1980s, culminating in the Miracle of 1989. The theme of anti-colonialism is continuous: from India and Indonesia, through Vietnam, to the collapse of the Soviet Empire in 1989. The Gandhian theme is also continuous: from Gandhi’s contribution to the independence of India, through Martin Luther King, to Poland’s Solidarity. In some ways, the Sixties stand out: the theme of the development of global institutions (prominent in the 1940s and after 1989) is submerged in the 1960s, made unimaginable by the Cold War context. But another theme is more prominent in the 1960s than in the other two periods: when the dust settled, cultural transformation was more important than political transformation. 

The year 2008 seems to mark another shift from realism to the next idealistic period in this sequence. We can expect, even hope for, some continuity with the previous periods. We can achieve more today if we self-consciously build on what has been attempted and achieved in the past. And we can achieve more if we set out more clearly what needs to be avoided. Hidden in the hopes of people across the globe today we are bound to find the legacy of what we might call the divided spirit of the Sixties, the moderate spirit personified by Martin Luther King, and the radical spirit of the rejection of all limits and authority. Thus we have special reason to articulate an ambitious and passionate project of moderate politics, to counter the radical temptation, and to strengthen the moderate cause. 

The election of Obama, it seems to me, brought this form of the moderate project back onto the front lines of politics. How, in this larger context, should we see the election of President Obama? Let us begin with the most obvious. Every nation has its abiding sin. The abiding sin of the US is the legacy of slavery, and the racism that has been its byproduct. Many Americans greeted the election of a black man with tears in their eyes, daring to hope they were witnessing moral progress. But racism, in various forms, is the abiding sin of much of the world, and so people all around the world had good reason to have tears in their eyes. Perhaps it is possible after all to make the world better. 

Obama’s slogan, “Yes we can,” was not a precise plan of action. It is a verbal expression of a civic awakening, an attitude of hope and a willingness to act. The Obama campaign might well have used instead a different slogan: “Another world is possible.” This too is a verbal expression of a civic awakening, but of course it has already been used by that network of movements and organizations which has been fighting for a different form of globalization, loosely organized by the World Social Forum, and forming the beginnings of a global civic society. 

A civic awakening, whether in the World Social Forum or in the Obama campaign, can always take a radical turn. In WSF this has been quite obvious. But in the Obama campaign it was the moderate potential that was most noticeable. Cass Sunstein, then an Obama campaign advisor, described him as a “minimalist visionary,” a politician with a grand vision of the future, but also a commitment to incrementalism and the search for common ground. A minimalist visionary is an ambitious moderate.

In the year 2012, as I write, the American civic awakening of 2008 has been eclipsed by  different awakenings in the form of Tea Party and Occupy protests. But above all it has been eclipsed by the great events in the Arab world and elsewhere (India, Spain, Russia, Chile, and many other countries). Everywhere, it seems, the aim is human dignity, and the rights that give form to this dignity. And everywhere, it seems, the political method can be traced back to Gandhi. We note the common chant of the Arab Awakening, “Peaceful, peaceful,” and the pervasive reality of the self-restraint of these protests. Among the more immediate influences on these movements are the strategist of peaceful resistance, Gene Sharp, and the experience of the non-violent Serbian opposition, Otpor, that fought Milosevic. The Jasmine Revolution in Tunisia followed the style of the other color revolutions, as well as Solidarity in Poland before that.

The awakening in Arab countries and around the world is not isolated in time or in space. It is part of the great continuing and developing movement of civic renewal across the Arab world and elsewhere. More broadly, we can see it as the next stage of the global movement toward a civic renewal or a renaissance of modern civilization, building on the work of previous awakenings, symbolized by the years 1948, 1968 and 1989.

The Project of a New Renaissance
At the heart of the project are two moral principles, which can be expressed simply, but which can also be developed into complex codes. The opening line of the German Constitution, enacted in 1949, formulates the first of these principles concisely: Human dignity is inviolable. When fully elaborated, this principle gives rise to the entire contemporary code of human rights. We have those rights by virtue of the principle of human dignity.

The second principle is as yet less fully codified, but it is (as I mentioned) at the core of the Earth Charter. It is the principle of universal human responsibility, which the Charter attempts to elaborate into a complex code of norms and programs of reform. It is humankind’s fullest and most public articulation of that “feeling of responsibility for the world,” which Vaclav Havel saw as the chief motivating idea of opposition groups fighting communism in East Central Europe. Beyond this central moral commitment, we can identify a variety of ideas, political methods and ideals that are at the heart of this project of a new renaissance. The following four seem most important.

Civic society. It seems that almost everybody now favors the strengthening of domestic civic society (usually misleadingly called ‘civil society’), as an important bulwark against the coercive state and an instrument for decentralized reform. We increasingly recognize the importance of a global civic society, with its interconnected world-wide network of non-governmental organizations fighting to protect human rights, to defend the environment, to limit corruption, and so on.
 The idea and ideal of civic society is a project continued on the global scale, with the World Social Forum as its global locus and the Earth Charter as perhaps its most inclusive initiative. 

The social partnership model of governance. Deep social transformation can be achieved peacefully and effectively through a partnership of reform from above and reform from below. This has often taken the form of a fully explicit model of transformation through round table agreements. But the phenomenon is more general. We should include cases where the partnership is tacit, as I suggested we do in our analysis of the collapse of communism. This form of governance is the favorite of enthusiasts of corporate social responsibility and of “new collaborative governance,” based on partnerships between those who govern and multiple groups of stakeholders. 

