LECTURE NOTES

«INNOVATIVE RESEARCH ON POLICY RESEARCH IN THE REPUBLIC OF BELARUS»




Theme 1: Political science as theory and applied research

Despite the existence of quite extensive political studies, up to the second half of the 19th century political science developed without an independent disciplinary formation, mainly as a doctrine of the state and political-philosophical theory. This is associated with difficulties in determining the time of completion of the process of its formation. Some scholars consider the formal beginning of political science as an independent science to be the formation of a law school in Germany in the first half of the 19th century, while others – mainly American authors – date its emergence to the second half of the 19th century and associate it primarily with the name of Francis Leiber, who in 1857 began to give a course of lectures on political theory at Columbia University and created the necessary conditions for the opening of a higher school of political science there in 1880 by John Burgess, who succeeded him.
In the following years, a whole network of political science teaching and research institutions was established in America, which led to the founding in 1903 of the American Political Science Association, which today has over 16,000 members.
In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the term «political science» itself was recognised and spread in Europe. In 1896, one of the most prominent European political scientists and sociologists, Italian G. Mosca, called his later classic work «The Elements of Political Science».
In the early 20th century, the process of political science becoming an independent academic discipline was largely completed. The development of political science research was greatly facilitated by the creation of the International Political Science Association in 1949 under the auspices of UNESCO, which continues its fruitful activity today.
In Russia, political thought has a long history and contains many interesting and original ideas. Political research acquired its modern appearance here in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. A notable contribution to the world political science was made by M.M. Kovalevsky, B.N. Chicherin, P.I. Novgorodtsev, M.Y. Ostrogorsky and a number of other researchers, as well as Marxist theorists V.I. Lenin, G.V. Plekhanov and others.
The rapid development of political science was severely slowed down and in many directions interrupted after the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917. Political science began to be treated as a pseudoscience, bourgeois science, etc. Timid attempts to create a «Marxist-Leninist political science» and to intensify political research were not successful. Individual political problems were analysed within the organisational framework of historical materialism, scientific communism, the history of the CPSU, the theory of state and law and some other strongly ideologised disciplines. However, their cognitive and heuristic possibilities were limited by the dogmas of official Marxism and the general position of social science as a servant of power.
The attitude towards political science began to change only in the second half of the 1980s. Today, despite numerous difficulties, it is gradually taking its rightful place in the system of social science, has an increasingly noticeable impact on practical politics and the construction of democratic statehood. What is political science more specifically?
Political science, as the literal translation of the word itself suggests, is the science of politics. This general interpretation is usually not particularly objectionable, although the extent to which political science studies politics is debatable. Researchers interpret this problem in different ways:
1. Political science is a science traditionally concerned with the study of the state, parties and other institutions that exercise or influence power in society, as well as a number of other political phenomena. As reflected in the Anglo-American Dictionary of Political Analysis, by the current stage of development its subject matter has expanded considerably and usually includes «national and local governance; comparative or cross-national analysis; politics and political behaviour; public law and judicial and legal behaviour; political theory; public administration and organisational behaviour; and international relations». In this case, political science is a discipline of the same order as political sociology, political philosophy, political psychology, etc., i.e. one of the sciences of politics.
2. Political science is a unified science of politics. However, it does not include all knowledge about this sphere of social life, but only those that are based on strictly scientific, mainly empirical methods. The content of political science does not include such general theoretical disciplines based on a normative, value-based approach as political philosophy, political ethics, history of political ideas and some others. This point of view is represented by the proponents of behaviourism, which will be discussed in more detail below. Behaviourists deny the true scientificity of previous political theories and liken political science to natural sciences based on precise empirical, mathematical, cybernetic and similar methods.
В In the 1960s, radical behaviourist political scientists generally contrasted political science with political theory, which was understood as «the branch dealing with political ethics and the history of political ideas». Modern proponents of behaviourism are usually not so categorical in their rejection of political theory. However, they also recognise as scientific only empirical-analytical concepts based on concrete, empirical facts and verifiable (tested by experience) hypotheses. At the same time, they deny normative theories related to the value approach, which investigate the essence and meaning of the existence of the state and society, develop political ideals and ways of their implementation, as well as historical and dialectical concepts engaged in critical analysis of society, disclosure of contradictions and regularities underlying politics.
3. Political science is a general, integral science of politics in all its manifestations, including the whole complex of sciences about politics and its relationship with man and society: political philosophy, political sociology, political psychology, theory of political institutions and, above all, the state and law, etc. Understood in this sense, political science is similar to economic science, sociology, philosophy and other integral sciences that unite relevant complexes of knowledge about these or those spheres of life.
The advantage of a broad interpretation of political science is not only the simplicity of understanding, direct correspondence of the category «political science» to the meaning of this term – the general science of politics, but above all the orientation towards the integration of various political knowledge and thus to obtain a holistic picture of the objects under study. The scientific position that considers political science as a common, unified and at the same time internally differentiated science of politics is increasingly widely accepted worldwide, which, in particular, is reflected in the use of the term «political science» in the singular in the name of the world organisation of political scientists – «International Political Science Association».
So, political science is a integral science of politics and its interaction with the individual and society. It is practically impossible to give a more specific general definition of this science. This is caused primarily by the extreme polysemousness of the term «politics», the possibility of different ways of describing it, as well as the debatability of ideas about the subject of political science. Taking all this into account, some authors suggest abandoning attempts to give this science a universally recognised definition altogether.
Being a single science in its essence, political science is internally differentiated and includes a number of more private disciplines reflecting certain aspects, aspects of politics and its relationship with society. According to the German scientist P. Noack, political science is formed of four major disciplines: political philosophy, or political theory; the doctrine of political institutions; political sociology; and the theory of international politics.
In addition to the political sciences named by this author, their list can be supplemented by the history of political doctrines, political anthropology, political psychology, political geography, political ecology, political astrology, etc.
The political sciences can be divided into two groups: disciplines that study politics itself and those that study its relationship with the rest of the world. The former include political philosophy (insofar as it studies the nature of politics and its general laws), the doctrine of political institutions, the theory of international politics, political history; the latter include political sociology, political psychology, political geography, and others. What are the most important of these sciences?
Political philosophy is a branch of knowledge that studies politics as a whole, its nature, its significance for human beings, the relationship between the individual, society and state power, and develops ideals and normative principles of political organisation, as well as general criteria for evaluating politics. It seeks to answer the questions why and why certain political phenomena exist and what they should be like.
The subject of political philosophy can be divided into three groups of phenomena. Firstly, these are political values, criteria for evaluating real politics from the point of view of morality, the interests of large social groups or the whole of humanity. In this field of research, normative theories are created, ethical assessments are given to political institutions and processes, ideals and goals are developed, as well as the most important ways to achieve them.
Secondly, the subject of political philosophy is the deepest foundations of politics. Unlike empirical sciences, which are based on private observable facts and verifiable hypotheses, political-philosophical knowledge is based on theoretical rational research, generalisations of global historical experience, and logical reasoning, although it does not exclude the analysis of concrete facts.
Thirdly, this science analyses the ways and means of cognition of politics, defines the meaning of political categories, such as power, freedom, equality, justice, state, human rights, political behaviour, etc. Without reliance on such categories, empirical political research is ultimately impossible.
Thus, political philosophy serves as a general methodological basis for political research, defines the meaning of various concepts, identifies universal principles and laws in the relationship between man, society and power, the correlation between the rational and irrational in politics, its moral criteria and motivational basis, defines the boundaries and principles of state power, etc. Political philosophy was historically the first form of existence of political science. Philosophical knowledge forms the core of human worldview and political culture of society.
The theory of political institutions is represented primarily by the theories of political organisation of society, state and law, political parties and other institutions. Within this doctrine there are many relatively independent disciplines. For example, the doctrine of state and law, in addition to the general theory of the state, includes a whole complex of legal disciplines. Political institutions, traditionally at the centre of political studies, still occupy one of the most important places in them today.
International relations theory is a field of political research, the subject of which is international organisations and associations (UN, NATO, CFE, Socintern, Amnesty International, etc.), foreign policy activities of states, parties and social movements, international relations. It also studies the problems of war and peace, prevention and settlement of international conflicts, formation of a new world order.
Political history studies political theories, attitudes, institutions and events in their chronoligical sequence and relationships to each other. All human history is, in a sense, past politics. Without knowledge of history, it is impossible to understand and anticipate the future. Therefore, any significant political research in one way or another involves reference to political history. 
This group consists of sciences that occupy an intermediate position between political science and other sciences. The most important of them is political sociology – the science of interaction between politics and society, between the social order and political institutions and processes. It investigates the impact of the rest of the non-political part of society and the whole social system on politics, as well as its reverse impact on its environment. This science occupies an intermediate position between political science and sociology, adjoining both one and the other of these disciplines. It is distinguished among other political sciences primarily by its sociological approach to the study of its subject, which requires the elucidation of the dependence of politics on society, the social determinacy of political phenomena.
Political sociology uses both the macrosociological approach, which implies the elucidation of the social foundations of power, the influence of conflicts between social groups on political processes, etc., and the microsociological method, the essence of which is to consider specific political institutions as social organisations, to analyse their formal and informal structures, methods of leadership, etc.
Political psychology studies the subjective mechanisms of political behaviour, the influence of consciousness and subconsciousness, emotions and will of a person, his beliefs, value orientations and attitudes on it. This science considers human behaviour as a process and a result of interaction of an individual with the environment, in which the actions of an individual are determined both by the nature of external influence and the peculiarities of their perception and awareness of the subject, who is the direct subject of psychological analysis.
Political–psychological research is especially widely used in the study of electoral and other political behaviour, political leadership, political socialisation, political conflict and cooperation. A relatively independent direction of this science is political psychoanalysis, represented in the works of Z. Freud, B. Bullitt, G. Lasswell, E. Fromm and others.
Political anthropology studies the dependence of politics on the ancestral qualities of a person: biological, intellectual, social, cultural, religious, etc., as well as the inverse effect of the political system on the individual. This science pays much attention to the study of elements of politics in primitive ethnic communities with tribal systems.
Political geography studies the relationship of political processes to their spatial location (e.g. according to proximity to the ocean, to strong states, etc.), territorial, economic-geographical, climatic and other natural factors.
 
