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WORKSHOP PROGRAM
DAY 1
13 March, Thursday
ANZSOG Institute for Governance
9:00-9:30

Arrival and Registration

9:30- 10:00

Welcome and Opening Remarks
Mark Evans & Selen Ercan

10:00-11:15

Panel 1: Is democracy in crisis?

Building 24
Level A/Room 2

Chair: Selen Ercan (UC), Discussant: Gerry Stoker (UC)
Wolfgang Merkel (WZB), Is there a crisis of democracy?
David Marsh (UC), Why we are in crisis and what we need to do
about it
11:15-11:30

Morning tea

11:30-12:45

Panel 2: Which democracy is in crisis?
Chair: Henrik Bang (UC), Discussant: Giovanni Navarria (U Syd)
Simon Tormey (U Syd), ‘Representative politics’: An exhausted
paradigm?
Nicole Curato (UC), Deliberative democratization

12:45-1:45

Lunch

1:45-3:00

Panel 3: Is democratic theory in crisis as well?
Chair: Jean-Paul Gagnon (ACU), Discussant: Mark Chou(ACU)
Henrik Bang (UC), Family Squabbles: Beyond democracy as
rationality, reason and hegemony
Neomal Silva (Oxford), Emancipation through the use of liberal
democratic values?

3:00-3:15

Afternoon tea
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3:15-4:30

Panel 4: Is Australian democracy in crisis?
Chair: Brendan McCaffrie (UC), Discussant: Andrea Felicetti (UC)
Mark Evans & Gerry Stoker (UC), How do citizens calibrate their
relationship with their polity? The contingent nature of political
engagement in Australia
Lain Dare (UC), The ‘social licence to operate’ – a process of
legitimation or a democratic crisis?

4:30-5:30

Plenary Session 1: Which crisis, which democracy?
Facilitator: Gerry Stoker (UC)

7:30

Workshop Dinner
Ottoman Cuisine
9 Broughton Street, Barton
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WORKSHOP PROGRAM
DAY 2
14 March, Friday
ANZSOG Institute for Governance
10:00-11:15

Building 23
Level B/Room 5

Panel 5: Are national democracies in crisis?
Chair: Paul Fawcett (UC), Discussant: Michael Jensen(UC)
John Dryzek (UC), Institutions for the Anthropocene
John Keane (U Syd), Quantum democracy. Rethinking place
and space in contemporary democratic politics

11:15-11:30

Morning tea

11:30-12:45

Panel 6: Can democracy be saved? (1)
Chair: Nicole Curato (UC), Discussant: Henrik Bang(UC)
Jean Paul Gagnon (ACU), Is there a turn towards calming the
crisis of democracy?
Lawrence Pratchett & Gerry Stoker (UC), Could sequencing
save the claims for local democracy?

12:45-1:45

Lunch

1:45-3:00

Panel 7: Can democracy be saved? (2)
Chair: Selen Ercan (UC), Discussant: John Dryzek (UC)
Mark Chou (ACU), Democrats against democracy
Wolfgang Merkel (WZB), Capitalism and democracy: Are they
mutually compatible?

3:00-3:15

Afternoon tea

3:15-4:45

Plenary Session 2: Where next? Future research and further
collaboration
Facilitator: David Marsh (UC)

