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Summary. The purpose of this article is first of all to defidemocracy in comparison with the
Polish experience. The text consists of five pdtrt one deals with political ontology. Part two
contains a preliminary definition of the pragmatitderstanding of democracy, contrasted with the
republican standpoint. Part three is a sketch Hergicture of Polish society after the so-called
political-system transformation and its effectstie form of division into beneficiaries and victims
of these transformations. It also describes thaabration of public language in Poland after
1989. Part four discusses the mental/cultural ¢eomdof people subjected to transformation proc-
esses, their responses to the changes, and tteé pogiects characteristic of them, which would
satisfy the criteria for a pragmatic definition @émocracy. Part five deals with democracy as
social practice or a culturally determined processieloped in a specific time and place, animated
by dispute (culture of dispute).
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

In the present paper | shall seek (or should Idzag) to define democracy in
comparison with the Polish experience in this fidlde construction of the sub-
ject is a risky one. The main difficulty in carrgirit out is that we should avoid
confusing research pragmatics: the scopes of cempes of a political journalist
and a political philosopher. | expect the formedéscribe events and comment
upon them, the latter — to make an in-depth analysing the concepts he him-
self can coin for the purpose. | would like to canebthe two goals to some
extent: to establish the meaning (carry out a séimanalysis) of the concept of
democracy and compare it with the specific socilitipal reality that we know
from the media and everyday experience. When glkioout politics in a phi-
losophical or journalistic (i.e. more colloquialay however, we encounter the
same problem: in either case we have to use larguhbigh itself contains cultur-
ally defined representations/ways of presentingtipsl In my discussion | shall
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therefore be guided by the precept (well-knowrhaliumanities from the so-called
linguistic turn) according to which the way we talkout the world and present it
structures the way we perceive it. This meanstherowords, that we never have
direct access to the world. Consequently, thene isuch thing as politicabality in
itself, or democracin itself, concealed under the layer of its descriptions.

If this is really the case, if understanding poftis not a matter afbjective
factsbut rather of languages, conventions, styles pfegenting it, then we can
justifiably ask what kind of criteria we should use measure the accu-
racy/veracity of also our understanding of demogiammmon good, and along
with it, our duties towards and relations with tenmunity? Who understands
more/better and who less/worse — and what shouldgend on? The point is if
there is no one true answer to these questionsmBddo speak (speech is our
abode as some say) we are also doomed to use langudigéhe vision of the
world residing in it (the system of values anditnsibns implementing them), or
with a specific ontology. Which is why we never atiee either the world or our-
selves from the beginning, just as we do not makigal identities. The way
we regard a community, the fact of being Polistpa#iot etc. — whether as
something natural or artificial (a constructiony# ultimately determine our
understanding of democracy. We think these condepb®e commonsensically
comprehensible. If, however, there was somethikg dine universal common
sense, then why should we argue over somethingpdsus as for example the
concept of community? After all, it denotes a grafieople, in which each of
us is born and grows up, without which we canngecmdividually, because it
provides each of us with a certain source contexbasis for comparison, which
determines out identity, allows us to contact onettaer, be distinct from others
by similarities in finding our way around in lifan evaluating things, in selecting
our ends and means of their implementation. If ghisuld be so obvious, then
where do these disputes in theory and in practiteseience and politics — be-
tween the communitarians and liberals, the riglt @e left come from? From
the fact, the answer goes, that the category ohmamsense is also a mere cul-
tural construct and nothing more.

A pragmatic approach to democracy is the guidimgati of this presentation.
It is not free from ontology, nevertheless, itgattiveness, from the adopted
point of view, lies in its minimalism it is able satisfy that which | regard as the
basic measure for assessing the efficacy of theodextic state. In my terminol-
ogy they ardreedom indicatorsThey can also be efficiently used to explain the
key problems of Polish society under the conditiohseedom: split and torn by
divisions that contradict the ideals of solidarity.

The presentation consists of five parts. Part egndevoted to ontological
problems. In part two | begin to specify the pratgmapproach to democracy,
comparing it first with the republican standpoiRart three is a sketch for the
picture of Polish society: it deals with the paiiti system transformation and its
effects which are the divisions into beneficiardesl victims of the transforma-
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tions. The significance and scale of these divisian additionally illustrated
with a description of brutalization of public disogse, which took part in Poland
after 1989: it documents mutual intolerance andearpt for those who think
differently. Part four is concerned with the coraditof the people in the process
of social and cultural changes who compensatehir imental/cultural strains
by means of nationalist ideologies but also by iotiyges of reactive behaviors,
who choose to live a comfortable life of cosmogaliconsumers or, frustrated,
leave their countryor bread(i.e. to earn a decent living). This section ase
tablishes that a pragmatic definition of democriacgissociated with social pro-
jects selected by esthetic criteria (postulateslegimg social life) rather than by
cognitive ones (ideas constitutive of this lifeherlfinal Part five discusses de-
mocracy as a social practice or a culturally deireech process, developed in a
particular time and place, animated by dispute ¢tlture of dispute) and there-
fore capable of combining in it the organizatiofisndividuals, organized in an
egalitarian and at the same time hierarchical way.

THREE ONTOLOGIES

How is it with us: are we assignhed once and fotathe community where
we grew up, or not — we can free ourselves fronoihpletely and move to an-
other one? Can we freely construct a new one diatot exist previously? The
answers to these kinds of questions depend onettlersent of a more funda-
mental issue: what are political identities and hdwthey arise? We are there-
fore dealing with ontological problems related to existence in the social and
political worlds and to the identities of these lder— the people that inhabit
them and institutions. The basic question is totwddent these are moving
identities, i.e. they belong to the area of sofigdilon, they aresocial constructs
and to what extent they amatural? The settlement of this question has an im-
pact not only on understanding the phenomena ofiaamty and democracy we
are discussing here but, in general, also on tteofehe remaining problems of
philosophy of politics, especially on the questiofistate, law, and authority. In
most general terms, three standpoints on the smuée distinguished.

The first, oldest and classical one: political ititse#s such as state or citizen
are natural formations. Metaphysically, i.e. in the order @rfection of being,
that which is logical being, understoodeass rationaleor its abstract attributes,
immanent in reason in the sense of being suboditwafirst principles (non-
contradiction, the excluded middle), is hidden -easence, substance, form —
under the surface of that which is variable andnsatessary, it takes precedence
over the latter, it outweighs it in importance. Batdividual human beings and
whole societies and nature in general have the sameture. One of its articu-
lations is the vision of state, which, being momgportant than an individual
person, is also a product of nature like the laperforming, by nature, moral
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functions: it is to implement justice consistingtire establishment of order or
introduction of unity into multitude. Platodictum ,everyone should do their
own”, or that whichhe is qualifiedo do, what is justly due to him, is concretized
in contemporary social sciencesutatis mutandisin the research approaches of
positivist origin, especially in structuralism armgnctionalism. According to
them, the subject moves unconsciously in the sirest of social practices,
where, like in the Platonic state, there is no rdormany whim.

The second way of interpreting the problem of jeaitidentities is of mod-
ern origin — Machiavelli can be regarded as ithdatIt assumes that man and
his artifacts, including institutions of social apdlitical life, are infinitely flexi-
ble beings, always undergoing change. There ionger one reason here, no
one is therefore obliged to strive for perfectiastjce, for the actualization of
the nature/essence of either oneself or the woddral. This world is as it is/as
it is becoming. What is just in it is not wHatdueto someone but what someone
alreadyhas This is a nominalist thesis. In political apptica such a standpoint
is attributed to liberalism (theories of social trant), whereas in theoretical
application some authors attribute it to postmoigenrl and others to hermeneu-
tics and all manner of phenomenological varieti€indamental to modern
political thought, this standpoint is no innocepésulation, on the contrary — its
implications are the reason for the radical csticithat liberal thought encoun-
ters from the very beginning on the part of conaive and republican orienta-
tions. Namely, this is about the sinister visionatdmized society — a commu-
nity of average, selfish individuals perceiving rtiselves as self-made men:
people independent of institutions, self-determgnthemselves by means of
their own reason. A closer analysis of this reasmnmyever, is hardly favorable
to it, because it exposes its autonomy — cold agitdl calculation — as only a
myth that is to hide the embarrassing truth that ¢hlightened modern man
ultimately follows the instinct of self-preservatiin his life; he places the feel-
ings of fear of death and pleasure above inteliaognition’

The third of the aforementioned solutions of treuesof political identities is
made up of intermediate standpoints, which hide gleture of man as an
autonomous and genuine subject and at the sameatinebject — a product of
the institutionalized order, in which he lives. Trhghilosophical base consists of

! See e.g.. |. Shapir&tan teorii demokracjiThe State of Democratic Theory], transl. by Isikiwska,
Warsaw 2006, p. 126.

2 See A. GiddensStanowienie spofecistwa. Zarys teorii strukturacfiThe Constitution of Society. Out-
line of the Theory of Structuration], transl. by/Ansterdamski, Poz&2003, p. 66.