Color revolutions. When the likes of Ahmedinejad, Chavez and Lukashenka meet to discuss politics they have been known to complain about the threats they all face, now often called ‘color revolutions,’ though they are not revolutions, and they often lack color. Chavez has been quoted as saying to Lukashenka: “There are many possibilities now for forming a strategic alliance to save the world from madness, wars, and color revolutions.”


These color revolutions are non-violent forms of mass politics, carefully organized, and often quite agile tactically, fighting for human dignity and aiming to obtain basic human rights, or perhaps simple democracy with honest (that is free and fair) elections. The Philippines in 1986 and Poland in 1980 were examples of color revolutions before we knew them as such. But just like the idea of a civic society, this is now a global model, threatening dictators all over the world. And there are organizations, notably the International Center on Non-violent Conflict and Gene Sharp’s Albert Einstein Institute, whose task is to elaborate this model and to teach whoever wants to be taught the accumulated lessons of how such revolutions can succeed. These lessons are many and diverse. They come from the entire political life of Gandhi, who perhaps has done more than anyone else to articulate this political method. They come also from the example of the American civil rights movement led by Martin Luther King, and from the Solidarity period of 1980-81 in Poland. In the period 1985-95, this model was pervasive. It was present in the collapse of communism in Europe, including the response to the coup in Moscow in 1991. And we find it quickly repressed in 1989 in China, and in the 8888 Uprising in Burma (called this because it occurred on August 8, 1988). Since then there have been many: the Bulldozer Revolution in Serbia in 2000, the Rose Revolution in Georgia in 2003, the Orange Revolution in Ukraine in 2004, the Cedar Revolution in Lebanon and the Tulip revolution in Kyrgyzstan in 2005, the Saffron Revolution in Burma in 2007, and the Green Revolution in Iran in 2009. And now we have the Arab Awakening.

Universal complex civilization. The period 1985-94 can be legitimately seen as returning the global project to the center of politics. It was there before, notably in the 1940s. In our period (1985-94), the European construction made dramatic steps forward at Maastricht, and the global economic architecture begun in the 1940s was finally completed with the establishment of WTO (blocked in the 1940s). 

Extrapolating from Gorbachev’s sketchy discussions and from some of the analyses of the earlier “prophets of world civilization,” we can go beyond the banal (by now) platitudes about global governance. Within contemporary politics we can see an effort, very much in the spirit of moderation, whose goal is a universal complex civilization subject to law. We can imagine its legal foundation (a global constitution) as a complex union (like the EU: less than a federation, more than a league) of republics, especially if we reformulate our notion of republic to abandon the current identification of republics and states. A moderate would wish to subject this union to two kinds of constraint. The first is the constraint of higher law: a principle of universal human rights (which current political practice, including legal practice, can already allow us to codify), and a principle of universal human responsibility (which is now just over the horizon of what counts as international law, but is beginning to be articulated in important documents emerging from the global civic society, such as the Earth Charter). The second is the constraint of democratic legitimacy, the global constitution’s democratic credentials being provided perhaps by intermittent but dramatic direct actions (through referenda) of a universal humanity organized as a complex demos (and not a nation, or a people, with a unified will), so not subject to majority rule.
 

Two Modern Projects of Creative Human Power
Let me now complete the picture. I suggested that the moderate project of 1989 is best understood as a stage in the development of the project of a new renaissance, part of a sequence of renaissances that constitute the moderate project of the modern transformation. Let us now look at this broader context.

As the modern age proceeds, we can identify two competing, increasingly well-articulated efforts to develop creative human power. One we might call Cartesian, or revolutionary or radical. The second it would be best to call moderate. 1989 was a great triumph of the moderate alternative, and a new opportunity to articulate it more fully. Among those committed to the development of creative human power, the party of revolution was at least momentarily defeated. Revolution was no longer to be venerated as the fullest embodiment of creative human power. Yet revolutions easily assumed this role. They were (or rather they were imagined to be) the great moments when the supreme collective human creator, the nation, a people, or the universal class, rose to destroy all that came before, to create ex nihilo something entirely new, a novus ordo saeclorum. Surely, so it seemed, here, creative human power reached its ultimate heights: a large-scale version of the individual genius creating something out of nothing in a moment of inspiration.

What is the alternative? I call it civic moderation, and in the remainder of this essay I will sketch some of its content. The image it draws of large-scale human creation is not simply an expanded version of the individual genius. It is a process in which many participate (it is polycentric, plural, diverse, decentralized) over long stretches of time, with each generation preserving and enhancing in a civic spirit what it has inherited from the past. And we can find this process within the same dramatic events, the same revolutions that so inspired the revolutionary tradition.

Hannah Arendt ends her great work On Revolution
 with a paean to the “lost treasure of the revolutionary tradition,” a form of government deeply decentralized and federative, a republic of wards for Jefferson, of councils and of soviets in multiple revolutions. She cites
 Odysse Barrot writing during the Paris Commune in 1871: “En tant que revolution politique… 1871 est reaction contre 1793, et un retour a 1789… Il a effacé du programme les mots ‘une et indivisible’… pour se rallier a l’idée federative, qui est par excellence l’idée liberale et republicaine.”
 Despite the fact that the spontaneous pattern in almost all revolutions is the organization of citizens into councils, and the further organization of the councils into various forms of federation, this is not a revolutionary idea, and it is not done in an effort to destroy what came before and to create a new order for the ages. Arendt adds another revealing quote from one of the official pronouncements of the Paris Commune: “C’est cette idée communal pursuivi depuis le douxieme siècle, affirmée par la morale, le droit et la science qui vient de triompher le 18 mars 1871.”

