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FOREWORD

PANGAEA II

GLOBAL/LOCAL STUDIES

This book series of the Stony Brook Institute for Global Studies engages the global challenges confronting humankind with research, analysis, and education. It aims at empowering individuals and communities to enjoy the benefits and avoid the dangers of globalization. Without political partisanship, the Stony Brook Institute for Global Studies will form worldwide partnerships with those who appreciate the vital contribution of academic excellence to achieving these aims. In so doing, it should also contribute to the extension of human rights, security, freedom, and democracy in accord with the diversity of values and cultures throughout the world.

A civilizational project of the global age, Pangaea II is emerging on the scattered geobody that our world maps depict. Pushed forward by globalization and technoscience, Pangaea II is eclipsing the configurations of nature. For the ubiquitous images, sounds, and texts of Pangaea II, earth’s current fragmentation into regions, cultures, continents, and islands has vanished. Rapidly branching communication and transportation networks are interweaving widely distributed societies. TV, telephony, and e-mail have escaped from the gravity of the geobody. Pangaea II is pulling the planet together and colonizing near-Earth space. Vanquishing the geographic difference between halfway down the corridor and halfway around the globe, Pangaea II is a dense global conglomeration with physical and metaphysical features such as the routers of the Internet and the fallacious belief that global communication should be easy because it has become instant.

Pangaea II: Global/Local Studies is committed to interdisciplinary social science and the integration of fact and theory in a global context. As the hegemony of the Western center of the world system wanes, and with it that of metropolitan social theory, pluralistic approaches to research grow and multiple centers of learning around the globe emerge. We believe in opening the social sciences, removing old disciplinary boundaries, and exploring the intricate dialectic of the global and the local in the production of knowledge. This series embraces the epistemic challenge of the global age; it privileges comparative and interdisciplinary approaches to illuminate the simultaneous local generalization of the global and the global constitution of the local. Understanding this dialectic at the core of globalization and globality is the goal of Pangaea II. Accordingly, the global/local studies published under Pangaea II combine comparative, universal theorizing with various approaches to local knowledge on national and regional topics.

Saïd Amir Arjomand and Wolf Schäfer


INTRODUCTION

SAÏD AMIR ARJOMAND

Major revolutions are surprising events in world history which force a reexamination of the conventional wisdom that has made them look improbable. As such, they immediately set in motion the search for a new meaning of revolution. This search is indicated by the spread of such symbols and terms as the Arab Spring and the Tahrir Square that serve as an instant paradigm for understanding similar current events elsewhere. Tahrir thus became a symbol for the Occupy Wall Street movement. In England, protesters signposted “Tahrir Square” in the area of their sit-in in front of St. Paul’s Cathedral in London. Even two years later at the time of the resignation of Pope Benedict XVI in February 2013, the new instant paradigm did not fail, in a New York Times op-ed (2/28/13), to spur the hope for a Vatican Spring! This book is the response of the sociology of revolution to this universal search for the momentous upheaval of 2011 in the Arab world and its significance in world history.

It is just about possible to do so as we are going to press after the third anniversary of the Arab Spring. The charm of the term, “Arab Spring” was already wearing off fast when the New York Times op-ed appeared, and little seemed to be left of it by the end of 2013. In its first 2014 issue, The Economist (1/4/14, 35) reported a senior Arab politician as saying that we should drop all pretense and admit that the Arab Spring’s toppling of dictators simply split our flimsy nations into clashing sects and tribes. More poignantly, its report, entitled “Arab Gloom,” quoted from an open letter by an activist of Egypt’s 2011 revolution to a friend in prison: “I write to you on the last day of this dismal year, when dreams of Egyptians for a civil state that would bring freedom, dignity and social justice turned into nightmares.” But the third anniversary of the Arab Spring did not pass on that sad note alone. Le Monde celebrated it with an editorial (1/10/14) on the promise of the Tunisian Model for the transition to democracy in the Muslim world in view of the imminent ratification of a constitution that makes no mentions of the shari`a. On the third anniversary of the Arab Spring, a spectrum of its varied outcomes were in fact in full highlight: a successful revolutionary transition to democracy in Tunisia, a law and order counterrevolution celebrated by a national referendum on its constitution in Egypt, deepening chaos caused by revolutionary power struggle in Libya, and a horrendous civil war in Syria. As the year 2014 wore on, the bleak picture of deepening revolutionary anarchy in Libya and of savage bloodshed in disintegrated Syria became predominant, giving currency to the acerbic antonym, the “Arab Winter.” To see all this explained in terms of the general dynamics of revolution and counterrevolution, I urge the reader to proceed with our chapters on the Arab revolution of 2011 and its counterrevolutions that put them in comparative perspective.

The Arab revolution of 2011 suddenly erupted in a region of the world marked by democracy deficit and a plethora of authoritarian regimes with deep police/security states. Since 9/11/2001, these features of the Arab world had been explained by a widely accepted neoconservative thesis in terms of the incompatibility of Islam and democracy. The unmistakably democratic intent of the uprising and the initial absence of Islamist ideology and militancy seriously challenged the prevalent neoconservative view, persuading some observers to reopen the book of history, and others to look for hitherto unappreciated parallels with other near-contemporary revolutionary transformations. The aim of this book is to do so systematically in order to understand the Arab revolution of 2011 in as broad a historical and comparative perspective as possible. Historically, our study begins with the European revolution of 1848, which offers an admirable parallel for the study of revolution across the borders of a world region as well as the dynamics of revolution and reaction or counterrevolution. It then comprises parallels to and differences with the Islamic revolution of 1979 in Iran and the post-1989 color revolutions in Central and Eastern Europe. Our comparative range puts the Arab Spring alongside the “Spring of Peoples”—that is, the spring of 1848 in Europe, and the failed Boukinabe Spring of 2011 in Burkina Faso. Furthermore, it is daringly projected into the near future with an analytical vision of the centennial of the Russia Revolution in 2017.

The studies in this volume perform the three most important functions of comparative analysis. They assess the world-historical significance the Arab Spring in terms of its causes, its consequences, and its distinctive features. Differences are as important as commonalities for this threefold comparative purpose. Goldstone describes the general character of Arab regimes as authoritarian while differentiating its two variants, and Toscano discuss the general prospects for democracy in the Arab world, while Ersoy underlines the general symbolic and material significance of places in facilitating revolutionary activism. My own chapter and that by Fathi and Karolewski focus on differences within the Arab world as well as the common features of the Arab revolution of 2011 in contrast with other major revolutions in world history. Harris examines social inequality for Middle East and North Africa as a whole in comparison with other world regions. Chapter VIII, by Mathieu Hilgers and Augustin Loada, and chapter X, by Dmitry Ivanov, examine the conditions necessary for revolutions by focusing on differences between the successful Arab revolutions of 2011 and contemporary failed or possible revolutions in other regions of the world.

As this range of comparisons is far broader than in any of the many recent works on the Arab or Middle Eastern revolutions, a few words on the logic of the broad scope of its comparisons may be in order. In his essay on “objective possibilities and adequate causation” (Weber 1949[1905]), Max Weber formulated his idea of “adequate” causation of significant historical events, which represented a compromise between the so-called nomological explanations of the positivists and ideographic narratives of the historians in the German methods debate of the turn of the twentieth century. The entire body of nomological knowledge of empirical regularities in social sciences, he argued, can only serve as the basis of counterfactual conditionals regarding what was possible at the time, other than what actually happened. With the help of this empirical knowledge, we can thus determine, with varying degrees of probability, that a factor or a set of factors present at the time of the significant historical event was its “adequate cause.” As history is open-ended, there are always objectively possible alternatives to what actually occurred. This can only be plausibly explained in terms of “adequate causes.” Now, comparisons of the type we have in this volume deal with realized possibilities. As such, comparisons of similar cases perform the methodological function of objective possibilities more securely as actual cases demonstrating the range of variation in structural alternatives and developmental patterns to the case under consideration.

Comparisons between Arab revolution of 2011 and other cases of revolution are thus indispensable for understanding them within the sociology of revolution. Differences in revolutionary conditions in the Arab countries of North Africa and in Sub-Saharan Africa, on the one hand, and Russia, on the other, can explore the range of objective possibilities for conditions and paths other than those of the Arab revolution of 2011. Accordingly, Mathieu Hilgers and Augustin Loada in chapter VIII offer an in-depth analysis of revolutionary conditions in Burkina Faso as a “semiauthoritarian” regime, and Ivanov in chapter X does the same for the situation in the present decade in Russia a century after the revolution that shook the world in 1917.

In the tradition of Alexis de Tocqueville and in line with the development of sociology of revolution in the last quarter of the twentieth century, the first two chapters, by myself and Jack Goldstone, highlight the relevance of the state and the power structure of old regimes both to the breakdown of Arab authoritarianism and to the shaping of the new political regimes after the Arab revolutions and counterrevolutions of this decade. Chapter III, by Roberto Toscano, puts the highly debated issue of the prospects for democracy in the Muslim world in a comparative perspective that is often missing in the debate. The contextual and socioeconomic factors underlying state breakdown and revolution are the focus of chapter IV by Kevan Harris on inequality, chapter V by Can Ersoy on the ecology of revolutions, chapter IX, by Karim Fathi and Ireneusz Pawel Karolewski, on civil society, and chapter X, by Dmitry Ivanov, on economic and cultural change.

Comparisons need not always be explicit but can also implicitly inform in-depth analysis of individual cases; and explicit comparisons remain shallow without such analysis. Comparisons within the Arab revolutions require close examination of at least two different major cases. In chapter VI, Dalia Wahdan analyzes the course and consequences of the Arab revolution of 2011 in Egypt down to the end of 2012, and Jean-Pierre Filiu does the same for the decisive first year of the Arab revolution in Tunisia in chapter VII.