Theme 2: Methodological approaches in modern political science

The totality of scientific methods and principles and represent different directions or approaches in modern political science. Their classifications are extremely diverse, but the following established directions can be considered the most significant:
The normative–value approach involves the assessment of political phenomena from the point of view of their compliance with the established ideas (about good and evil, justice, common good, etc.) – moral criteria. This approach focuses on the development of an ideal political structure and ways of its implementation in life. It requires proceeding from the proper or desirable, from ethical norms and values and building political life on their basis. This is one of the oldest approaches: it was the basis of Confucianism and its political understanding of the world, it was used by ancient Greek thinkers, and to a large extent it was used by representatives of the Enlightenment with their aspiration to create a humanistic organisation of power.
In combination with others, the normative-value approach has not lost its importance even today, as it brings to political science a moral beginning, without which science can become a dangerous tool.
It continues to be used especially widely by representatives of value conservatism and Christian democrats, who assess political phenomena, first of all, through the prism of their compliance with moral and religious principles of society.
However, as early as in the 19th century, the normative-value approach began to be seriously criticised. It often gave birth to various kinds of utopias, leading to speculative and far-fetched political projects that have no real ground. Its main drawback is the detachment of ideals from concrete political life.
The sociological approach implies finding out the comprehensive dependence of politics on society, on its socio-economic state, on the relationship between different layers of the social structure. Sociological methods rightly occupy one of the central places in political science, showing the regularity of connections and interdependence of politics and all other spheres of social life. However, the absolutisation of this approach leads to the diminution of the importance of the nature of political mechanisms proper.
Positivist approach (positivism – positive knowledge). Some elements of it have been used since antiquity, but positivism was developed as a scientific approach in the 19th century and is associated with the name of Auguste Comte (1798-1857). He was the first to propose to delineate the boundaries of scientific knowledge about society by fixing precise relations between specific phenomena, political functions and institutions. In other words, to emphasise realities, concrete processes rather than abstract ideas and theories. For their study, Comte proposed to use positive methods: observation, comparison, historicism and experiment. Observational methods should give the research materials the character of objectivity. Comparative methods allow us to compare the political life of peoples living at the same time. The historical method makes it possible to trace the evolution of various successive states of mankind. Experimentation makes it possible to model various political situations on the basis of positive knowledge.
Positivism had a very great influence on the development of political science and is used today in a renewed form as neopositivism. Its peculiarity is the emphasis on scientism (knowledge), i.e. on the accuracy of the methods of political analysis, their maximum mathematisation and convergence with the methods of natural sciences. For this purpose, neopositivists consider it necessary to distance themselves from ideologies and any other political influences.
Utilitarianism (utility) was formed in parallel with positivism in the 19th century. Its founders were I. Bentham (1748-1832) and D.S. Mill (1806-1873). Bentham denied the possibility of knowing the laws of social development. He considered the interests of a real human being, who strives for less suffering and more pleasure, to be the measure of all things. Therefore, it is important for a politician not to uphold the ideals of justice, but to justify and implement concrete pragmatic measures. According to Mill, the moral value of political actions is determined by their utility. This created a basis for resolving the difficult to reconcile contradictions between morality and politics. Machiavelli solved this problem by separating political evaluations from moral ones, while Mill solved it through a kind of «grounding» of morality, i.e. everything that is useful is moral.
By the beginning of the 20th century, pragmatism was formed on the basis of a combination of utilitarianism and positivism. According to pragmatists, there are no objective criteria of truth. Therefore, the task of political science is not limited to the study of political ideas and actions, but consists in the study of their consequences. According to pragmatism, both in life and in politics a person can choose any form of behaviour without binding himself to abstract moral norms and political beliefs. Moral and political evaluations of behaviour depend on the success of solving specific problems taking into account specific historical circumstances.
In addition to the rationality of this approach, there is a serious danger. It is most clearly expressed in the long-known formula: «the end justifies the means». It has been used both to achieve quite humane and reasonable goals and extremely destructive ones. This formula was used by Machiavelli and Bismarck, justifying it by the good of strengthening the state. But it was also used by Nechaev, the ideologist of the use of any means in the revolutionary struggle against the autocratic state. The negative side of this approach manifested itself most extensively in our country during the socialist transformations, when any sacrifice was justified by a great ultimate goal, the achievement of which was to ennoble mankind forever.
In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, approaches that can be conventionally called «biological» began to play an increasingly important role in political science.
The anthropological approach, in a sense, emerged as a reaction to the limitations of sociological methods that explain politics by various social factors. The anthropological approach explains it by the nature of man as a biological generic being with a set of physiological, social and spiritual needs. Therefore, when analysing political phenomena, the proponents of this approach proceed from the following principles:
1) the invariability of the generic qualities of man as a biological, social and rational being with freedom of choice;
2) the universality of the human person, irrespective of racial, national, social and other differences;
3) The inalienability of natural human rights and their priority in relation to the principles of the structure and activities of the State.
This approach made it possible to study the problems of the connection between the type of a person (i.e., stable features of his intellect, psyche) and political life, the influence of the national character on political development and vice versa, the impact of one political culture on another and the limits of their borrowing, the role of traditions and customs in the sphere of human governance, anthropological foundations in the design of political life, etc. This approach requires the study of only the influence of the social environment and reasonable motives of behaviour, but also the impact factors due to human nature. It requires the study not only of the influence of the social environment and reasonable motives of behaviour, but also of the influencing factors due to human nature. However, the anthropological approach also suffers from certain limitations. It practically excludes the possibility of forecasting in politics, as it does not allow reaching clear and unambiguous conclusions.
The psychological approach is close to the anthropological approach, although it is singled out as an independent one. What they have in common is the requirement to proceed from the human factor in analysing political relations. However, unlike anthropologism, which is only partially supported by empirical data and remains largely part of political philosophy, psychologism seeks to rely on positive data. It develops units of measurement for behavioural responses, through which extensive psychometric case studies become possible. In addition, psychologism does not limit itself to the study of the human being as a member of a species, but turns to the analysis of specific features of individual development.
The theory of psychoanalysis was developed by Sigmund Freud (1856-1939) and is one of the most influential currents of humanitarian thought of the XXth century Initially, psychoanalysis emerged as a biomedical doctrine. However, with the establishment in science of ideas about the separation and interaction of the unconscious and conscious levels of the psyche, psychoanalysis became a socio-political doctrine. Widespread today Freudian and neo-Freudian concepts explore the role of the unconscious in political behaviour.
The structure of personality, according to Freud, has three components: «Id», «Ego», «Superego». «Id» is a product of biological experience inherited by man from animals. «Ego» is a person's self-consciousness, perception and evaluation of his own personality and behaviour. «Superego» is the result of the impact of society on the consciousness and subconsciousness of man, his acceptance of the norms and values of public morality. The superego is an authoritative representative of society in a person.
There is nothing random in the psyche. In addition to conscious processes, there are also unconscious ones. Unconscious processes are conditioned by «primary drives» (first of all libido – sexual drives). These drives try to penetrate into consciousness, but are suppressed and displaced by it, as consciousness has absorbed the prevailing social norms and prohibitions. In an attempt to get rid of unpleasant mental states, a person, with the help of the «Ego», develops defence mechanisms: rejection of criticism in his/her address, suppression of thoughts and desires contrary to accepted norms, justification of inability to do something.
The need to unite with others forces man to restrain his natural aspirations. The masses are always looking for a leader, worshiping him, and longing to relinquish independent responsibility. At the heart of the bonds that unite the masses is the identification of the child with the father. The identification of the leader with the father comes from the family relationship.
Thus, Freudianism is characterised by the reduction of social organisation to a patriarchal family. This concept works only when the masses are politicised, when the ideal image of the leader is projected onto the idol being created.
Both the systems approach and structural functionalism are derived from general systems theory. The origins of the general systems theory are, first of all, biology and cybernetics. Back in the 20s, biologist Ludwig von Bertalanffy studied the cell and the processes of its exchange with the external environment. He introduced the concept of «system» as a set of elements in interrelation. In the social sciences, systems theory was first applied in sociology by Talcott Parsons (the concept of social system), and in political science by David Easton, who first introduced the concept of «political system».
Social reality has the features of a system, therefore, social phenomena can be described through the relationships between the elements of the system. The political system can be defined as a set of political interactions. The political system itself is a part of the whole. It is included in the environment.
The structural-functional approach in its modern understanding was formed in the 40s of the XX century in the USA and is associated with the name of Harvard University sociology professor Talcott Parsons (1902-1979)– Representatives of this trend are sociologists R. Merton, C. Davis, M. Levy, political scientists G. Almond, D. Apter, R. Powell.
The main methodological principle of structural-functional analysis is the study of socio-political phenomena and processes as a structurally dissected integrity, where each element has its own functional purpose. It is important to determine which structures fulfil which functions. Here we should once again recall that structural functionalism is closely related to the systems approach and is part of the general theory of systems.
The starting point of analysis in this approach is social action. Therefore, the theories based on structural functionalism are often called theories of social action. Social action itself is considered as an integral self-regulating system, which is regulated through language, norms, values. Any action depends on values and norms generally accepted in society.
The structure of social action includes 3 elements: the subject of action (the acting person), the situation and the subject's attitude to the situation. It is important that the subject of action, participating in the situation, fulfils a social role.
Social role is another key concept of structural functionalism. For this reason, it is sometimes called role theory. At every moment of his activity a person acts in a certain role, as if putting on different masks of husband and father, son and friend, superior and subordinate. Shakespeare's idea of the world as a theatre stage is embodied here. The social role is determined by a person's value orientations, the value-normative system of society. Thus, society is presented as a system of social relations. Social institutions are nodes, bundles of these relations. Norms and values ensure the integration of society as a whole.
The concept of function is also key for structural functionalism. Function can be defined as objective consequences of any action for the system. Robert Merton criticised the ideas of the first functionalists about the so-called functional unity of society. According to these ideas, each element in human culture fulfils certain functions and is necessary. Robert Merton formulated the concept of functional equivalent or functional substitute: «Just as one element can have several functions, so one and the same function can be performed by interchangeable elements». Here are some examples. A political club may undertake programme writing, as a party does; a small party may express the interests of a narrow professional group, as pressure groups do.
The head of structural functionalism in political science is Gabriel Almond. He developed the concept of functional analysis as applied to comparative studies of political systems.