The pattern of councils, organized spontaneously during revolutionary periods and quickly forming into federations, follows some very old traditions. It follows the communal ideal that the Paris Commune traces back to the twelfth century, and also, almost to the letter, the pattern of consociation outlined by Johannes Althusius, the great theorist of complex polity of the seventeenth century, inspired by the complex patterns of the Holy Roman Empire. Althusius is now often seen as the forgotten alternative to Hobbes. He is an inspiration to the builders of the European Union, and to the consociational model of democracy developed by Arend Lijphart.
 In the world of contemporary politics, Switzerland perhaps comes closest to this model. And it does so largely because - since it is really hard for outsiders to impose on the Swiss - it has preserved more successfully than any other country continuity with the Holy Roman Empire. The Paris Commune, it seems, was trying to return to the politics before the Westphalian age of sovereign unified territorial states. It was trying to be Switzerland, and in doing so it was revealed practicing the new medievalism
  avant la lettre, tracing its model to the twelfth century. 

The pattern Arendt discusses is a striking one for revolutionary moments. It is best seen not as the “lost treasure of the revolutionary tradition” but as the suppressed and marginalized (and hence underdeveloped, inarticulate and distorted) alternative to the revolutionary tradition, with deep roots in medieval Europe. It was an effort to restore continuity, another renaissance submerged in a revolutionary format. And, as we can conclude from the speed with which the revolutionary councils federate, this alternative does not consist of small-scale politics that we can model on the ancient polis. Athens is not the model (about Athens as a model it is best to take the perspective of the inhabitants of Melos). The political ideal for this semi-suppressed alternative seems to me quite different. It is to restore continuity with the medieval project of building a complex universal civilization. The model may be Switzerland, and today it can be the European Union. Neither, of course, is a perfect model, but both preserve some of the political flavor of the medieval project of a universal and complex civilization, both fragmented and unified, exemplifying what is (strangely perhaps) above all an ideal of beauty: unity in variety.

The Moderate Alternative
Let me sketch the main features of this suppressed, underdeveloped and distorted moderate alternative. It will emerge that it is not much like the more familiar and superficial forms of moderation. On a range of key issues, let me set out starkly (and hence too simply) the contrast between the Cartesian, revolutionary and radical view, and its moderate alternative.

Creation
The project of enhancing and improving creative human power is at the heart of modern transformation. But in reality, it is (at least) two competing projects. Both are efforts to strengthen, promote, and give better form to this creative power. As ways of looking at the world, they inevitably have much in common. Above all, both projects consider human beings as co-creators of the world in which we live. Both celebrate homo faber. But they do so differently. 

Seen from the Cartesian perspective, human creation is best exemplified by the individual genius creating something entirely new ex nihilo, and in the process destroying what was before. In the centuries following Descartes, political practice and theory added what was imagined to be a large-scale equivalent: a collective agent smashing the inherited reality and creating a new one. Revolutions came to be the most awesome exemplifications of creative human power.  

What is the alternative? It begins with the recognition that the largest and most complex forms of human creation are multi-authored (poly-centric) and extended over time. Both markets and civic society are notable processes of this kind of decentralized creation and creation extended over time. According to this moderate view, the miracle of creative human power is not exemplified best by the individual genius or by a collectivity creating a new order in an inspired moment. Instead, it is best exemplified in what we might call ‘shared creative capital,’ a shared stock of institutions and ideas which create a flow of improvements in the world. We may call these “projects,” and many such projects allow multiple authors and creation over time. 

We can trace - in a kind of imagined history - human capacity to create from its origins, in a Darwinian process of random variation and selective survival, through a blind incremental creation in which we simply attempt to build on what has been created by those who came before us, to a process of creation in two stages. First, we create creative capital; then we use this creative capital in our processes of creation until its creative capacity is exhausted. We then go through a crisis in which a new form of creative capital is created that builds on the earlier one, and renews our capacity to create. This pattern is familiar, of course, to anyone who has at least a passing familiarity with the history of science. Scientific paradigms,
 research programs,
 or research traditions
 are perhaps the clearest examples. But a similar pattern, with its characteristic logistic curve of development, can be found in the last 200 years of technology-driven economic growth
. In larger civilizational development this pattern is inevitably hidden in the usual fog of the battles and accidents of history. But we are able to discern it in the sequences of development, crisis and renewal within European civilization from the ninth century on, and at the largest scale also in the pattern of development, crisis and renewal of civilizations in general.

Creation and destruction
No one who wishes to promote creative human power can miss the destruction that accompanies creation. How can we respond to this fact, especially now that the threat of nuclear war and environmental exhaustion and collapse need to be taken seriously? Many in the past embraced destruction as making the creative act more emphatic: we know for sure the new age has arrived when the old one has been destroyed. The King is dead; the aristocrats, capitalists or kulaks have been slaughtered. Revolutions appear as the great creators and destroyers. 

But not all who celebrate destruction have been revolutionaries. One of the most influential accounts of market capitalism, in the work of Schumpeter (drawing on Nietzsche), presents the central figure of capitalism, the entrepreneur, as the master of the process of creative destruction, which the market enables and supports.

Is there a moderate alternative to this embrace of destruction, other than to abandon the project of creative human power? Moderation certainly opposes the power and effects of destruction. Let me suggest that the strongest way to do so, that also injects the strongest motivation into the process of creation, is to understand destruction as an enemy. And since destruction is so often unavoidable in creation, it is, we might say, a necessary enemy.