My own chapter I sets the stage for the other studies by offering a broad historical panorama of partially comparable instances of revolutionary transformations. It underlines the similarity between the Arab revolution of 2011 and the European revolution of 1848 as revolutions that spread very rapidly within a single civilizational zone, but with varied outcomes resulting from different conditions in different countries in that world region, prolonging the revolutionary power struggle in some and producing counterrevolutions in others. My analysis highlights the neo-patrimonial character of authoritarian states as a common cause of the Arab revolutions of 2011, which are further typified as constitutional revolutions in their inception. To explain the variation in their process and consequences, however, I focus on the robustness of old regimes as mobilizational regimes, setting Tunisia and Egypt at one end of the continuum, Libya and Syria in the middle, and postrevolutionary Iran at the other end. The process of revolution is seen as determined structurally by the extent of survival or breakdown of the state, and contingently by the response of its armed forces. State breakdown can be seen as making for a prolonged revolutionary process, as in Libya, while substantial state survival making for a negotiated revolution comparable to the post-1989 so-called velvet or color revolutions of Central and Eastern Europe, as in Tunisia. Last but not least, the complete survival of the old power structure, including its deep state or security apparatus, proves conducive to counterrevolution, as in the case of Egypt.

The strong element of contingency in the consequences of revolutions stems from the responses of armed forces. If the military forces of the surviving state are used to suppress the revolution, civil war is likely to ensue, as in Syria. If the army embraces the revolution but seeks to maintain solely its vested institutional interests in its process, as in Tunisia, a constitutional revolution is likely to complete its course; and if the army intervenes to control the postrevolution constitutional transformation, the likely outcome is a constitutional counterrevolution, as in Egypt.

The treatment of the state as the major factor in causing revolutions and determining their consequences is amplified by Jack Goldstone in chapter II. Goldstone considers a much wider spectrum of Arab countries than I do, while similarly focusing on the characteristics of their regimes for explaining violent and peaceful outcomes of the 2011 uprising. Drawing on his well-known contribution to the sociology of revolutions, Goldstone argues for bringing the structural features of the old regimes back into the analysis of the Middle Eastern revolts, which he sees as obscured by undue attention to the role of the media and other mobilizational factors. He divides Middle Eastern authoritarianism into two ideal types of (traditional) monarchies, with a further subdivision between the oil-rich and the oil-poor, and neo-patrimonial or “personalist” regimes, in order to explain the far greater proneness of the latter type to revolution. Goldstone further proposes the strength of the middle class and civil society as additional explanatory factors to throw light on varied itineraries.

The issue of Islam and democracy is the main focus of chapter III, where Roberto Toscano can pose a number of probing questions from an in-depth historical perspective. Taking a long-term comparative view of the development of the rule of law and democracy, he dispels the neoconservative belief that democracy is a mirage because of the essential incompatibility of Islam and democracy.

In chapter IV, Kevan Harris discards inequality as a factor for breeding revolutions and instead focuses on the factors that made for the great expansion of the intelligentsia—the social stratum that was conspicuously the main social bearer of the Arab Spring. He sees the emergence of a “lumpen-intelligentsia” in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA region) as a key agent of social change, and its blocked social mobility as a main cause of the Arab revolution of 2011.

Can Ersoy, in chapter V, takes up the examination of the Arab Spring as a series of urban uprisings, placing it in the context of overurbanization as a notable feature of the Middle East and North Africa. He highlights the importance of “secondary cities” and the impact of small towns as places of revolution and sites of resistance, while focusing on the urban symbolism in motivating revolutionary gatherings and protest throughout the region. His analysis of the urban sites of rebellion can be seen as the geographical supplement to Harris’s social-structural analysis of the revolutionary agency of the disprivileged intelligentsia of MENA.

In chapter VI, Dalia Wahdan studies the impact of civic activism on the goals of the Egyptian revolution. She analyzes civic activism and mobilization in the context of state agencies under Mubarak as providing the path-dependent pattern of civic activism since the revolution in the “twilight” of the same state agencies. This sets the background to the emergence of the idea of the civic state (dawla madania), which quickly spread from Egypt to Tunisia to become the distinctive symbol of the aspirations of the Arab revolution of 2011 and has been written into the constitutional laws of both countries. It is indeed the civil state dreamed of by the above-cited Egyptian activist before his dream turned into a nightmare.

Tunisia is where the Arab revolution began in January 2011 and where it is generally considered to have been most successful in achieving its constitutional goal of democratic transition. In chapter VII, Jean-Pierre Filiu offers an incisive account of the first year of the Tunisian revolution. What sets the course of the Tunisian constitutional revolution of 2011 apart from that of Egypt is the historic compromise of the Islamist Nahda party (Ennahda) with its ruling coalition partner in foregoing the constitutional entrenchment of the shari`a (Islamic law) as the source of legislation and its acceptance of the “civic state.” The main Tunisian Islamist party thus followed the example of its Turkish counterpart in accepting constitutional democracy and the secular state without any special Islamic reservations. Filiu sees this historic compromise in March 2012 as the concluding apex of the formative year of Tunisian revolution, and analyzes it as a consequence of the tripartite agreement reached by the Nahda with two other political parties shortly after the free elections of October 2011.

Wahdan’s analysis in chapter VI is centered on civil society in relation to the authoritarian state and revolution in Egypt that produced the amalgam, civic state. She examines the emergence of “civil society” as an analytical concept in opposition to “the state” as formulated by Hegel, which regained currency with the incipient transformation of Poland and other communist states in the 1980s. It is therefore highly apposite for its role in the Arab Spring to be compared to that in the transformation of Central and Eastern Europe, as is done in chapter IX by Fathi and Karolewski. They unpack the concept of civil society in a careful and systematic “transcultural” comparison between Eastern Europe and the MENA region. Their comparisons highlight the varying structures of civil society in relation to different types of state while highlighting the epochal, transcultural commonalities.

Why Burkina Faso? As Hilgers and Loada show in chapter VIII, Burkina Faso, a Sub-Saharan country with a population larger than that of Tunisia and Libya combined, immediately felt the impact of the North African Arab uprising, and the expectation of a similar Burkinabe Spring stimulated mass demonstrations and protests. The impact of the Arab revolution elsewhere in Sub-Saharan Africa took a while longer to become manifest and took the form not of pro-democracy peaceful demonstrations but of violent al-Qaeda Jihad, as in neighboring Mali. Despite many similar conditions between Burkina Faso and the Arab North Africa, such as the prominence of youth, the broad-based mobilization in Burkina Faso petered out and the expectation of a Burkinabe Spring failed to materialize. Like Goldstone and myself, Hilgers and Loada focus on regime characteristics and seek the main reason for this failure in the resilience of the country’s “semiauthoritarian” regime and its greater capacity for absorbing, confusing, and diffusing opposition as compared to the North African authoritarian states. Their typological analysis of semiauthoritarianism thus offers an interesting contrast to Goldstone’s typology of Middle Eastern personalist regimes and my own analysis of the neo-patrimonial and mobilizational features of authoritarian regimes in their differential bearing on proneness to revolution.

And why Russia? If the Arab revolution of 2011 is expected to alter our notion of revolution, so did, most profoundly the Russian revolution of 1917. In chapter X, Ivanov celebrates the approaching centennial of the Russian revolution by reminding us, firstly, of the Russian contribution to theories of revolution, which can rightly be considered the self-understanding of that momentous event in world history. He then draws on Charles Tilly’s distinction between a “revolutionary situation” and “a revolutionary outcome” to describe the next revolutionary situation in the comparative light of the Arab revolution of 2011. With 2017 around the corner, I am willing to place my bet on Ivanov’s daring prediction.
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1

THE ARAB REVOLUTION OF 2011 AND ITS COUNTERREVOLUTIONS IN COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

SAÏD AMIR ARJOMAND

I cannot think of a better phenomenon than revolution for demonstrating that history remains an open book. Revolutions as they unfold are read either according to the modern myth of revolution or by means of historical recollection. The latter usually gains in strength as the gap between myth and reality becomes evident. But historical recollection in the first instance takes the expectation of the exact repetition of history—in this case, the replay of the revolutionary script based on the French revolution of 1789. And it, too, is sooner or later is found not to fit the case. At that point, we reopen the book of history, and there is no way of prejudging how far back we need to go to find appropriate parallels. As the course of revolution constantly changes, each new development and event evokes parallels from the past which are not necessarily or even usually the closest to the time of that event. In this chapter I will look for parallels and contrasts while sketching an overview of the Arab Revolution of 2011 by comparing the three countries in which it was successful in that year, namely, Egypt, Tunisia, and Libya. Syria will also be considered as Bashar al-Assad, just like Mu`ammar al-Qadhdhafi, decided to suppress the uprising ruthlessly, and, as I shall argue counterfactually,1 without external military intervention, the Arab revolution would have ended in failure and civil war in Libya, as it actually did in Syria.

A GLOBAL COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

As a revolutionary wave in a cultural/civilizational zone or a world region, the Arab revolution of 2011 is strikingly similar to the European revolution of 1848. The “Springtime of Peoples” (Rapport 2008) was indeed sociologically similar to the “Arab Spring” in many ways. The revolutions of 1848 and 2011 were constitutional revolutions in their goals, what I elsewhere call teleologies. (Arjomand forthcoming). In both cases, however, the revolution spread over several different polities and its outcome varied accordingly. We may thus speak of different outcomes of a single revolution in different countries. Last but not least, we find a very interesting parallel both in terms of the rapid spread and generality of revolutionary mobilization.

