
only by summoning up new manifestations of cruelty and
revenge. Instead, he appeals to a fuller incorporation of
democratic sensibilities into our institutions and practices
of justice, for a state that “no longer teaches its subjects
lessons by punitive threats or coercion or imposes its moral-
ity by fear and intimidation” (p. 159), and for courts that
consider their judgments as “matters of provisional agree-
ment that are subject to doubt and disagreement” (p. 159).
But such appeals fail to take into consideration the fact
that these same political and judicial institutions are egged
on by a public that, on Alajdemn’s own analysis, rages
against its injuries, whether real or imagined, and that
seeks to cope with forms of unquenchable loss for which
liberalism can provide little if any consolation.

If the Furies no longer remain interred below ground, if
they have burrowed out of the private sphere to which
liberalism sought to confine them, then it is not clear that
a call to recreate our judicial practices in accordance with
the virtues of “mercy,” “forgiveness,” and “acceptance”
(p. 169) is likely to gain much footing. Nor is it clear why
we should expect to witness much sentiment in favor of
policies of restitution instead of incarceration, public ser-
vice projects rather than the infliction of hurt, and the
replacement of punishment by the making of amends. If
the Furies remain very much among us, then it seems
improbable that their next of kin, Medea and Medusa,
will soon disappear from our midst.

Tragedy and Citizenship: Conflict, Reconciliation,
and Democracy from Haemon to Hegel. By Derek W.M.
Barker. Albany: State University of New York Press, 2008. 208p. $60.00
cloth, $23.95 paper.
doi:10.1017/S1537592709091014

— Jeffrey Sikkenga, Ashland University

On Inauguration Day, Barack Obama stood in front of
nearly two million “fellow citizens” and declared to Amer-
ica, “On this day, we gather because we have chosen hope
over fear, unity of purpose over conflict and discord.”

Stirring words, but Derek Barker wants us to be wary
of such progressive sentiments, and he has written a very
interesting book in defense of reviving an older, tragic
sense of democratic citizenship that accepts the persis-
tence of conflict but nevertheless is committed to “public
deliberation as an ongoing and perpetually incomplete
process” (p. 148).

Barker tells “the story of the shift from active and engaged
participation rooted in a sense of tragedy to the displace-
ment of citizenship through a sense of reconciliation” (p. 1).
The tragic antagonist of Barker’s story is Hegel, who has
given modern liberal democracy a “citizenless politics”
(p. 3), in which institutions are not “dependent on and
driven by citizen participation” (p. 2). Barker argues in
Chapter 3 that “Hegelian liberalism” is rooted in Hegel’s
idea (seen in his famous reading of Antigone) that “tragic

conflict is self-dissolving and reconciliation is immanent
in the underlying structure of conflict and reconciliation
in the developmental logic of the institutions of the state”
(p. 2). In “Hegelian liberalism,” political institutions replace
citizens as the locus of “ethical life” (p. 67), which “under-
mines the moral psychology of active citizenship by empha-
sizing reconciliation at the expense of a sense of tragedy”
(p. 83). As a result, contemporary liberalism believes that
“institutional politics can be supported by approaches to
citizenship that emphasize passive obedience to the state
or apathy toward the political realm” (p. 2).

Barker uses the first two chapters to lay out the ancient
Greek understanding of “active citizenship” that we have
lost. Chapters 1 and 2 discuss the contributions made to
this outlook by Sophocles’ Antigone (Chapter 1) and
Aristotle’s political philosophy (Chapter 2). If Hegel is the
story’s antagonist, Sophocles’ Haemon is the protagonist,
an example of someone who develops “practical wisdom”
(p. 41) through “sympathetic identification, listening, and
speaking” (p. 40). Specifically, Haemon learns what nei-
ther Creon nor Antigone does: that a healthy civic life of
“ruling and being ruled” (p. 45) can occur only through
“deliberation in the broadest sense” (bouleusis) (p. 48),
which “is sensitive to tragedy, tolerant of conflict, and
appropriate to active citizenship” (p. 41).

After discussing the ancients and Hegel’s turn away from
tragedy, Barker devotes Chapters 4–6 to the failure of
contemporary political theory to revive the tragic sense
necessary for active citizenship. In his chapters on Francis
Fukuyama and Richard Rorty (Chapter 4), John Rawls
(Chapter 5), and Judith Butler (Chapter 6), Barker argues
quite powerfully that even “contemporary postmodern”
thinkers (p. 140) share the Hegelian attitude that “conflict
is self-dissolving and capable of final reconciliation” and
therefore that “the goal of politics” should be “the elimi-
nation of conflict” (p. 5). Rorty, Butler, and the later Rawls
are aware of “the post-Nietzchean and post-metaphysical
condition of the contemporary world” (p. 139), and thus
they know that liberalism and democracy cannot morally
fiat away conflict based on race, class, gender, or religion.
Yet despite their apparent embrace of the persistence of
conflict, Barker contends with some success that such think-
ers are nevertheless in thrall to the idea that “conflict is a
temporary stage in a larger process of reconciliation”
(p. 139). As a result, their “reconciliatory postmodernism”
still wrongly—and without any real reason—looks for-
ward to the day of final overcoming (p. 141).