% Michael Walzer, commenting on this story knowmirthe history of political doctrines, maintainsttha
the ,liberal hero, author of self and social rolesa mythic invention: it is Shakespeare’s Coriols, the
aristocratic warrior and anti-citizen”, who wish@sit is unable) to live as if man was his own autired knew
no relatives. This desire turned into a philosoahideal and social program has fearful implicasibecause it
leads to never-ending disintegration, which mayehaviminated in recent discussions of the righttofldren
to leave their parents and the right of parentdetve their children. (M. Walzeriberalizm a praktyka
separacji[Liberalism and the Art of Separation], transl. ByRymarczyk [in:Komunitarianie. Wybor tekstéw
[Communitarians. Selected papers], Warsaw 200414p-144).
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mixtures (in different proportions) of two approashOn the one hand, this is
hermeneutics with its vision dfebensweltfounded on pre-reflexive and non-
objectifying experiences and on the propositiort thare is no ,objective” so-
cial reality, only meanings that constantly craat®n the other hand, however,
this is positivist thought, drawing from social oloigies: ,objective” struc-
tures/institutions. This methodological marriageesrs to be applied, out of the
authors who inspired the present discussion, by $&apiro and Jadwiga
Staniszkis in political sciences, by Clifford Geeimh anthropology, or Frank
Ankersmit in historiography and political philosgpiThis is also the case with
sociology, which tries to combine the objective audbjective sides of social
life, or look at the individual as a being, whid) on the one hand, subject to
social ontology, i.e. follows the standards of hedwaembraced by a group
(situations defined in institutions), and on thbeesthand, an autonomous indi-
vidual pursuing his/her own goals (defining the miegs of situations for
his/her own needs and possibilities) in interadidrhis is how phenomenologi-
cal sociology interpreted it, for example in TatcBarsons’ version, from the
perspective of which the meaning of the social dasl neither some objective
event of it, nor a subjective aspect, a mental eepee, of the actors operating
in it. It is rather an analytical construct, whidbrives from individual human
actions: they can be comprehended (can be analyadg)in relation to three
dimensions-ways of their organization (not to eatthem separately but to all
at once). These are the following: the actor's greadity and the systems — social
and cultural, or the patterns of regular (structumeified, and objective in this
sense) practicésThis clear tripartite division of analysis of humaneanings
was modified by Anthony Giddens, who claimed thaicgure is not so much
something ‘external’ of actors/individuals as ‘imal’. This means that practices
do not — in his opinion — entirely get of our cohtthat we are not merely cogs in
their machinery, for we are able to control theradme extent or reflect upon them.
In other words, the author of the theonstficturation of systenassumes that man
understands his everyday behaviors in a dual veeng)(in reflection or discursive
consciousness, which is knowledge of what he daédswehy, which involves
practical consciousness (two) — the basid ebenswelt our (usual) routine
everyday social activity. This means that everydawystitution of social life is,
as Giddens says, carried out in interactions, thers of which are mutually in
a dialectical clash of autonomy and dependencey Thastitute social prac-
tices, being at the same time constituted by ttterlaor, in other words: they
have certain discursive consciousness of what tteeywhich, however, is
always somehow limited, and never embraces all eagunences of the actions
it monitors?

4 0n this subject see Z. Baumatermeneutics and Social Science. Approaches to fidtafeling Lon-
don, Hutchinson 1978, pp. 145-146.
5 A. Giddensop. cit, p. 21, 22, 54, 65, 66.
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In the field of political science this balancedugmn to the issue of identity
is the basis for a number of standpoints, whichinadly do not always have the
duty and/or need to articulate it, nor do they afsvhave the appropriate instru-
ment to do so. This is the case with the pragnaiientation, represented for
example by lan Shapiro, who is convinced that mdms-dentity: psyche and
personality — can be changed but never to an ueldhrextent. Social sciences,
he maintains, do not agree about the limits ofreaeptivity to such operations,
nor are there any universal methods of carryingntioait. The effectiveness of
the chosen methods of molding us depends on citamoss. If so, Shapiro
gives the following advice to designers of demacratstitutions, maintaining
that it seems therefore prudent to work on the diations in this area and think
more about how to modify the existing institutiormatler rather than how to
create itex nihila Identities are to some, though unknown, degrewstent, but
they can adjust to circumstances, stimuli andtin#inal rules. The goal should
therefore be to transform these constrains whei® ftossible so that, within
specified limits, they will change in the way mdreneficial from standpoint of
democracy.

This is a strictly pragmatic approach to the radidyp — understood as effi-
ciency and operationalizability — (of programs)palfitical actions. However, in
consistency with what we have said earlier, thasd@point is also rooted in cer-
tain cultural structures, it is thus not free frangpecific ontology: for it implic-
itly contains this third, intermediate solutiontte question of political identity
(more broadly: social and cultural). It has itsiggophical — repeat: not always
revealed in empirically oriented political-scierstedies (as is the case with the
American author quoted above) or sociological neséa- legitimization in a
characteristic combination of positivist-pragmdtiefining truth in a utilitarian
and operationist way) and hermeneutic traditiom® [atter pursues a Nietzschean
theme, this time not the one connected with thecsehtion of the subject but
with intuition of the identity of knowledge and pew This intuition applies to
reality, which is the product of the causative {penative) force of mental-
linguistic acts, inseparably mixed with non-lingidgsacts. Historically, it was
developed in many ways in mutually independentiticats combining, on the
one hand, Heidegger and French difference-thinkard,on the other, ordinary
language philosophers (Wittgenstein and his fodisl}and neopragmatists (e.g.
Rorty). We are talking here about scholars who rdomied to the change of

6. Shapiropp. cit, p. 127/128.

" Among sociologists this methodological consci@ssnis exhibited by e.g.. A. Giddemp( cit, p. 21);
but it is not found in (again e.g.) in Erving Hofim, although his concept of social situation haglitilosophi-
cal explanation in phenomenological-hermeneuticaicept of the experienced world. See: E. Goffman,
Czlowiek w teatrzeycia codzienneg§The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life], tranBy H. Datner-
Spiewak and PSpiewak, Warsaw 2000; and on this subject: I. Stufwaiat przeéywany i totalngé. Dwa typy
ugruntowania mgli socjologicznej[The Experienced World and Totality. Two Types @bnsolidation of
Sociological Thought], transl. by D. Lachowska]ifwiat przeywany. Fenomenologia i nauki spotec{fiae
Experienced World. Phenomenology and Social Scgntfarsaw 1993, p. 241.
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direction in the development of contemporary pldfgsy and more broadly:
humanities, the change caused first by the intéyereand then linguistic ‘turn’.
From the standpoint developed as part of this tatem, the problem of un-
derstanding our relationship with community andlitian is primarily the prob-
lem of linguistic/symbolic representations. Theieanings are constructed so-
cially — established, negotiated through intergietaof signs — and can ,come
to exist only within language games, communitieslistourse, intersubjective
systems of reference, ways of worldmakifigihis does mean, however — still
from the same standpoint — that there are no loaggpolitical, religious, artis-
tic or cognitive values, that, in other words, tmy alternative to these values
must be arbitrariness and irrationality. We are tiwérefore, dealing here with
an exclusive alternative: it is not so that eittier human world (the objects and
values that make it) exisectually, which would mean: in reality, independent
of consciousness/language it does not exist actually, being only a condtt of
either of the two, and since it is only thus cdwnee it can be arbitrary. The
presented perspective of study of social identaesumes that they (objects and
values) existctually, in fact although in a different meaning of the word from
that which metaphysicians attribute to it. Thedatissociate it with an autono-
mous being, radically (e.g. structurally, existaltyi and contentually) transcen-
dent to our consciousness. Those who espouse gheoidconstructing mean-
ings, in turn, hold thagocial beinggpolitical, cultural), rooted in the real world,
i.e. in a specific people, living in a given timepdace, exist ifactuality, that is,
as phenomenologists would saégteronomicallyor in a purely intentional way,
and therefore dependent on the consciousness agdalge of this particular
people. In contact with the beings in questionglaage and the world given to
us in experience become intermingled, as a refwhich, as phenomenologists
say, reality is ,set (positioned)” by representagiovhile hermeneuticists add that it
then assumes narrative identity’ Both descriptions (the domain of experience),
and narrative representations of the world (agteproposals for structuring it
they are always governed by the principles of &iaacy and uniformity),
which we use in these fields, are mutually integted, consequently, there is
no point in speaking about sortree reality. Nor is there any point in speaking
about political practices that should be reprediemts of some earlier, ready-
made identitiestfue in this sense), some unambiguaissand them (in terms of

8 C. GeertzZastaneiwiatlo. Antropologiczne refleksje na tematy filozziie,[Available Light. Anthropo-
logical Reflections on Philosophical topics] trabg. Z. Pucek, Krakow 2003, p. 99.

 Representation ‘sets’ (positions, puts) realitg@rding to some specific model, which we haveechll
ideology, and it is in this sense that any represgm is ‘thetical’, as Husserl would say, andrétfiere consti-
tuting a sense, which reality does not have witliotdeology). The Greek worthesismeans exactly ‘plac-
ing, positioning’, which was translated into Latis positio. Representation therefore sets/positions reality,
which means that anyone who embraces a specifitoigi of representation takes a specific posit@mards
reality, or, quite literally, formulates some thesn it.” (M.P. MarkowskiO reprezentacjOn representation]
[in:] (eds) M.P. Markowski and R. NycKulturowa teoria literatury. Gtéwne pegia i problemy[Cultural
Theory of Literarure. Principal Concepts and Proidg Krakow 2006, p. 328). Omarrative identitysee
P. RicoeurProgi rozpoznanigParcours de la reconnaissance] transl. by J. adskg Krakow 2004, pp. 90-91.
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interest and needs, etc.). Neither as communitieasindividuals are we semantic
monads, beings tightly closed to one another. Wierstand ourselves, our own
histories, necessarily as only parts of socialohystwritten in a language — our
speech, our gestures, feelings, images, and #stifac

We shall now sum up that which follows from thet|dkird, solution to the
problem of political identities for understandingndocracy and relations that
obtain in it between the individual and a communityere are three conclu-
sions. First, these are problems involved in syiolrelpresentations, or in struc-
tures which we are not entirely aware of but whadso do not exist independ-
ently of our discursive knowledge. It is assumerkhbat representations define
us — we are dependent on them; they do not makentiely, however, but
thanks to them we are recognizable as specifitiqgalli,beings” (a Pole, citizen,
liberal, patriot etc.). Second, the relation betwé#gese representations (i.e. lan-
guage) and reality, of which we are integral cdustit ourselves, is not gov-
erned by some universal, logical, or explicit sul@here are no independent
criteria — not only in politics but also in scienceligion or art — by which we
could justify and explain relations between the ld/@nd its representation. In
part four we shall see that these criteria arews#tin given communities of
discourse and, furthermore, they are more of @stbbaracter (the purpose be-
ing to constitute/set/make reality) than cognit{tiee aim is not to cognize it,
i.e., the truth about it). Finally, third, all olanguage representations have some-
thing idealistic or utopianin them — social reality remains a chaos to ug wet
choose some representations of it in the form dbgpbphical, religious, politi-
cal, literary, or historical texts... that will sttwre it for us. Their social emana-
tion are ,objective” institutions, such as statel daw, within which we always
function, whether we like it or not. Understandthg social world and language
involved in the process is therefore not only theywf cognizing it but also the
condition for and principle of its existence.

THE REPUBLICAN VERSUS PRAGMATIC UNDERSTANDING
OF DEMOCRACY

The ontological standpoints (the first and thirdthé aforementioned) in
the debate on democracy translate into an epistagioal dispute over what is
more important: abstract notions or experience.dWihould be trusted more?
Those who insist that communities are somethingrahare more inclined to
trust the concepts that are part of true and atstimee time certain cognition
rather than empirical knowledge. Which is why thpseple generally exhibit
supercilious and resolute attitudes in life anaisce, and cannot stand a plu-
rality of values and views. In comparison with tapeowever, pragmatists are
minimalists — open to diversity, capable of giviag a monopoly of infalli-
bility and trusting experience more. What kind otial experience should it
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be, however, that would legitimize this minimum goon good, which could
permit them to speak about democracy?