Signs of unrest preceding a revolution are widely ignored at the time and only in retrospect seen as those of the gathering storm. There were such signs in Milan and indeed an uprising in Sicily at the beginning of 1848 that may well have prompted Alexis de Tocqueville to rise in the French Chamber of Deputies on January 29 to say: “I believe that right now we are sleeping on a volcano. … Can you not sense that the earth is trembling again in Europe? Can you not feel … the wind of revolution in the air?” (Cited in Rapport 2008, 42; emphasis added). Tocqueville was derided, however, and his plea to the government to concede constitutional reform was ignored. Similar signs of unrest triggered by the self-immolation of the Tunisian peddler Muhammad Buazizi in December 2010 preceded the revolutionary storm of the following month, but no Arab autocrat lost any sleep over them.

The European revolution of 1848 was definitively set off by the endemic revolutionary cycle in France but does not fit the 1789 script at all. Revolution broke out in Paris on February 22, 1848, and two days later, on February 24, Louis-Philippe packed his bags and left, even faster than Ben Ali did in Tunisia in January 2011. In Egypt, Mubarak was packed away eighteen days after the outbreak of revolution on January 25, 2011. The ripple effect of the revolution in Paris was amazing. The American chargé d’affaires in Vienna wrote that the news of the February days in Paris “fell like a bomb amid the states and kingdoms of the Continent … various monarchs hastened to pay their subjects the constitutions which they owed them” (cited in Rapport 2008, 57). According to a report from Berlin on February 28, “it is impossible to describe the amazement, the terror, the confusion aroused by the latest reports from Paris crowding on each other almost hourly” (cited in Hamerow 1958, 99). Then, in March 1848, the revolution suddenly spread through continental Europe, including the partitioned Poland, like prairie fire. Revolution also broke out on March 13 in Vienna, and two days later, one Viennese observed excitedly that “the word ‘constitution’ is giving a new movement to the waves of the time—a movement that will be felt over the whole globe” (cited in Rapport 2008, 65–66). On the same day, “constitutional” hats, parasols, and pastries were being sold by Czech artisans and bakers in Prague (Rapport 2008, 71).

Similarly, the Arab revolution broke out in January in Tunisia and Egypt, triggering the revolt of Cyrenaica (eastern Libya) against Qadhdhafi and spread to the Yemen, Bahrain, and Morocco in mid-February, and had reached Syria and the rest of the Arab world by March 2011. A year later, when the Tunisians, the Egyptians, and the Libyans each have their own separate postrevolution problems, the Arab revolution had not lost momentum. Toward the end of January 2012, demonstrators from the Tahrir Roundabout (it is not a square)2 attacked the Syrian embassy in Cairo, while late in February 2012, the Tunisian interim government invited representatives of sixty nations to an international conference in support of the Syrian opposition to the Assad regime. Young Libyan revolutionaries turned up in Syria on the side of the anti-Assad freedom fighters to spread the Arab revolution, and the Libyan government continued to provide arms to Syrian freedom fighters to the end of 2012 (The Economist, 1/28/12, 48; 1/12/13, 41).

Like the European revolutions of 1848, the Arab uprisings in 2011 were constitutional in their inception. The revolutions in Tunisia and Egypt were certainly seen that way by the revolutionaries themselves. Prominent among slogans written on placards carried in Maidan al-Tahrir were “Constitution First!” and “No principles above the constitution.” The new lyrics chanted in the sit-ins in the Casbah early in the spring of 2011 went:


Hey-Oh!

Congratulations!

A new constitutional Assembly!

A new constitution! (Cited in Coll 2011, 40)



The Libyan revolution, too, had the beginnings of a constitutional revolution, being led by the lawyers who represented massacred prisoners and turned the Benghazi courthouse into the center of their provisional government, the National Transitional Council, chaired by a defecting minister of justice, Mustafa `Abd al-Jalil. `Abdul-Hafiz Ghogha, leader of the lawyers’ union, became its deputy head until his resignation in January 2012. Furthermore, to stem the tide of revolution, President Assad of Syria, and more successfully, King Muhammad VI of Morocco, fairly quickly promulgated counterrevolutionary constitutions.

Eighteen forty-eight was the revolution of ideas mounting as a tidal wave. It was the constitutional and nationalist revolution of the European intellectuals; the Arab Spring began as the democratic revolution of the educated Arab youth. Both revolutions opposed the status quo, and their ideologies were marked by opposition to absolutism in an idiom of citizens’ rights, in the former case, and by a political culture of civil resistance and opposition to authoritarianism in the idiom of the rule of law and human dignity (karāma), in the latter. The overwhelming majority in the 1848 Frankfurt parliament consisted of the educated bourgeoisie (Bildungsbürgertum), led by more than two hundred lawyers who kept the four craftsmen and the lonely peasant in awed silence (Hamerow 1958, 124–25). They were the new social agents of the emergent public sphere, and saw their historic mission as the unification of a nation in a new democratic order (Giesen 1998, chs. 3, 5) In the Arab world, groups of the educated youth such as the Coalition of the Angry Youth Uprising and the Muslim Brotherhood Youth started the revolution in Egypt. In Libya, the declaration by the Coalition of February 17 establishing the National Transitional Council in Benghazi explicitly reserved five of its thirty seats for the youth3 (Filiu 2011, 39, 164). The first Libyan local elections in Misrata in February 2012 were organized by the youth groups. (Gulf Times, 2/21/12) The Arab revolution of 2011 thus began as a revolution of the youthful intelligentsia.4

It is true that there had been more than 3,400 strikes and sit-ins by organized labor between 1998 and 2010 in Egypt, but these were local and settled with wage increases (Beinin 2012, 92, 103). The main unionization in 2011 was in fact done by middle-class employees, beginning with the formation of the first independent trade union by tax collectors in 2008, with teachers and other civil servants joining with it in January 2011 (Beinin 2012, 93). Furthermore, the neighborhood communal protest events and those sponsored by civil associations in early 2011 were at least as important (El-Ghobashy 2012, 24).

The electorate, however, should not be confused with the young demonstrators and activists that triggered the revolution. The victory of the conservative groupings in general and the Islamists in particular in the Tunisian and Egyptian elections contrasted strikingly with the poor showing of the liberals,5 not to mention the radicals and youth organizations; and most observers found the contrast surprising. The 1848 parallel, however, makes this result appear less surprising and more normal. In both cases, the electorate was much more conservative than the revolutionary protesters. France was one European country that held several elections after February 1848. The Constituent Assembly elected in April 1848 had fewer than a hundred Progressive Republicans, as compared to about three hundred Monarchists and five hundred Moderate Republicans. Much better known is that fact that Louis Bonaparte was elected president by universal suffrage with three-quarters of the vote on December 10, 1848. However, the Legislative Assembly elected in May 1849, too, was dominated by conservatives: the 450 Monarchists constituted a majority of nearly two-thirds (Aron 1968, 335–36).

As has been noted universally, the media, Al Jazeera, the Internet, and social networks such as the Twitter and Facebook have played a major role in the spread of the Arab revolution. A giant screen on Tahrir Roundabout provided round-the-clock TV news (Filiu 2011, 37, 52–53). Along with cell phones, the Internet and social networks are components of a new public sphere that is critical to the leaderless revolution of the educated Arab youth, and have in turn injected a new life into the Arab press. Cyber cafes are the hub of young people at the core of a wider circle constantly communicating and texting by mobile phones; Al Jazeera, Al Arabiya, and other television stations are watched in coffee houses and local dens, political and revolutionary rap, music, poetry and lyrics, in classical and colloquial Arabic, are widely disseminated through the Internet and all in all, they create a pan-Arab public sphere from Morocco to the Gulf. But are we witnessing the incipient formulation and elaboration of a new form of consciousness, a new Arab culture? Hamid Dabashi (2012) argues persuasively that that is the case.

Except for France, the European monarchs saved their crowns and the state through the revolutionary storm of 1848. The king of Württemberg said he refused to “mount the horse against ideas” (Namier 1964, 5), and the king of Prussia embraced the revolution. The Hapsburg monarch also saved his crown and the imperial state, buying off the peasantry after the Vienna parliament unanimously abolished the subjection of the peasants in July 1848 (Namier 1964, 22–26). The Prussian king made a similar bid for the support of the German peasantry in December (Hamerow 1958, 187–91). With the notable exception of Libya, where the regime was destroyed by foreign military intervention, and despite fierce popular attacks on their security apparatus, the Arab states survived the Arab revolution of 2011 largely intact. In Syria, the state, its army and security forces remained largely intact, refused to negotiate with the opposition, and ruthlessly engaged in a protracted civil war.

In the short run, the revolution of the intellectuals in 1848 failed to achieve both its constitutional and its nationalist goals, and often ended with reaction. It foundered on the contradictions of the principles of nationality and self-determination in the multiethnic Hapsburg empire, which claimed inclusion in the Greater Germany but comprised Poles, Czechs, Slavs, and Hungarians as well as Germans. This gave the counterrevolution the opportunity to split and subvert the liberal revolution of 1848. Again in the short run, the revolution also failed to achieve its constitutional goal when the Frankfurt Constitution of 1849 was rejected by the king of Prussia to whom it offered the crown of united Germany. However, in the long run it had momentous consequences because the reaction completed the work of revolution: the Piedmontese constitution of March 4, 1848, indeed became that of unified Italy in 1860, remaining in force until 1946 (Rapport 2008, 79); the Hapsburg empire became the dual Austro-Hungarian constitutional monarchy (1866); and the Imperial (Reich) Constitution of 1871, as well of the subsequent German constitutions, bore the deep imprint of the 1849 Frankfurt Constitution. Thus, the failed European revolution of 1848 shaped the constitutional development of modern Europe. As for achieving its nationalist goals, the unifications of Germany and Italy can very plausibly be considered the long-term consequence of the 1848 revolution.