Theme 3: Public policy: the field of theoretical analysis and social practice

The peculiarity of the category of public policy is that recently its use has gone far beyond the boundaries of socio-political sciences and is increasingly penetrating into the sphere of socio-political practice. Public policy reflects its complex social nature, it is associated with the regulation and management of various areas of public life.
Public policy acts as a key phase of the modern political process. It includes regulation of the most important areas for society: tax system, health care, education, social security, employment.
Any disproportion or difficulty in the development of society becomes a political problem if its solution affects the interests of many people and depends on the will of the authorities. Economic issues, school reform, taxes, protection of monuments – all these important social problems are at the same time political problems, because they require the intervention of the authorities and special political decisions. The interests of society and the state also intersect in the sphere of property relations. The distribution of labour, energy and food resources is a rather complicated problem.
In modern political science there are many points of view on what is public policy, there are many of its classification schemes.
Sometimes public policy is defined very simply as «all the important things that government does», and although this definition is too general, it clearly emphasises the focus of public policy.
When considering the field of public policy, researchers note that its subject matter is not only political decision-making, but also a set of practical measures for their implementation.
One of the famous researchers in the field of public policy, American political scientist J. Lane defines public policy in the following way: «Public policy is the activity of all agents involved in the production and execution of decisions regarding the distribution of public resources and the production of public goods». He emphasises that one should always take into account the two most important aspects of politics – the production of a policy decision and the execution of policy, which is aimed at the implementation of the decisions made.
In modern studies, the prevailing viewpoint is that the formation of public policy is necessarily related to the activities of the public sector and the nature of public goods.
The concept of public sector is the central category of public policy. This sector includes everything that is related to the satisfaction of public needs. The public sector covers the interests of society as a whole. Researchers distinguish four main components in it.
Economic. Public sector of the economy, production of public goods, policy of income redistribution to meet public needs.
Social. Public and government social welfare services: pensions, benefits, employment, health, education, public transport and communications, preservation of habitat, protection against crime and corruption, public services, maintenance of social stability and comfort for the population.
Civic-political. Non-state amateur associations and associations of citizens, civic network of public opinion formation, centres of civic solidarity.
Sociocultural. Institutions of reproduction and preservation of spiritual values and cultural codes of society.
Many public goods today are produced by the state, so the field of public policy tends to expand. The main result of national governments' activity in the field of public policy is the degree of public satisfaction with the government's actions.
Many researchers emphasise that public policy is an area of contact and interaction between government institutions and civil society institutions. The main subject of this process is the state, it pursues a certain policy that contributes to the achievement of this goal.
Within the framework of this approach, the prevailing opinion is that the main core of public policy – social policy – should be singled out, while civil expectations – social expectations. Their totality constitutes the core of the public sphere – the social sphere. The point of view, according to which the concept of public policy is identical to social policy, is supported by many scientists.
The content of public policy is often associated with the strategic goal of society, which is to harmonise the interests of society and the individual, and the main mediator in this process is the state, which pursues a certain policy that contributes to the achievement of this goal.
In the public sphere in modern conditions not only the state acts, other «players» have entered the field of social activity – non-state actors expressing the interests of certain groups of society, and the problem of their relationship with the state is extremely important. Their interaction has a direct impact on the functioning of the entire social organism. The participation of non-state actors in public policy affects the development of many of its spheres, such as health care, education, and social security.
In developed Western countries, thanks to the «third sector» (the first is the commercial and private sector, the second is the public sector, and the third is a combination of non-state and non-profit organisations), the state manages to cope with many social problems. There, the number of non-profit and non-state organisations designed to formulate and implement public interests is growing every year.
Modern Western and Russian scientific literature often expresses the view that the emergence of public policy as a new type of politics is connected with the crisis of the social state. It turned out to be unable to cope with many new public problems.
The elites that came to power, oriented towards the ideology of neoliberalism and neoconservatism, demanded a redefinition of the state's goals and the introduction of «rational» management, scientifically based and de-ideologised. The social conditions of political practices changed radically and gave rise to new political forms, new professionals – experts and social workers. The ideas about public policy as a new way of state regulation, the peculiarity of which is the intervention of practitioners in the field of the political, have appeared.
In this context, the problem of public policy is considered in the aspect of the increasing inability of the modern state to solve social problems of the population, so it seeks to transfer part of its functions, on the one hand, to the institutions of «civil society» and, on the other hand, to a «neutral» instance – experts acting on behalf of science. This approach argues that public policy is a symbiosis of political action, scientific reflection and mass media activity. It emerges as a result of the «intervention» of experts, analysts, social scientists, scientists, publicists and journalists in the sphere of politics. As a result, the very content of the term politics changes.
The sphere of public policy also includes such an important component as symbolic actions, political speeches, holidays, public events, which are used by leaders to socialise young people and identify the population with the regime, i.e. to involve people in the desired forms of behaviour.
Today in scientific literature there is an increasingly frequent point of view according to which, the public sphere is everything that is open to society, addressed to society, subject to criticism. In this sense, the public, the public, is opposed to the private, the private. It is transparent for critical analysis, unlike the private, which, on the contrary, is not subject to public discussion, because it is not transparent, secret, hidden.
Public policy has as its essence the transparency and openness of the actions of the authorities, its true essence is in its controllability by the society and public opinion. Therefore, the democratic nature of the state is manifested in public policy.
The sphere of comparative analysis of public policy is comparable to the sphere of democratic theory. Since public policy is a special kind of activity of the state and other public organisations aimed at satisfying the needs of the population, it can be argued that the nature of public policy is closely related to the level of democracy of the political system. It is for democratic states that the orientation of public policy towards the maximum satisfaction of the interests of society is characteristic.
Democratic public policy is more diverse, broader in its coverage of spheres of public life, its connection with democratic characteristics of the political system (parties, electoral systems, civic initiatives, local self-government) is clearly expressed. Public policy in democratic states logically crowns the pyramid of democracy, for it is characterised not only by institutions and procedures, but also by the substance of the policy itself. Democratic institutions and procedures in democratic states should be complemented by democratic strategies, the content of which is based on the principles of the priority of human rights, freedom and justice.
The existence of different versions of understanding of the public sphere and public policy in the Russian and domestic scientific literature is also due to the fact that Western political science at the current stage of its development continues to search for definitions of public policy that are most adequate to the current stage in the development of society.
The famous German social philosopher J. Habermas considers the public sphere as «an area of social life where matters of common interest can be discussed, where differences of opinion can be regulated by rational arguments rather than by appealing to established dogmas and customs». He believes that a central feature of the modern state is its ability to negotiate with citizens on a wide range of issues, from the distribution of national income to the state of the environment.
Habermas's theory is based on the fact that in modern society the sphere of public efficacy is constantly expanding, while political efficacy is decreasing. In political publicity, two opposing processes meet and intersect: the process of communicative production of legitimate power and the process of achieving legitimacy through the political system. The scholar stresses that it is very important to understand how both of these processes – the spontaneous formation of will in autonomous associations of the public and the organised achievement of the loyalty of the masses – are carried out. At the same time, he notes the importance of autonomous public associations, i.e. such associations that are not produced by the political system for legitimisation purposes and are not part of this system. According to the German sociologist, these associations should emerge spontaneously from everyday practices and have permeable boundaries.
In Western literature, public politics is often defined as that area of public life in which public opinion is shaped through unrestricted debate on subjects of common interest.
One can notice a commonality that unites very many approaches.
This is the idea of the public sphere as a sphere of common, as opposed to private, interests of citizens, of the public sphere as a kind of arena for discussion of common problems and formation of public opinion on common interests. The task of public policy is to achieve consensus, i.e. public agreement on the most important problems for society.
Some of the Western researchers, while agreeing that this approach is the most important basis for defining the public sphere, supplement it with other essential elements, for example, they note that the public sphere is not limited to information and communication relations, but includes the area of common practical activities oriented towards the achievement of shared goals.
Public policy research in the West has long since developed into a discipline in its own right, acting on behalf of the science of the «state in action». However, while claiming to be a science of «public action», in reality it often departs from the model of cognition accepted in the academic world and takes the form of a set of methodologies or check-lists intended for decision-makers, i.e. it solves the problems of public management.
Many researchers emphasise that public policy exists, firstly, as a set of practical actions, preventive measures to prevent crime, drug addiction, deviant behaviour, etc., control, regulation, public debate. Secondly, public policy is a set of legitimate norms, social classifications and hierarchies, and value judgements. In other words, public policy acts as a sphere of interaction between the objective and subjective. Public policy as a reality of the objective order is «formalized» by legitimate practical schemes that constitute the reality of the subjective order.
Having considered a fairly wide range of opinions on the essence of such a category as public policy, we can conclude that the main instrument of politics is still the state, although at the current stage of society development a significant role is played by civil society and market mechanisms. The state should effectively manage public affairs, provide citizens with quality services, as well as create sustainable and reliable state institutions and structures. Therefore, public or public policy is, first of all, the sphere of state activity and we can say that public policy (public policy) is a set of goals, objectives, priorities, principles, strategic programmes and planned activities that are developed and implemented by public authorities, with the involvement of civil society institutions.
Today, many Russian and Belarusian scientists emphasise that the state plays a special role in public policy, and therefore it can be defined as state public policy. It is public because the state is called, first of all, to represent the common interests of citizens, it is aimed in its activities at the realisation of national interests. It is public because the state is its main subject.
However, public policy cannot be completely isolated from the sphere of private interests, so they are also its special subject.
Public policy is a means for the state to achieve certain goals in a particular area, using legal, economic, administrative and other methods and means of influence, relying on the resources at its disposal.
Public policy is a general plan of action by political-administrative authorities and government to address important public issues affecting the lives of citizens, and includes such essential elements as:
- defining goals and priorities for the development of society;
- developing and planning a political strategy;
- analysis and costing of alternative programmes and policies;
- deliberation and consultation;
- selecting and making public decisions;
- monitoring and evaluation of implementation;
- monitoring public opinion, etc.
Considering public policy as a special sphere of political relations, we note that it is also a science, which is a system of scientific concepts, theories, notions and techniques that allow us to analyse the ongoing processes and phenomena, to understand their causes, to predict possible scenarios for the development of events in the future, to develop a strategy for the development of society to solve the most pressing problems for it.
In the 70s of the XX century, systematic comparative studies of public policy appeared. They developed in many directions. Its regional aspects were studied, different spheres of public policy were compared: health care, taxation, comparative analyses of social and economic theories were developed, which became an important factor in the formation of this or that character of public policy. The proponents of the cultural approach considered the totality of cultural differences, putting them at the basis of comparative analyses of public policy.
Western political science has developed the idea that comparative public policy is centred on such problems as distinctive historical models and features that have developed during the historical evolution of individual states, the impact of state structures and other social actors on society and the realisation of public interests, the results of feedback between the state and the environment in which it functions.