4:45

Workshop closes
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ABSTRACTS
Panel 1: Is democracy in crisis?
Wolfgang Merkel (Social Science Research Centre Berlin/WZB)
Is there a crisis of democracy?
Political theory from its very onset has determined that democracy is
inconceivable without a crisis. This applies to the ancient writings of Plato,
Aristotle, Polybios to the modern era with writings of Tocqueville, Marx and Max
Weber or since 1970ies the leftists Jürgen Habermas (1973) and Claus Offe (1972),
the conservative Huntington, Crozier, Watanuki (1975), the leftist Neo-Schmittian
Chantal Mouffe (2000) or Colin Crouch (2004). The message from political theory,
from left to right has been clear: yes, democracy is in crisis. Empirical research is
much more cautious. Most empirical research denies a wholesale crisis of
democracy. Pippa Norris is talking about “trendless fluctuation in system support”.
Both groups of political scientist hesitate to explain exactly what “crisis” means.
The paper tries to develop analytically meaningful concepts of democracy and
crisis, identifies the major challenges to democracy and presents preliminary
results from a research project which has evaluated the negative and positive
developments of well-established democracies during the last 30 years. The
research results include expert judgments (democracy Index), Population surveys
(subjective dimension) and partial analyses of single institutions, organizations,
and procedures of democracy. While single dimensions of democracy are
facing major problems, others quality have been improved. Despite NSA and
governmental violation of the individual property of personal data civil and
minority rights are much better developed and protected than 50 years ago.
However, the decline of conventional participation, the political marginalization
of the lower third of society, and not at least denationalization (globalization) of
policy making have posed severe challenges which modern representative
democracy has not met yet.
David Marsh (University of Canberra)
Why we are in crisis and what we need to do about it
This paper offers a critical engagement with the literature on political
participation, arguing that there has not been an increase in apathy, but rather
an increase in alienation from the way the political system operates, and more
broadly perhaps from democracy. A crucial aspect of this involves the
relationship between citizens and politicians; the growth of ‘anti-politics’ is a
major problem. What we need, and of course it is not easy to achieve, is for
politicians to ‘tell the truth’, by which I mean to make it clear that they don’t.
and can’t, have the answers, to contemporary complex problems. This would
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involve, among other things: a more responsible media; a different type of
policy-making, in which the time-scale for ‘successful’ policy making was
recognized; and braver politicians.

Panel 2: Which democracy is in crisis?
Simon Tormey (University of Sydney)
‘Representative politics’: An exhausted paradigm?
'Representative Politics' is widely viewed as in crisis. Fewer people are voting, the
membership of major political parties is collapsing, we trust politicians less, and
our interest in mainstream and electoral politics is waning. In general the
tendency amongst political scientists is to bewail the fact, and to place the
blame variously amongst the political class, citizens or the all three under the
rubric of the 'perils of neoliberalism'. Others however see these symptoms of
longer term and more profound changes in the nature of the contemporary
world (Keane, Rosanvallon, Ankersmit). The argument here follows up on the
latter suggestion, suggesting that we have entered a 'post-representative'
moment where faith or hope in representative styles and modes of politics is fast
waning. However, our view is that this should open up our sense of political to
what is being created, as much as what is disappearing. Politics is changing,
new actors are emerging, and the relationship between the represented and
those who represent is also changing in ways that are suggestive of new and
different political logics.
Nicole Curato (University of Canberra)
Deliberative democratization
The democratic quality of third wave democracies is often assessed based on
the extent to which civil and political rights, the rule of law, separation of powers
and free and fair elections are upheld. In this piece, I put forward another
criterion for gauging the quality of transitional democracies: democratic
deliberation. Drawing on the rich literature on deliberative democratic theory, I
argue that deliberative politics is crucial in shaping an inclusive and legitimate
political order. The piece puts forward an alternative approach to understanding
democratisation based on cycles of contention and deliberation, deliberative
pacts and mechanisms for discursive transmission. The case of Venezuela’s
polarised democracy is used to illustrate the analytical potency of this
approach.
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Panel 3: Is democratic theory in crisis as well?
Henrik Bang (University of Canberra)
Family Squabbles: Beyond democracy as rationality, reason and hegemony
Democratic researchers of the deliberative and agonistic kind tend to dismiss all
new forms of new governance and participation as so many examples of antipolitics and depoliticization. Why is this? Because they share the view that politics
is about conflict and that democracy is about resolving such conflict in a
legitimate, reasonable and rational manner. Hence, what is not about
converting conflicting interests and identities into collectively binding decisions is
not about democratic politics at all. The question of how conflicts are politicized,
depoliticized and repoliticized is constitutive of deliberative and agonistic
democrats as the same politics-policy family, as I will call it. The new governors
and participants in contrast, do not consider democratic politics solely or
primarily a matter of politicization. They believe it is as much problematizing and
cooperating in the handling of wicked issues. Power and freedom in their
conceptions manifest productive and creative action capacities more than a
negative ‘power over’ or ‘freedom from’. The new governors and participants
consider acceptance and recognition of difference the democratic
precondition of identifying and cooperating in the handling of wicked issues.
They constitute a new policy-politics family for problematizing how the old
democratic politics-policy family places concerns for conflict resolution before
worries over how to deal with, say, global warming, poverty, inequality and other
high consequence risks threatening the world population’s ontological security.
The challenge for democracy today is how to connect politicization and
problematization, avoiding that the two families counteract and undermine one
another. This paper takes a small first step towards mediating between the
families by problematizing deliberative and agonistic democracy from a policypolitics angle.
Neomal Silva (Oxford University)
Emancipation through the use of liberal democratic values?
Liberal democracies today face a number of challenges. One arises from the
fact their citizens often have different philosophical and religious convictions.
How can a liberal democracy draw up a constitution that all of them can
accept in spite of those differences? Political liberalism is Rawls' solution to this. It
argues that all citizens can recognise and accept a set of liberal democratic
values. And the constitution should ultimately be put together using those values
(and those values only). The values are not religious or philosophical. Nonetheless
they do not violate any citizen's religious or philosophical convictions. Each
citizen can hence accept a constitution that is constructed on such grounds.
None have religious or philosophical reasons to usurp it. Feminists like Susan Okin
and Iris Marion Young point out that liberal democracies face another –
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arguably much more potent – challenge from their citizenries. Citizens differ not
just in terms of their religious and philosophical convictions. But also in terms of
class, gender, race, sexuality, and other socially-salient traits. Those traits structure
how each citizen perceives her society. They shape her day-to-day experience
of it. Can all citizens accept a liberal democratic constitution despite their
socially-salient differences?
Rawls thinks that his political liberalism can meet this challenge. Observe what he
says about political liberalism and gender difference: “The same equality of the
Declaration of Independence which Lincoln invoked to condemn slavery can
be invoked to condemn the inequality and oppression of women”. Let us
assume that liberal democratic values can capture at least some of women's
concerns. It is nonetheless unclear whether everyday folk – i.e. non-philosophers
in civil society – are able to voice their concerns wholly in terms of political values
(like equality, reciprocity, liberty, etc.). Indeed, history reveals that women (and
structurally oppressed people, in general) often expressed their concerns using
alternative communication forms – such as stories, oral history, and rhetoric. I
recommend that political liberalism incorporate a stage during which people
can express their concerns using alternative communication forms. Society is
thence more likely to detect more people's political concerns in the first place.
Each of those concerns can then be “translated” into one or more of the liberal
democratic values that could capture and express gender difference.