The dialectic of revolution and reaction, which made for the realization of some of the goals of the 1848 revolutionaries by the reaction, is not without parallel in the Arab Spring of 2011. On July 29, 2011, to stem the tide of revolution manifested in massive protests, the king of Morocco, Mohammad VI, who still retains his religious authority and the traditional title of the Commander of the Faithful (amir al-mu’minin) (Article 41), promulgated a new constitution ratified by his people in a referendum at the beginning of the month. It was in many ways better than the Egyptian constitution of December 2012, and transferred the king’s power to dissolve parliament to the prime minister, and his power to grant amnesty to the parliament, and recognized Berber as an official language alongside Arabic. Elections were held in November 2011, and the head of the Islamist Justice and Development Party, which held the largest number of parliamentary seats (107 out of 395), was appointed prime minister in accordance with the new constitution.6 In Egypt, owing to the survival of the “deep state,” counterrevolution triumphed in the summer of 2013. The new regime established by the Egyptian army, however, rested its legitimacy on the rule of law and order. It declared the chief justice of the Supreme Constitutional Court its interim president and immediately embarked on amending the suspended constitution of 2012, putting a new constitution to a national referendum in January 2014.

Closer to us in time, the revolutionary cycle of the fall of Arab governments shows some similarities to the post-1989 negotiated color revolutions that took place in Soviet Central Eurasia—recognizably a single ideological bloc and arguably also a distinct civilizational zone. Not only the Tunisian Jasmine revolution but the Arab revolution of 2011 more generally invites comparison with the post-1989 velvet or color revolutions of Central and Eastern Europe. Like the Arab world, the formerly communist Central and Eastern Europe constituted a world region. The similar regime falls in the two world regions, however, had different causes. I would contrast the different causal patterns in terms of the domino versus the ripple effect.

The domino effect can be defined as the fall of one regime after another as a result of removal of credible threat of suppression of popular revolt by armed forces. President Gorbachev’s refusal to commit the Warsaw Pact forces (read the Soviet army) to defend tottering regimes within the communist bloc during the decisive confrontation between regimes and oppositions in East Germany and Czechoslovakia in November 1989 (Collins 1991) thus triggered the fall of one regime after another in Central and Eastern Europe following Poland’s “self-limiting” revolution.7 Regime change at that point was typically negotiated by government in roundtable discussions with the opposition. The Central and Eastern European states were greatly weakened by the loss of coercive backing from the Soviet Union but did not collapse. Regime transformation was negotiated between weakened states and emboldened oppositions at round tables. Similarly, the states were weakened but did not collapse in Tunisia and Egypt.

In contrast to the Soviet bloc in Europe, however, whatever domino effect the fall of Ben Ali may have had on Egypt was halted in March 2011 by Qadhdhafi’s military success against the Benghazi rebel government, even though he himself was overthrown later after five months of persistent NATO air attacks, and especially by Saudi Arabia/Gulf Cooperation Council’s sending of troops to Bahrain, which did not fail to overcome any scruples President Assad may have had against the brutal suppression of the revolutionary movement in Syria that kept him in power and plunged the country into a devastating civil war.

The ripple or demonstration effect of popular protest, by contrast, was of primary importance in the Arab revolution. I mentioned the generally recognized importance of the media, Internet, and social networks. This was attested to by the decision of the Supreme Egyptian Council of Armed Forces (SCAF) to put its communiqués on Facebook on February 17, which amounted to the admission of the failure of its earlier attempts to block the Internet (International Crisis Group 2011, 14). Over 150 communiqués followed in the next ten months. A more distinctive ripple effect was triggered by the self-immolation of the Tunisian Muhammad Buazizi on December 17, 2010. Eleven other Tunisians followed his example during the unrest; the same conspicuous attempt at suicide was repeated throughout the Arab world from Morocco to Jordan and beyond (Filiu 2011, 20). In Egypt, at least seven persons set themselves on fire between January 15 and 19, 20118 (International Crisis Group 2011, 2). As a prelude to the fateful ones at the Tahrir demonstrations beginning on January 25, the Egyptian riot police corralled a demonstration outside the Tunisian embassy in Cairo, and on January 25 at Tahrir, the Tunisian slogan, “The people want to overthrow the regime!” alternated with the celebrated troika: “bread, freedom, social justice” (El-Ghobashy 2012, 26, 31). The Tunisian hip hop artist, “the General,” concluded a revolutionary performance on January 29, 2011, with a wish for Mubarak to leave and join Ben Ali. A week or so later, the “We Are All Khaled Said” Web page posted: “Thank you Tunisia. We are all Egyptians. You are all Egyptians. We are all Khaled Said.”

CONSTITUTIONAL REVOLUTION AND ITS DISTINCTIVE TYPOLOGICAL FEATURES

The conception of revolution in the conventional wisdom of the last two centuries has been unduly influenced by the image of the so-called great revolutions in which the old regime collapsed and was replaced by a new revolutionary state. This conception is seriously brought into question by the Arab revolution of 2011 in which the old state structures survived, except in the one case of Libya, where the old regime was totally destroyed as a result of its military defeat by the NATO forces. Again, we are forced to reopen the book of history in search of parallels that can help our understanding, and find that there is no shortage of comparable and contrasting cases. In 1848, the old European states did not collapse, except in France, but survived to reconstitute themselves, as happened with the Tunisian and Egyptian states in 2011. The same is true of the post-1989 revolutionary transformation in Central and Eastern Europe. Notable among a number of similar terms coined to characterize this feature of political transformation in Central and Eastern Europe and South Africa are “self-limiting” and “negotiated revolution” (Lawson 2002). This same feature is, however, found not only in most instances of the European revolution of 1848 but also in the constitutional revolutions of 1906 and 1908 in Iran and the Ottoman Empire respectively.

A recent study of the constitutional revolutions of the first decade of the twentieth century in Iran and the Ottoman Empire shows that the seizure of state power became a major element of the revolutionary repertoire (and was subsequently ingrained in the notion of revolution) only after the Bolshevik revolution of 1917 (Sohrabi 2011). It was strikingly absent in these earlier constitutional revolutions, and in those of China and Mexico that followed shortly thereafter. Self-limitation is thus a necessary consequence of the constitutionalist ideology, and makes all constitutional revolutions “negotiated revolutions” if the state does not collapse internally or as a result of external military defeat. Each constitutional revolution, however, sets in motion a historically contingent pattern of negotiated constitutional settlement with the involvement of surviving state institutions in response to popular protests and mobilized groups in civil society. Though suggestive, neither “negotiated” nor “self-limiting” captures the main characteristic of what is better typified as “constitutional revolution”—the type that is primarily marked by the survival of the old state and therefore a varying balance between the state and the revolutionary opposition.

THE MIDDLE EASTERN PERSPECTIVE: A COMPARISON WITH IRAN

Closer in space to the Arab revolution of 2011 was the Islamic revolution of 1979 in Iran. The foremost sociological similarity is that the Arab revolutions of 2011 and the Iranian revolution of 1979 were primarily uprisings in smaller towns rather than of metropolitan capitals. Two days before Black Friday (September 8, 1978) in Tehran, martial law was declared in twelve cities, including Karaj, Qom, Abadan, Ahwaz, Qazvin, Kazerun, and Jahrom; and 162 martyrs of the revolution mentioned in a carefully compiled list were from twelve smaller cities, as compared to 147 from Tehran (Abrahamian 2009, 23, 33). The Iranian uprising against the Shah began in Isfahan, Mashhad, and smaller towns in the summer of 1978 before the massive protests in Tehran in the fall and winter.

The Arab revolutions of 2011 took place in “secondary cities” and small towns throughout the region.9 The Tunisian revolution began in the tiny town of Sidi Bouzid after some three weeks of rioting in the interior central region and had its first decisive victory in the nearby Kasserine, when the police abandoned the town on January 11, 2011. Small towns of the interior spoke of the “Hindi” (Barbary cactus or fig) rather than the “Jasmine Revolution” (Dakhli 2013), and retained the initiative in popular protests throughout the Tunisian revolution. Nearly two years later, the most serious unrest and violent clashes occurred in the small town of Siliana at the end of November 2012, leading to a pitched street battle between the retaliating Islamists and trade unionists in Tunis in the following week (The Economist, 12/8/12, 51). When the opposition activist Chokri Belaid was murdered in February 2013, riots broke out in the southern mining city of Gafsa, which had been restive at the beginning of the revolution—indeed as far back as 2008, and the regional headquarters of the Nahda Party were burned down in Siliana (New York Times, 2/8/13). The Syrian revolution began in Dar`a and Banias, the Libyan in Benghazi, Tobruk, and Derna. Two years later, there were still checkpoints in Benghazi and Derna, manned by local militias.

In Egypt, Alexandria, Suez, Port Said, as well as many much smaller towns have been as important in various stages of the revolution as Cairo. The grand processions that marked the peak of the massive tide of anti-Mubarak popular protest on January 28, 2011, took place not only in the major cities such as Alexandria, Suez, Ismailia, and Port Said, but also in much smaller provincial towns such as Tanta, Kafr al-Dawwar, Damietta, and Isna (El-Ghobashy 2012).10 When violence broke out again following the second anniversary of the revolution, Port Said fell into the hands of Soccer rioters (New York Times, 2/1/13). Early in March 2013, it was not only in Cairo and Alexandria but above all in Port Said, Ismailia, Minya, Sohag, al-Dakahleya, al-Gharbeya, the Sinai, and the Nile Delta that police stations were abandoned by striking policemen, and in Menoufia in the Nile Delta that some ten thousand soldiers, including generals, in security forces went on strike (New York Times, 3/8/13). Many of the same provincial towns were the scenes of violent clashes during the counterrevolution’s campaign against terror in the latter half of 2013.

