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Democracy is a difficult subject, in part because it has become a universal value: we are all democrats
now. In a sense, this has been true for half a century: in 1951, a UNESCO report noted that “for the first
time in the history of the world, no doctrines are advanced as antidemocratic. ... practical politicians
and political theorists agree in stressing the democratic element in the institutions they defend and
the theories they advocate." And for Americans, this is hard to resist: the United States, we are
regularly told, was the first democratic state. “The Revolution created American democracy,” the
historian Gordon Wood writes, and “made Americans ... the first people in the modern world to
possess a truly democratic government and society.” As a result Americans often think of democracy
as they think of Coke: invented in the United States and exported to a grateful world. Itis a
fundamental part of the American ideology. One might be forgiven for thinking that the title of
Tocqueville’s famous book was “democracy is America,” even though Tocqueville himself warned
against confusing “what is democratic with what is only American”: “we should therefore give up
looking at all democratic peoples through Ameri can spectacles and try at last to see them as they
actually are.” It is worth recalling that for Tocqueville, with all his limitations, democracy was not
simply about elections: it was about the equality of conditions. The US was a democracy, he argued,
because it had no proletarians and no tenant.

Tocqueville himself stands in a long tradition of antidemocrats defining democracy, a tradition that
goes back to the early American federalists like Madison and Hamilton and continues in the twentieth
century with figures like Joseph Schumpeter and Samuel Huntington. What does it mean when
antidemocrats like Huntington, who twenty-five years ago was warning against the excesses of
democracy, is now seen as the champion of a “third wave” of world democratization in the last quarter
of the twentieth century? What do we make of the fact that the rise of political democracy around the
world - celebrated in an enormous scholarly literature on the “transition to democracy” - has been
accompanied by a global collapse of social democracy: the savaging of social safety nets, welfare
systems and price subsidies, and the global privatization of public lands, public industries, and public
services - a new round of enclosures?

HiEE : Denning, Michael. “Neither Capitalist nor American: The Democracy as Social Movement.”

2004. Culture in the Age of Three Worlds. London and New York: Verso, 209-226.
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Memory, of course, also requires imagination, but it rethinks the future in alliance with recasting the
past. In the last decade, the field of memory has been dramatically reconfigured. Under the impact of
globalizing processes, both the spaces of memory and the composition of memory communities have
been redefined. To be sure, memory has always been articulated on different levels, from the
individual to larger social groups. The collective memory of the nation was at the centre of memory
debates, however, and it was also the focal point of studies on memory. Until recently, the dynamics of
memory production unfolded primarily within the bounds of the nation state; coming to terms with
the past was largely a national project. Under the impact of global mobility and movements, this has
changed fundamentally. Global conditions have powerfully impacted on memory debates and, at the
same time, memory has entered the global stage and global discourse. Today, memory and the global
have to be studied together, as it has become impossible to understand the trajectories of memory
outside a global frame of reference.

This shift has affected all levels of memory production. The global has become the defining arena for
all political actors, be they nation states, transnational institutions or grassroots movements. The
developments and challenges in this recent global transformation have forced state and non-state
actors alike to engage with a globalizing public sphere. We are no longer dealing with clear-cut forces
of globalization and counter-globalization; instead, we are witnessing new forms of crossover and
interaction between these two poles. Increasingly, the values of counter-globalization have invaded the
hegemonic memory constructs of the nation state and they have reasserted claims to moral comport
and accountability. On the other hand, some non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have taken up
the political agenda of nation states, helping them to expand their range of power and influence on a

supranational level.

HiE: Assmann, Aleida and Conrad, Sebastian. “Introduction.” 2010. Memory in a Global Age:

Discourses, Practices and Trajectories. UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 1-16.
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(¥ ) Lewis Mumford, The Myth of the Machine - Vol. 1. Technics and Human Development, 1967,

New York, Harcourt, Brace Jovanovich
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Fandom is a common feature of popular culture in industrial societies. It selects from the repertoire of mass-
produced and mass-distributed entertainment certain performers, narratives or genres and takes them into the
culture of a self-selected fraction of the people. They are then reworked into an intensely pleasurable,
intensely signifying popular culture that is both similar to, yet significantly different from, the culture of
more ‘normal’ popular audiences. Fandom is typically associated with cultural forms that the dominant
value system denigrates — pop music, romance novels, comics, Hollywood mass-appeal stars (sport,
probably because of its appeal to masculinity, is an exception). It is thus associated with the cultural tastes of
subordinated formations of the people, particularly with those disempowered by any combination of gender,
age, class and race.

All popular audiences engage in varying degrees of semiotic productivity, producing meanings and
pleasures that pertain to their social situation out of the products of the culture industries. But fans often turn
this semiotic productivity into some form of textual production that can circulate among — and thus help to
define — the fan community. Fans create a fan culture with its own systems of production and distribution
that forms what I shall call a ‘shadow cultural economy’ that lies outside that of the cultural industries yet
shares features with them which more normal popular culture lacks.

HiFE : Fiske, John. “The Cultural Economy of Fandom.” The Adoring Audience: Fan Culture and Popular
Media, edited by Lisa A. Lewis, Routledge, 1992, pp. 30-49.
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