Panel 4: Is Australian democracy in crisis?
Mark Evans, Gerry Stoker (University of Canberra) and Jamal Nasir (University of
Southampton)
How do citizens calibrate their relationship with their polity? The contingent
nature of political engagement in Australia
In a recent survey conducted in February 2013 we asked a representative
sample of 1,377 Australians to consider various issues regarding Australian politics
and their role in making democracy work. Some of our findings should give all
democrats pause for thought. Our survey findings show that citizens are
overwhelmingly observers rather than participants in formal politics and that 9 in
10 regard themselves as without influence over the federal level of government.
Indeed, 7 in 10 come to the same conclusion about other levels of government.
There is widespread evidence of negative attitudes towards politics and
politicians comparable to those found in other contemporary democracies
including Britain, the United States and Finland; but these negative attitudes
have emerged in a relatively benign economic context. Over a quarter of
Australians combine a set of substantially negative attitudes towards politics and
politicians – irritation at politicians “talking rather than acting”, annoyed with the
compromises of politics and are supportive of a greater role for non-political
actors in public decision-making including business people and experts.
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Other findings give reason for hope about the future of Australian democracy.
There are elements of malaise in Australian political culture but the core issue
appears to be more to do with the type of politics currently on offer. We show
that most Australians do not hold the ideals of the democratic political process in
contempt. There is strong support for the processes of representative democracy
such as consultation, compromise and democratic judgement and citizens
display a considerable understanding of its complex processes. Our findings also
indicate that citizens could be up for a more extended role if a different politics
was on offer that was more participatory, open and local. Australians imagine
their democracy in a way that demonstrates support for a new participatory
politics but with the aim of shoring up representative democracy and
developing a more integrated, inclusive and responsive democratic system. In
the light of this discovery, we argue that the great reform questions for Australian
democracy in the new millennium (and an effective path to reform) should not
be guided by choosing between representative and participatory democratic
models but of finding institutional arrangements for integrating them.
Lain Dare (University of Canberra)
The ‘social licence to operate’ – a process of legitimation or a democratic crisis?
The ‘social licence to operate’ has become a driving concept within resource
management across the globe for industry and governments alike. Originating
from the concept of a social contract, the social licence to operate is an illdefined construct with a limited theoretical basis given its emerging importance
in business ethics and the associated notions of corporate sustainable
responsibility. Notionally recognized as being the public acceptance of
‘activities’, the social license to operate is given ‘life’ through public
communication forums and actions (e.g. media, protests, boycotts) highlighting
issues of legitimacy, representation and ultimately democratic process. The
influence of this intangible and highly subjective notion of the acceptance of
management activities and/or policy development is growing. Businesses are
cautious of social conflict and consequent reduction in market share, and
government is keen to effectively address the often highly political social
‘outrage’ associated with issues of social license. This increasing influence raises
the question of the appropriate role for the social licence to operate in policymaking. With issues of social license often raised by a select group of individuals
and interest groups opposing management practices, should policy-making be
driven by this minority of society, or should policy-making be undertaken within a
broader democratic framework? Importantly, what is the role of government
within the social license debate, and how should the government use issues of
social license to inform policy-making?
This paper explores the potential role(s) of the social license to operate in policymaking and the legitimacy of these roles in democratic processes. Providing a
brief overview of the social license to operate construct and why it is of
importance for policy-makers and corporate interests, the paper explores how
social license to operate functions within democracy using examples from recent
10