Women played a prominent role in the Green movement in Iran, and young, educated women with green headscarves were specially conspicuous and indeed gave the movement its name. Egyptian women, especially young, educated women have been equally conspicuous in the Tahrir mass protests, and Libyan women organized their first demonstrations in the history of Libya again Qadhdhafi in 2011. Here, too, we have an earlier parallel with the European revolution of 1848. It was not just the valiant, bare-breasted, and flag-holding woman of the famous painting of the revolution in France. Women played a conspicuous role in most if not all major uprisings of 1848 in Germany, the Haspburg Empire, and Italy (Rapport 2008, 109–11).

Nevertheless, differences between the Arab and Iranian cases are far greater than similarities. The most important difference is in the primary goals of the Iranian and Arab respective revolutions: the establishment of Islamic government in Iran, as compared to a constitutional democratic order in Tunisia and Egypt. “Islamic government” was the social and political myth of Khomeini’s Islamic revolution in Iran in 1979 (Arjomand 1988, 99, 103–106). The slogan did not reappear in the Arab revolution in January or February 2011. A recent survey conducted by Mansoor Moaddel found that 84 percent of Egyptians considered democracy and economic prosperity as the primary goals of the Arab Spring.11 This can be explained by the passing of the era of Islamic ideology. The preamble to the Iranian Constitution of 1979 declared it based on Islamic ideology, which meant that Islam was the basis of the new political order. An Appendix accordingly supplied the Koranic and hadith citation on which the important articles of the constitution were allegedly based. The Egyptian Constitutional Declaration of March 30 and the Constitutional Principles of August 14 confirm the shari`a as the main source of legislation (the amended 1981 Article 2) in the Egyptian “civil democratic state.” In his inaugural speech following the fall of Tripoli in August 2011, the head of the Libyan interim government, Mustafa Abdel Jalil, similarly declared the shari`a as the main source of legislation, which declaration was confirmed in Libyan interim constitution (The Economist, 8/27/11, 23). The Islamist Nahda party (Ennahda) won 41 percent of the 217 seats in the Tunisian Constituent Assembly including more than forty (or some 80 percent) of the quota of seats reserved for women (The Economist, 11/26/11, 58; 2/18/12, 50), and the interim Tunisian president and leader of the Congress for the Republic Party, Moncef Marzouki, donned a traditional cape and has also spoken against secularization and the sodomization of the Arabic language (The Economist, 1/14/12). The Muslim Brothers’ Freedom and Justice Party and the Salafist al-Nour Party have respectively won 42 percent and 22 percent of the seats in the lower house of the Egyptian parliament. Nevertheless, there is little evidence that these parties, drawing on the strength of Muslim identity and religiosity, consider Islam an ideology, as did the Iranian constitution makers of 1979. None of these groups has argued that shari`a should be the basis of the new constitutions. In their understanding, the shari`a as a or the source of law should be a limitation on legislation rather than the basis of the political regime (Arjomand 2008). The Salafist Nour Party even supported General `Abdel Fattah al-Sisi’s coup d’état against the Muslim Brothers’ government of President Morsi on July 3, 2013.

After some prevarication in the early months, the Tunisian Nahda gave up even this insistence on this limitation in March 2012, irrevocably accepting Article 1 of the 1959 Constitution which declares Tunisia an Arab and Muslim state without any reference to the shari`a. Immediately after the departure of Mubarak, which coincided with the anniversary of the Islamic revolution in Iran, the Muslim Brothers dissociated themselves from Iran’s claim that the Arab revolution was Islamic and even more so from the Iranian model.12

NEO-PATRIMONIAL REGIMES AND THE REVOLUTIONS OF 2011

As Aristotle was probably the first to say, revolutionary change depends on the character of political regimes. Revolutionary protests may spread from country to country in the same world region, but the chances of success and especially the consequences of revolutions will depend on the political and institutional structure of each country. In the contemporary Arab world, we find a basic type of political regime, which is usually called authoritarianism. This characterization is problematic, however, for two reasons: (1) authoritarianism is an inadequate definition of the type in terms of proneness to revolution; and (2) there is considerable variation within the authoritarian type from country to country, most notably with regard to their military organization, and the outcome of popular protest critically depends on this variation.

Fortunately, authoritarianism is not the only model available for Middle Eastern regime. Max Weber (1978, 1, 231–32) defined “patrimonialism” as a system of personal authority and a type of regime in which the kingdom was the patrimony or property of the ruler. Despite more than a century of modernization of Middle Eastern states, most of its regimes can be described as “neo-patrimonial.”13 The prefix “neo-” indicates the grafting of a system of personal rule on the modernized bureaucratic administrative structure, resulting in clientelism, nepotism, cronyism, and corruption. We can combine Weber’s idea of patrimonialism as personal government with what Middle East economists have called the rentier state (Gray 2011, 6–8). Their reference is to rent from oil accruing to governments, and in this strict sense, only Qadhdhafi’s was a rentier state, albeit of a most curious type which he called Jamahiriyya or mass democracy and where the stagnant distributive economy was politically controlled for the channeling of oil revenue through popular and revolutionary committees that constituted its real though informal structure (Vandewalle 2008). I prefer a much broader conception of the rentier state, however, and one in combination with neo-patrimonialism. In this combined conception, the ruler and his family own the resources of the state de facto and nonlegitimately. The state as the arbiter of rent seeking is the source of economic rent through government concessions, licenses, and monopolies, and these are given out by the ruler to his cronies in the absence of free market competition (Salamé 2011). The families of Ben-Ali and his wife, some 110 members of which were indicted after the Jasmine revolution, appropriated huge rent from the Tunisian economy, as did Qadhdhafi’s sons in Libya, the Assad family members in Syria, and Mubarak’s son’s in Egypt. Needless to say, the circle of cronies was much wider in Egypt because of the size of its economy, but in Tunisia, too, the single party of Ben Ali’s neo-patrimonial regime was the hub of a vast network of clientelism that comprised as much as one-fifth of the Tunisian population by 2010. Neo-patrimonialism being a system of personal rule, it is not surprising that the open slogan of the Arab revolution was address to the person of the ruler: “irhal!” (get out!) universally, also “dégage!” in Tunisia.

This neo-patrimonial type of regime fits across the board in the countries affected by the Arab revolution of 2011. A major subgroup of these neo-patrimonial Arab regimes are also authoritarian. In contrast to the traditional authoritarian monarchies of Jordan, Bahrain, Morocco, and Saudi Arabia, however, the regimes in this group combine the legacy of authoritarian state building and modernization with the revolutionary legacy of political mobilization. Like Iran, Egypt, Tunisia, and Libya set up mobilizational regimes, respectively after the Egyptian Revolution of 1952 and the Tunisian independence in 1955, that gradually ossified into authoritarianism and personal rule of single leaders. Libya’s Free Officers’ revolution that brought Qadhdhafi to power was more recent, dating to 1969. The distinctive feature of postrevolutionary transformation of mobilizational regimes was the cancerous growth of the security/intelligence branch of the state—the secret police. The Arab neo-patrimonial-authoritarian regimes are indeed properly called Mukhabarat states, using the Arabic term for intelligence services. The major variation within the neo-patrimonial mobilizational regimes ossified into authoritarian rule concerns the army. We can deal with this variation by highlighting one last double set of differences among the Arab regimes undergoing the current revolution: the involvement of the army in the rentier economy and its relation to the neo-patrimonial ruler and the ruling clique, on the one hand, and the army and the security and intelligence services, the mukhabarat, on the other.

As relevant as the mobilization versus traditional character neo-patrimnoianl regimes is their military organization. These regimes vary considerably with respect to the professionalism of their armies and the place of the military elite within the regime. Max Weber noted that the armies of patrimonial rulers were often slaves and mercenaries and were commanded by their servants and sons and brothers. This fits Libya very well, where Qadhdhafi used African mercenaries extensively, granting many of them Libyan citizenship, and where the major armed operations against the rebels were commanded by his sons. Furthermore, Libya’s small professional army has historically been dwarfed by a motley of ideologically committed armed groups since the 1970s, when Qadhadhfi first announced the distribution of arms to the people against the enemies of the revolution, and then set up the Revolutionary Committees, which were created for “maintaining the revolutionary ardor” as the regimes’ watchdogs.14 Patrimonial armies also fits the case of the Yemen, where the major army commanders were the former president Saleh’s son and two nephews.

In sharp contrast to the patrimonial army of Qadhdhafi’s Libya, both Tunisia and Egypt have professional armies. However, the sizes and economic empires of the two armies and their relations to the ruling elite and to the security/intelligence apparatus in each country differ completely. Let me discuss and dissect this difference.

Habib Bourgiba, the architect of the mobilizational regime that secured and consolidated Tunisia’s independence from France was a civilian, who foiled a military coup in 1962 and kept the army small. His successor, Ben Ali, was the first military officer to join the cabinet in 1987. He was, however, a police officer and did not come from the regular army. He, too, kept the regular army very small—it is now an army of some 36,000 and is smaller in size than Qadhdhafi’s armed forces for a population one and a half time larger than Libya’s. The contrast with Egypt is striking. Nasser, Sadat, and Mubarak, who created and consolidated the Egyptian mobilizational system following the Egyptian revolution of 1952 and oversaw its authoritarian transformation, were all army officers. The Egyptian regime ossified into authoritarian neo-patrimonialism almost sixty years after the 1952 revolution.