Measuring (successes of) democracy obviously dependiow we define it.
The simplest way to do it is to adopt voting arldileility rights as a criterion —
it is a zero-one criterion, by which democracy oigawhen such rights are
vested in all adult men and women, and it doesai@n they are not. We are
talking here about a political system, the existeotwhich is associated exclu-
sively with the technical matters of legitimizatiohauthority. Only that much is
enough. The matter is far more complicated if as@eoting and eligibility
rights (civil rights) we also want to take into aoat social laws when trying to
recognize democracy. The latter can, however, derstood in different ways, and
different values are thus attributed to them.

Social laws are of little significance from the g@ective of ethics of virtues,
which is part of the solidaristic conception oftetand society rooted in substan-
tial metaphysics. The latter harmonizes with theistilan-conservative people’s
worldview dominant in Polish society. The legendsl distorical myths in it
sanctify the state and nation — they are becomingenlogy similar to religio’

It is to such popular imagination that the rightigriappeals to, being generally
devoid of in-depth philosophical-political reflemti. One of its examples is the
texts by Ryszard Legutko, who argues that systemit constructive thinking
on the new political system in Poland can be oapublican rather than democ-
ratic. Why? There are two reasons for this. Onéetsis say — of empirical na-
ture: it is a negative observation on the statdeshocracy in today's Western
world. In Legutko’s view this system there reachbe limit of its development
capacities, and even distinct symptoms of exhausbio plainly a crisis ap-
peared.” The other reason is strictly substantiveen analyzing the logic of
democratic thinking this philosopher concludes tiafocuses our attention
above all on the problem of representation, equaatigipation in power, or
group entitlements, that is on the problems thayeéver important they may be,
do not guarantee an efficient system at all, amdscenetimes be even an obsta-
cle to such a system.” His conclusion reads asuai ,In other words, the ob-
ject of republican reflection is a good systemevdas the object of democratic
reflection is a democratic systert”.

Republicans, such as Legutko or for example Rogeut&n, focus their at-
tention on the Aristotelian-Thomist concept of wetand the concept of state,

1 The passions that they can evoke among the féithizens are constantly heated up to such amexte
that these people feel so favored among the naitiotie world that some of them postulated recethidy the
Polish Parliament should crown Jesus Christ Kingaind. His Mother, Holy Mary, as Queen of Polaad
no longer enough for them.

™ R. Legutko,Demokracja i republikahttp://www.omp.org.pl/legutko04.htm, p. 9, 10.cBuan adverse
attitude towards democracy and liberalism is ndiilgted by other Polish proponents of republicatitial
philosophy like e.g. Marcin Krél or Pawspiewak. On this subject see e.g. M. Kidlee i polska praktyka.
Republikanizm jako stowo klugideas and Polish practice. Republicanism as avkayl] ,Dziennik”, ,Eu-
ropa” insert, no. 119/2006-07-12, p. 11.
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which is the proper subject of freedom and the @wif imperatives to the vir-
tuous individual: it has a hierarchical order, thex discipline and order in it, it
determines the relations of command and obedigmuenotes the values of
honor and dedication to the higher cause of thenommgood. They (republi-
cans) assume that there is a certain fundamental ¢é politics, to which no
phenomena known from experiencing it can be redu€edilarly, they also
accept that there is something like a certain Jyaditicourse of social processes
with which politics thus conceived is consistgnill this means, in other
words, that republicans are convinced that in omyaay actions and social
interactions we are controlled by the patternstents of rationality, deeply
rooted in our ,nature”, and together with it in wwk, being thereby hidden from
our consciousness. Only they (republicans) havesascto them and are able to
reveal them to us, common people.

It is true thatthe object of democratic reflection is the demdcraystem
with a reservation, however, that it is by no mefaesised only on its technical
issues, connected with elections and representdtidgralso on axiological ones.
This is an essential difference. In identifyingued/social laws we do not have
to invoke here the authority of ,nature” (‘a goodlipcal system’ = one consis-
tent with nature); instead, we should trust expegemore, which, in the order
of perfection of being, cannot unfortunately congpaiith virtues. For experi-
ence is more often connected — to recall Aristfattea while — with our belief,
conviction g@oxa than with knowledge, which is the issue in thseof virtues
or our permanent dispositions, ethical worthinddse former type of contact
with reality is a source of uncertainty for us, ther — a source of certainty and
happiness, which, as Aristotle says, appears sobeething best and divine, and
a blessing?® Unfortunately, the social laws vital to democratty not refer first
of all to theoretical knowledge of ,a good politicgystem.” For an attribute of
the latter is a tendency to impose alien formshanworld, seen both among all

12 See and compare the following opinions: ,Leftisgans are certainly not what they used to be. &hpi
ism, large corporations or private ownership ardonger the enemy but religion, family, Westernilciation
are. The motives behind this remain unchanged, hemveejection obrdinary processesf social life, mecha-
nisms of social reproduction, discipline and ottat enables passing cultural heritage from genert generation.
The goal that defines the left is, | believe, dbves: emancipate the present from the past” (Rut®a, Lewica
wczoraj i dzf [The Left Yesterday and Today], transl. by T. Bier,Dziennik”, ,Europa” insert, no. 22/2004-
09-01, p. 12; italics mine)Republicanism, by introducing the concept of virtar referring to the classical
presentations of state (...) [seeks] to point terain level of political reality, which cannot beduced either
to administration or activities as part of civiccety, or to general democratic negotiations” (Rgutko,
Demokracja i republikdDemocracy and Republic] p. 10). And finally Andy5zahaj’s reply: ,Also a conser-
vative conviction about the existence of human meatiree development, spontaneous human actiomsesa
element of a certain philosophical constructiomggtain project. Except that conservatism must eahthis
for doctrinal reasons. We can thus dismiss theiction that there is something that is nothing that element
of life and is not subject to any impact of thatiethis constructed in one way or other. We areidgdhere-
fore with a clash of different visions of the worlather than a conflict between a constructed pt@ed life
itself”. (A. SzahajAntyliberalizm na skrotyShort Cuts to Anti-liberalism] ,Dziennik”: ,Eurcg’ insert, no.
52/2006-12-30, p. 8).

13 Aristotle, Etyka nikomachejskiNicomachean Ethics], transl. by D. Gromska, WargQ82, p. 28 (I 8.
1099 b18).
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manner of supporters of the authoritarian statd,aanong legalist liberals, who
treat procedures (the rules of the market gam&)easnly way of solving social

problems. The application of these laws is ratheratter of practice, matters in
which people are guided more often by intuitionssemather than thought.
These laws are therefodéficult to measurelthough they apply to something
that we regard as an intuitive basis for assegsiagocial efficiency of a sys-
tem. The issue is the quality of human relatiorntsioing in it, the mental condi-

tion of citizens, which depends on the degree ofsistency/coherence of their
own ideas (representations formed under the infleexf school, family, and the
Church) of justice, equality etc. with the empitiearld or with what they see

and what they are able to comprehend of what isggon around.

Since we have, however, established that there feedback between
ideas/representations and the reationstitutedby them, and they cannot be
separated from one another, then how can they d@hément, why does the
problem of the desirable consistency between thésaaThe key to it is proba-
bly that which is loftily called human freedom: w&ee responsible in some way,
also in the public dimension, for everything thaippens around us — in the
sense that this is the object of our acceptanchaltenge, of our opinions, deci-
sions, actions, or omissions. It appears therdf@methe consistency of relations
connecting us with the world can be measured usindght say) freedom indi-
cators which dominate and give the complex whatergain orientation or style.
Three of them seem to be the most important. Tiseifi the sense of being the
subject or object in the political game, that ihei citizens are convinced that
they can influence the course of public affairsyvienportant to them, or, quite
the contrary, they have no illusions that thegeranning their former course,
entirely independent of their will. The second gador, which gives a character-
istic style to the civic condition, is the sensesl@mentary social justice — being
aware of the inevitability of punishment to villaibut also of reward and recog-
nition to good-doers; and respectively, being awaréhe vanity of the social
order where things are just the converse: rewardsrinentors-criminals, and
punishment and humiliation to their victims. Thissmdeplored already by the
Biblical Ecclesiastes or (etymologically) ‘a manavtakes part in the delibera-
tions of an assembly’: ,There is a vanity whiclde upon the earth; that there
be justmen,unto whom it happeneth according to the work efilicked; again,
there be wickedanen,to whom it happeneth according to the work of tilgat-
eous: | said that this alge vanity “ (Ecclesiastes 8.14, King James Version).
The third indicator is certainly the ethics of wpdccording to which honest
work is a path to economic and social advanceméamity — to continue the
preacher’s lamentation-refrain — is when work doesprovide the means for a
life of dignity, and it is the cunning ones tha¢ amnost successful: they live in a
lap of luxury, using only their contacts and cortioets.

Freedom indicators do not completely define the atmatic state but they
serve as the ultimate criterion or diagnostic fegtby which this type of state is
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identified and assessed by its citizens: becawsetarest of individual freedom
is inseparably combined with the interest of theleh- the rule of law and the
public interest. The political is realized in ndwet world than the one that de-
termines individual free choices. This means, h@xethat the latter with the
whole takes place only within certain common sesfsihe community and the
discourses that support it. Therefore the indicalways owe their seeming
naturalnessand practicality to some combination of colloquial thought (every-
day experience) and abstract systems such as langlity, specific tradi-
tions/philosophical, religious or historical naroats. The proportions between
the two elements vary: with republicans, who usedhtegories of Aristotelian-
Thomist metaphysics, the share of colloquial thowagipears to be insignificant,
or at any rate certainly far smaller than with pnagists. The latter, on the other
hand, seek to attain the balance between theserlgnbeing guided by sensi-
tivity — we shall call it esthetic (etymologicallfrom the Greelaesthesiglenot-
ing sensitivity, perception): instead of speakifp@ good and perfecting vir-
tues, they prefer to talk about fighting against evfor them its model form is
human suffering (closest to experience), and thg e¥aexperiencing it is the
duty to minimize it: bring relief to the sufferifd.