Australian policy-making experiences. The legitimacy of the policy-making
process in the case examples is critically analysed using Smith’s ‘goods’ of
democratic innovation. The potential implications of social license to operate
debates on democratic policy-making and broader democracy are illustrated.

Panel 5: Are national democracies in crisis?
John Dryzek (University of Canberra)
Institutions for the Anthropocene
The unusually stable earth system of the Holocene epoch of the past 10,000
years, in which human civilization arose, is yielding to a more dynamic and
unstable Anthropocene driven by human practices. The consequences for key
human institutions that evolved in the late Holocene, such as states, markets,
and global governance, are profound. Path dependency in these institutions
that are complicit in the generation of the unstable earth system of the
Anthropocene constrains their response to this emerging epoch. Institutional
analysis, evolution and design in the Anthropocene can highlight reflexivity as
the antidote to problematic path dependency. A more ecological discourse
stresses resilience and foresight in the face of possible state shifts in the earth
system, enabling ecosystemic reflexivity to be located as the first virtue of
institutions in the Anthropocene. While undermining all normative institutional
models, and any rust to prescription based upon them, this analysis enables
identification of institutional failures, problems, possibilities, and achievements in
particular contexts, and so re-thinking of human institutions in dynamic socialecological terms. Climate governance illuminates the perils and prospects for
institutions in the Anthropocene.
John Keane (University of Sydney)
Quantum democracy. Rethinking place and space in contemporary democratic
politics
Political crises are normally described as sudden turning points, moments of
gripping drama, flashpoints when everything is up for grabs. But we know from
archaeologists, paleontologists, historians and others that the radical
transformation and/or ruination of old orders and their replacement by new
power arrangements often happen slowly. Their rhythm is that of the longue
durée, and that means their radical consequences take time to materialise.
Slow-motion ruptures are much harder to spot, let alone to analyse, but they
must be central to the analysis of contemporary democracy and its uncertain
future, or so this paper argues. Its trigger hypothesis is that democratic ideals and
institutions are snared in a deepening crisis whose roots are traceable to the
plain fact that every nation-state democracy is today post-sovereign, caught up
in a salmagundi of power-wielding institutions designed to produce and
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administer decisions that are not tied in any simple sense to territory. Entangled in
world-wide webs of interdependence backed by space- and time-shrinking
flows of mediated communication, politics within actually-existing democracies
no longer stands in splendid isolation from the rest of the world. Boundary
disputes, spill-over effects, arbitrage pressures and butterfly effects are common.
Here-there dialectics are chronic. Things that happen politically in one place
have effects elsewhere, in far-away locations. The reverse dynamic is
commonplace: events, information flows, declarations and deals that happen in
far-off places can and do touch off immediate local consequences.
If that is so, then a key question is whether democracy can be reconceived
kaleidoscopically: understood in quantum terms of multiple interacting spatial
frameworks in which peoples, with the help of their representatives, govern
themselves and their ecosystems in differently-sized settings marked by different
space-time rhythms. The paper argues that democratic theory now urgently
needs a quantum leap, a major breakthrough, a theoretical equivalent of a
sudden jump of a particle from one energy level to another. It radically questions
the dominant place-based, territorial imaginary of contemporary democratic
politics. It sets its sights on explaining why questions of territory, place and space
matter to democracy; why they need to be moved to the heart of democratic
theory; and why the quantum concern with such matters as ‘extra dimensions’,
quantum entanglement and ‘spacetime’ are so relevant for democratic politics.
The paper probes the conceptual and empirical weaknesses of ‘cosmopolitan
democracy’ perspectives, ‘demoicracy’ theories and other present-day efforts
to find a post-territorial language of democracy. It explores why, against great
odds, the spirit, language and institutions of democracy today survive and thrive
in cross-border settings; and why the 21st-century future of democracy now vitally
depends on challenging the scholarly flatlands by developing a quantum
poetics and practical politics of democratic space.