Theme 4 Citizenship and civil society

Theory and methodology of the study of civil society and citizenship. The methodological basis for the study of civil society and citizenship as a social resource in the process of the relationship between society and power at the categorical level were the works of K. Marx, M. Weber, T. Parsons and others. In particular, the principle of socio-historical determinism of K. Marx was used to explain the cultural and historical conditionality of institutional forms of the relationship between society and power. Also, to identify the specifics of the ways of dialogue between society and power, we used the fact that when considering various relationships and interrelations in social systems, T. Parsons introduces the functional category of integration into the constructed formalized model of the system of action, which, along with adaptation, reproduction and goal achievement, is basic for the functioning of the system. According to T. Parsons, any social system has two main axes of orientation. The first axis: external – internal. This means that any system is oriented either to environmental events or to its own problems. The second axis: instrumental – consummatory. In this case, the orientation of the system is related to either immediate, actual, or long-term, potential needs and goals. A set of 4 basic functional categories and their corresponding invariant set of functional problems emerge at the intersection of the axes:
1) adaptation of the system to external objects;
2) goal attainment (obtaining satisfaction or consummation from external objects through instrumental processes);
3) Integration (maintaining harmonious and conflict-free relations between the elements of the system);
4) Reproducing structure and de-stressing (preserving and enforcing internalised and institutionalised normative prescriptions).
At the level of the social system, the function of goal achievement is provided by the political subsystem, the function of integration is provided by legal institutions and customs, the function of reproduction of structure is provided by the system of beliefs, morals and socialisation bodies, including the family and educational institutions, and the function of adaptation is provided by the economic subsystem.
Evolution of perceptions of civil society as an institutional form of the relationship between society and the authorities
[bookmark: _GoBack]Civil society as a philosophical concept was introduced into science by Aristotle.  He argued that before defining what a state is, it is necessary to understand what a citizen is, for what is a state but a set of citizens?  Under a normal state Aristotle understood the ancient Greek polis. In his famous work «Politics» Aristotle says that full-fledged citizenship and community of citizens exist only where the supreme power acts in the interests of the common good, and citizens can take «equal part in all the benefits of public life» However, the ancient democracy was alien to the ideas of laws above the state-community, restrictions and legal principles, which today we call the constitution. The legislation of ancient polis states was established exclusively by the will of citizens. The will of citizens determined the rights and duties of citizens and non-citizens (meteks, peregrines, etc.). The idea of inalienable human rights and immutable constitutional principles did not exist. 
The rights of a particular individual outside his community were conditioned by the strength of the community, its political relations with other communities. Within the polis, the private interests of the citizen merged with the interests of the community, and in the event of a clash between the two, the polis' interests undoubtedly took precedence. Any person identified himself exclusively as a citizen of the polis and was entirely dependent on it, and people who were not representatives of the polis world were not recognised as people in the full sense.
The community of citizens both directly and directly represented the power. Each citizen was obliged to fulfil the functions of authority. The power and the society of citizens were not separated, were not in this sense special, autonomous from each other subjects, so we can talk about civil society in the ancient era only conditionally. 
On the other hand, society, which at the same time was the power – the state, actually included a relatively limited circle of full-fledged citizens. Outside the society-state there were incomplete «non-citizens» and powerless slaves. Moreover, ancient history provides us with examples of relations between such «non-citizens» and the society-state. For example, the exodus of plebeians to the Holy Mountain, known from ancient Roman history.
The familiar civil society as a social fact and as an idea began its formation in the Renaissance, when the sprouts of the New Age first appeared among the traditional societies of medieval Europe.
But if classical Christianity recognised the passionate pursuit of satisfaction of one's needs as a sin, and proposed to humble them, the New World looked at the situation differently. Remaining on the same position of the fact of human imperfection, the New World mirrored the assessment. «Understood by the church fathers as fetters, the endless and hopeless fixation of each person on his own desires, became in liberal-bourgeois ideology the condition of the very possibility of freedom.» 
Bodily needs are evil in the Christian tradition, become «natural» in T. Hobbes, and in the economic tradition from A. Smith to M. Friedman they become the basic condition for the possibility of freedom. In the economic tradition from A. Smith to M. Friedman, they become the main source of progress and virtue. These needs become the main motor of human behaviour.
The specific individualism of the West grows from there. When the scientific legitimisation of ideological views became significant, the mechanics of I. Newton became a brilliant example of such human relations. Before Newton, Bernardino Telesio had already written: «It is obvious that nature is driven by self-interest. Nature tolerates neither emptiness nor anything aimless. All things gladly come into contact with each other, maintain their existence and keep themselves in this contact» According to Machiavelli, civil society is a set of opposing interests of different social groups. Accordingly, democracy in such a society is impossible, because democracy requires unity, high morality, nobility and courage from the people in defence of the fatherland and the democratic, republican system. As a consequence, changes in political systems were explained by Machiavelli as a spoilage of morals, and the prescription was to correct them.
The importance of this treatise «The Sovereign» also lies in the fact that for the first time it reflected the emergence of a power autonomous from society, a state with special interests, different from public interests, because only in this case we can speak of the priority of state interests.
The Reformation era for the first time offers a surprising thesis. The thesis that property is sacred. It is sacred precisely because, on the one hand, it allows the manifestation of that vigour of activity which is the proof of future bliss. «The right of property provides the natural sphere of precisely that active energy of our will in which, according to Zwingli, we are like an active divine power,» writes Dilthey. And on the other hand, to attempt to encroach on another's property is to encroach on God's reward, on the certainty of salvation and thus on the very eternal life of the owner, which is naturally an offence far more terrible than the mere theft of means for consumption.
The division of people into the elect and the excluded also leads to the conclusion that there is a need for the strictest control by the elect over the excluded. «Our Lord God is very high, so he needs these executioners and servants who are rich and of high birth, so he desires that they have riches and honours in abundance and inspire fear in everyone. It is his divine will that we should call these executioners who serve him merciful sovereigns,» we read from Luther.
To the Reformation, the modern West owes a number of fundamental ideas that have formed the cornerstones of its social anthropology in general and its notions of civil society in particular. These are the idea of man as inherently inclined to evil, which in the secular version was later expressed in the Hobbesian concept of natural man, and the idea of the sacred right of property, obligatory for the self-realisation of the individual. For the first time, the original inequality of people was asserted, which became the basis of racism, including social racism. The right of the people (of course, only the chosen ones) to form the state and political structure was also justified within the philosophy of Protestantism.
The first concept of civil society is directly connected with the name of T. Hobbes. The first concept of civil society is associated with the name of T. Hobbes. In his work «Leviathan, or Matter, Form and Power of the Church and Civil State», Hobbes identifies the need for security as the purpose of the state. Hobbes identifies the need to ensure security as the purpose of the state. And the idea of security is directly related to the concept of «natural state». The concept of natural state is the key in his theoretical constructions. 
A natural man, according to Hobbes, is wild, a priori aggressive and not bound by any moral restrictions.In his work, ideas about the emergence of various forms and types of state are expressed, and civil society as part of the state is singled out and considered. Civil society is understood by Hobbes as a set of certain groups with their own interests. The idea of the predominant role of the state over civil society is quite clear and unambiguous, it is here put under the full control of the state.  The relations between the state and civil society should be strictly regulated in «charters given by the sovereign» or «laws of the state».
Т. Hobbes identifies two main features of civil society: 1) the presence of social groups that have their own interests and achieve them in competition; 2) civil society is a part of the state, the state stands above civil society in order to control the struggle and keep it in line with peaceful competition.
John Locke looked at society from a slightly different perspective. His work «Two Treatises on Government» reveals a set of problems related to state power and civil society, political freedoms, legality, property, the state of war, the form of statehood and others. Locke draws an analogy between the family and the state.
Civil society, according to Locke, is a political society, i.e. the social environment in which the state has its interests: civil society becomes an umpire, resolves all disagreements that may arise between any members of this society. In accordance with the ideas of J. Locke, it is possible to define civil society as a component of the state, namely as a socio-political part of it. At the same time, in case of unlawful actions on the part of the sovereign, civil society has the right to express distrust of its government and get rid of it.
An important step in the concept of society was the writings of Adam Smith. If Hobbes presented needs as natural, Smith made them the main engine of progress and the development of social virtue. 
The central place in the study of A. Smith's theory of economic liberalism, which is based on the idea of the natural order. Under the natural order Smith understands market relations. According to the scientist, market laws can influence the economy the better, the more only private interest is taken into account and public interest is ignored. The interests of society in the framework of this approach are considered as nothing more than the sum of the interests of its constituents. 
Smith introduced the concepts of «economic man» and «invisible hand», which subsequently gained immense popularity and now often seem self-evident.
А. Smith characterises the «economic man» with the following words: «He is more likely to reach his goal if he appeals to their (his neighbours') selfishness and manages to show them that it is in their own interest to do for him what he demands of them. Anyone who offers another a bargain of any kind, offers to do just that. Give me what I need, and you will get what you need – this is the meaning of any such offer.
According to A. Smith, the essence of the «invisible hand» is to promote such social conditions and rules under which, thanks to free competition of entrepreneurs and through their private interests, the market economy will best solve public problems and bring to harmony the personal and collective will with the maximum possible benefit for everyone. «The invisible hand», independent of the will and intentions of the individual – the «economic man», guides him and all people towards optimal results, benefits and the higher goals of society.
A. Smith convincingly expressed a number of ideas that formed the basis for understanding the social order and the role of civil society in the governability of society in the West. This is, firstly, the view of man as an «economic man». A man whose main motive for activity is to follow private interest in satisfying his consumer needs. The idea of the «invisible hand» is connected with it.
The works of I. Kant became an important stage in the process of understanding and social construction of civil society in the moral aspect. Kant, considering the dual essence of man, believes that man as a natural being is subject to the law of causality and therefore he is unfree, but as a reasonable and social being man is free because he carries the moral law expressed in the desire for freedom and justice. All men are born free, but each man must harmonise his freedom of action with the freedom of his fellow men. These two elements (natural and social) are in constant conflict in the individual and between people. It is possible to curb the «natural element» on the basis of a «social contract», and by entering into a contract, people restrict their freedom in favour of the state.
Kant puts forward a position on the separation of powers between the institutions of civil society and the state. Thus, family, church, school and other public associations are able to observe generally accepted norms of life and educate citizens without the state. The state, on the other hand, unites people within the framework of law and ensures the observance of laws by all subjects and the realisation of citizens' freedoms.
German philosopher G. W. F. Hegel in his work «Philosophy of Law» considers the phenomenon we are studying in a completely new way. We should note the ambiguity of Hegel's approach to civil society. Being in a sense its apologist, Hegel at the same time offered the basis for a deep criticism of this concept. «Civil society,» writes Hegel in «Philosophy of Right», «is a differentiation that stands between the family and the state, although the development of civil society comes later than the development of the state; for as a differentiation it presupposes the state, which it, in order to stay, must have before it as something independent. Civil society has been created, however, only in the modern world, which gives all definitions of the idea their right».
Civil society, thus, appears only in the «modern world», growing out of the family, but on the other hand, thanks to the fact that it «had before it» the state. However, this state is, according to Hegel, an «external state» because it does not express the essence of social life, its substance, but is nothing more than an expression of private interests. «This system,» writes Hegel, «can be seen in the closest way as an external state, as a state of need and reason. Accordingly, civil society, which grew up «having before itself» such a state, has similar features: «In civil society, everyone is a goal for himself, everything else is nothing to him».
In his works Marx used the term «civil society» in several meanings. Firstly, he used this term to define the foundations of historical development as such, its basis. Secondly, civil society for him is also a form of organisation of bourgeois society, opposing the state. Marx fully realised and explained the correlation between the first and the second meaning as follows: «Civil society embraces the whole material intercourse of individuals within a certain stage of development of the productive forces. It embraces the whole commercial and industrial life of this stage and insofar goes beyond the state and the nation, although, on the other hand, it must again appear outside in the form of a nationality and be constructed inside in the form of a state... The expression 'civil society',» Marx continues about the second meaning, «arose in the eighteenth century, when property relations had already been liberated from the ancient and medieval community. Civil society as such developed only with the bourgeoisie; but the same name has always denoted the social organisation developing directly out of production and communication, which at all times forms the basis of the state and other idealistic superstructure».
Interest in the notion of «civil society» has declined since the late 19th century and its renaissance is associated with socio-political transformations in Eastern Europe and the USSR at the end of the 20th century. Unfortunately, since then the category of civil society has passed into the category of an ideological stamp, a slogan.
At present, there is a widespread interpretation of civil society as something ideal and excellent. In this connection, the question is raised even about the «end of history», because history, one way or another, is a change of social forms, and why should society change if the ideal has been reached? But at the same time, the question is not raised about the real basis of this society and its historical origin. Today, civil society is defined purely phenomenologically, through the description of its «favourable» impact on all aspects of social life and on examples from the practice of the Western world.
In the «social-democratic» tradition – civil society is recognised as the core of the entire political life of society, it is argued that only through the development and improvement of civil society can the aspiration for equality and justice be realised. The state is obliged to ensure the functioning of civil institutions, guarantee the democratic foundations of their organisation, and restrain the market economy. This approach softens the liberal idea of the «night watchman state» and emphasises that the state should be social and democratic.
The liberal tradition develops another line in understanding the idea of civil society, where the centre of gravity is shifted to freedom (primarily economic). Freedom is seen as superior to all other values, and the self-regulatory function of civil society is understood as a mechanism for protecting individual rights and freedoms from state encroachment. The free and independent individual is the central figure of the idea of civil society. Proponents of this approach focus on the expansionist nature of the state, capable of oppressing and restricting institutions such as the family, professional and territorial associations, and the church.
In conclusion, the concept of civil society in the West has undergone a long and complex evolution. We can say that historically «modern» civil society is the result of the division of a single, «political» society of the Middle Ages into an autonomous (or external, in Hegel's words) state and an autonomous society as such. Called to life by specific, exceptional features of the development of Western civilisation, it includes a number of nodal properties, regardless of the specific interpretation of this concept within a particular theoretical paradigm. This concept is inextricably linked to and largely follows from the specific anthropology of Western culture.