The consistently pragmatic political thought al$@is a certain minimum of
understanding democracy, a narrow conception otdmemon good, as a sys-
tem of managing power relations in such a way disnib domination diagnosed
by means of the aforesaid freedom indicators. ThedWimit’ means here that
pragmatically understood democracy sensibly recampolitics as a historical
process of establishing inequalities both in theaaof political and civil liber-
ties (constituting so-called equal opportunitiesidathose relating to economic
and/or cultural values (i.e. associated with ediaat health protection, life-
style, etc.). Justice in democracy means a den@mrgkhuine equality of oppor-
tunities and the elimination or alleviation (as fas possible under given cir-
cumstances) of the latter type of inequalitiesiclvtdetermines this equality.
Therefore democracy does not aim at attaining deali of absolute freedom
(rights) of individuals or the ideal of their abgtd equality. It thus protects
them, on the one hand, from group pressure (undudicipation in public life,
which ends in the renunciation of oneself, and @anism), and on the other hand,
from domination by the stronger (who are guidedsélfishness and familiarism).
Democracy, in a pragmatic conception, thus asstiméshe values of freedom and
equality complement each other in the social waNdither any majority nor
strong individuals — both charismatic leaders aftbkars-experts — can threaten

 This idea was probably best expressed by KaRdpper in his principle of negative utilitarianismd
anti-utopianism: we should try to eliminate evither than promote abstract good, we should not atim
establishing happiness by political means, rathmerad the elimination of concrete miseries. Butskeuld not
strive to attain these aims indirectly, by devehgpand realizing a remote ideal of society, whigteitirely
good. (R. PopperConjectures and Refutatiorj$963], quoted after: A. Chmielewskwie koncepcje jed-
nasci. Interwencje filozoficzno-polityczngTwo Concepts of Unity. Philosophical-politicahtérventions]
Bydgoszcz-Wroctaw 2006, p. 78).
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to transform it into some form of captivity and t@irship. A realistic confirma-
tion that in politics there are tendencies for umdy opens to democracy a
pragmatic prospect of competition (which will beatlewith later). All these
general (general philosophical) properties, whemdiated into political reali-
ties, relate to the political system, in which tight to participate in decision-
making processes — the right of representationperds on whether the interest
of an individual will be affected by these decisiom which the state should some-
times interfere with negotiations (but not with idetations), striving for justice
(understood as a greater equality of the partigsirengthening — through concrete
actions — the weaker party whose essential intisrésteatenedf

Finally, one more remark: the pragmatic conceptibrdemocracy, though
superficially free from metaphysics, actually aseansome variety of it — the
one, for example, that speaks of the precedenegibbver good, and about the
need to take up actions, which, if they cannot iglate evil, should at least make
it more bearable, thereby preventing the existtatgesof things from turning into
an even worse condition. In politics, this prineimounts to recognizing its
,hatural” tendencies to establish inequalities, aodrespondingly to making
social devices for administering justice, underdt@minimally) as combating
relations of domination of the stronger over thekes.

POST-SOLIDARITY SOCIETY: A SKETCH FOR THE PICURE

It is time to look back at the past seventeen yeathe so-called political
system transformation in Poland. Its obvious sukdies in that today we are
living in a free country, that our Polish state lai®ined independence — the
most important and noblest value in the historyPofand’s traditions of free-
dom, and its citizens are members of the natiorwéder, in this presentation
I am interested in something else — the socio-paypgiical condition of the citi-
zens, and with it, in a qualitative profile of detracy: the quality of the com-
munity established in it. When makiagsketch for the picturef Polish society |
am not dealing with the sociological descriptionitefpolitical orientations, nor
am | going to identify a specific view with the grams of particular political
parties that change in time. | will rather seekceamprehend the tendencies —
ideas and languages — of political and publicitif®oland, which will allow me
to answer the question whether under the conditddriceedom we, as society,
succeeded in attaining any (if not consensus thdeast) compromise on the
values associated with what | callededom indicator®

1% See I. Shapirogp. cit.p. 65, 70-71, 135-137; M. Walz@wlityka i namgtnasé. O bardziej egalitarny
liberalizm [Politics and Passion. Toward a More Egalitaridvetalism], transl. by H. Jankowska, Warsaw 2006, p
144, 155.
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Transformation, Polish Style

We may begin by stating that the concept of systetnsinsformation em-
ployed to define the transition from real socialism a form of post-
totalitarianism — to democracy, has at least tveabacks.

First, it is not precise enough, rather lucid refers to the process of which
we know when it started and whom it concerns —itist not too clear-cut, be-
cause we do not entirely know what exactly it conseand what its limit is. We
are dealing with a totally unprecedented largeescgleration in the social and
historical dimension. No society has previously segals from communism to
liberal democracy. What is more, as far as Polandoncerned, we have had
hardly any democracy throughout our history. Whictvhy we do not have any
tried and tested cultural models, symbolic framéwpby referring to which we
could formulate new political problems and reacthtem. Therefore we do not
quite know how, under these circumstances, tongjsish between the ‘normal’
from the ‘non-normal’, what to recognize as orded what as chaos and disorder,
and also as a result — what temporal limits casdbeat all for transformation as a
transition period. It may already be complete ahaps not yet? It appears that
equally strong arguments can be found for eithewan At this stage this is an
insolvable dispute. It resonates as growing disoedrm people who are constantly
being convinced that they are living in some inafeieate transition state.

Second, a negotiated transformation is by natuniglaly risky process, one
could even say that it is doomed in advanceddainly fail. This must be so
when the elite tries to impose something on soceetd set the conditions of the
agreement (handover, takeover, and sharing of pomithout having a democ-
ratic mandate itself. No wonder therefore that tpall scientists, especially
those of the democratic world, non-involved, volwardly enthusiastic state-
ments on the subject. This was so right afterttine of the 1989/90 and this is
also the case now, over a decade and half later.oBthem, lan Shapiro, whom
we already know, writes in his bodle State of Democratic Thed®003) that
there is no conclusive evidence that a negotiasetstormation is a better way
of introducing democracy than the existing altemest to give it a permanent
character. The main participants of negotiationg bwlittle interested in setting
up institutions friendly to the proper functioniof§democracy if the latter were
in conflict with short-term political interests. datiations are successful as long
as the main negotiators can find a common plati@iiegreement and marginal-
ize, co-opt or convince the opponents to acceptViiether the platform will
prove to be beneficial to democracy is either atenadf lucky coincidence, or it
also depends on whether the main actors will be &bladopt the attitude of
statesmen and rise above short-term intef@sts.

18], Shapiro,op. cit, p. 113-114. The first serious study of the psscef systemic transformation was
most probably made by S. P. Huntington, see idemrecia fala demokracjil® ed. 1991, The Third Wave],
transl. by A. Dziurdzik, Warsaw 1995, pp. 156-166.



DEFINING DEMOCRACY PRAGMATICALLY AND WITH POLAND... 233

We must remember that, the agreements betweenrethealatic opposition
and the communist government negotiated at the éRdadle opened the way
to democracy in Poland, and what's more, what stane take towards them —
accept or reject, or at least amend them consiljerals still even now one of
the major identifiers of the main actors of Pollitical scene. This is a key
criterion of the division into the supporters a$@idary Poland (thus defined in
1980/81) and a liberal one (allegedly betrayedHwy gignatories of the Round
Table agreement who, as the former claim, secegftged to share power and
influences with the communists), suggesting a @iniof the recent history of
the Republic of Poland into two periods: the rufehe ,liberals”, summarily
attributed to the Third Republic of Poland, and thke of the proponents of a
»Solidary state” (from 2005), i.e. the Fourth Rejxcib

If it is only (as much as?) a lucky coincidence enibd in statesmen fight-
ing against evil to defend the weak in order tddah inclusive society that is
to decide, as Shapiro would have it, about the esgcof democracy thus real-
ized in Poland, then, in short, Poland’s luck haiked. It is a fact that over the
past seventeen years the successive governmerttstheitsignatories to the
Round Table have had roughly the same style ofcesteg power. It consisted
above all in the partification (colonization by arty) of the state, including the
state sectors of the economy. Important positiong were occupied by arro-
gant, corrupt people fond of bureaucratic privikegAs a result, the country’s
economy was convulsed by scandals. This class veaslyrfocused on their
own interest, their survival, rather than on seguime society. All this made the
public think of the authorities according the wallewn pattern of communist
times: ,us-them”, which was based on the convictlmat no decent, honest man
should be engaged in politics. This belief reaciedulmination in a society
which, when tested for the presence of the secéniieoaforementioned free-
dom indicators, answers in the negative. It hablpros with identity, it stops
recognizing itself, because it neglected the wdrkemmembrance (crowned by
the work of mourning carried out in the spirit ofdiveness). This work would
consist in the legal and political expression obrgs suffered, and in compen-
sating the victims of the previous system for itiftess, and calling evil evil, and
good good. The carrying-out of this work presupplosetive social integration,
in which the political elite — principal beneficies of transformations — was not
interested. Its personal composition in the peroduestion, largely owing to
the proportionate election law provided for in tBenstitution, remains roughly
the same today, with only the names of the parépeesented by the same poli-
ticians changing all the time.