Moderate politics opposes violence and destruction; it treats human destructiveness as the enemy. But we now also understand, as increasingly we must, that human destructiveness takes more forms than those traditionally recognized. A moderate politics, opposed to destructiveness in an advanced industrial society, needs to recognize the destructiveness of human economic activity. A certain kind of environmental concern must become an integral element of our opposition to destructiveness. Thus, the contemporary moderate project will necessarily be also an environmentalist project: it sees traditional concerns with limiting wars (direct power of the gun) and limiting coercion (indirect power of the gun) and a certain form of environmentalism as part of the same task. 

In its attitude toward destructiveness, moderation need not be purely defensive. If we think of ourselves as engaged in a struggle between creation and destruction, then we do not simply want to reduce the power of destruction; we also want to enhance creation and reform, principled ways of making the world and human lives better. You measure success in a similar way in which you measure success in a football game: not by one number (how well we thwarted destructiveness, or how many goals were scored against us), but by two (measuring also the extent to which we made the world better, i.e. how many goals we scored ourselves).

There is another way in which we can go on the offensive against destructiveness. We do not just defend against destructiveness and destruction; we attempt to reverse it. The most ambitious goal of the struggle against destruction and destructiveness is to reverse it, to destroy the effects of destruction. In the post-Enlightenment age of the nineteenth century (certainly with echoes into the twentieth), this often took the form of reactionary politics attempting to turn back the clock and return to the past. The environmental equivalent would be an effort to return to a pre-industrial civilization, or perhaps to a pre-civilizational form of society and culture, a new and improved savagery.
 If we are engaged in a battle between creation and destruction, this is not an attractive proposition: it undoes the destruction but also the improvements. 

In this context, the idea of a renaissance, of renewal or restoration, is more attractive. It is not an attempt to go back into the past, but to restore greater continuity with the past. So when we restore an ecological system, or an urban neighborhood, or a whole city, we do not go back to the past. To put it differently: the aim is to create what might have developed (an ecosystem, a neighborhood, a city) if human destructiveness had not intervened so massively. We can choose the most attractive form of what might have developed. 

Sustainable development is a development that limits its destructiveness sufficiently so that it can be sustained in the long term. Restorative development goes further: it restores what has been destroyed. The idea of sustainable development relies mostly on limits; restorative development is a different project with many more opportunities to create and to invest.
 Development in the service of renewal can itself take multiple directions. It can restore and renew what has been damaged and destroyed, whether by human destructiveness (war or industry) and by natural destructiveness (natural disasters). It can also strengthen and reinforce a natural capacity for renewal, as happens, for instance, when we rely on renewable resources.

Politics
The radical project  uses the model and paradigm of the French Revolution, and it identifies the next stage of modernity with a further emancipation of humanity. The moderate project, by contrast - and this is quite clear in 1989 - is positively hostile to revolutions. Its idea of a deep social transformation is quite different. Deep social transformation is needed because all forms of creative capital eventually exhaust their capacity to guide improvements in the world. If the project of creation is to continue, we need a shift to a new form of creative capital. This is a difficult task, and it will inevitably generate considerable conflict. Even if the new project builds on the previous one, it must reformulate it in order to renew the exhausted creative potential of the old. The process must preserve and reformulate its inheritance. And to the extent that it is a political process, we have a model of how to diminish its potential for destructiveness (all periods of deep transition have an enhanced potential for destructiveness): the transition is guided (as so many times in the 1989 period) by a partnership of reform from above and reform from below.

The moderate project is not hostile toward emancipation in the way it is hostile to revolutions. But the idea that the highest aim of politics (and not just politics) is emancipation and more emancipation, freedom and more freedom, seems oddly unbalanced. Let me suggest a distinctly moderate alternative. The goal of politics is emancipation along with something else to complement it: a commitment which can discipline our process of creation. Without limits and purpose, creative human powers have nothing to work with. Thus, moderate politics is attracted to the republican tradition: we should be loyal to a res publica; we should defend it, preserve it and make it better. We need certain kinds of limits, especially those that enhance our capacity to act. And so, unlike the radicals, moderate politics also loves the rule of law. 

But law, too, will be understood differently in a Cartesian spirit influenced by the eighteenth-century revolution, or in a moderate spirit. For the Cartesians, law is likely to be seen as the creation of a sovereign state, the command of the sovereign, in the classic formulation of legal positivism. Law has a single creator, whether individual or collective. For a moderate, this is a very partial and inadequate understanding of the law. We do better to think of it as emerging from human interaction, as Lon Fuller suggested.
 It emerges from adjustments between different human projects. Therefore, it is best seen as a creation of multiple independent authors.

Constitutions also need to be rethought. According to the view we inherited from the eighteenth century, dramatically illustrated by the U.S. Constitution, constitutions are new creations of a sovereign people, a unified demos acting through unified institutions. An older conception, preserved most fully in the British tradition, seems more adequate, especially as constitutionalist principles are applied to more deeply divided settings, whether Iraq, Switzerland, the European Union, or the world as a whole. Constitutions involve a commitment to enhance the power of impartial principles and diminish the power of the means of destruction. They need not be new creations of a sovereign people, but they must constrain coercion by principle; and they must diminish the prospects of violence. They ought to be balanced constitutions supported by a complex demos. A global constitution is hard to imagine if we are looking for a new creation of sovereign demos. But it is slowly emerging over the horizon, if it is a balanced constitution, limited by principle and supported by the complex demos of universal humanity.