Panel 6: Can democracy be saved? (1)
Jean Paul Gagnon (Australian Catholic University)
Is there a turn towards calming the crisis of democracy?
Recent arguments in the democratic theory discourse have been moving past
the critical post-modern, and post-foundational, foci sparked by the
participative turn of the 1960s and 70s. Thinkers such as Fukuyama, Mansbridge,
Fierlbeck, and Merkel take into account the criticisms ranged at for example
representative government and ersatz participation. They recognize that the
responses to the crises of representative democracy, such as agonistic or radical
democracy, are difficult if not improbable to institutionalize. A different pathway
is needed to save the democratic form from its current living threats – neoauthoritarianism, mediated liberal oligarchy, thinly veiled timocracy, and
illegitimately coercive ‘electoral democracy’. This pathway is being defined as
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‘quality’. The recognitions of the shortcomings of democratic governance from
the past fifty or more years have been made. The post-foundational or
cosmopolitan turn in democratic theory’s methodologies are acknowledged.
Now, however, is the time to operationalize these contemporary ontologies.
Merkel argues that we have seen enough of the crisis talk, enough of the selfprophesying doom of democracy. Democratic systems exist. Democratic
systems do work. And they can be made better. The turn toward ‘quality’ in
democracy looks to union-states, to the multiple levels of government and
governance in this cosmopolitanized age of global political space, and to the
many types of institutions from local to global. In all of the aforementioned is the
stress for quality. Mansbridge, for example, points to the need for governments to
have more coercive power to destabilize the gross social, political and
economic disparities of our times. Fukuyama, for another example, argues that
governments deserve better indices, or forms of measurement, to demonstrate
their ability or lack of it. And Fierlbeck, for a last example, highlights that
citizenries and civil societies are being asked to update their abilities in
deliberation as a means to produce better political outcomes. Together, the
aforementioned describes a turn in democratic praxes – a turn toward the
concept of measurable quality and a calming of the crisis of democracy.
Lawrence Pratchett and Gerry Stoker (University of Canberra)
Could sequencing save the claims for local democracy?
The tide of political practice is running against the democratic credentials of
mainstream local government. Since the arguments of JS Mill formalised the case
local government has been seen as a lynchpin of democracy because its spatial
proximity to citizens means barriers to engagement are low and local
government with its mix of environmental, social and economic issues provides a
training ground for political citizenship. A strong local base to political
engagement in turn supports a healthy civic culture so the argument went and
so the case has been supported in more recent studies stretching from Putnam
to Beetham. Admittedly the reality often failed to live up to the promise but in this
paper we argue that the case is not just undermined by poor implementation
but by fundamental changes in the practice of democracy.
A perfect storm has arisen in the conduct of politics that makes the traditional
form of claims about local democracy unsustainable. The first is the rise of single
issue focus in politics that makes the cross-functional representative processes of
local government look out of sorts with the thrust of political practice that sees a
pluralist mix of participants move from one issue to the next. Indeed in many
jurisdictions multi-function local government finds itself surround by a series of
separate single-purpose agencies that have the own politics and mechanisms of
accountability. Through community governance some in and around local
government tried to claim some democratic oversight on this fragmented world
but success in terms of the legitimacy and delivery of that claim has been limited.
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The second major change in politics that is gathering momentum as generations
unfold is the greater role of social media and engagement through social media.
Not only is there no obvious geographical location or local identity essential to
that type of politics -a particular claim of local government- the reality is that
developments in social media lower barriers to political engagement in a way
that makes local government's claim to that role look weak and out-of-date.
Local government-reflected in the make-up of its activists- is par excellence a
democratic opportunity for generations that in a few decades will not be with us.
There are new generations doing their politics differently and leaving local
government behind. Finally local government has found itself squeezed by the
increasing multi-level and integrated nature of governance. JS Mill could
imagine a local government that was more or less autonomous but in today's