This state of democracy, characterized by thescd§iparticipation and rep-
resentation, provoked by the domination/rule of ¢lite, probably had to occur
by virtue of transformation logic itself. Negotiatis on systemic changes had to
be conducted essentially by people willing to coonpise, both on the part of
the communist leadership and the leaders of demo@pposition. The agree-
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ment concluded between them had to guarantee plagiicipation in power,
which also meant participation in the division ofalled national wealth. The
division was connected with the privatization ofibne of the main elements of
transformation, which determined the uncertaintyhid process because it is by
nature most corruptogenic. It is on the basis ofgpization that the largest for-
tunes in Poland arose rather than owing, for exanp the capital brought
from abroad by patriotic Polish emigrants (to refey analogy, to one of the
mechanisms that was decisive to sensational ecansuccess in Ireland in the
1990s). Access to the pie — power and wealth —ckainly to be limited. The
former heroes of the struggle for democracy — thekers — did not get any slice
of it. The American scholar David Ost, who stugest-communist democracy,
asks today a rhetorical question whether it isanbtemish on post-communist
democracy that the main losers were those who mntagessible? That those
whose solidarity strikes helped create capitakshodcracy were soon employed
in firms where the management did not tolerateeeitrade unions or collective
agreements? The workers themselves, however, wokk fee-for-task contract
basis, without social security and legal protectwith the constant threat of imme-
diate dismissal? That at the end of the 1990sieatyguicide victim in Poland was
not a teenage person in an existential crisis buvar-forty-year-old married man
living in one of the countless towns or villagesiene the bankruptcy of state enter-
prises and state farms, coupled with the collapsbeoformer welfare state, has
produced an especially oppressing atmosphere paiiés

These words do not, | believe, come from the atgletcessive leftist sensi-
tivity. It is enough to browse the latest Europ&mmission report on social
protection and integration (2007) to find that @gtidgment is by no means
biased. According to the Commission, Poland ocauflie lowest position in
Europe regarding the promotion of active integratidd the most disadvantaged
social groups? This is a remarkably meaningful achievement of dtemle of
»Solidarity” trade union under the conditions oé&dom. The split taking place
in Polish society since the early 1990s was thgirmal sin of the young democ-
racy. The sin of dividing society into two parteetlosers, seen as disgruntled
persons and failures, and the winners — peoplearfess. The latter can, to put it
simply, be divided into two groups. One consistshaf so-called new elite of
young, bold entrepreneurs, able to take advanthtieemew, absorptive market
and fill it with attractive, mostly foreign, commibiés; and representatives of
what journalists call young urban professiongigppie$, well educated, wor-
shipping individualism, and work, not manual bueative, in such capitalist

7 D. Ost,Organizowanie gniewu w demokracji — polityka po koimmie i pa,Solidarnaici’ [Democracy
and the Organization of Anger — post-communistaosl-Solidarity politics] [from The Defeat of Sadiity. Anger
and Politics in Post-communist Eurogednsl. by T. Bier, ,Dziennik”, ,Europa” insert, no. 93/2006-01-11, 10.

18 The European commission assumes that ,activesiariu offered through a balanced approach combin-
ing personalized labor market support, high qualitgial services and adequate level of minimumrireo
strengthens the inclusion of the most disadvantaajg@Reference: 1P/07/203 Date: 19/02/2007).
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sectors as marketing, advertising, journalism ditipp. The other group of

beneficiaries, however, are those taking advantdgeevious and current con-
nections and relations, both corporate (especieffgl and medical professions
dominated by family coteries) and political, espéigiinformal ones of clientist

and crony nature. The media sometimes call thermejngblic of cronies

The Round Table agreement therefore opened a waddiberal model of
economic development, the price of which was adéidisociety and the growing
feelings of mutual hatred and prejudice insidevtiiCh | shall discuss below). The
origin of these was the unjust distribution of eost transformations: the highest
were borne by workers, farmers and the budget spfpeiblic sector) employees.
The protected ones, however, were the elite of blo¢hformer ruling party
(communists) and the previous opposition coalitlarpractice, the marginaliza-
tion of so large a part of society meant that thee@ments could not guarantee
one thing to their signatories: success when catdbwith the public, however
manipulated by the media. History has shown thapolitician-signatory re-
tained the position of a statesman for at leasttemms in a row, the exception
being President Kvéaiewski but he found it very hard to accomplishepaid
the price of actively participating in the formattiof political capitalism, undis-
guised connections with the business world of doliprovenance. Today only
someone very naive may still believe that all Rodmdble negotiators ,rose
above short-term interests”, and particularly, thatcommunists gave up every-
thing overnight — their real influence on the eiscof power, held in non-
democratic institutions: banks, economy, mediathe system of justice, and
also in those most difficult to control by the nemocratic institution, i.e. in
the secret services. Neither the media, nor economaynly the energy sector),
nor the judiciary were vetted in Poland; and asurdg the secret services, they
were explored mainly in order to retain their cootly. Omissions in this area
have the consequenceinfer alia mass corruption, scandals arising at the meeting
point of politics and economy, but also of the demtic state and the remnants
of the communist past still functioning in it. Henthe secret-police files scan-
dals kindling people’s imagination — reports abpublic figures (politicians,
journalists, and priests) working as secret poiifermers or about the illegal
activities of the WSI (military intelligence sergjc— continuators of secret services
in communist Poland..

Overshadowed by these events, the so-called oydaigzens (about whom,
among others, David Ost wrote) are living theiesy subjected to the experi-
ment of privatizing the young democratic state. SEhpeople are left to them-
selves, to face the harsh realities of free-magkenhomy every day. To be ob-
jective in assessing the social costs of the dahous divisions of social struc-
ture discussed here, | shall again refer tangependent arbiter this time to
one of the most eminent sociologists of our timRiehard Sennett. He has no
gualms about presenting his point-blank opiniothie Polish press that we, of
so-called real socialism, embraced the neolibemaleh something that does not
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deserve to be called society at'aMVe could wonder only out of curiosity what
the American sociologist would say if only he algew anything about the
functioning of Polish political capitalism. We cduhelp our imagination by
referring to the diagnoses proposed by Jadwigaiszteén. She says: Governing
well requires extremely elitist discourse and & $same time retaining respect
for the people governed. Instead of populism, iteasessary to persuade them to
participate through education. Marginalization oflarge a part of society has
become a serious obstacle to development. Thedhdemand is the lack of
development dynamics. Therefore, fighting povestg priority to all the politica’

However, the author of these words cannot, incadlgntoe treatecs an inde-
pendent arbiteras was the case with Shapiro, Ost or Sennetl -r@ronly because
she is inside here and views things from a PolisBpective but also, and perhaps
first of all, that she herself actively construtite presented divisions of the post-
Solidarity society. She uses the rhetoric of tiegksl (‘elitist discourse’, ‘respect for
people’) at the same time trying to impress théee#n the same book by the pas-
sages, where she desperately attempts to proveabter exclusivity in relation to
workers. In one of the autobiographical themesrshellects: The same plumber
staggered into the flat, having already had sonm&sirHe dropped to his knees and
asked me to also say something to him, as he,poeé#utifully incomprehensibly’.
And |, to get rid of him, hurled at him several gg®s of vulgar abuse in prison
slang, which | had learned at the Rakowiecka strésan?*

Conclusion. The effect of transformation so fas@lincludes the picture of
society, which can be presented as a system diomdaarising from dichoto-
mous divisions and the concomitant group privileged disadvantages. One
group are the winners or those who have accesslitecal, economic or cultural
authority. The last kind denotes the ability torexefluence on people with the
means that intellectual domination gives the wianiris manifested not only in
measurable opportunities for advancement and chrdealso in the (immeasur-
able) creation of representations that constitbh&e docial world, molding the
public sphere, and defining the criteria for therectness and significance of
the themes and problems posed in it. The otherpgeva those that, systemi-
cally, do not have such possibilities. The former as a rule cosmopolitan, in-
clined to be guided in all their behaviors — at eoat work, and in the state — by
European and global models and values. The laitethe contrary, — in re-
sponse to the changing conditions, to the far-goiagsformations of the sur-
rounding world — seek their identity by going backhe roots. They need tradi-
tions, they demand settling accounts with the gopteary history. They do not
accept that the guilty men are publicly treatedsume as their victims.

¥ R. SennettNeoliberalizm zabija spoteczstwo [Neoliberalism kills society] ,Dziennik”, ,Europain-
sert, no. 149/2007-02-10, p. 2.

203, StaniszkisQ wiadzy i bezsiln@i [On Power and Powerlessness] Krakow 2006, p. 182.

2 lbidem p. 232.
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The Language of Divisions and Contempt

We always formulate our views, beliefs, and wartiitglanguage; therefore,
while articulating them, we use, necessarily, taadards of correctness (semioti-
cians sometimes speak here of meta-languages,mestaanisms) passed down
by tradition: they are inseparably blended with experience — this mode ulti-
mately determines how we understand the natureudf,tfreedom, authority,
justice, and what representations of them (i.eerafkices/texts/narratives) we
make. As we have already said above, it is nevénatoon the one hand there is
some objective realityand on the other — us, impartial observers oi\ie al-
ways already understand the surrounding world mesway, yet it is difficult to
establish precisely how much of it is in us, andnus. In other words, it is diffi-
cult to determine to what extent we are its creator how much it is the work
of our voluntary acts) and to what extent its doeest — unconscious executors of
the orders it emits. What and how we speak andtbinthe world and our
relations with it, we construct influenced by réigs, family, or school tradi-
tions, but also by the overwhelming impact of thedm. All these channels of
transmission together pass to us some set of §paateptable forms of
living. They have a favorable impact on our psyeme personality only if
they all together provide a coherent picture of tin@rally and intellectually
comprehensible world.

We cannot apparently hope for such comfort any dongnd probably not
only in Poland. But it is Poland that we are esgigcinterested in. Over the last
almost two decades we have witnessed with our owes the change of public
language. Out of the concepts we have previoustgl,usome were discredited
in the past era while others were disqualified wy adopted Western (generally
identified asliberal) political correctness. It is in light of the lattthat after
1989 such concepts ascial justice, welfare state, community, traditimnpa-
triotism acquired a shameful meaning not only in politicat also public dis-
course in general. The subject of social injustwess entirely anathematized. It
was regarded as politically incorrect by both it &nd the right of the political
scene. Anyone who tried to show the causes and efay@mbating injustice fell
victim to a war for public language — the contrblitomeans power over social
reality, including the shape and division of thditamal scene. Thus, on the mar-
ket of ideas they were quickly ,taken care of” hyteam with a sufficiently
potent media firepower to disqualify them from powames for long. To name
those on the left, the right used (and still da&&) most negatively-sounding
insult — Commiesomuchy, synonymous with populism and political cynicism;
the left summarily called the right wing the loofanatics pszotorh and nar-
row-minded, bigoted prigs clemnogrod, the terms with such connotations as
nationalist, fascist or anti-Semitic. In short, tlnevas no favorable atmosphere
for the defenders of the disadvantaged. If povertynemployment were men-
tioned at all, the language used was that of dapar, which in sociology was
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associated with such vocabulary agclusion, marginalization, confinement in
the local space: housing estate or wooden barrdoittgs, inheriting poverty,
new poverty, the new proletaria@nd the newspaper language said that, the
poor not so much ‘fall into the trap of welfare béts’ as they arénert, adopt
demanding and clientist attitudes, show reluctatact and think by and for
themselves, attached to post-socialist behemothijllung to improve their
education, change place of residereén a word, they have only themselves to
blame?® In reaction to public positive evaluation (domiham the media) of
such features abeing modern, observing European standards andanote
identified with the liberal left, the right usedetitanguage of conservative radi-
cals with such epithets as egg-hegdpgtowi ] or (recently in the vocabulary
of the Fourth Republic), pseudo-elited-elity] or pseudo-intellectuals, pseudo-
intelligentsia Wwyksztatciuchly who form a system/web of connectiongipd.
For them the wordiberalism has become a bugaboo, synonymous wadtmmu-
nism if a need arises (séempenliberalisnby analogy to Marxistumpenprole-
tariat) — anargument of large sticlkgainst all those who are pro-European and
support tolerance towards minorities, especialuat™