Radicals may have had their global project, with the Internationale as its hymn. The moderates have theirs, and it need not be found in Kant. The emerging global project of the moderates, let me suggest, centers on the creation of a universal complex civilization, supported by a global complex constitution, which is in many ways a restoration of continuity with the medieval European project combining universal commitments embodied in the Papacy, Holy Roman Empire, and a common European law (ius commune), with a great deal of cross-cutting complexity (kingdoms and duchies, cities and leagues of cities, complex hierarchies of feudal ties, law merchant and manorial law). The main inspiration comes more from contemporary “new medievalism” and from such old sources as Dante’s De Monarchia and Johannes Althusius, and less from Kant. This is not a project of sovereign reason, but of creative human power. It is not simply the largest political aspiration of the Enlightenment. It has ancient roots. Remember Toynbee’s suggestion: all civilizations are projects that aspire to universality. 

History and Modernity
In the familiar images of Marxism, history proceeds inevitably from stage to stage, with transitions marked by revolutions. This theory of history was meant to simultaneously reflect the patterns of the past and guide radical political actions that influence the future. What would a moderate alternative look like? It would be an account of the large patterns of history with a practical purpose, but a different practical purpose. The moderates’ project emerges from the past, and as such can be best understood as a continuation of the past.

History is full of small and large creative human projects, or (as I have called them) small and large forms of shared creative capital. These projects operate in a sea of accidents, coincidences and unanticipated consequences, and among battles for influence and advantage. History is unpredictable because human creativity is unpredictable, and because accidents plays such an important role in human events. But we do see patterns, and some of them are the characteristic patterns of creation using creative capital.

One of these creative projects we might call the modern project of creating a universal complex civilization. Calling it modern is not meant to distinguish it from medieval. On the contrary: to understand the project, and to imagine its possible futures, we need to trace it back to early medieval Europe. And calling it modern is not meant to distinguish it from traditional, as it would be according to mainstream views in social theory and sociology. Calling it modern is meant to distinguish it from earlier efforts to create a universal civilization, whose unifying ideals and ideas were provided by religion and philosophy. These earlier efforts produced the Chinese, Indian, Christian, and Islamic civilizations. They were part of what Jaspers called the axial age.

The modern attempt to create a universal civilization is not likely to be a repetition of the axial age. We will not, and should not, return to the past. But we can reformulate the modern project to restore continuity with the axial transformation, without forgetting that it is modern science that is at the heart of the extraordinary expansion of creative human powers that the modern transformation has given us. It is hard to imagine the project of the modern transformation, apart from ideas rooted in modern science.

Modern science emerges as part of the modern project in Europe; it does not emerge before. We need to trace modernity to an earlier period. In fact, the pattern of development, crisis, and renewal from which modern science eventually emerged began long before the various conventional starting points of the modern age. There is an argument to be made that we should start the story with the coronation of Charlemagne in 800 AD. I would suggest the following: to be able to imagine a moderate form of the future of the modern project, we need to understand its past in a distinct way, as a development in stages marked by growth, crisis and rebirth. Modernity is not a product of a break with the past - intellectual and political - as the radical tradition would have you believe. It is a project that emerges through the sequence involving crises and rebirths. And 800 AD can be seen as a first effort to restore continuity with the more ancient axial age form of the effort to build a complex universal civilization. 

But this beginning of the pattern of crises followed by renewals is certainly murky. It becomes more clearly visible (at least to us today) as we move forward in time. There was plainly a civilizational crisis before Charlemagne (we used to enjoy calling it the Dark Ages). There were more crises and renewals to follow, among others (perhaps) the crisis of the tenth century. But few doubt the reality of the efforts to reform and renew that gained ground in the middle of eleventh century (culminating, among other things, in the Renaissance of the twelfth century). Then occured a crisis in the fourteenth century, followed by the Renaissance we are all familiar with. And, finally, there were crises in the seventeenth and twentieth centuries. 

Modernity was not born in the seventeenth century, and the great crisis of the twentieth was certainly not without precedent. Modernity is better seen as a project with a much longer history and a substantial experience of crises and rebirths. So when, after the current crisis, we attempt to articulate a project to guide a new period of renewal, we are not doing anything unprecedented. The project of modernity has already demonstrated its capacity for renewal; our hope is only that it has not lost this capacity, and that we can succeed in giving it new shape.

The notion that there will be, or ought to be, a next stage of modernity or capitalism emerged in the nineteenth century as a radical idea; an effort to continue and intensify the project of emancipation. But what has slowly emerged, since WWII, is a moderate alternative, becoming clearly visible in the politics of 1989. It is still not very well articulated; nor it is very self-conscious theoretically or historically. It involves a deeper discontinuity from our immediate past than the radical project, but also a restoration of continuity with previous stages of the modern transformation. It is not to be identified with industrial society, or with the project of the Enlightenment. It is better seen as a transformation in a series of stages involving attempts to restore continuity with the ancient world. We can see each great ancient civilization as a product of an effort to build a universal civilization. We now aim to restore that project, and to give it a new form. We attempt to restore continuity with the twelfth-century renaissance by re-establishing the project of a universal complex polity committed to principle, though not in a religion-based form, as in the medieval Respublica Christiana. Thus, the project can be seen as a new medievalism. And we also attempt to restore continuity with the fifteenth-century renaissance, as we see, for example, in the current revival of republican traditions. Outside the West, we restore continuity with ancient civilizations (we renew them), to help produce a more complex, balanced and universal modernity.
Science
The twentieth-century crisis of the modern project seems to be deeper than the previous crises. It is true perhaps, as Marx believed about capitalism, that the crises of modernity grow worse over time. One contributing factor to the depth of the crisis is the growing destructive capacity of human civilization, driven by science, technology, and science-based technology. We now have the capacity to destroy ourselves. Thus the moderate critique of modernity - that it is unbalanced and destructive - gains in urgency. Enhancing creative human power may not be such a good idea after all. Perhaps it was better to remain hunters and gatherers.