Theme 5: Modern Democracy

Modern theoretical understanding of democracy is associated with the names of J.Locke, S.Montesquieu, J.-J.Rousseau, A.Tocqueville, J.Madison, T.Jefferson and other thinkers of the XVII-XIX centuries. The following tendency was observed: if earlier in the interpretation of democracy the normativist approach related to the definition of goals, values, sources of democracy prevailed, later the procedural approach related to attempts to understand the nature of democratic institutions, the mechanism of their functioning, the reasons for the development and decline of democratic systems became determinant.
There are liberal, conservative, populist, communist and anarchist interpretations of democracy, pluralist and elitist concepts, ideas of direct and representative democracy, models of protective, developmental, participatory democracy (or participatory democracy).
A significant place in modern democratic theories is occupied by the concept of participatory democracy, which was developed by modern political scientists Carol Pateman (author of the term «participatory democracy» and the book «Participation and Democratic Theory», 1970), Crawford McPherson, Joseph Zimmerman, Norberto Bobbio, Peter Bachrach, Benjamin Barber and some others. The essence of this theory is a return to the classical ideals of democracy, involving the active participation of citizens in the discussion and decision-making on major issues of public life. They consider social equality to be the most important condition for democratic participation and its dissemination: the principle of participation should also apply to non-state public institutions where people directly express their will, primarily labour collectives, interpreting it, in particular, as self-government of citizens. Freedom, equal right to self-development can only be achieved in a participatory society that perfects a sense of political efficacy and fosters concern for collective demands. In such a society, citizens are well informed, interested in their high activity in public life.
American political scientist B. Barber notes: «Direct democracy requires not just participation, but civic training and civic virtue to participate effectively in deliberation and decision-making. Participatory democracy is thus understood as the direct rule of educated citizens. Citizens are not simply private individuals operating in the private sphere, but well-informed public citizens, as far removed from their exclusively private interests as the public sphere is from the private sphere. Democracy is not so much the rule of the people or the rule of the masses as the rule of educated citizens.»
The necessity of political activity of the majority of citizens in the partisan model is explained by the fact that a decrease in the level of their participation will eventually lead to the «tyranny of the minority» (elite). Only strong power from below is able to resist authoritarian pressure from above. In this case, the good of the people can only be achieved by ensuring universal equality, which consists in all citizens necessarily being involved in decision-making on a daily basis, not only having equal opportunities to participate.
In the participatory model, political participation is not seen as a means to an end. It is goal-setting, i.e. it contains a goal in itself, because only participation understood in a modern way favours the intellectual and emotional development of citizens. It is also important to note that from the property-based individualism that is common to liberal theorists, the political process is most often seen as a fierce struggle between competitors for the material goods they lack. If we analyse this problem from the perspective of the development and realisation of human capabilities, then the fairness of the distribution of material goods is only a means to achieve the more significant good of positive freedom. The active involvement of citizens in the democratic process is both a condition and an expression of this freedom.
Thus, participation fulfils two functions: firstly, it protects citizens from decisions imposed from above; secondly, it is a mechanism of human self-improvement. For the sake of the maximum possible result, democracy should be extended to other spheres to promote the evolution of psychological qualities necessary for modernity and participatory political culture, which can only be formed according to K. Pateman's principle «learn to participate by participating». An ideal participatory society is characterised by direct involvement of citizens in the management without intermediaries of key political and social institutions, accountability of leaders to ordinary members and the highest degree of democratic legitimacy.
At present, however, the participatory model is only an ideal, a desirable norm to be aspired to and extremely difficult to achieve.
At the same time, this theory is quite vulnerable to criticism. According to some domestic researchers, the shortcomings of this model are related to «the impossibility of establishing effective and permanent institutions of direct democracy, both due to spatial and temporal parameters and subject-object relations». Direct democracy is not in all cases an effective method of decision-making not only at the national but also at the local level. Therefore, there is a low probability of permanent and successful functioning of participatory democracy within the nation-state, even in small-scale states. The only exceptions may be national referendums on the most fundamental problems related to the issues of state structure.
Another disadvantage often noted by critics of the theory of participatory democracy is that it, in fact, absolutising the idea of the common interest, carries a threat of tyranny of the majority. In fact, in the practical implementation of many provisions of the theory of direct democracy, the issues of individual autonomy, freedom of individuality, as well as voluntary participation or non-participation in the political process remain open.
Proponents of the elitist model of democracy divide society into a ruling minority – the elite – and a non-ruling majority – the mass. The masses are not interested in politics, do not have the necessary knowledge and complete information, are not able to make the right decisions, so they voluntarily hand over to the elite the right to lead the political process. Political participation of the masses is limited to elections due to the fact that the majority of citizens are irrational, incompetent and have unstable preferences. In addition, the growth of civic participation leads to the undermining of stability and efficiency, the achievement of which is almost the main goal of democracy.
The originator of the elitist conception of democracy is Joseph Schumpeter, who argued that democracy does not mean that the people directly govern. «Democracy means only that the people have the possibility of accepting or not accepting the people who are to govern them». Its democratic method is determined by the existence of free competition for votes between aspiring leaders.
The famous political thinker singles out four conditions for the success of the democratic method: firstly, the high quality of human material elected to power structures; secondly, the limitation of the scope of a political decision, which is determined by the quality of people in the government, the type of political mechanism and public opinion; thirdly, the possibility of control by a democratic government of the bureaucracy in all spheres of state activity; fourthly, the presence of democratic self-control,
I.Schumpeter emphasises the importance of decision-making by an experienced and competent elite with limited control by citizens. The function of citizens is to select-recall the government or to elect intermediaries for this purpose. Under the democratic method, the party with the most support from the electorate comes to power. Elections are only a means to make the elite feel responsible for political decisions.
Competition between potential leaders is the hallmark of an elitist democracy in which everyone (but only in principle) is free to compete with each other in elections, so certain civil rights are needed. The only type of participation available to ordinary people is the electoral process, as all other modes of participation would be an attempt to control power on their part and could lead to a denial of the role of leadership. Between elections, voters must respect the division of labour between the elite and society and understand that they should not get involved in politics until the next election. In this model of democracy, the majority (the mass) gets the maximum return (the elite make the right decisions) at the minimum cost (political participation exclusively in elections).
Thus, the elitist model of democracy removes the responsibility for political decision-making from ordinary citizens and places it on leaders who have more information and experience in political matters. Critics of this scheme believe that it represents a weak form of democracy, as the reduced role of citizens in the democratic process can lead to a loss of interest in politics, apathy and alienation.
The concept of elite competition as a model of democratic politics explains the actual mechanisms of the liberal democratic political system. As E. Heywood writes, at its inception this model «was an attempt to describe how the democratic process works rather than to prescribe some values and principles – political equality, political participation, freedom and the like. Democracy in such an explanation appears, in fact, as a political method – as a means of political decisions in society «with reference» to the results of the electoral process. To the extent that this model is correct, it adequately reflects the real meaning of the political elite – that power here is in the hands of the most informed, capable and politically active members of society.» On the other hand, elite competition, from the point of view of the American political scientist, characterises a weak form of democracy. The elite in this model can be displaced only by replacing it with another elite. In this case, society is given a very modest role – every few years to decide which elite to rule on its behalf, and this generates passivity, indifference and even alienation in society.
Based on the model of competitive elitism, Anthony Downs developed an economic theory of democracy, proposing the following concept: electoral competition creates a kind of political marketplace where politicians can be thought of as entrepreneurs seeking power and voters as consumers voting for the party whose political line best reflects their preferences. According to Downs, a system of open and competitive elections guarantees democracy by putting power in the hands of the party whose philosophy, values and policies are most in line with the preferences of the numerically strongest group of voters.
The basic tenets of economic democracy are reflected in the market theory of democracy, which is based on the laws of the market economy by expanding these laws and customs into all spheres, not only economic but also socio-political. Therefore, market democracy is a democracy in which various social goods are dispersed among social groups so that an individual who has a low rate of access to some social goods can compensate for this deficit by accessing other goods.
Market democracy is built on the principle of decomposition of social inequality. This principle consists in preventing polarisation in society in terms of the way and amounts of consumption of social goods: wealth, income, power, prestige, level of education, benefits and privileges. Therefore, these benefits are distributed among different social groups. Such a principle is designed to smooth the acuteness of social inequality, to prevent the creation of status polarisation of society, its obvious division into the poor and the rich.
Market democracy is closely connected with the market way of functioning of the economy and assumes identical laws in the mechanism of distribution of social benefits. The most typical representative of market democracy is the USA. Thus, former US President Bill Clinton called modern Western democracy a market democracy.
A significant contribution to the development of the theory of modern democracy was made by the American political scientist Arend Leiphart, who proposed the idea of consociational (community) democracy, by which he meant «segmentary pluralism, including all possible lines of division in a multicomponent society, plus the democracy of consent». Most modern societies are multicomponent societies characterised by «segmental differences», which may be religious, ideological, linguistic, regional, racial or ethnic in nature. The American political scientist called the population groups distinguished on the basis of these differences the segments of a multicomponent society. The most important characteristic of such a society is political stability, which includes such concepts as system maintenance, civil order, legitimacy and efficiency. The most important characteristics of a democratic regime include a high probability of preserving the quality of democracy and a low level of violence applied to society.
A.Leiphart defined this model of democracy through four characteristic elements:
·  the exercise of power by a large coalition of political leaders from all significant segments of a multi-component society, which implies, above all, the establishment of a coalition government with the participation of all parties representing the main segments of society;
· Proportionality as the main principle of political representation, distribution of posts in the state apparatus and state budget funds;
· Mutual veto or «concurring majority» rule as an additional safeguard for the vital interests of the minority, which implies a qualified majority (two-thirds or three-fourths majority) rather than an ordinary majority in the final decision, which would give minority representatives an additional chance to defend their interests;
· a high degree of autonomy of each segment in managing its internal affairs.
In practice, however, this model of democratic participation in power, against the marginalisation of minorities to the political periphery and opposition, is only applicable if groups have their own political organisation and pursue relatively independent policies. Characteristically, however, the decisive role here is also recognised for elites, who must be given greater freedom and independence from the pressure of ordinary members to make agreements and compromises that their adherents may not fully approve of. This makes it possible to avoid the exacerbation of contradictions, even if there are misunderstandings between people, disagreements and even hostility at the grassroots level. However, even with this approach, it is assumed that there is a minimum consensus on basic societal values. This is why such autonomous elitism is particularly important in deeply divided societies (e.g. Northern Ireland). At the same time, the special position of elites provokes their egoism and leads to unaccountability of leaders to group members. As a consequence, consolidation as a practical model of democracy can be applied mainly in those countries with a highly responsible elite.
At present, the concept of pluralist democracy is quite widespread, in which the position that a state is democratic only if there are many organisations or autonomous groups participating in the exercise of power is a priority. The emergence of the ideas of political pluralism was connected with the complication of the social structure of mature capitalist society and the formation of multi-party systems in industrialised countries.
Under the term «pluralistic democracy» E. Heywood understands a democratic system based on elections to representative bodies; moreover, several parties should participate in the election race. More specifically, the term refers to a democratic government in which public demands are formulated by groups of individuals united by common interests. In this form, pluralist democracy can be seen as an alternative to parliamentary democracy and any form of majoritarianism. The conditions under which pluralist democracy functions properly are as follows:
· the fact that political power is distributed among competing groups; especially important is the absence of favoured groups;
· a high level of internal accountability, with leaders of political groups accountable to their rank-and-file members;
· a neutral government apparatus, internally structured enough to provide political groups with a field for direct political activity.
Harold Laski, a prominent figure and theorist of the British Labour Party, gave a detailed justification of the ideal of pluralist democracy. He formulated such concepts as pluralist theory of the state and political pluralism, which were adopted by subsequent proponents of the concept and are now used as its names.
In the pluralist concept, politics is seen as a conflict of interest groups in the field of their political struggle, where decisions are made on the basis of compromise for the sake of satisfying the maximum amount of interests. In essence, such democracy is presented not as power of the people, but as power with the consent of the people. For pluralists, the main purpose of democracy is to protect the demands and rights of minorities.
The formation of political will in a pluralist society takes place in an open clash of different interests, in which only a minimum of common views is needed. Given the diversity of opinions and social conflicts, it is impossible to make a decision that is absolutely fair for all. Therefore, the basis for agreement is the principle of the majority, but its dictatorship should not arise, violating the democratic rules of the game and infringing on the inalienable human rights, because the majority is not immune from errors either.
People form organisations and groups to express their demands, support or protest. Pluralists assume that no single interest group can dominate the political process because it does not represent the opinion of the whole society; therefore, concentration of power is inadmissible. At the same time, the interests of each citizen are very rarely reduced to a single interest, and this prevents the splitting of society into irreconcilably hostile groups.
The main characteristic of the pluralist democracy model – competition between parties during elections and the possibility for interest groups (or pressure groups) to freely express their views – establishes a reliable link between the governed and the governed. Although this system of government is far removed from the ideal of popular self-government, its supporters believe that it provides a sufficient level of accountability to be labelled democratic. Pluralists believe that citizens do not have to express their opinions – interest groups will do it for them, and much more effectively, and the necessary representation will be achieved even without the activity of citizens. In this model, citizens are represented twice: as elected officials and as leaders of groups and organisations defending civic interests. Politicians must be responsible, as they seek to fulfil the demands of interest groups in the hope of gaining even more support from the electorate.
In the last decades of the 20th century, Western political scientists began to extend the principles of pluralism to the executive branch of power. As noted in a number of works published in the 1980s, pluralism requires the organisation on a multi-party basis not only of representative bodies of the state, but also of government institutions. Proponents of this view are convinced that a consistent pluralist democracy presupposes the establishment of a coalition government with representatives from different political parties, including those that are in opposition to each other.
Critics of the pluralist model emphasise the following points. Only a small number of people are formally members of any groups, which means that the interests of all citizens are underrepresented; interest groups can become so powerful that the entire political process will become a compromise that satisfies the interests of only the strongest groups, the political system will be paralysed due to their intense competition, and the demands of all citizens will be ignored; the development of group representation of interests gives the citizen a passive role, which may lead to the emergence of a state of «political spectators».