The presented brutalization of language is onénefdffects of the clash of
civilizations, which essentially is/was the proceggolitical system transforma-
tion. It consists in molding our social life — figactices and institutions — on the
one hand by our native language games — morajiace$, economic, historical
etc.; and on the other hand, by foreign (Westerm®dso The latter derive their
logic and semiotic code from the state’s nominalistology, which, in Webe-
rian parlance, has the nature of formal rationalttghaped the political thinking
and actions in Western European countries for gomu the seventeenth cen-
tury on, or from the birth of liberalism. The poist however, that Poland was
never culturally within the range of this ontologgor that reason, Poland’s inte-
gration with the European structures in 2004 waslliiaa ,return” to Europe
understood in this sense. The millennium-long bamiich linked us with the
West was the bond with ChristianfyThese deep cultural determinants, con-

2 G. Majkowska,Jezykowe sposoby aksjologizacji w dyskursie publitdhinguistic ways of axiologiza-
tion in public discourse] [in:] (eds.) J. Bralczgkd K. Mosiotek-Ktosiska,Zmiany w publicznych zwyczajach
jezykowycHChanges in Public Language Habits], Warsaw 20p141-42.

2 Andrzej Walicki explains the meaning of the righlinguistic attack on the left (remember that we a
discussing their mutual acts of aggression) indhofiolitical debate as follows: ,One of the leastaative
traits of political culture in the Third and Fourepublics is truly Orwellian endeavors to contiw lan-
guage of political debate as a precondition forasipg an ideological vision of reality upon theisoec The
process of appropriation of key words, of givingrth strongly evaluative meanings other than befoas,
unfortunately extended over the whole discoursePolish anticommunism. The word ‘communism’ has
become synonymous with the PRL [Polish People’suRBkg, losing all links with communist ideology dén
the communist vision of the future; ‘liberalism’ haeen narrowed down to free-market economism,upop
lism’ is now only an insult expression the contemipthe elites for the people, the legal term friais used as
synonymous with a false, unjustified demand, shgwanpopulist’ or even ‘Soviet’ mentality. (A. Waki,
Dzieje antykomunistycznej obsdsjistory of anticommunist obsession] ,Dziennik’Eyropa” insert, no. 138,
2006-11-25, p. 4).

24 Among the sociologists who advance this thesisavename J. Szacki (see hiberalizm po komuniz-
mie [Liberalism after Communism], Krakow 1994) andSilaniszkis, who writeiter alia as follows: The
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sisting in the clash/asymmetry of two different@agies and their associated
standards of rationality, make our life complicateday: they make it difficult
to understand not only ourselves but also othexswie imitate. No wonder that
as a result they also have an impact on the cleairatour newly-emerged de-
mocratic public debat&,in which a belief prevails that we are condemred t
imitate and adapt foreign models — concepts antitutiens. They turn out to
clash with one another often and are inconsistétht reality — they are incom-
patible with. The enlightened elite likes usingentite colonizing arguments that
deny all those who allegedly do not understandaioanything what the things
are in any ,normal democratic country”. This is htive Polish mutation of the
so-called ,complaining class” expresses their vieviseir language has dominated
public discourses over recent years. A linguistim@mts upon it as follows: This is
the language of the chronically discontented, fbomy complaining has become
their most appropriate calling: it was not to bes lthis, we fought for something
else. This language is not used to make an impeddiription of social phenom-
ena, to name them, or to build a bridge betwedityread theoretical recognition.
From the height of his/her distinguished positithre, intellectual eagerly assumes
the alarm-sounding role of Cassandra: ‘We aremg&lith a country, where things
are going very badly and where the political idagding at a lightning pace, which
can consequently lead only to a revolution or pepuf®

The political-science significance of statementshid kind is contained first
of all in their negative persuasion, consolidatiragional complexes and stereo-
types: it tells the senders and receivers of tleesemunications to be ashamed
of their identity and imperfection, to see themsslas inferior. One can hardly
expect that they together will be able to develome consistent conception of
the common good. Moreover, dishonesty of that Metdso lies in that it con-
ceals the fact that there is not, after all, ontye dorm of democracy binding
upon the Western world. Even European Union strastwill not help us in the
procedure of adoption of foreign models: the Elhas a single model of the
system of government for individual member statesr{ly assumes that they
must be democratic — and no more). Moreover, demeycdoes not mean only
Europe but also America, which tends to be an armoosstant point of refer-
ence in Polish political debate. A point that i®sgly idealized because of tradi-
tionally pro-American sentiments in Polish socifitie mythologization of the

ontological revolution, crucial to Western Europe@minalism, fundamentally changing the conceptibn
natural law (by rejecting its ontological rooting luman nature, and challenging the Thomist uritioon
and matter), never reached us. Consequently, teEntn the absence of contact in Poland with Ockkam’
metaphysics of state emerging from the space betsidestantive rationality and formal rationalitgtfrer than — as
in Thomism — being perceived exclusively in thegperctive of ethical substantive rationality (J.rtakis,
O witadzy i bezsilngi, op. cit, p. 63).

% See J. Staniszkisytadza globalizacjjPower of Globalization] Warsaw 2003, p. 25.

% 3. Majkowska,op. cit. p. 39-40. Cf. a survey on the subjéay Polacy & EuropejczykamiAre the
Poles Europeans?Dziennik”, ,Europa” insert, no. 1/2004-04-07, 12.



240 Jan P. Hudzik

United States has a destructive effect on Polgpaliics?” This is happening for
many reasons. The most obvious is that the USApisveer whose political sys-
tem, with such elements as presidentialism, bgsarthip, and federalism, has little
in common not only with the Polish but even Europeslity at all.

Conclusion: Liberal democracy ensures a communiiytg to reproduce itself —
in three fundamental dimensions: family, cultuned anorality — but it also de-
mands that all participate in the agora togethethdrefore exists and thrives
inasmuch as it can attract citizens to engage blipuactivity, which counts
doubly if these citizens belong to groups that eespheir own difference and
identity, and, certainly, if it does not do them aghuharm in the process. As
such, it therefore satisfies the criteria for thagmatic definition proposed here.
Unfortunately, this mechanism does not, for theetibeing, function in the
newly-emerged post-communist Polish democracymiésn problem does not
lie, however, in that it failed to integrate thecigety around the consensus (or
compromise) over pragmatic values. It appears ftersérom a more serious
disease — the one it was born with into the waHadk it already had no such
intentions at all — it was never concerned withaging chances or including
those excluded. From the very beginning it was used with the free market
and privatization — of society and state. As a ltesunatural conflict between
political groups has degenerated in Poland intbate of hostility, where the
worst emotions of intolerance, hatred and contgrrgxtail.

SKETCHING THE PICTURE CONTINUED: ANXIETIES, IBPALS,
AND SOCIAL PROJECTS

Ask whether the aforementioned emotions, prevaitinghe political scene
also resonate among the rest of society? And ihew, does it cope with them?
How does it find its place under new civilizatiomainditions, how does it react
to changes? How does it compensate for possidlerdai of adjustment? And
finally, what should a democratic policy, pragmaliig understood, consist in in
this context?

If we accept the meaning of the world 'understaasl’‘explain some phe-
nomenon to oneself by recognizing its fragments ek arrangement in a

2" Roman Kuniar, an international relations expert, calls tijsically Polish idolization of America in the
context of Polish transatlantic relations today Radio-Maryja-style pro-Americanism”. He explairtgst
concept as follows: ,It should not be confused with Radio Maryja station. What is meant is theritioel
and awed attitude to America, expressed by mangugepoliticians, and first of all by the major niedwhich
did not admit of critical statements or commentsuitthe Bush administration’s policy and war witad.
Any critical opinion, if admitted at all, was at @ ridiculed and shouted down as an instance d¢f ant
Americanism, pacifism, populism or a new versionaati-imperialism)” (R. Kaniar, USA jako sojusznjk
[USA as an Ally] ,Dziennik”: ,Europa” insert, no.2B, 2006-09-23, p. 14). And also some remarks dydRnett to
Poland: ,| think that you'd like the Asian modelttez — the Japanese road in your case would prolebfar
better than the American. On the basis of whatovk@about Poland | am very sorry that you adoptéfiele
Sachs’s shock therapy” (R. Sennefi, cit, p. 2).
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certain whole’, then we must admit that this isaeerand problematic way of
contacting the world in which we live. As laymenram-experts, we have prob-
lems understanding the sense of economic, adnatiistror political decisions
taken on us, getting acquainted with new technelghat enter our everyday
lives, as well as understanding and assessingighdicance of massive infor-
mation (for us as individuals and/or as memberas gfoup: local community, or
ethnic, professional or age group, etc.): todayaveehighly attractive clients for
the competing providers of insurance, telecommtioica (Internet, cell
phones), banking (loans, deposit interest etcQca&tibnal, medical, and other
services. The feeling of uncertainly accompanyiots of choice and decision —
which is better for us, who should we consult? turadly arouses anxiety and
discomfort under these circumstances. The moreféleiing annoys us and the
more we feel helpless and lost, the more we longdnse and coherence, we return
to that which is well-known, safe, and familiar -€ wscape to the country or to
small towns in order to satisfy there our hungesémse and the need for security so
that we could (at least experimentally) afford lineury of living in the conditions,
where that which we experience differs only sliglitbm our ideas — stories dear to
us told (by parents, grandparents, teachers éiout avhat should be: equality, free-
dom, right and wrong, and honest and just humatioak.