Let me first elaborate on what Tunisia and Egypt have in common. In contrast to neo-patrimonial armies loyal to the ruler and motivated solely by regime maintenance, as was the case in Libya and perhaps the Yemen, the national professional armies of Tunisia and Egypt had the option of upholding the constitutional state as the focus of their loyalty and could be guided by raison d’état (reason of state). Both the Tunisian and the Egyptian armies chose to maintain their distance from the neo-patrimonial rulers in the interest of the nation-state. Furthermore, as national professional armies, they also had the option of distancing themselves from security forces. The Tunisian army was less enmeshed with mukhabarat and exercised that option in the interest of the nation-state. Not so the Egyptian army. This can be explained by the major difference between the two cases. Unlike that of Tunisia but like those of Pakistan, Indonesia, and the Iranian Revolutionary Guards, the Egyptian army has a huge economic empire and controls as much as an estimated one-third of the Egyptian economy. As such, it was a major partner in Mubarak’s neo-patrimonial rentier state and now dominates the latter without him.

In Tunisia, the army maintained its distance from the mukhabarat. Very early on, it told the revolutionaries: “Your evolution is our revolution, your demands are our demands.” The army commander, General Rachid Ammar, refused to fire on the protesters on January 9, neutralized the presidential guards who had bloodily suppressed the demonstrations in Kasserine, and sent former security officer Ben Ali packing on January 14, 2011, pledging that “the national army guarantees the revolution” (Filiu 2011, 62, 78–79). On March 7, 2011, the political police, The State Security Division, was abolished. In Egypt, the army was slower and more ambivalent but in the end opted for raison d’état over regime preservation, declaring its “support for the legitimate demands of the people” a day before it sent Mubarak off to Sharm al-Shaykh on Febraury 11, 2011 (Filiu 2011, 57). Although it did not or could not prevent the sacking of security police offices in at least seven major cities, it has shown great reluctance to prosecute security officers, let alone dismantle their pervasive apparatus, the State Security Investigation Services, or Amn al-Dawla. It was renamed National Security, Amn Watany; and in July 2012 government-controlled media celebrated the anniversary of its foundation! (New York Times, 7/14/12). Indeed, Egypt’s “deep state” survived the revolution to strike back in the successful counterrevolution of July and August 2013.

MOBILIZATIONAL REGIMES AND REVOLUTION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Mobilizational regimes are originally the creation of successful revolutionary movements. The proneness of aging mobilizational regimes to subsequent revolutions depends largely on their level of ossification, which is in turn determined by the age of the political class—that is, the generation brought to power by the initial revolution. In short, the distance in time from the revolution that created the mobilizational regime is of critical importance. Egypt had its last revolution in 1952, Iran in 1979. Among those who participated in the 1952 revolution as young men, Hosni Mubarak was in his eighties and Field Marshall Tantawi in his late seveties in 2011. Iran’s Islamic revolution was much more recent and its Revolutionary Guards, who have now risen to power, are in their fifties. This explains why they were much more ruthless than the Egyptian generals are in suppressing the Green movement—the mass protest movement of the Iranian educated youth against electoral fraud since the summer of 2009, organized through cell phones and Twitter and sustained by chants from rooftops.

The Syrian mobilizational regime was younger than Egypt’s. A Military Committee founded by a young revolutionary officer, Hafiz al-Assad, seized power in Syria’s Ba`th ([Arab nationalist] Renaissance) regime in 1966 and made him the ruler of Syria in 1970. As the secretary-general of the Ba`th Party in the 1970s, Assad used party congresses and the so-called Popular Organizations to maintain a high level of mobilization while building up the Intelligence Service (Mukhabarāt a-`āmm) as the core institution of his deep state (Seale 1988, chs. 7, 12). The Assad regime retained its mobilizational character until his death in 2000 and beyond. Despite some ossification and neo-patrimonial corruption, it was robust enough to withstand the revolutionary shock of 2011.

Libya’s previous revolution was quite recent, and so Qadhdhafi’s mobilizational regime remained quite robust by 2011. Having fairly quickly established his leadership of the revolution of September 1969 that overthrew the Libyan monarchy, and having outgrown being Nasser copycat as a Free Officer, Qadhdhafi announced his own Popular Revolution in April 1973, whose goals included eliminating “all forms of bourgeoisie and bureaucracy” and distributing arms to “the people who will point them at the chests of anyone who challenges the revolution” (cited in Mezran 2012, 527). Pursuant to that program, Qadhdhafi resigned his official positions to act as the “Leader of the Revolution” in December 1978, and Revolutionary Committees were created for “maintaining the revolutionary ardor” in 1979, thus becoming the regimes’ watchdogs (ibid., 528–31). The real, albeit informal, power structure grew in the interstices of the popular and revolutionary branches of the Jamahirriya (Obeidi 2008), alongside the General People’s Congress and what had survived of the old administrative structures by way of a formal structure of power (Mattes 2008). Within the framework of this bifurcation of formal and informal politics, Qadhdhafi promoted a narrow circle of political elite on the basis of ideological commitment, primordial and personalistic ties (Obeidi 2008). From 2003 onward, during Qadhdhafi’s rapprochement with the West and third unsuccessful attempt at liberalization, first the ministry of energy and then some other ministries were restored (Obeidi 2008, 108; Vanderwalle 2011, 224), while the People’s Security (amn al-sha`b) was strengthened for the war on terrorism (read the Islamic opposition) (Pargeter 2008, 101).

As was the case with the post-1989 East European color revolutions, the state remained largely intact despite severe attacks on its security apparatus both in Tunisia and in Egypt, and has been able to impose a constitutional frame on the unfolding of the respective revolutions. Both these Arab revolutions can thus be considered “constitutional revolutions,” as the opposition has had to compromise with the weakened but surviving governments. Nevertheless, there are significant differences between the pattern of constitutional settlements that are partly imposed and partly negotiated in the mix of collective action and violent repression in the two cases. The courses followed by the revolutions in the two Arab countries in turn differ significantly from the typical Round Table negotiated settlements that followed the post-1989 color revolutions.

The state remained largely intact despite severe attacks on its security apparatus both in Tunisia and in Egypt and has been able to impose a constitutional frame on the unfolding of the respective revolutions, while the far greater strength and predominance of the army in Egypt and a relatively strong judiciary make its constitutional revolution more constrained and in greater conformity with the Egyptian conservative tradition of the rule of law. This tradition comprises the legacy of authoritarian state building in the form of rule by decree, which the opposition did not succeed in challenging. It culminated in the law and order counterrevolution of July 2013.

THE STATE SURVIVAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL REVOLUTIONS IN TUNISIA

The Tunisian pattern of postrevolutionary developments comes closest to a negotiated revolution but nevertheless differs from that of Central and Eastern Europe. It took a “second revolution” in the form of massive sit-ins at Casbah Square that began at the end of February 2011, six weeks after Ben Ali’s departure, to clear out the remnants of the old government and force the rescinding of its appointments of provincial governors and abolition of its single party and political police. The constituent assembly that was promised and fairly elected followed the classic pattern of democratic constitution making, rather than the post-1989 roundtable negotiations. After that second revolution, negotiations predominantly took place within the Constituent National Assembly and among its nineteen political parties. Given the requirement of a two-thirds majority and in view of the plethora of political parties, the largest of which holds only 90 of the 217 seats, constitutional consensus proved elusive for long. The riots that followed the assassination of the secular opposition leader, Chokri Belaid, in February 2013 forced Prime Minister Jebali to resign, and the Ennahda government, formed under the new prime minister, `Ali Layaredh, in March 2013, included a majority of independent technocrats and members of other political parties. Although the draft constitution had been under discussion since December 2012, the stalemate persisted until the promise by the Ennahda government, in September 2013, to resign altogether if the draft constitution were approved (The Economist, 10/12/13, 60–61). In another historic move that took the fate of Muslim Brothers in Egypt into account, the Ennahda government finally resigned on the eve of the third anniversary of the Tunisian revolution in January 2014, thus enabling the speedy final approval of the new constitution, which made no reference to the shari`a and instead entrenched full religious freedom (Le Monde, 1/18/14).

This major differences in the constitutional settlements that were the outcome of the two Arab constitutional revolutions in Tunisia and Egypt can be attributed to the role of the armed forces in the respective surviving states. In Tunisia, the second and last autocrat, Zayn al-`Abidin Ben Ali, was overthrown on January 14, 2011, triggering the current Arab revolution. The interim government of Tunisia sought to institutionalize the revolution immediately by setting up a Higher Commission for Political Reform, headed by a former judge of the Constitutional Court, Yadh Ben Achour, who was son of the former Chief Mufti of Tunisia. It was to be dissolved after the election for a constituent assembly, which was to write a new constitution and devise interim structures for governing, and to form the new government. In March 2011, Ben Achour’s commission was revamped to include the National Council for the Protection of the Revolution. This new body, the Higher Authority for Implementing the Objectives of the Revolution, Political Reform and Democratic Transition, was further expanded from 72 to 155 members, thus becoming politically more inclusive15 (Filiu 2011, 21–22).