Theme 5: Modern Democracy

Modern theoretical understanding of democracy is associated with the names of J. Locke, S. Montesquieu, J.-J. Rousseau, A. Tocqueville, J. Madison, T. Jefferson and other thinkers of the 17th-19th centuries. The following tendency was observed: if earlier in the interpretation of democracy the normativist approach related to the definition of goals, values, sources of democracy prevailed, later the procedural approach related to attempts to understand the nature of democratic institutions, the mechanism of their functioning, the reasons for the development and decline of democratic systems became determinant.
There are liberal, conservative, populist, communist and anarchist interpretations of democracy, pluralist and elitist concepts, ideas of direct and representative democracy, models of protective, developmental, participatory democracy (or participatory democracy).
A significant place in modern democratic theories is occupied by the concept of participatory democracy, which was developed by modern political scientists Carol Pateman (author of the term «participatory democracy» and the book «Participation and Democratic Theory», 1970), Crawford McPherson, Joseph Zimmerman, Norberto Bobbio, Peter Bachrach, Benjamin Barber and some others. The essence of this theory is a return to the classical ideals of democracy, involving the active participation of citizens in the discussion and decision-making on major issues of public life. They consider social equality to be the most important condition for democratic participation and its dissemination: the principle of participation should also apply to non-state public institutions where people directly express their will, primarily labour collectives, interpreting it, in particular, as self-government of citizens. Freedom, equal right to self-development can only be achieved in a participatory society that perfects a sense of political efficacy and fosters concern for collective demands. In such a society, citizens are well informed, interested in their high activity in public life.
American political scientist B. Barber notes: «Direct democracy requires not just participation, but civic training and civic virtue to participate effectively in deliberation and decision-making. Participatory democracy is thus understood as the direct rule of educated citizens. Citizens are not simply private individuals operating in the private sphere, but well-informed public citizens, as far removed from their exclusively private interests as the public sphere is from the private sphere. Democracy is not so much the rule of the people or the rule of the masses as the rule of educated citizens.»
The necessity of political activity of the majority of citizens in the partisan model is explained by the fact that a decrease in the level of their participation will eventually lead to the «tyranny of the minority» (the elite). Only strong power from below is able to resist authoritarian pressure from above. In this case, the good of the people can only be achieved by ensuring universal equality, which consists in the fact that all citizens are necessarily involved in decision-making on a daily basis, and not only have equal opportunities for participation.
In the participatory model, political participation is not seen as a means to an end. It is goal-setting, i.e. it contains a goal in itself, because only participation understood in a modern way favours the intellectual and emotional development of citizens. It is also important to note that from the property-based individualism that is common to liberal theorists, the political process is most often seen as a fierce struggle between competitors for the material goods they lack. If we analyse this problem from the perspective of the development and realisation of human capabilities, then the fairness of the distribution of material goods is only a means to achieve the more significant good of positive freedom. The active involvement of citizens in the democratic process is both a condition and an expression of this freedom.
Thus, participation fulfils two functions: firstly, it protects citizens from decisions imposed from above; secondly, it is a mechanism of human self-improvement. For the sake of the maximum possible result, democracy should be extended to other spheres to promote the evolution of psychological qualities necessary for modernity and participatory political culture, which can only be formed according to K. Pateman's principle «learn to participate by participating». The ideal participatory society is characterised by direct involvement of citizens in the management of key political and social institutions without intermediaries, accountability of leaders to ordinary members and the highest degree of democratic legitimacy.
However, at present, the participatory model represents only an ideal, a desirable norm to which one should aspire and which is extremely difficult to achieve.
At the same time, this theory is quite vulnerable to criticism. According to some domestic researchers, the shortcomings of this model are related to «the impossibility of establishing effective and permanent institutions of direct democracy, both due to spatial and temporal parameters and subject-object relations». Direct democracy is not in all cases an effective method of decision-making not only at the national but also at the local level. Therefore, there is a low probability of permanent and successful functioning of participatory democracy within the nation-state, even in small-scale states. The only exceptions may be national referendums on the most fundamental problems related to the issues of the state structure.
Another disadvantage often noted by critics of the theory of participatory democracy is that it, in fact, absolutising the idea of the general interest, carries a threat of tyranny of the majority. The practical implementation of many provisions of the theory of direct democracy leaves open the issues of individual autonomy, freedom of individuality, as well as voluntary participation or non-participation in the political process.
Proponents of the elitist model of democracy divide society into a ruling minority – the elite – and a non-ruling majority – the mass. The masses are not interested in politics, do not have the necessary knowledge and complete information, are not able to make the right decisions, so they voluntarily transfer to the elite the right to lead the political process. Political participation of the masses is limited to elections due to the fact that the majority of citizens are irrational, incompetent and have unstable preferences. In addition, the growth of civic participation leads to the undermining of stability and efficiency, the achievement of which is almost the main goal of democracy.
The originator of the elitist concept of democracy is Joseph Schumpeter, who argued that democracy does not mean that the people directly govern. «Democracy means only that the people have the possibility of accepting or not accepting the people who are to govern them.» The democratic method is determined by the existence of free competition for votes between aspiring leaders.
As conditions for the success of the democratic method, the famous political thinker singles out four: firstly, the high quality of human material elected to power structures; secondly, the limitation of the scope of a political decision, which is determined by the quality of people in the government, the type of political mechanism and public opinion; thirdly, the possibility of control by a democratic government of the bureaucracy in all spheres of state activity; fourthly, the presence of democratic self-control. 
I.Schumpeter emphasises the importance of decision-making by an experienced and competent elite with limited control by citizens. The function of citizens is to select-recall the government or to elect intermediaries for this purpose. Under the democratic method, the party with the most support from the electorate comes to power. Elections are only a means to make the elite feel responsible for political decisions.
Competition between potential leaders is the hallmark of an elitist democracy in which everyone (but only in principle) is free to compete with each other in elections, so certain civil rights are needed. The only type of participation available to ordinary people is the electoral process, as all other modes of participation would be an attempt to control power on their part and could lead to a denial of the role of leadership. Between elections, voters must respect the division of labour between the elite and society and understand that they should not get involved in politics until the next election. In this model of democracy, the majority (the mass) gets the maximum return for the minimum cost (political participation exclusively in elections) (the elite makes the right decisions).
Thus, the elitist model of democracy removes the responsibility for political decision-making from ordinary citizens and places it on leaders who have more information and experience in political matters. Critics of this scheme believe that it represents a weak form of democracy, as the reduced role of citizens in the democratic process can lead to a loss of interest in politics, apathy and alienation.
The concept of elite competition as a model of democratic politics explains the actual mechanisms of the liberal democratic political system. As E. Heywood writes, at its inception this model «was an attempt to describe how the democratic process works rather than to prescribe some values and principles – political equality, political participation, freedom and the like. Democracy in such an explanation appears, in fact, as a political method – as a means of political decisions in society «with reference» to the results of the electoral process. To the extent that this model is correct, it adequately reflects the real meaning of the political elite – that power here is in the hands of the most informed, capable and politically active members of society.» On the other hand, elite competition, from the point of view of the American political scientist, characterises a weak form of democracy. The elite in this model can be displaced only by replacing it with another elite. In this case, society is given a very modest role – every few years to decide which elite to rule on its behalf, and this generates passivity, indifference and even alienation in society.
Based on the model of competitive elitism, Anthony Downs developed an economic theory of democracy, proposing the following concept: electoral competition creates a kind of political marketplace where politicians can be thought of as entrepreneurs seeking power and voters as consumers voting for the party whose political line best reflects their preferences. According to Downs, a system of open and competitive elections guarantees democracy by putting power in the hands of the party whose philosophy, values and policies are most in line with the preferences of the numerically strongest group of voters.
The basic tenets of economic democracy are reflected in the market theory of democracy, which is based on the laws of the market economy by expanding these laws and customs into all spheres, not only economic but also socio-political. Therefore, market democracy is defined as a democracy in which various social goods are dispersed among social groups so that an individual who has a low rate of access to some social goods can compensate for this deficit by accessing other goods.
Market democracy is built on the principle of decomposition of social inequality. This principle consists in preventing polarisation in society in terms of the way and amounts of consumption of social goods: wealth, income, power, prestige, level of education, benefits and privileges. Therefore, these benefits are distributed among different social groups. This principle is designed to smooth the acuteness of social inequality, to prevent the creation of status polarisation of society, its obvious division into the poor and the rich.
Market democracy is closely related to the market way of functioning of the economy and presupposes identical laws in the mechanism of distribution of social benefits. The most typical representative of market democracy is the USA. Thus, former US President Bill Clinton called modern Western democracy a market democracy.
A significant contribution to the development of the theory of modern democracy was made by the American political scientist Arend Leiphart, who proposed the idea of consociational (community) democracy, under which he understood «segmentary pluralism, including all possible lines of division in a multicomponent society, plus the democracy of consent». Most modern societies are multicomponent societies characterised by «segmental differences», which may be religious, ideological, linguistic, regional, racial or ethnic in nature. The American political scientist called the population groups distinguished on the basis of these differences the segments of a multicomponent society. The most important characteristic of such a society is political stability, which includes such concepts as system maintenance, civil order, legitimacy and efficiency. The most important characteristics of a democratic regime include a high probability of maintaining the quality of democracy and a low level of violence applied to society.
A. Leiphart defined this model of democracy through four characteristic elements:
· the exercise of power by a large coalition of political leaders from all significant segments of a multi-component society, which implies, above all, the establishment of a coalition government with the participation of all parties representing the main segments of society;
· proportionality as the main principle of political representation, distribution of posts in the state apparatus and state budget funds;
· mutual veto or «concurring majority» rule as an additional safeguard for the vital interests of the minority, which implies a qualified majority (two-thirds or three-fourths majority) rather than an ordinary majority in the final decision, which would give minority representatives an additional chance to defend their interests.;
· a high degree of autonomy of each segment in managing its internal affairs.
In practice, however, this model of democratic participation in power, against the marginalisation of minorities to the political periphery and opposition, is only applicable if groups have their own political organisation and pursue relatively independent policies. Characteristically, however, the decisive role here is also recognised for elites, who must be given greater freedom and independence from the pressure of ordinary members to make agreements and compromises that their adherents may not fully approve of. This makes it possible to avoid the exacerbation of contradictions, even if at the grassroots level there are misunderstandings between people, disagreements and even hostility. 

Theme 6: Information and Communication Technologies in Modern Politics

Fundamental changes in the impact society and the increasing influence of new information and communication technologies (ICTs) undoubtedly have an impact on the process of political communication. The changes concern, first of all, the composition of the audience and the nature of information provision. Researchers note that the introduction and use of new media technologies lead to the emergence of a new form of political communication, which becomes more citizen-driven. The characterisation of modern society as an «information society» has become possible, as all social processes are carried out through the exchange of information. Voters should be informed about political programmes, policy issues and political alternatives (presented candidates and (or) political parties), and on the other hand, representatives of the authorities should know the wishes and demands of their citizens.
The advent of new modes and means of communication has required, among other things, a rapid acceleration in news cycles, along with a corresponding reduction in journalistic time for processing and preparing information in general and political information in particular. In addition, modern information and communication technologies have created a global reach that has given new shape, character and dynamics to political and cultural processes. In this regard, it is necessary to consider the various directions of using Internet technologies in the political-communication sphere, as well as to highlight possible positive aspects of their application.
The emergence of the Internet has created a qualitatively new situation in the sphere of political communications. With the development of information and communication technologies, the possibility of democratising the process of agreeing political decisions by including different segments of the population has increased. This shift in political communication brings profound political and sociological changes such as:
· improving the lives of the least privileged and most needy millions of people around the world;
· facilitating access to health and education services;
· conservation and allocation of resources;
· increasing public participation in decision-making processes.
New communication technologies allow less resourceful actors to bypass existing barriers and communicate directly with other political actors and the general public. The Internet allows quick access to necessary political information through portals, catalogues, search engines. The Internet as a public space without borders allows the government to voice, implement and evaluate the results of decisions based on public opinion. For the opposition, the Internet space also allows them to promote their ideas to the masses and find supporters to support and implement their policies.
New media and the digital revolution have led to fundamental changes in communication practices, including both public and interpersonal exchanges of information. Among the new communication strategies, the Internet occupies a special place, having evolved from a mere source of information to a representative tool for interaction between two or more individuals. The coming of web resources has thus radically changed genres and discourses in political communication.
Having reviewed studies of the use of new ICTs by individual parties and their representatives in a number of democracies, the following key points for establishing effective political communication can be identified:
· the «early days» of online political communication (from the mid-1990s onwards) showed that political actors quickly enough embraced the Internet space and, in particular, the World Wide Web (WWW). Most of the work in the Internet space, however, is reproduced according to the logic of previous models of communication from a single point (a web page), which is used to address a mass audience;
· in the mid 'noughties' this model of communication ('point-to-mass') was increasingly challenged, and today we are witnessing a new era in 'digital communication';
· political institutions and organisations face an increasingly difficult task in disseminating their messages through a range of new forms of media, such as forums and platforms;
· a candidate or party will be successful if their team finds new social spaces to reach out to voters in a timely and credible manner through the use of Web 2.0 technologies.
Today, the following trends are observed when dealing with the proliferation and fragmentation of social space: opposing enduring preferences among users; searching for authoritative opinion. In general, Web 2.0 technology at the core of new political communication allows minor parties and human rights groups to be heard and attract more attention to their activities. Judging by the statements of representatives of minor parties, they do not consider themselves «losers» in online communication participation. While it certainly seems legitimate that the so-called experienced individuals have more connections as well as higher visibility. The internet gives small groups the opportunity to reach potential global audiences for propaganda purposes by much cheaper means. There is no better type of communication (unedited, always a direct and two-way channel of communication) for political actors today.
In general, the advocacy process targets the media to influence public policy by shaping the debate on a particular topic. Successful media advocacy helps to convince citizens that the issues at stake concern the entire society, emphasises the social, cultural, economic and political dimensions of issues, and the importance of participation, empowerment and participation of every member of society in promoting a particular issue of interest.
At present, the media market, following the transformation of political and social systems, is reflected in the speed of change and evolution of society. For example, traditional media technologies are migrating to the global Internet, while print media technologies are declining. Bloggers and podcasters are now becoming more authoritative sources of information, including in the political-communication space. The modern PR community understands these new media as a content-driven environment used to influence the consciousness and subsequently the behaviour of key audiences. Not a day goes by without attracting the attention of an audience to a video posted on YouTube or Myspace Russia. Strong social media strategies can really put a party (company, person, service, etc.) out of competition and provide an opportunity to extend a leadership position to reach a wider audience.
An equally effective social media strategy is podcasting. According to a study by infoworld.com, it is the «second favourite way» for citizens to receive information. Podcasting offers control over production and messaging. It is inexpensive and a great way to help a problem realise its solution. Plus, it is easy to count how many people have used this technology to get the information they need.
In addition to blogs and podcasts, it is important to utilise other social media including:
· webinars;
· SEO;
· webcasts;
· RSS news feeds.
The application of the above new media technologies will maximise the effectiveness of the party's information work.
Studies in recent years have shown that not only the Internet has facilitated the creation of new genres, but also that existing genres often change through this medium. The use of various new forms of communication since the beginning of the digital age in response to the increasing need to involve citizens in the political process has been noted. It is becoming evident that the creation of electronic government (e-government) is an important step in overcoming barriers to political communication and creating a single democratic centre of influence on decision making.
Domestic and foreign authors, such as A. N. Yurtayev, M. S. Dashian, L. Al-Hakim, D. F. Norris, etc. Dashian, L. Al-Hakim, D. F. Norris, etc., distinguish, as a rule, three main directions related to the realisation of e-government (state) goals:
· communication between public institutions (government to government);
· communication between the state apparatus and business structures (government to business);
· communication between state institutions and the public (government to citizen).
The first direction of government to government (G2G) should contribute to improving the efficiency of government and local self-government bodies. The second direction government to business (G2B) is to improve the efficiency of interaction between government and commercial structures, create conditions for the implementation of e-commerce mechanisms, and improve procedures in such areas as taxation, office work, and customs. The third direction of government to citizen (G2C) is designed to ensure the rights of citizens to freely search, receive, transfer, produce and disseminate information. In this direction, e-government involves improving the quality of communicative relations in the provision of public services with the least amount of time and money. This will contribute to an increase in the activity of citizen participation in the field of political decision-making (lawmaking).
The creation of e-government allows us to talk about the concept of deliberative (deliberative) democracy, the main idea of which is democratic decision-making based on public discussion. That is, deliberative democracy focuses on the idea of developed democracy, based on creating opportunities for dialogue between citizens both with each other and with representatives of the state apparatus in the decision-making process.
The interactive media technologies proposed by the authorities are intended to replace passive forms of political communication, which should contribute to the formation of an informed and active citizenry.
Examples of such technologies:
· development and implementation of the E-Government programme;
· interactive videoconferences of the head of state (both with representatives of the authorities and with citizens);
· direct communication between the first persons of the State and the people («Telebridge»);
· creation and maintenance of blogs on the global Internet;
· personal accounts in social networks, etc.
Every voter will have the opportunity to have prompt access to political information of interest to him/her and to actively participate in the work of public self-governance bodies. He will be able to control the actions of elected officials and react in situations when the authorities are unable to respond to his request.
From the point of view of the uniqueness of political Internet communications, it can be emphasised that everyone becomes a participant in the communication process of the «many-to-many» model (as opposed to the «one-to-many» model of communication with the media).
In order to regulate the production and dissemination of socio-political ideas by the subjects of political communication in the Internet space, among the most effective genres can be identified such as:
· a dialogue between two or more people;
· dialogue between characters (drama, short story, novella, play, novel, sketch, etc.);
· literary works written in the form of a conversation (e.g. Plato's dialogues).
In the Internet space, while carrying out political communication, it is possible to conduct a dialogue by:
· choosing a medium (finding a niche to post information in order to find one's constituency);
· covering events in the medium (using video, photos, letters to the authorities, etc.);
· creating themes (using special programmes for pages or templates for html sites to make them more attractive to internet visitors);
· blogging (personal blogs are created to highlight a politician's personality and activities, to foster a sense of attachment and participation, they become a powerful tool for transmitting political information. For example, blogs of Dmitry Medvedev (URL: blog.kremlin.ru), Vladimir Zhirinovsky (URL: blogs.mail.ru/mail/zhirinovskyvvv), Barack Obama (URL: barackobama.com, etc.).
In this way, ideas and opinions will be exchanged on ways to achieve a constructive dialogue with all political elements. The use of the above-mentioned genres of political communication in the Internet environment is most effective. The communication of power and society in the Internet environment implies the use of written genres that represent a synthesis of journalistic and PR, i.e. the text is personified and initiated directly by the subject represented in the text. All texts are dominated by the image component, the main purpose of which is to draw attention to the person, to the problem. Modern political text is often constructed and perceived as a kind of dialogue with citizens, political institutions, business structures, etc. Political speech is inherently dialogical and is primarily oriented to influence. A politician is obliged to be able to conduct a dialogue with various members of the public, which is especially important in Internet communications.