There is also a less obvious way in which a science-based civilization may turn out to be problematic. Science is at the heart of the spectacular multiplication of creative human power so characteristic of modernity. But when we attempt to understand not the natural world but the humanly created world (in “the sciences of the spirit,” as the Germans put it, or Geisteswissenschaften), the effect reverses. Science, in its attempt to predict and its search for causal laws, appears to undermine the project of creative human power. If what we do is fully determined by causal laws, we cannot really initiate any actions, let alone create anything. 

The radical project emphasizes skepticism and demystification as the heart of the scientific spirit. It is the acid that dissolves received dogmas, emancipating us from the doctrines our ancestors unthinkingly accepted. Science, then, above all serves to liberate us, and to subvert the beliefs that came before. But this does not seem the full story of the scientific spirit. Modern science emerged during the European Renaissance, and the period immediately following; not in a period of skepticism, but rather one of a distinctively new enthusiasm for the possibility of embracing reality. In painting we have extraordinary progress in realistic representation, and we see the same with Renaissance maps. In the same period we witness the invention of increasingly accurate measurement devices. And we should not forget that this is also an age of exploration and discovery. On all these fronts we see above all an enthusiastic new love of reality, and a confidence that our beliefs can be made to fit reality better, to obey it more faithfully. The chief characteristic of the project of modern science, I would argue, is its confident and enthusiastic loyalty to reality.  

To choose our beliefs in a way loyal to reality requires that we ask reality questions and accept the answers we receive. We construct experiments and accept the results. But we can also choose our beliefs in what we might call a more civic way: they should obey reality, but they should also help us improve it. We build then theories that articulate attractive projects of reform, small and large. We articulate projects of creative human agency, including the most encompassing project of a universal complex civilization. We do not assume that such projects can be constructed ex nihilo. We search instead for signs of their emergence in history. Thus, for example, we can see the period we have identified symbolically with the year 1989 as a window which, combined with the other politically and culturally creative periods since World War II, can guide us in an attempt to articulate, and put in attractive form, a moderate but ambitious project for a new stage of modernity. This, it seems to me, is an example of what it means to see the world as a citizen.

References
Ackerman, Bruce. 1992. The Future of Liberal Revolution. New Haven,CT: Yale University Press.

      Ackerman, Peter 2007 “Skills or Conditions: Factors that Shape Success or Failure of Civil Resistance.” Paper presented at the Conference on Civil Resistance and Power Politics, Oxford, March 2007

Aligica, Paul Dragos and Peter J. Boettke 2009 Challenging Institutional Analysis and Development. London and New York: Routledge

Arendt, Hannah 1963 On Revolution. New York: Viking.

Arnason, Johann 2003 Civilizations in Dispute. Leiden and Boston: Brill

Arnason, Johann and Bjorn Wittrock (eds.) 2004 Eurasian Transformations, Tenth to Thirteenth Centuries. Leiden: Brill

Arato, Andrew. 1993. "Interpreting 1989" Social Research, 60:609-46.

Bull, Hedley 1977 The Anarchical Society. New York: Columbia University Press

Cohen, Jean and Andrew Arato. 1992. Civil Society and Political Theory. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Cunningham, Storm 2002 The Restoration Economy. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.

Dahrendorf, Ralf. 1990. Reflections on the Revolution in Europe. New York, NY: Random House.

Drake, Helen 2000 Jacques Delors: Perspectives on a European Leader. London: Routledge.

d'Entréves, A.P. 1951. Natural Law. London: Hutchinson.

Fukuyama, Francis. 1989. "The End of History?" The National Interest, no. 16 (Summer): 3-18.

--- 1992. The End of History and the Last Man. New York, NY: Free Press.

Fuller, Lon 1981 The Principles of Social Order. Durham, NC: Duke.

Gellner, Ernest. 1994. Conditions of Liberty. London: Penguin. 


Goody, Jack 2010 Renaissances: The One or the Many. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gorbachev, Mikhail 1995 The Search for a New Beginning. New York: HarperCollins.

Gorbachev, Mikhail and Zdenek Mlynař 2002 [1995] Conversations with Gorbachev. New York: Columbia University Press.

Havel, Vaclav. 1987. Living in Truth. London: Faber and Faber.

Havel, Vaclav  1998  The Art of the Impossible. New York, Fromm International

Ignatieff, Michael. 1995. "On Civil Society" Foreign Affairs, 74, no. 2: 128-36.

Isaac, Jeffrey. 1996. "The Meanings of 1989" Social Research, 63, no.2: 291-344.

Jaspers, Karl. 1955. The Origin and Goal of History. New Haven, CT: Yale.

Kis, Janos. 1998. "Between Reform and Revolution" East European Politics and Societies, 12 (1998): 300-83.

Klaus, Vaclav. 1997. Renaissance: The Rebirth of Liberty in the Heart of Europe. Washington, DC: Cato.

Kobrin, Stephen. 1998. "Back to the Future: Neomedievalism and the Postmodern Digital World Economy"  Journal of International Affairs, 52: 361-86.

Kołakowski, Leszek. 1978. "How To Be A Conservative Liberal Socialist" Encounter, 51, no.4: 46-7.

Konrad, Gyorgy. 1984. Antipolitics. New York, NY: Harcourt, Brace.

--- 1995. The Melancholy of Rebirth. San Diego, CA: Harcourt, Brace.

Kotkin, Stephen 2010 Uncivil Society. New York: Modern Library.

Krejci, Jaroslav 2004 The Paths of Civilization. New York: Palgrave Macmillan

Król, Marcin. 1996. Liberalizm Strachu czy Liberalizm Odwagi. Kraków: Znak.