However, it is also true that there is no reasoy wh should panic at once:
our adaptive capacities are, as has been saidnener albeit limited, and fur-
thermore, sociologists reassure us that a distugseede of security and, com-
plementarily, disturbed social integration occurany modern society, con-
stantly exposed to the arrival of the new and tkiea the old, to antinomies
between stability and change, and freedom andigailiorder’® We would
therefore have to see the exceptional characteuro$ituation in something else:
in the state of additional intensification of thdsturbance, which occurs both
under the conditions of system transformationsvéis/is undergone not only by
post-communist countries but also the Republic @fit® Africa) and cultural
changes within one system. This also happened nnemion with immigrant
waves (sastarbeiters asylum seekers, or inhabitants of former colgnaegv-
ing in great numbers to Germany, France, and theérllide mid-twentieth cen-
tury. They formed a new type of society, unknownsoich a scale in Western
Europe: a multicultural society. Which is why, het1980s and even more in the
1990s, a distinct growth of the populist orientatamd movements was reported
there. This is a sign that both in the West and t&se are cultural strains, from
which desperate people seek rescue, a way of iadjustthe surrounding world:
building a bridge between that which is and thatikhey would wish to have.

Ideology and the emotions of anger and intoleraassociated with it are
detrimental to democracy, they legitimize certaititades in public life atti-

% See C. Geertnterpretacja kultur. Wybrane esejiterpretation of Cultures. Selected Essayshdta
by M. M. Piechaczek, Krakow 2005, pp. 234-235.
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tudes — populist, chauvinistic, nationalist, whisting it (democracy) to a
state of crisis. The anthropologist Clifford Geeggplains them as emotional
and intellectual confusion arising from an inakilib give social changes a cul-
tural meaning:

This is when neither the most general culturalrdggons of a society nor the most down-
to-earth pragmatic ones suffice any longer to mtevan adequate image of political process
that ideologies begin to become crucial as soustesciopolitical meanings and attitudes. (...)
[Cultural strain] is a loss of orientation that mdgiectly gives rise to ideological activity, an
inability, for lack of usable models, to comprehehd universe of civic rights and responsi-
bilities in which one finds oneself locat&l.

We are dealing here with a cultural/symbolic intetption of nationalist
ideologies. Methodologically therefore, this is amsotic-phenomenological
approach, which treats culture as a text or a caystem of meanings. Only
conscious subjects able to read and interpret amderpret the surrounding
world can navigate their way around it. Ideolog@réhis one of the forms of
their conscious reflection and interpretation, adeiof (,for”) reality — socio-
political meanings and attitudes.

Two remarks are in order here. First, it is not ¢iy conception of the eti-
ology of nationalism. This phenomenon is also exathifrom the standpoints of
the first of the modes, which we distinguishedhat beginning, of presenting the
problems of identity — the standpoints inspired diyucturalism and post-
structuralism. They see the origin of the phenomeimothe ontology of the
symbolic system — in some specific cultural logitiose rules have a causative
impact on the social order: they construct in &teyns of power and domination
that mold/structure the behaviors of social actirshe pre-conscious levél.
Second, since cultural logics are not transparieesn twe cannot exclude that
apart from anger and the will to fight, vital teemlogy, there are also other de-
fense mechanisms that become activated in peopbeand unable to come to
terms with the new conditions. Trying to systenatihe issue of emotional
compensatory reactions to systemic/cultural chanigesuld like to point, on
the basis of observation, to four of them: aggmegshe need of affiliation, fear
of being different, and escapism. At the same timeg are the ways — to stick to
the linguistic convention of this discussion — opmg with the vanities of the
world, of expressing behaviors that implement foeedndicators.

When looking for the causes of growing aggressiohuman relations, also
reported among children and the youth (growing enck in schools), one
points,inter alia, to its social origin, to determinants on the mdrthe culturally
(especially educationally) disadvantaged. Somelachdascinated by Schmitt’'s
definition of the political (NB Geertz is not onéthem: the Aristotelian under-

2 |bidem p. 249.
% For more on the subject, see A. Willforshthropology{entry in:] Encyclopedia of Nationalisnwol. 1,
San Diego, Academic Press 2001, p. 10.
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standing of the political as the school of judgisgloser to him), even treat the
feeling of anger — by means of which politicianglfshkly manipulate citizens to
identify and defeat their own enemies — as thetkethe mystery of history of
all social systems, including the explanation af fhates of democracy in post-
communist countrie$. This is a too insufficient — and as history haswof dem-
onstrated — too dangerous psychology in the sewfidoth politics and reflec-
tion on it. In their actions people are guided hyious emotions — in response to
the feeling of injustice, to being treated like extig, to loss of the sense of work
(all feelings taken together or individually) mixedth the fear of the new, some
want to be embraced by the warm arms of the communhere they are sub-
ject to group dynamics: they become conformistsjlar to their ,fellow broth-
ers” and become genuinely radicalized in their @eln the case of young peo-
ple, the lack of prospects and a sense of hel@sssarouse the need for new
tribal bonds, where force and violence generaliyntothey find them in criminal
groups, in fascist-tinged organizations (like MimdANszechpolska [All-Polish
Youth] ), in football-fan subcultures. Others, matied by the same need, seek
refuge in hierarchical communities (such as religisects extremely popular in
Poland in the 1990s or the Radio Maryja Family)icltchannel anger and con-
trol it; they are governed by regulations that regeomplete subordination —
regulations different from those binding in civilciety.

However, not all feelings that people show in rimscto changes can be re-
duced to anger. There are also some who shunipatitn in public life, being
paralyzed by helplessness and discouragementvRassitheir response to the
advent of the new, which they do not understane. félar of the new is the fear
of difference — the fear of otherness, in respdogbe news that next to them, in
the same country, in the same town or neighborhibade are also some differ-
ent others: those think differently and live a eifint kind of lives than they
themselves. Consequently, they have no need dfigsolivhich irritates them
with suchextreme experience$he more eagerly then, they go about their own
business, they like the situation of being narstgsi postmodern consumers, for
whom a community does not have connotations ofepl&@adition or custom.
»Thus understood, it is associated only with pasilinous gossip-mongering,
shooping neighbors and backward conventions. htsste be replaced, even
though declaratively, by the ‘community of the Westworld”3? Apart from
the abovementioned, there are other people whdhéeehed and exploited, and
who cannot afford to escape into affluent privaejt with nothing to live on
and no prospects for the future, they decide teddahe country to seek em-
ployment and ,normal” conditions.

%1 See e.g.. D. OsThe Defeat of Solidarity: Anger and Politics in Rmsnmunist EuropeCornell Univer-
sity Press 2005; see excerpt from the bé&xganizowanie gniewu w demokracjip. 10.
%2 G. Majkowskapp. cit, p. 43.
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According to what we said earlier, our understagtdirplaining of sociopoli-
tical reality co-creates it. This also applies #fere to self-descriptions of soci-
ety (functioning in the public discourse) or lingtic ways of rationaliz-
ing/legitimizing its political, moral, and econontiehaviors. They are also not
free fromsetting upreality. They compete with one another on the ntadke
ideas, where they are more dangerous as philospdeals than as postulates.
The former are mental constructs — doctrines, sefxopositions, evaluations
and norms, which establish sense endowed withs¢opthilosophical parlance,
constitutiveforce, which means that they tend to dominate ipuahguage, to
attain an exclusive position in it so as to artitellithe truth about reality. As a
result, they distort/bewitch the latter, estabhgpihat (in our case) this reality is
inhabited by something like an ideal, perfect sycighis is an example of na-
tionalist ideologies) or, in another version, byalotely autonomous, free indi-
viduals, independent of institutions (neoliberagatbgy). Stories about such
beings are less dangerous when they assume theofopostulates — sociologi-
cal, pedagogical or political-science ones, whielfggm regulative functions.
As such, they constitute sense, which is (alwayyg partially) verifiable, and
can be translated (always only partially) into laages of other solutions, which
means that it can be, in effect, operationalizéthrslated into concrete action.
The assessment and verification of them seem betier served by the esthetic
criteria than cognitive ones, in the sense thatimeedealing here, nevertheless,
with a certain projection-creation of a new worlder, withsettingit up not so
much in accordance with the ,truth” about it asadmg to its more or less
credible or better conceptions than the rival dRéecall that we usually speak
about social justice using syntactic collocatiorithwords likesense, desire,
demandather tharcognition, analysi®r calculation

In this way we are still reconstructing a pragmatidinition of democracy,
signaled in Part Two. For the realization of pastes is governed by the notion
of truth understood more esthetically/pragmatyctiian theoretically, i.e. more
than in cognitive or normative discourse, wherghtrig treated as an absolute
value, written with capital V, often identified wwitreligious truth in worldview
debatesTo understand the truth of sociopolitical projeesshetically/pragmatically
means in as non-idealist, non-utopian a way asiblesé@nd if necessarily, then at
best in moderately idealist or moderately utopian)as to see the multiplicity and
diversity of the social world, to be able to acaefor itself, to take care (and also
fight for if necessary) of those who are dominated by the stronger and more
articulate ones; to be able to find more of a coonpise than a rational agreement
between the former and the latter, which meang taldle sometimes to abandon the
logic of effectiveness and probability and take rils& associated with a project

% 0n the subject of esthetic criteria in historisalidies, see F. AnkersmiNarracja, reprezentacja,
daoswiadczenie. Studia z teorii historiografNarrative, representation, experiences. Studidsgstoriographic
theory] Polish title of selected essays, transEbfpomaiska et al., Krakow 2004, pp. 194-198.
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under implementation, and give up the ethics oivatgnce (governed by the rule:
something for something) for the ethics of giving sacrifice in order to accomplish
the goal.

DEMOCRACY AS SOCIAL PRACTICE

Finally, there is the question about the phenomesfopower in the prag-
matic/esthetic conception of democracy | propoge.hé&hat remains is to deal
with a (seeming) paradox: how can one organizeabtifé and govern it effec-
tively when at the same time one has to avoid datiun and any justifications
for it by means of doctrines captivating by the powf their rationality?

Political equality, the free media, rights to asaten, civil rights for minori-
ties are all values constitutive for modern demogravhich take on their own
meaning in each individual democratic country, tlagg socialized differently
i.e. realized as part of different social rolesfpened in various institutional
systems that function by virtue of statutory aslvesl common law. In other
words: democracy is a complex social practice, whadues are implemented
each time according to different patterns and wittiiferent procedures and institu-
tions established to ensure they are observedce-Heliows quite a practical obser-
vation for democratic discourse: no one has exausghts to the truth about de-
mocracy as a political system, no one can speegeglly on behalf of ,normal de-
mocracy”, as Polish politicians, and sometimes aegmesentatives of scientific
circles, tend to do. This is pure rhetoric for otuality there is no such thing as
»-hormal democracy”. All the existing forms of dematic power developed in spe-
cific time and cultural context. This means, parichily, that, already as socialized,
they are democratically and hierarchically shape¢deasame time. Namely, they are
ruled by people whom a society regards as rightcantpetent — in this sense deci-
sions and priorities of the government are at #mestime the decisions and priori-
ties of the whole society. Therefore, in democrpterctice designed to protect the
common good, what also always counts is authordy persons, places, or institu-
tions. As a result, it is not possible precisehdistinguish here between organiza-
tions of individuals that have an equal statusassqd the relation of dependence or
hierarchy, and organizations that do not have sustatusMature democracy
(so-called polyarchy) consist in balancing hieraoath and egalitarian elements,
or, to put it differently, republican and liberdk assumes that we should use all
resources (human and institutional: associatiomgakorganizations, churches,
local governments etc.) in a given area in ordeerisure dynamics and effi-
ciency in the whole system.