Both for its interesting overall argument and its careful
treatment of serious thinkers, this is a book worthy of
attention by scholars of political thought concerned with
healthy democratic politics. Yet for a book wise enough to
see that that “conflict is a central and enduring problem
of the human condition” (p. 139), the work would do
well to consider more fully the causes of political conflict,
specifically the relationship between conflict and justice.
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According to Barker, injustice is caused by conflict over
“[d]ifferences in opinions, experiences, identities, power,
and interests” (p. 3), at least where there is a “failure to
listen to others” (p. 9). But as understood by early modern
thinkers like Hobbes and Locke (who knew something
about conflict), the most atrocious political conflicts of
“ethnic rivalry, class conflict, religious strife, and war” occur
not because people fail to talk and listen to each other
(p. 1), but because they hate what the other is saying:
They have irreconcilable understandings of political jus-
tice (i.e., of the foundation and purpose of government).
As Hobbes says in his scathing attack on “Aristotles Civill
Philosophy” (Leviathan, Chapter 46), unless there is agree-
ment on an end for political society that all people value
and accept (or are forced to accept), encouraging people
“to strive for practical wisdom . . . through serious delib-
eration with others” (p. 142) is just as likely to lead to the
“atrocities that have plagued illiberal societies” (p. 11).

Nor does having an Aristotelian sense of tragedy solve
the problem, since, as Barker notes, Aristotle says that we
feel tragic pity only “at an apparent evil . . . which befalls
one who does not deserve it” (p. 49, emphasis added). Pity
does not produce a shared sense of justice; it presupposes
it (p. 51). When people thought that government should
defend true religion, Protestants did not have pity for Cath-
olics, for they thought that Catholics deserved harass-
ment, imprisonment, or death. When politics is about
tribal ascendancy, Hutus pitilessly massacre Tutsis.

The problem is that democratic participation (even if
informed by a tragic sense) does not create a sense of civic
fellowship; it depends on it. And what gives citizens a sense
of having something fundamental in common (President
Obama’s “unity of purpose”)? Barker concludes that it is
“human mortality,” which is the great theme of tragedy
(p. 145). But as Rousseau observed, the ancient response to
mortality was the city’s religion, not tragedy (in fact, the
tragedies were part of religious festivals [p. 12]). In the mod-
ern world, our response is liberalism—i.e., protecting life
and property through “representative democracy” (p. 10).
In other words, it may be that even the prospect of death is
not enough to safely ground “active citizenship” without
either illiberal religion or the liberal political ideas and insti-
tutions that Barker claims undermine such citizenship.

Talk about tragic.

Democracy across Borders: From Dêmos to Dêmoi.
By James Bohman. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2007. 232p. $35.00.

Solidarity: From Civic Friendship to a Global Legal
Community. By Hauke Brunkhorst. Translated by Jeffrey Flynn.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005. 288p. $42.50.
doi:10.1017/S1537592709091026

— Hans Schattle, Yonsei University, Seoul

Three major lines of inquiry and debate have occupied
the minds of many contemporary political philosophers

studying democracy. Amid widespread soul searching over
how to help reinvigorate civic engagement, liberals and
civic republicans have argued extensively about the proper
balance between individualism and community as dual
priorities in public life. Amid striking advances in global
economic interdependence, communications technology,
and the spread of democracy around the world in the
aftermath of the Cold War, social and political theorists
have debated the feasibility and desirability of cosmopol-
itan models of democracy and citizenship. Alongside both
of these debates, many democratic theorists have clarified
how robust models of public deliberation, fulfilling imper-
atives of public reason as well as citizen inclusion, can
help refine standards of democratic legitimacy.

As much as these various topics are intertwined, rela-
tively few texts have brought them together into direct
dialogue. Two recent books, however, endeavor to bridge
the gaps and cast new light especially upon how the
republican precept of nondomination, coupled with strong
channels of public deliberation, offers inspiration for cos-
mopolitan democracy to progress in the coming years. In
Solidarity, Hauke Brunkhorst provides a sweeping intel-
lectual history of principles of democratic equality with
an eye toward redeploying these ideals in the name of a
new global polity. In Democracy Across Borders, James
Bohman proposes that public deliberation ought to
advance globally in multiple, overlapping communities
that render a “decentered” model of democracy inclusive
and responsive to everyday citizens. Taken together, these
complementary books provide scholars with historical
insight and also greater clarification of the relevance of
the “public sphere,” a concept frequently employed by
Jürgen Habermas and his many followers.

Both authors share common ground by placing much
weight upon nondomination and universal inclusion of
all citizens, especially in the processes of shaping legisla-
tive agendas and establishing the terms of political coop-
eration, as key pillars of democratic legitimacy within
any political community. Bohman emphasizes the ways
that contemporary scholars, such as Phillip Pettit, have
associated republicanism with nondomination, and then
builds a compelling case that “the democratic minimum
must be deepened and expanded to include humanity as
the most basic political status” (p. 115). Bohman also
argues that fixed national boundaries fail to provide even
a necessary, let alone sufficient, condition for democracy
(p. 175).

Brunkhorst, meanwhile, traces the roots of solidarity to
preliberal understandings of civic friendship in ancient
Athens; duty, obligation, and “joint liability” in Roman
jurisprudence; and universal brotherhood, including love
of enemies and foreigners, in early and medieval Chris-
tianity. In his historical exposition, Brunkhorst focuses
especially on the late-eighteenth-century Enlightenment,
and the French Revolution in particular, as pivotal in
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