The election was in fact held in October 2010, with a very high popular turnout, and was generally applauded for its fairness and observance of democratic rules. The Islamist Nahda Party obtained 36 percent of the popular vote and became the predominant minority in the National Constituent Assembly, which was inaugurated on November 22, 2011, and elected as its president Mustapha Ben Ja`far, the leader of the Ettakatol, the party that had come third. Ben Ja`far proposed a tripartite formula for the formation of a ruling coalition and division of power among its partners, which became the basis for an interim constitutional enactment on December 10, 2011—the law regulating the powers of transitional government. The Law on the Interim Organization of Public Powers defined the constituent and legislative powers of the National Constituent Assembly under its president and the division of executive power between the president of the republic and the prime minister (as the president of government). In accordance with its “three presidents” terms, a tripartite coalition government was formed, electing as president of the republic Moncef Marzouki, the leader of the second coalition partner, the Congress for the Republic, who in turn appointed Hamadi Jebali, who represented the Nahda as the major coalition partner, as prime minister. The amir of the Nahda, Rashid Ghannouchi, chose to stay out of government. The pressure for the establishment of a “civic state” (dawla madaniyya) gathered momentum during the constitutional debates in March 2012.16 On March 25, 2012, in a historical compromise that offended the Salafists and provoked their violent opposition before long,17 the Nahda irrevocably endorsed Article 1 of the 1959 Constitution, which declares Tunisia an Arab and Muslim state but contains no reference to the shari`a as a source of legislation18 (The Economist, 3/31/12, 59). Tunisia was following the “classic” pattern of constitutional reconstruction following a revolution through a constituent assembly. This could be taken as the fulfillment of what one Nahda intellectual and disciple of Ghannouchi and his fellow exile in London called a “charismatic, democratic system” needed to keep alive “the soul of our revolution” (Shadid 2012, 2).

The Tunisian negotiated revolution was thus worked out by the Constituent National Assembly among its nineteen political parties. Given the requirement of a two-thirds majority and in view of the plethora of political parties, the largest of which holds only 90 of the 217 seats, the result was a stalemate that lasted until the Ennahda government promised in September 2013 to resign altogether if the draft constitution were approved (The Economist, 10/12/2013, 60–61). This eventually worked, and the Tunisian National Constituent Assembly completed the slow process of consensual constitution making by finally adopting a new constitution on January 26, 2014, with 200 of its 216 members in favor. Compromise between the Islamists and the secularists had its cost in legal ambiguity. Article 6, for instance, makes the state “the guardian of religion,” and commits it to guarantee freedom of religion, moderation, and toleration, while prohibiting offenses to the sacred, on the one hand, and charges of apostasy (takfir), on the other. But such shortcomings notwithstanding, the new constitution sealed the historic compromise of March 2012 and omitted all reference to the sharia, thereby creating a distinctive Tunisian model for constitutional democracy in the Muslim world (Le Monde, 1/10/2014).

STATE SURVIVAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL REVOLUTION AND COUNTERREVOLUTION IN EGYPT

In contrast to Tunisia, the mode of constitutional bargaining in Egypt became increasingly dominated by selective and noninclusive consultation and ad hoc concession syncopated by periodic protest demonstration rather than by formal agreements with the opposition as a negotiation partner, which had been typical of the postcommunist transition in Central and Eastern Europe and South Africa.

The Egyptian revolution of January 25, as it is commonly called, put the writing of a new constitution as the highest item on the agenda for political reconstruction. The Supreme Council of the Armed Forces, a preexisting body that forced Mubarak to leave after eighteen days of massive protests, quickly assumed control of the revolution. Not surprisingly, reversal of Mubarak’s 2007 constitutional amendments as well as the authoritarian presidentialism of the 1971 Constitution were high on the agenda of the protesters in Maidan al-Tahrir in 2011. Within days of Mubarak’s departure on February 11, the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces, comprising eighteen general, began the process of constitutional reconstruction with the appointment of a committee to draft constitutional amendments immediately. The committee included a Muslim Brotherhood politician, Sobhi Saleh, and Tareq el-Beshry, a prominent judge and former vice-president of Egypt’s highest administrative court, who was known to be sympathetic to the Muslim Brotherhood. On February 26, it presented its short but significant amendments, which were approved by a national referendum on March 19, restoring judiciary supervision of elections and eliminating the suspension of human rights in terrorism cases. According to these amendments, the first parliament was to appoint a drafting commission of one hundred members. The military junta, however, resisted abrogating the state of emergency law, and only promised to ease its application in the face of massive demonstrations on the first anniversary of the revolution on January 25, 2012, “except for thuggery (baltaga)!” This opened a huge loophole as SCAF added two articles to criminal law making thuggery a criminal offense for which hundreds or more were arrested (El-Rashidi 2012, 26). On June 1, just ahead of the presidential election, parliament finally revoked the state of emergency, fulfilling one of the most persistent demands of the Muslim parliamentarians in the last decade. SCAF’s reaction was not long to come; it put the country back under martial law with its supplementary constitutional declaration in just over two weeks.

The transitional constitutional order established by SCAF supplemented the March referendum on constitutional principles with a number of decrees, followed by issuing the March 30 “constitutional declaration,” which served as Egypt’s governing document, and then the declaration of a set of so-called supra-constitutional principles on August 14, 2011. The ostensible justification of these principles was that they amounted to a bill of rights, but in fact, they also included the confirmation of the shari`a as the main source of legislation in the Egyptian “civic democratic state” (Constitutional Principles, 2011). The idea of a civic state (dawla madaniyya), which gained immediate currency and because the basis of an implicit consensus, was supplied by Al-Azhar in its constitutional proposals published in June 2011.19 It resonated with the Muslim philosophers’ notion of the virtuous city (al-madina al-fadila) and sounded cognizant of the historic pattern of separation of religion from the state rather than doctrinal secularism. As we have seen, the notion was also current in Tunisia. In Egypt itself, it immediately gained currency and was to become the basis of an implicit consensus a few months later in the spring of 2012.

Be that as it may, the implicit acquiescence of the Egyptian factions emboldened the SCAF to add other constitutional principles on November 1 that gave it the right to supervise its own military budget as well as a strong hand in the writing of the new constitution. The result was the renewal of massive protests from November 18 to November 25, 2011 (SCAF 2012). On November 23, the SCAF was forced to promise presidential elections in June 2012, and later in December it was forced to retract the added supra-constitutional principles and recognize the parliament’s exclusive right to draft the new constitution (New York Times, 11/20/11 and 12/10/11). Meanwhile, after repeated delays, the elections for the lower house of parliament were completed in three stages between November 2011 and January 2012.

The divergence from the pattern of negotiated transition in Eastern Europe and Tunisia became more marked in Egypt as SCAF demonstrated its determination to steer the Egyptian postrevolution. SCAF was quite successful in eliciting the support of liberal parties and groups for its August 14 supra-constitutional principles by reminding them of the Islamist threat. However, massive protests exploded once again in the Maidan al-Tahrir reaction to SCAF’s attempt to add to the supra-constitutional principles in November by making itself the guardian of “constitutional legitimacy.” It was not at the negotiating table but from the Tahrir that the opposition forced SCAF to back down. After the first round of parliamentary elections on November 28 resulted in the overwhelming victory of the Muslim Brothers’ Freedom and Justice Party and of the Salafists, SCAF insisted on its continued authority to appoint and dismiss the government, and sought to reassert its constitutional role. On December 7, 2011, a SCAF member said it would oversee the formation of the constitutional drafting committee because it did not believe parliament would be adequately representative. Another SCAF member was forced to retract the statement within a couple of days, however. In between, SCAF and the Muslim Brothers worked out a compromise that put the latter in control of parliament as a SCAF partner in government. By the end of January 2012, with the Islamist-dominated lower house of parliament in session, the Tahrir and other mass demonstrations in Egypt tuned against the SCAF and the Muslim Brothers.

The Muslim Brotherhood–SCAF cohabitation proved ridden with tension, however. On the one hand, The SCAF continued to issue law decrees, some of which were of a constitutional order, without any serious challenge from the opposition. This can only be explained by the strong legitimacy of the state and the rule of law in Egypt. On the other hand, the Muslim Brothers in control of parliament reneged on their promise of avoiding domination and exclusivity by packing the one hundred–member commission to draft the constitution with their own members. SCAF took advantage of this attempt to monopolize constitution making by turning to the judiciary—the other branch of the state, which, far from being destroyed, had gained in legitimacy and therefore power due to the constitutionalist inspiration of the revolution. There was little interest in the elections for the Upper House (shura) in February 2012, when the turnout was as low as 6.5 percent (The Economist, 3/10/12), but by the time of the presidential elections in June 2012, Egypt was in a constitutional crisis with SCAF in control of administration and police, the Muslim Brothers in control of parliament and the constitutional drafting committee, and the administrative courts and Supreme Constitutional Court as arbiters approached by both parties. SCAF intensified its constitutional maneuvers with a great deal of success, making behind-the-scenes deals with the Muslim Brothers and other oppositional groups alternately as it suited its purpose at hand.

In March 2012, the Muslim Brother’s Freedom and Justice Party used its parliamentary dominance to select the majority of the one hundred members of the constitutional drafting commission among Islamists and make the party’s secretary-general and speaker of the National Assembly, Muhammad Sa`d el-Katatny, its president. This provoked widespread protests by excluded groups and a crisis in Egyptian constitutional politics. The Writers’ Union protested against this “majoritarian dictatorship,” as did more than one-quarter of the non-Islamist members of the constitutional drafting committee who refused to take their seats. Meanwhile, tension was mounting with the approach of presidential elections, scheduled to begin on May 24. Faced with the challenge posed by the candidacy of a charismatic Salafist preacher, Hazem Salah Aub Isma`il, on the one flank, and a defecting Muslim Brother, Abdel Moneim Abol Fotuh, on the other, the Muslim Brotherhood reneged on its promise of not fielding its own candidate and announced the candidacy of its deputy supreme leader, Khairat el-Shater, on April 1.