To describe this situation, the best term todathés metaphor ohetwork
whose meaning | wish to rectify here: it has beemmonly used in the negative
sense to describe non-hierarchical relations, whilsist that itde factoapplies
to hybrid relations, i.e. egalitarian-hierarchicéhe network is a dynamic con-
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struction, it demands controllability; to exerceathority in it does not so much
mean govern as managdf the network is controllable in one time andqala
or there is (relative) harmony there between diffielogics of thinking and act-
ing, this does not necessarily mean that it caftikegise controllable in a dif-
ferent time and place. Hence follows quite a pcattconclusion, according to
which the democratic organizations/practices instjoe cannot be mechanically
transplanted onto an alien area, as is likewisecise with economic solutions
alone, especially in a neoliberal version. Eitharries with it immeasurable
social and psychological consequences we have s Edl@/e.

From the concept of democracy reconstructed hel@ife at least one more
property of it, which makes it significantly moreepise, i.e. its agonistic charac-
ter. Socialization is the result of a certain, altfunever-ending training, which
a society carries out in connection with self-uistimnding itself and establishing
its own identity. The territory of exercise in tHiseld is the area of education,
and public sphere where one’s own diversity is (#ihdve) recognized and ac-
cepted, and consequently, respect should be affdadthe separate social roles
and institutional systems, within which they areeed® Recognition of and
respect for one another is possible only on comdlithat there are normative
systems that protect against chaos, against mutealerence in the competence
and powers reserved for individual social roles iastitutions legitimizing them
— for example, state and churches, politics anth@ny. These systems, how-
ever, are dynamic and open to new definitions, Wwigcwhy there are no uni-
versal answers to the questions like ‘can the gté&tefere with economy, or is it
only a domain of experts, to which democraticalgcted representatives of the
people are denied admittance? Are there possaisilaf ,politicizing” economy,
enhancing the status of legislative bodies anduitieof the voters in economic
decisions? The lack of unambiguous, universallyeptad standpoints on these
issues means that the democracy in question caropa in practice without
constant reflection on the sense and content addbil contract. It exists not by
virtue of one act, a political declaration of tHiéeg which should guarantee the
duration, efficiency and stability of the systenut lmn the basis of inclusive
practices that engage the interested parties, ynratividual contentious issue,
into negotiating how the resolution of it relatedtie common good. Negotiation
does not mean deliberation — it is taken up bydhesko are also governed by
passions, who really care about the matter, and dehnot deem it possible to

34 Controllability — as Staniszkis explainsdees not depend on the power of individual perg@nsne
Minister, President) but on the quality of instias, on relations between them (...), and finafiytlee quality of
public discourse. And it does not depend on thetenge of the authority of state, which createst #iad joins to-
gether a fragmented architecture of webs. Andigrtbw situation, power is the ability to harmontiiféerent logics
and levels (on the micro and macro scale), to emsaditions for systemic self-regulation (...), igprove the citi-
zens' ability (knowledge), and finally, concentatrather than dissipation of resources, and ¢imedlad principle of
competence and responsibility — rather than laikibess (J. Staniszki§ wtadzy i bezsilngi [On Power and
Powerlessnesg] 198).

% See M. Walzer, iberalizm a praktyka separadjiiberalism and the Art of Separation] pp. 149-150
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compromise about it. They can sacrifice themseloe#t, sometimes even give
up their lives.

Somé® speak in this case about the agonistic concepfi@mommunity: the
notion of agonism should be understood in oppasitioboth the notion of con-
sensus and antagonism. Competition means fightdegivopponents, not ene-
mies, it is therefore fought according to someguwidich assume certain mutual
recognition of the fighting parties. If, howevergvaccept (as we have done
above) a minimum definition of the common good —wib treat it pragmati-
cally as such management of power as to avoid datioim — then the risk of
destruction (war instead of political fight) is fuss minimal as the danger of
unanimity. Unanimity means the victory of only oinéerpretation of the com-
mon good. In the practice of deliberative democracydemocracy modeled on
the concepts of power and legitimacy based on domes of public reason, on
the faith in the rationality of choices and certawilective political decisions,
impartial, undisturbed, guaranteed by liberal-deratic institutions — a rational
consensus embraces only one interpretation, théhamgained a monopoly, and
was most publicized in the public sphere. In oreeavoid this consequence —
according to the logic of this line of argumentrealoes not need, however, to
artificially revive the division of the politicalcene into the left and the right.
Neither political orientation has a monopoly oheit the rise of evil/social injus-
tice or combating them. This is so, obviously, & assume that we are all sub-
ject to the ontologies of political practices, ingtons and discourses, and none
of us can break away from the forms of life andjlaages associated with them
as representations molding our reality. We all &awe equal opportunities to
domesticate them — reveal and interpret — by thveepaf our own knowledge
and ... character. Therefore, whether or not we awmidthe one hand, the pit-
falls of deliberative democracy, threatening thétexce of authority and the
plurality of attitudes and values, and on the othand, the traps of agonistic
politics, counting on strong (heroic, outstandimg)ividuals, and for that reason
threatening democracy with the removal of valuesalbfuism and solidarity
from it, all these possible scenarios of eventsaitieonly in the decisions made
by individual politicians but also in the cultufehmework they function in. This
framework comprises both formal rationality, whistthe culture of dispute and
rivalry, the rules governing rational political dission, and substantive rational-
ity — respect for the attitudes of active oppositagainst the evil and injustice
spreading all over the world. The models of eitkind of behavior are elements

% See e.g. A. MacIntyrd)ziedzictwo cnoty. Studium z teorii moralcig/After Virtue. A Study in Moral
Theory], transl. by A. Chmielewski, Warsaw 1996g[Ep. 396; A. ChmielewskiDwie koncepcje jedifoi.
Interwencje filozoficzno-polityczngTwo Concepts of Unity. Philosophical-Political ténventions],
Bydgoszcz-Wroctaw 2006, pp. 158-159. Ch. MouRaradoks demokrac[iThe Democratic Paradox] trans.
by W. Jach et al., Wroctaw 2005, Chapter 4. OnNfetzschean-aristocratic concept of the politegbnin
Hannah Arendt see R. Wolikleidegger’'s ChildrenPrinceton University Press 2001, p. 69.

%71 do not agree with Chantal Mouffe in this respete and compaB#aczego populizawygrywa [Why popu-
lism wins] a conversation of S. Sierakowski with ®touffe, ,Dziennik”, ,Europa” insert, no. 145/20@A-13, p. 2.
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of culture, which only communities devoid of comyds, creative and non-
imitative, can afford.

The conflict, which arises from the will to resistil in its original form,
which is human (mental and physical) sufferinghis driving force of agonistic
democracy: without the effort of those interested the resistance to them of
the social ,matter” in the form of institutions, siieed or becoming so, which
consolidate inequality, group interests, prejudiees, it is impossible to imple-
ment the values of freedom and equality in theilerie (as we are ourselves)
meanings and dimensions. Citizens of agonistic deaty assume that there is
and will be evil in the world — but one should toyremedy it everywherdt is
on this imperative that democratic politics restson: it is not confined to the
voting and eligibility rights only; it is a socigractice — a modus vivendi — of
constantly solving or easing antagonisms, the caase effects of injustice; it is
an inclusive practice that includes all those wihiffex injustice; it is the prac-
tice of nonconformity organized around the expeargeof freedom indicators.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The analysis of the pragmatic definition of demogrhas demonstrated that
it consists of the following three elements: lisiassociated with the conception
of symbolically constructed political identities,i$ therefore a social practice, a
culturally determined process; 2) the primary citie for pragmatically con-
structing the social world is the experience of éwd (injustice expressed by
freedom indicators) present in it, and disappr@fat — an attitude of eliminat-
ing or minimizing it; 3) a minimum understanding the common good com-
bines pragmatism with an esthetic approach: thatgei the management of
power relations that recognizes that the valuefsegfdom and equality comple-
ment one another in the social world: therefore, ploint is not to absolutize
either of them but rather to balance them, whiclamsan practice to limit domi-
nation, retain multiplicity and diversity, to prette the weaker from being colo-
nized (also in the social sphere) by the strongeseek compromise between
them rather than rational agreement.

The problem of democracy in the present interpatdies in combining dif-
ference and identity, i.@¢he universal with the particularistigr, to be more
precise, it reads like thistow to respect tradition and be pragmatic at shene
time or, without giving up great values/narrativesreetlom, equality, justice
etc. — how to strive if not to eliminate then aadeto ease concrete sufferings
and social injustice. The morality of this projentd its accompanying social
devices is based, however, more on esthetic thgnitoge criteria. Which is
why it trusts experience more than the intellecteabgnition of reality, built on
a network of logically arranged concepts.
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The point is that democracy entered the Polishtipalidiscourse overnight
in the form of such a network of ideals — doctrieegablishing the sense of the
new reality. Their formal rationality acquired salcand institutional shapes in
the West (in different ways in different parts tf over the last more or less
three centuries. For that reason liberal democigey construction difficult to
adjust to alien conditions, the more so if the gedhe success of the operation
for the whole system, not only for some of its edes. The success of trans-
formation is thus possible only with the involverheand appropriate modifica-
tion, of all assets that a community already hiaditional institutions and or-
ganizations of social and economic life. Polandadrto democracy did not take
this course: the freedoms contained in liberalneotic and moral ideas became
more attractive and useful to the elite — creatdrthe new state — than the de-
mocratic slogans/postulates of participation, etguahd common good, closer
to the Solidarity traditions. This dramatic imbatanof proportions between
liberal and republican elements became and stiidsnain reason for the weak-
ness and crisis of Polish democracy.

Ttum. Jerzy Adamko