Topic 7: Political elites
The concept «elite» comes from Latin «eligere» (to select) and French «elite» (selected). In the literature one can find many different definitions of elite, implying the ruling part of society, the ruling stratum. If we summarise the different points of view, we can state that the elite is a social community represented by people who have a high position in society, have prestige, power, wealth, active in political and other spheres of activity. The criterion for determining the essence of the elite is the ability and opportunity of the elite subject to make and implement generally significant political decisions. Even the philosophers of Ancient Greece believed that the best people, specially designed for this purpose, should rule the society. Plato and Aristotle were against allowing the people to rule the state, considering democracy the worst form of government.
In their opinion, philosophers with the most developed rational part of the soul should rule the society. Aristotle wrote on this occasion that three qualities should be possessed by the one who intends to occupy the highest positions: firstly, to sympathise with the existing state system, then to have great ability to perform the duties associated with the position; thirdly, to be distinguished by virtue and justice. Thus Aristotle formulated a general characteristic of the ruling elite.
In political science it is customary to subdivide the elite into two constituent parts: the ruling elite and the political elite. It is emphasised that the concepts of «ruling elite» and «political elite» are correlated as a whole and a part. The power elite includes various groups directly or indirectly involved in power processes in various spheres of society (political, economic, military, ideological and other types of elites).
Consequently, the political elite is only a part of the ruling elite, which is characterised by the following features: a small, rather independent social group; high social status; a significant amount of state and information power; direct participation in the exercise of power; organisational skills and talent.
In order to emphasise the main characteristics of the political elite, it is often identified with political leadership, governing structures, decision-making centres, central links of the political system.
The emergence and existence of the political elite is conditioned by the following factors:
· psychological and social peculiarities of people, their unequal abilities, opportunities and willingness to participate in politics;
· the law of division of labour, which requires professional management, certain specialisation;
· high social significance of managerial labour and its corresponding stimulation;
· wide possibilities of using managerial activity to obtain social privileges (because it is directly connected with the distribution of values);
· the practical impossibility of exercising comprehensive control over political leaders;
· political passivity of broad masses of the population, whose main interests usually lie outside politics.
The fact that the pace of societal development depends on the effectiveness of the political decisions taken by the elite necessitates the careful selection of citizens to perform governance and administrative functions. In Western countries, politics has long since become a profession, which is why the process of elite formation is given serious attention there.
The modern elite is divided into four groups: ruling, top, middle and administrative elite. The ruling elite are those who directly wield state power. The top elite are those who are directly involved in or have a significant influence on the decision-making process. There are not so many of them, they are 100-200 people occupying strategic positions in the government, major political parties, pressure groups, including legislators. Belonging to the middle elite is determined by three indicators – income level, professional status, and education. The middle elite makes up 5% of the adult population (heads of executive power in the subjects of the federation, leaders of political parties). The administrative elite includes the highest layer of civil servants who occupy leading positions in ministries, departments and other administrative bodies. The administrative elite also includes those highly educated managers who remain neutral and do not show their party sympathies.
The structure and social representativeness of the political elite are variable. Changes occurring in society under the influence of its progress have a great impact on the composition of the elite. In the preparation of the political elite a huge role belongs to the parties, which nominate from their environment political leaders capable of defending the interests of certain social groups. The role of the ruling elite as a constituent part of the political elite is clearly demonstrated by its functions, which depend on the characteristics of the elite itself:
· strategic (defining a political programme of action by generating new ideas that reflect the interests of society, classes, strata, etc.);
· organisational (implementation in practice of the developed course, putting political decisions into practice);
· communicative (effective representation, expression and reflection in political programmes of interests and needs (political, economic, cultural, regional, professional, etc.) of various social groups and strata of the population and their implementation in practical actions);
· integrative (strengthening the stability and unity of society, sustainability of its political and economic systems, prevention and resolution of conflict situations).
Thus, the political elite is not a simple sum of persons who by force of chance have been endowed with power, but a social group that is formed as a result of «natural selection» and is a layer of people that is created from individuals with certain abilities, professional knowledge, skills, and abilities.
At present, there are a large number of different concepts justifying the legitimacy of dividing society into a governing minority and a governing majority. The ideas about the inevitability of such a division of society were expressed in ancient times by Confucius, Plato, Machiavelli and others.
However, the first scientifically developed concepts of elites were proposed only in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.
The basis for the development of the theory of elites was laid by the Machiavellian school – any society is inherently elitist. This school is called Machiavellian because it was N. Machiavelli who, having singled out politics as an independent sphere of society, began to consider it not as an area of the proper and imaginary, but as a political reality, as a practice. The generalised content of the theories of the Machiavellian school representatives (G. Mosca, V. Pareto, R. Michels) can be presented as follows: elitism is based on the fact of natural differences of people: physical, psychological, mental, moral; the elite is characterised by special political and organisational qualities; the masses recognise the elite's right to power; elites replace each other in the course of the struggle for power, since no one voluntarily cedes power. At the same time, each of the above–mentioned scholars had their own view on the origin of the elite.
Г. Mosca used the definition of «political class» to designate the elite and believed that the most important criterion for the formation of a political class is the ability to manage other people, i.e. organisational ability. In his work «Foundations of Political Science» he outlined two tendencies in the development of the political class: aristocratic (manifested in the aspiration of the political class to become hereditary, if not legally, then in fact) and democratic (expressed in the renewal of the political class at the expense of the most capable of governing and active lower strata). G. Mosca formulated three qualities that opened access to the political class: military valour, wealth, priesthood (i.e. clergy). He attached less importance to scientific knowledge and the ability to practically apply it. The dominant criterion for selection into the political class was the ability to govern, which implied knowledge of the national character and mentality of the people, and experience in governing.
V. Pareto proceeded from the fact that the world at all times should be ruled by an elected minority, which can be kept in power partly by force and partly by the consent of the majority of the subordinate class. The differences essentially lie in the proportions of force and consent. The resource of consent is based on the ability of the ruling class to convince the masses of its own rightness. The probability of consent depends on the elite's ability to master the methods of manipulating feelings and emotions. However, the ability to persuade is sometimes not enough to maintain power. Therefore, the elite must be able to use force in time.
 V. Pareto explained that all social transformations are determined by the «circulation of elites», i.e. the system of «exchange» of people between two groups – the elite and the rest of the population. The continuous circulation of elites contributes to the equilibrium of the social system to the extent that it ensures the inflow of the «best», «worthy». In addition, the circulation of elites entails the circulation of ideas. This happens only when the ruling class is open and understands the need for constant circulation. A completely closed elite turns into a caste, loses the ability to govern and resorts to violence to retain power.
V. Pareto distinguished two main types of elites: «lions» and «foxes». The «lions» are characterised by conservatism and crude forceful methods of governance. Society, where the elite of «lions» prevails, is usually stagnant. «Foxes» are masters of deception, political combinations. The «foxes» elite is dynamic, it provides transformations in society.
R. Michels emphasised the organisational skills and organisational structures of society, which stimulate elitism and elevate the governing layer. The creation of large organisations invariably leads to their oligarchisation and the formation of an elite due to a chain of interrelated factors.
Thus, the Machiavellian school made a significant contribution to the development of political science. In the future, the concept of elitism found both new supporters and critics. Opponents of the idea of elitism pointed to its incompatibility with the ideas of democracy and self-government, criticised for ignoring the ability of the masses to influence power, for excessive psychologism in the interpretation of the motives of political behaviour and the basis of political inequality in society. The followers of the concept of elitism deepened and developed the theories formulated by the classes, the main provisions in new social conditions.
The theory of elites has travelled a long way of evolution, during which the problems of the correlation between elites and democracy, elites and social justice were considered. Today political science, along with the theories of Machiavellian school representatives, operates with other theories as well.
The theory of elite democracy (R. Dahl, S. Lipset) – the elite does not rule, but leads the masses with their voluntary consent through free elections. American political scientist J. Schumpter defined democracy as a political system in which the masses, choosing between competing elites, influence politics to a certain extent. Thus, democratic governance itself receives an elitist structure.
Value theories (V. Ropkyo) – the elite is a layer of society endowed with high abilities to manage. The elite is the result of natural selection of persons with outstanding qualities and abilities. The formation of the elite does not contradict the principles of democracy. Social equality of people should be understood as equality of opportunities.
Concepts of elite pluralism (S. Keller, O. Stammer, D. Risman) – the elite is plural. No single group within it is able to have a decisive impact on all areas of life at the same time. In a democracy, power is distributed among different groups of elites who influence decision-making by defending their interests. Competition makes control by the masses possible.
Left-liberal concepts (R. Mills) – society is governed exclusively by one ruling elite. The possibilities of democratic institutions (elections, referendums) are insignificant.
The partocratic theory of the elite was really embodied in the countries of totalitarian socialism. Its fundamental features:
· the global, messianic character of the political elite and its historical vocation to lead the process of humanity's transition from capitalism to communism;
· the all-embracing nature of political leadership in all spheres of society: the economy, the distribution of imperial and spiritual goods, the solution of personnel issues, etc..;
· origin from the social grassroots, and above all from the proletariat, as a determining criterion for entry into the political elite;
· adherence to one ideology is a guarantee of successful leadership of society;
· rigid hierarchy of the elite and militarisation of its internal relations.