world the delivery of any policy-environmental, social or economic has a
inherent multilevel governance dimension to it. Local government as the bottom
of the governance pile is in constant danger of being squeezed by the pressures
to deliver-sometimes in open coordination mode and sometimes in more targetdriven mode- the agendas and projects of others. The space to do something
different through local government appears to be smaller and more limited than
in the past and so the democratic focus has drifted away from it.
One form of counter blast to these developments has been the emergence of
variety of claims to discover a new localism. These new localists mix justifiable
scepticism of what national or supranational governments can do with the
sensible argument that local government because of its variety can provide a
learning context for policy development. But in the end these arguments do little
to deliver a clear democratic function to local government. As such we think
that new localist arguments lack long term legitimacy and influence. We argue
that the case for local government needs to be remade on the basis of its
democratic credentials. Can it find a unique role in the pluralist, fast-moving,
multi-layered governance of contemporary democracies? We suggest a way
that a case might be built drawing on insights from Mike Saward's argument
about enacting democracy in its increasingly multiple forms. Democracy can be
about elections, referenda, deliberative forums, judicial review, on-line
campaigns and so on but for a decision-making process to be viewed as
legitimate the sequencing of these various forms of political action is important.
We argue that local government can lead the way in sequencing democratic
engagements because it has flexibility and local knowledge that higher levels of
government lack. Drawing on Beetham's work of the legitimation of power we
show how local government has all the tools in place to deliver a legitimate
sequencing function. We will identify some empirical examples of successful and
unsuccessful sequencing. And will begin to explore what institutional form of
local government would have to take to maximise its clams to deliver this
function for democracy.
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Panel 7: Can democracy be saved? (2)
Mark Chou (Australian Catholic University)
Democrats against democracy
In late 2011, The Wall Street Journal published a curiously titled article,
“Democrats Against Democracy.” Written by James Taranto, one of the Journal’s
conservative columnists, the piece documented a disturbing trend besetting
democracy in America. Taranto claimed that American Democrats, or those
who identified themselves as liberal and progressive, were increasingly turning
their backs on democracy. Spurred on by those on the American political Left,
and by popular political movements like Occupy, Taranto’s apprehension was
that more democrats still will begin turning against democracy. In this essay, I
take up and extend Taranto’s claim by exploring how democrats against
democracy is manifesting in America beyond the relative minority who took to
the streets as part of movements like Occupy. Basing my analysis on the Netflix
series, House of Cards, and the recent works of Sheldon Wolin and Henry Giroux, I
demonstrate how standard it has become for democrats, broadly conceived, to
use democracy as a means of producing anti-democratic and inequitable
outcomes. I argue that Taranto’s analysis, though important, is much too tainted
by his conservative outlook and, as such, misses the most pernicious and dystopic
aspects of America’s democratic system, which not only permits but requires
democrats to use democracy for their own ends. Here, it is not just Left-leaning
progressives and Democratic Party faithfuls we need to concern ourselves with.
Private citizens, elected political representatives of all stripes and the corporate
and media elite are all engaged in the deceit which has as its endpoint the
decapitation of democracy.
Wolfgang Merkel (Social Science Research Centre Berlin/WZB)
Capitalism and democracy: Are they mutually compatible?
The recent development of financial capitalism and the financial crisis of 2008
have put an old question anew on the political agenda: is capitalism
compatible with democracy? The paper explores this highly relevant question in
three steps: First, it distinguishes between different logics of capitalism and
democracy, and discusses their mutual compatibility based on their general
logics. Second, moving one step down on the ladder of abstraction, the paper
lays out specific types of capitalism and democracy, and discusses which type
of capitalism (varieties of capitalism) are particularly compatible or incompatible
with which type of democracy (varieties of democracy). Thirdly, and most
importantly, the paper focuses on several challenges posed by the deregulated
and globalized version of recent financial capitalism to “embedded
democracy”, and scrutinizes whether democracy has already responded to
these challenges convincingly.
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