Kuhn, Thomas 1996 [1962] The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 3d edition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Lakatos, Imre 1978 The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes Cambridge: Cambridge Univesity Press

Laudan, Larry 1977 Progress and its Problems. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Leszkowski, Marek. 1982. "Główne Nurty Solidarności" Kontakt (Paris), 1, no.8: 7-10.

Lijphart, Arend 2008 Thinking About Democracy. New York: Routledge. 

Mathews, Jessica. 1997. "Power Shift" Foreign Affairs, 76, no.1: 50-66.

Meadows, Donella et al. 1972
 Limits to Growth. New York: Universe Books

Michnik, Adam. 1984. Szanse Polskiej Demokracji. London: Aneks.

Ophuls, William 1997 Requiem for Modern Politics. Boulder, CO: Westview

Parekh, Bikhu. 1997. Gandhi. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Perez, Carlota 2003 Technological Revolutions and Financial Capital. Cheltenham (England): Elgar.

Pocock, J.G.A. 1975. The Machiavellian Moment. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Preuss, Ulrich. 1995. Constitutional Revolution. Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press.

Quigley, Carroll 1979 [1962] The Evolution of Civilizations Indianapolis: Liberty Fund.

Rothschild, Emma. 1995. "What Is Security?" Daedalus, 124, no.3: 53-98.

Smolar, Aleksander. 1996. "Revolutionary Spectacle and Peaceful Transition" Social Research, 63: 439-64.

Sołtan, Karol Edward 2000 “1989 as Rebirth” in Sorin Antohi and Vladimir Tismaneanu (eds.) Between Past and Future. Budapest: Central European University Press.

---   2008  “Constitutional Patriotism and Militant Moderation” International Journal of Constitutional Law, 6: 96-116. 

---  2009 „Mature Democracy and Global Solidarity” in Anthony Langlois and Karol Edward Sołtan (eds.) Global Democracy and Its Difficulties. Abingdon (England): Routledge.

---  2010 „The Divided Spirit of the Sixties” in Vladimir Tismaneanu (ed.), Promises of 1968. Budapest and New York: CEU Press.

---  forthcoming „A Civic Science.” The Good Society.

---  forthcoming-b “Vivid Moderation” European Journal of Political Theory
Sorokin, Pitirim 1948 The Reconstruction of Humanity. Boston: Beacon

Szacki, Jerzy. 1994. Liberalizm po Komunizmie. Kraków: Znak.

Teilhard de Chardin, Pierre 2008 [1959] The Phenomenon of Man. New York: Harper.

Tismaneanu, Vladimir. 1992. Reinventing Politics: Eastern Europe from Stalin to Havel. New York, NY: Free Press.

de Tocqueville, Alexis 1945 [1835] Democracy in America. New York: Knopf. 

Toynbee, Arnold 1962 A Study of History, Volume XII. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

--- 1972 A Study of History, One volume edition. Oxford: Oxford University Press

Wagar,  W. Warren 1963 The City of Man  Boston: Houghton Mifflin

Walzer, Michael. 1984. "Liberalism and the Art of Separation" Political Theory, 12: 315-30.

Webb, Adam 2006a “The Calm Before the Storm? Revolutionary Pressures and Global Governance” International Political Science Review, 27: 73-92.

---  2006b  Beyond the Global Culture War. New York: Routledge.

Zięba, Maciej. 1996. Po Szkodzie? Przed Szkodą?. Kraków: Znak.

�This paper contains a lot of (author/date) references in the text. They need to be transformed into footnotes.


�Unclear, please rephrase


�This entire paragraph is somewhat unclear, the language imprecise; please rewrite.


�Add reference


�Add footnote; remove link from text





� See Karol Edward Sołtan, „The Divided Spirit of the Sixties” in Vladimir Tismaneanu (ed.), Promises of 1968. Budapest and New York: CEU Press (2010).


� Mikhail Gorbachev, The Search for a New Beginning. New York: HarperCollins (1995).


� Jacques Delors called it that. See Helen Drake, Jacques Delors: Perspectives on a European Leader. London: Routledge. (2000)


� Karol Edward Sołtan, “1989 as Rebirth” in Sorin Antohi and Vladimir Tismaneanu (eds.) Between Past and Future. Budapest: Central European University Press (2000).


� Karol Edward Sołtan,  “Constitutional Patriotism and Militant Moderation” International Journal of Constitutional Law, 6 (2008): 96-116. 


� Karol Edward Sołtan, “Vivid Moderation” European Journal of Political Theory (forthcoming)


� Hence the tentative title of the book manuscript toward which all these essays converge.


� In some versions of the story the key break with tradition is the Reformation, so the key date is 1517.


� Karol Edward Sołtan,  „A Civic Science.” The Good Society (forthcoming)


� Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 3d edition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press (1996 [1962]); Imre Lakatos, The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes Cambridge: Cambridge Univesity Press (1978)


� Carlota Perez, Technological Revolutions and Financial Capital. Cheltenham (England): Elgar (2003).


� Karol Edward Sołtan, “1989 as Rebirth” in Sorin Antohi and Vladimir Tismaneanu (eds.) Between Past and Future. Budapest: Central European University Press (2000).