Theme 8 Innovation strategies of globalisation

Today, there are many scenarios and options for the future development of the global world that are being discussed in the international community. In the 21st century, as many experts believe, the most likely scenario will be a slow movement towards a multipolar polycentric world.
If in the next decade the US will be forced to focus its attention, economic, military and diplomatic resources on confronting Russia, on the one hand, and on the other hand, on containing radical Islam, this will provide an opportunity for a number of states, having accumulated enough forces, to claim the status of the centre of power of the global world.
Major powers in other regions will undoubtedly use every opportunity to realise their own strategic goals, including achieving a greater degree of political autonomy and control over the geopolitical space that is strategically important to them.
Trends in the development of global political processes are the effects associated with their transformation, non-linearity, partial dysfunctions and bifurcations of the political system of the global world.
In our time there is a collision of old trends of political development of the global world of the XX century model with new trends of formation of a polycentric world. The collision of old and new trends and the transformation of the world political system into its new quality – the global system – gives rise to a new content of globalisation political processes.
The modern world is global in economic, informational, ecological aspects, but still remains fragmented in political and socio-cultural terms. Almost two hundred sovereign states interact with each other, having certain contradictions of interests and goals, entering into conflicts or, on the contrary, forming coalitions and alliances. The whole spectrum of these contradictory relationships, from fierce opposition to each other to convergence, is one of the causes of global political processes.
The analysis and forecast of trends in the development of global political processes is of practical importance, as it helps to shape the strategy and tactics of the state's foreign policy, as well as the main directions of its internal development. The most obvious and significant trends are the following.
1. «Global states». In the emerging global world, some «global states of certain phenomena and processes» are fixed, writes A. N. Chumakov. We believe that «global states» are qualitatively new states of the world political system, which is gradually evolving into a global political system. Thus, these new «global states» mean the transformation of the system of international relations, changes in the nature and content of world ties and relations, changes in the geopolitical status of individual states and global actors, etc. Globalisation leads to structural changes in the world political system and restructuring of the entire system of international relations.
One of the examples of «global states» of the world political system is the interaction of global political processes of different levels: global and regional, global and local, regional and local, which occur, first of all, in the economic sphere, information, environmental and, last but not least, political.
Through their interaction and interconnection, the world is gradually becoming globally integral.
2. The new structure of the global world. The global world of the XXI century will be structured on other grounds and principles, its hierarchy will start to develop, other grounds will determine the geopolitical status of global actors.
The hierarchy of the global world is represented by the following structural elements: centres of power, contenders for the status of the centre of power, economic, political, military and civilizational poles, global power, regional power. This hierarchy of structural elements, or rather the struggle for a place in it, will determine the course of global political processes in the world and the future scenario of its development.
It can be stated that the global world is formed not as a community of equal nations, but as a system of subordination, as a rigid hierarchy of states and regional political systems.
The structures of the global world will be mobile, and the rules of functioning and principles of life will be changeable. Economic and geopolitical interests of global actors, rather than rules and international law, will have the main significance. The increase in the scope of global processes, which will cover larger and more peripheral territories in global terms, the increase in the number of global actors (which will include large TNCs, NGOs, terrorist organisations, criminal syndicates, etc.) will strengthen this trend.
3.Changing geopolitical landscape. The formation of a new structure of the global world will result in a change in its geopolitical landscape.
One of the important trends of the XXI century, as V. I. Seguru-Zaitsev predicts, will be «continental and then transcontinental crystallisation and consolidation of the world geopolitical space», in which the scenario of movement towards the future will take place not in the form of «clash of civilisations», but in the context of «natural in a market environment 'competition of civilisations'«. V. I. Seguru-Zaitsev believes that «this will result in a transition from the current volatile unipolar world – with one main currency USD and one international language: «global» English – to super large mutually competing five blocs: the democratic Christian Northern Confederation based on the EU, Russia and the USA, the East Asian-Chinese bloc, the Arab-Muslim world, the South Asian Indian Union and Latin America. Respectively with as many currencies and languages,» the author specifies. We will not comment on the projected composition of the participants of the hypothetical «Northern Confederation», bearing in mind the «mobility of the world system structures» of the global world.
The presence of nuclear weapons may even out the differences in political weight between these countries and blocs, or, if some of them do not have such weapons, deepen the hierarchical distance between them.
4. The US remains the centre of power of the global world. Based on this forecast, we can assume with a high degree of confidence that the U.S. will remain the centre of power of the global world in the 21st century.
Although much has been written recently about a noticeable weakening of US hegemony, these forecasts were clearly premature. L.E. Grinin was right, who believes that «there will be no usual change of the leader in the world, the USA will not be replaced by an equally absolute favourite (emphasis added – O.L.)». He believes that «...although the U.S. will weaken its position, no one will be able to become an absolute leader in the new world». His words that «today the United States concentrates political, military, financial, monetary, economic, technological, ideological and even cultural leadership in itself at once look prophetic. Meanwhile, there is no country or even group of countries in the world – and there is no foreseeable future – that can combine several aspects of leadership. Moreover, neither China, India, nor anyone else will be able to shoulder such a heavy burden, neither in terms of economic capacity, nor in terms of political risks, ...not because of lack of experience and the necessary alliances, nor ideological weaknesses.
5. Europe's de-sovereignisation. A notable feature of the emerging new geopolitical landscape will be, according to researchers N. V. Osokina and A. S. Suvorov, the «desuberisation of Europe».
«There is an economic de-sovereignisation in Europe as a result of the implementation of the European integration project. This project, conceived as an instrument of competition between Western Europe and the United States and Japan, has turned into a project managed by the States in the direction they need.» As a result, «the main countries of Western Europe are increasingly turning into their vassals».
But the matter does not stop there. Recent events, including the events in Ukraine, show that there is also a process of political de-sovereignisation of Europe. Taking into account the role of the US in NATO and its decisive vote in the North Atlantic Alliance, we can also talk about the process of military-strategic de-sovereignisation of the European Union.
It is safe to predict that this fate awaits other zones of American influence in the world as well.
6. Instability of the global world and increased conflict. The global world in its political aspect due to the dynamics of global processes will be characterised by the change of hierarchical statuses of global actors and the instability of the hierarchical pyramid as a whole.
The former centres of power and poles of the global world will give way to new, more dynamically developing, assertive and having obvious competitive advantages to applicants for these statuses.
The increasing complexity of global political processes has the consequence of increasing their volatility.
Subjective factors, and not even personal preferences of political leaders, but the degree of their engagement, their passion in fulfilling the political order, the nature and methods of their political management are becoming increasingly important.
The evolution of international relations and the global political system will be characterised by an increasing degree of instability and unpredictability, which can only increase with the formation of a multipolar polycentric system of the global world.
This system will lack common «rules of the game», principles and norms of behaviour of global actors, as well as institutions and organisations that could effectively regulate and control the interaction of different poles and centres of power of the global world.
7. Inefficiency of international structures. International structures, such as the UN, the European Parliament, the OSCE, the G7 and G20, the World Bank and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, etc., demonstrate their inability to adequately respond to the challenges of global political processes. They were created in a different historical time and were endowed with other functions not related to the task of controlling and managing global political processes. Therefore, it is not surprising that they turned out to be unprepared and functionally incapable of solving the tasks set before them by the global world.
The existing international institutions and structures, which in the past proved their effectiveness from a certain point in time, or, more precisely, from the time when a new «global state» and a change in the format of the international political system began to manifest themselves, turned out to be very imperfect instruments.
Today we can state that international institutions of management and control over the development of the world political system lag behind the speed, dynamics and scale of development of global political processes.
8. Difficulties in the formation of global governance mechanisms. The ineffectiveness of international institutions and structures indicates the actual lack of mechanisms for managing the emerging global political system, as A. N. Chumakov has repeatedly written.
In the absence of such mechanisms of global governance and control over global political processes, the most effective subjects of global governance are the centres of power of the global world, in the part where global political processes are subject to subjective influence, they will be directed and controlled by global political leaders.
9. The new blococracy. The era of new coalitions. The phenomenon of global regionalisation observed in the global world objectively leads to the formation of regional systems and subsystems of international relations.
The process of maturity of these regional systems and subsystems will inevitably contribute to the formation of economic, political and military-strategic blocs, alliances and coalitions on their basis.
The authoritative researcher L.E. Grinin notes an interesting trend. He believes that the new global world will be «the era of new coalitions». »In the process of searching for the most stable, profitable and adequate organisational supranational forms, various and even rapidly changing intermediate forms may emerge, when players on the world and regional political arenas will search for the most profitable and convenient blocs and agreements». He further writes: «...In this case, those who will pursue the most active policy of blocking and entering new alliances, who will be able to acquire the maximum number of partners in different spheres, may win. The country's influence will increase, conditionally speaking, by «earning» points through participation in these or those alliances and blocs».
In conditions of fierce competition for the possession of scarce resources, the economic interests of the state will largely determine the vectors of foreign policy and will become a priority over ideological goals.
10. Geopolitical pluralism. Geopolitical pluralism is growing in the global world. The differentiation of geopolitical positions and interests of the regions of the global world: Latin America, South-East and North-East Asia, Africa is becoming more and more intensified..
11. Transformation of the national sovereignty of the state. The future fate of the nation-state in the global world is much debated.
Researcher L.E. Grinin believes that the reduction of national state sovereignty is inevitable as a direct consequence of the creation of new blocs and coalitions, many of which may form their own supranational governing bodies.
These processes will lead to «transformation of national sovereignty, which in general will weaken due to explicit or implicit, forced or voluntary delegation of part of the sovereign prerogatives to various interstate, supranational and global entities and arrangements», – writes a well-known researcher of global processes.
12. The conflict between the national interests of the state and globalisation. The problem of realisation of national interests of the state in the global world. However, this trend – the decline in the degree of sovereignty of independent states is opposed by another trend of globalisation in the XXI century. – The growing conflict between the national interests of the state and globalisation, a conflict that will be particularly acute in the political sphere. At the end of the 20th century it seemed that the role of the nation-state was beginning to weaken with the development of the economic aspect of globalisation, the increasing economic interdependence of countries, the growing role of TNCs, the emergence of international financial markets, the internationalisation of capital and business. The dismantling of the nation-state seemed inevitable and a matter of the near future. However, the experience or even an attempt to delegate a number of functions of the state to the supranational level in a number of integration systems has shown that there are a number of serious problems that cannot be solved within the framework of interstate structures (UN, OSCE, European Parliament, etc.). These are issues and tasks that affect the national interests of a country and the solution of which remains the prerogative of the national state.
Therefore, the expected erosion or even decline of the state has not yet taken place and is unlikely to do so in the foreseeable future. The funeral of the nation-State took place prematurely, and the mourning march sounded out of tune.
13. The changing role of the periphery of the global world and the effective geopolitical strategy of developing countries. As a result of the development of globalisation processes, especially its economic aspect, the development of the periphery of the global world has noticeably accelerated. It is obvious that the pole of economic growth and financial flows in the LTR has shifted to the countries that were recently considered the periphery of the global world.
The growth of economic development and economic contribution of the countries of the global periphery to the world economy entails an increase in their political «weight» in the global political system and their status in the hierarchy of the global world.
Summarising the trends of global political processes we can conclude that global development is variable. Potentially, it contains many possible directions. This variability is provided by a large number of different global actors seeking to realise their economic and geopolitical interests.
New vectors of development, new dimensions, nodal problems and bifurcation points are constantly emerging in the global world. The global world is a constantly changing order, structure of the global world, its hierarchy, algorithms of actions of global actors, relationships between them, values, ideals, goals and development prospects.