� http://www.gorby.ru/en/�


� Johann Arnason and Björn Wittrock (eds.) Eurasian Transformations, Tenth to Thirteenth Centuries. Leiden: Brill (2004)


� Arnold Toynbee, A Study of History, Volume XII. Oxford: Oxford University Press (1962); 


Arnold Toynbee, A Study of History (one volume edition). Oxford: Oxford University Press (1972)


� Jaroslav Krejci, The Paths of Civilization. New York: Palgrave Macmillan (2004)


� Johann Arnason and Björn Wittrock (eds.) Eurasian Transformations, Tenth to Thirteenth Centuries. Leiden: Brill (2004)


� Johann Arnason, Civilizations in Dispute. Leiden and Boston: Brill (2003)


� Jack Goody,  Renaissances: The One or the Many. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (2010)


� Carroll Quigley,  The Evolution of Civilizations. Indianapolis: Liberty Fund (1979 [1962])


� Arnold Toynbee, A Study of History (one volume edition). Oxford: Oxford University Press (1972),  p. 456.


� Jack Goody,  Renaissances: The One or the Many. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press (2010), pp. 8-9.


� Ibid., p. 8-9.


� Stephen Kotkin,  Uncivil Society. New York: Modern Library (2010).


� Mikhail Gorbachev and Zdeněk Mlynář, Conversations with Gorbachev. New York: Columbia University Press (2002 [1995]), p.128


� Mikhail Gorbachev and Zdeněk Mlynář, Conversations with Gorbachev. New York: Columbia University Press (2002 [1995])


� Mikhail Gorbachev, The Search for a New Beginning. New York: HarperCollins (1995).


� http://www.earthcharterinaction.org/content/pages/Read-the-Charter.html


� Mikhail Gorbachev and Zdeněk Mlynář, Conversations with Gorbachev. New York: Columbia University Press (2002 [1995]), p.155.


� Ibid., p.158


� Ibid., p.160.


� Mikhail Gorbachev, The Search for a New Beginning. New York: HarperCollins (1995).


� Ibid., p. 2


� Ibid., p. 2


� Ibid., p. 15


� Arnold Toynbee,  A Study of History, Volume XII. Oxford: Oxford University Press (1962), p. 279.


� W. Warren Wagar, The City of Man. Boston: Houghton Mifflin (1963), p. 69.


� Karl Jaspers, The Origin and Goal of History. New Haven, CT: Yale (1955).


� Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The Phenomenon of Man. New York: Harper (2008 [1959])


� Pitirim Sorokin, The Reconstruction of Humanity. Boston: Beacon (1948)


� Jean Cohen and Andrew Arato, Civil Society and Political Theory. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press (1992); Vaclav Havel,. Living in Truth. London: Faber and Faber (1987); Marcin Król, Liberalizm Strachu czy Liberalizm Odwagi. Kraków: Znak (1996);  Vladimir Tismaneanu,  Reinventing Politics: Eastern Europe from Stalin to Havel. New York, NY: Free Press (1992).


� Vaclav  Havel, The Art of the Impossible. New York, Fromm International (1998)


� http://activecitizen.tufts.edu/?pid=710��


� Michael Walzer, "Liberalism and the Art of Separation" Political Theory, 12 (1984): 315-30.


�Alexis de Tocqueville,  Democracy in America. New York: Knopf (1945 [1835])


� Leszek Kołakowski, "How To Be A Conservative Liberal Socialist" Encounter, 51 (1978), no.4: 46-7; Marek Leszkowski, "Główne Nurty Solidarności" Kontakt (Paris), 1, no.8 (1982): 7-10.


� See e.g. Bikhu Parekh, Gandhi. Oxford: Oxford University Press (1997).


� See A. P. d'Entréves, Natural Law. London: Hutchinson (1951).


� Donella Meadows et al., Limits to Growth. New York: Universe Books (1972)


� See Karol Edward Sołtan, „The Divided Spirit of the Sixties” in Vladimir Tismaneanu (ed.), Promises of 1968. Budapest and New York: CEU Press (2010).


� Jessica Mathews, "Power Shift" Foreign Affairs, 76 (1997), no.1: 50-66.


       � Peter Ackerman, “Skills or Conditions: Factors that Shape Success or Failure of Civil Resistance.” Paper presented at the Conference on Civil Resistance and Power Politics, Oxford, March 2007, p. 4.


� Karol Edward Sołtan, „Mature Democracy and Global Solidarity” in Anthony Langlois and Karol Edward Sołtan (eds.) Global Democracy and Its Difficulties. Abingdon (England): Routledge (2009).


� Hannah Arendt,  On Revolution. New York: Viking (1963)


� Following Heinrich Koechlin, Die Pariser Commune von 1871 im Bewusstsein ihrer Anhänger. Basel: Don Quichotte Verlag (1950), p. 224.


� Arendt, op. cit., p. 270


� Arendt, op. cit., p. 325, quoting Koechlin, op. cit., p. 66.


� Arend Lijphart,  Thinking About Democracy. New York: Routledge (2008). 


� Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society. New York: Columbia University Press (1977)


Stephen Kobrin, "Back to the Future: Neomedievalism and the Postmodern Digital World Economy"  Journal of International Affairs, 52 (1998): 361-86.


� Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 3d edition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press (1996 [1962]).


� Imre Lakatos, The Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes Cambridge: Cambridge Univesity Press (1978).


� Larry Laudan, Progress and its Problems. Berkeley: University of California Press (1977).


� Carlota Perez, Technological Revolutions and Financial Capital. Cheltenham (England): Elgar (2003).


� In the words of Henry David Thoreau, revived by William Ophuls in Requiem for Modern Politics. Boulder, CO: Westview (1997).


� Storm Cunningham, The Restoration Economy. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler (2002).


� Lon Fuller, The Principles of Social Order. Durham, NC: Duke (1981).


� Karl Jaspers, The Origin and Goal of History. New Haven, CT: Yale (1955).