SCAF took advantage of the crisis by attempting to manipulate constitution making by turning to the judiciary—the other branch of the state, which, far from being destroyed, had gained in legitimacy and therefore power due to the constitutionalist inspiration of the revolution. This began a three-way tug-of-war among the army, the newly elected parliament, and the judiciary. The courts were thus dragged into the constitutional crisis. An administrative court issued an injunction suspending the constitutional drafting committee pending the decision of a higher court on its constitutionality. A new drafting commission was, however, selected by the National Assembly in June 2011.

By the time of the presidential elections, the SCAF was in control of the administration and the police, the Muslim Brothers were in control of parliament and the constitutional assembly, and the administrative courts and Supreme Constitutional Court were the arbiters, who were approached by every party involved in the power struggle. In April 2012, just a couple of days before the deadline for entering a candidate’s name on the ballots, Omar Suleiman, Mubarak’s seventy-fouryear-old vice president and the head of General Intelligence Services for eighteen years (who would die later that year) miraculously pushed his candidacy through with the requisite thirty thousand signatures collected from all the provinces and supported by at least one senior administrative court judge the day after the Islamist-dominated parliament passed a bill barring Mubarak high officials from running (New York Times, 4/13/12). Meanwhile, a failed attempt was made to disqualify the Salafist candidate, Hazem Abu Isma`il, by an administrative court. In the following week, the electoral commission disqualified Shater and Abu Isma`il as well as Suleiman, and referred the bill banning the Mubarak high officials to the Supreme Constitutional Court (SCC). The Muslim Brotherhood put up a new lackluster candidate, Mohammad Morsi, who was a professor of engineering. Meanwhile, the opposition began legal action against the other SCAF candidate, Ahmad Shafiq, for his part as prime minister in suppressing demonstrations (New York Times, 6/5/12). Morsi and Shafiq won the first round of presidential elections with very narrow margins and less than half of the popular vote between the two of them.

On June 14, 2012, just two days before the runoff presidential elections, came the Supreme Constitutional Court’s judicial coup, confirming the validity of Shafiq’s candidacy on the day it heard the case and invalidating the election of one-third of the members of Parliament affiliated with political parties who had taken seats reserved for independents. Though the latter ruling was not unprecedented or unreasonable (Brown 2012a), its timing certainly was. Once the elections had taken place, with low turnout and very lukewarm demonstrations, and the result was known, the electoral commission refused to declare the winner, while SCAF, following up on the SSC judicial coup, unabashedly carried out its own constitutional coup. It issued a supplementary constitutional declaration, dissolving parliament and handpicking one hundred new members for the drafting commission, drastically reducing the power of the president while entrenching all military prerogatives and freezing SCAF in its present membership (Brown 2012b). Sa`d el-Katatny, speaker of parliament, declared that the military had no authority to dissolve parliament or write a constitution, which would be done by the old, Islamist-dominated constitutional drafting commission (New York Times, 6/18/12). If there was any doubt about the coordination of the SCC and the SCAF coups, it was cleared up by the supplementary constitutional declaration giving the SCC a binding veto on any constitutional provision on virtually any grounds (Brown 2012b). Drawing on the state-centered Egyptian tradition of the rule of law, SCAF and its allies in the judiciary justified their constitutional coup with repeated appeals to the principles of legitimacy.

In short, the army’s successful control of the Egyptian revolution perpetuated the legacy of Mubarak authoritarianism and made possible the constitutional maneuvers of the surviving supreme military and judiciary organs of the old regime. This left a deep imprint on the process of this imposed constitutional settlement, which became increasingly marked by selective and noninclusive consultation and ad hoc concessions to periodic protest demonstration rather than any formal agreements with the opposition as a negotiation partner. Given this process of constitutional imposition, the legality of the discarded authoritarian regime channeled post-2011 constitutional politics increasingly through official channels of the SCC and administrative courts.

Rallies in the Tahrir resumed on June 19 and continued on the following days to put pressure on SCAF. Meanwhile, President-Elect Mohammad Morsi was brought on board before he was declared president, turning the constitutional coup into a tacit tripartite deal. At the end of June, President Morsi then swore the oath of office in front of his supporters in the Maidan al-Tahrir and again at the University of Cairo before the official ceremony in the presence of SCAF before the chief justice of the Supreme Constitutional Court. He asserted his authority by convening parliament through an executive order issued on July 8, canceling the one by SCAF that had dissolved it but taking pains to state that it was not intended against the ruling of the SCC (New York Times, 7/9/12). While the latter immediately confirmed its ruling, the National Assembly symbolically met on July 11, but suspended parliament and proceeded to file an appeal with the court of cassation. Meanwhile, another legal action sought to void the election of the Islamist-dominated parliament of the constitutional drafting commission. With such judicialization of constitutional politics, the head of the Judges’ Club could not refrain from intervening in the constitutional crisis by issuing a vitriolic attack on the Islamists (The Economist, 7/14/12).

President Morsi was cautious in asserting his authority at first. He amnestied 572 protesters on July 20, 2012, leaving many more to linger in detention. Four days later, he appointed as his prime minister Hisham Qandil, a technocrat who had served as water minister and was not a member of the Muslim Brotherhood. Morsi, however, had to wait longer before meaningfully asserting of his authority as head of state. On August 12, 2012, taking advantage of the military’s disgrace resulting from the killing of sixteen policemen by Islamic militants at a Sinai border station, he revoked the SCAF-sponsored supplementary constitutional declaration and removed Field Marshal Tantawi, whom he had felt constrained to appoint as defense minister, as well as the army chief of staff, General Sami Hafez Anan, from office (New York Times, 8/12/12). The chiefs of the intelligence service, the navy, and the air force were also sacked. Two days later, another prominent SCAF member, who had commanded the Central Military Zone around Cairo, announced his retirement (The Economist, 8/18/12). After achieving these advantageous accommodations, President Morsi cultivated ties with the army and began attending its parades regularly (The Economist, 2/2/13, 18).

Feeling secure in his relationship with the military, President Morsi promptly took on the judiciary in his constitutional struggle, while seeking to bring the bureaucratic state under his control more gradually by inserting Muslim Brothers as provincial governors and ministerial undersecretaries (The Economist, 2/2/13, 19).

On November 22, 2012, the president launched his own constitutional coup d’état with a “Constitutional Declaration” that granted his own law decrees and decisions and those of the Islamist-dominated upper house of parliament and the threatened constitutional assembly immunity from judicial review. He then instructed the constitutional assembly to ignore the boycotts and resignations of its opposition members and hammer out the draft constitution speedily. This was done on a long session on November 29 that extended to the early hours of November 30. President Morsi wasted no time and ordered a national referendum on the completed draft on December 1. His coup amounted to a major confrontation with the Supreme Constitutional Court, and provoked a vigorous reaction on the part of the SCC and of the judiciary more generally, with judges going on strike in protest. The SCC, the General Assembly of the Cairo Appeals Court, and the Administrative Prosecution strongly objected to Morsi’s constitutional declaration of November 22, and the Judges’ Club of the administrative courts only agreed to supervise the referendum on December 10 after the president partially rescinded his declaration and persuaded the Islamists to end their sit-in around the SSC building.20 By that time, however, disparate groups in the secular opposition had discovered that their voices had been much better heard in the Tahrir and other massive demonstrations than through the ballot box. Massive demonstrations comparable to those of the “Eighteen Days” that had toppled Mubarak took place nationwide, but this time against the Muslim Brothers and the elected president. The demonstrations turned violent, with several people killed in street fights and the offices of the Muslim Brotherhood ransacked in at least two dozen cities (New York Times, 12/9/12) For the first time, however, the police and the Mubarak police officer whom Morsi had felt constrained to appoint as interior minister were sympathetic to the demonstrators, and one police officer even opened the improvised metal gate of the presidential palace to them (New York Times, 1/20/13). Morsi thus had to rely on fellow Muslim Brothers to protect his palace and fight the demonstrators elsewhere. Particularly damaging in this melee was President Morsi’s televised speech asserting that prosecutors had obtained confessions from hired thugs paid with black money to thwart the revolution. It turned out that it was not prosecutors but Muslim Brother thugs who had taken forty-nine captives and tried to extract confessions by beating them (New York Times, 12/14/12). This was revealed by a judge investigating the case and forced the resignation of Morsi’s public prosecutor. The latter, however, retracted his resignation a week or so later, when things had calmed down (New York Times, 12/21/12).

Raucous but intermittent and inconclusive public debate in the constitutional assembly, marred by constant wrangling and repeated boycotts and threats of resignation by its non-Islamist members, contrasted with the quieter and much more effective bargaining behind closed doors among the state structures, notably the army, the judiciary, the bureaucracy, and Al-Azhar, which were enjoying far greater autonomy than they had been accustomed to under Mubarak (Brown 2012c). The abrupt closure of the inconclusive constitutional debate meant that the new constitution was in effect an extensively amended version of the constitution of 1971, which was used as its basis. Consequently, contrary to the revolution’s cry against dictatorship and vociferous demand for a parliamentary regime, new Egypt remains a strongly presidential system and the office of prime minister will continue to be of relatively minor importance. The vested interests of the army were accommodated, partly explicitly in Articles 197 and 198, which carry over the authorization of a National Security Council (with eight military members as compared to seven civilians, including the president) from the previous constitution (Article 197) and make the military judiciary an independent judiciary with license to try civilians in exceptional cases (Article 198), but mainly through “constitutional gaps”—that is, by omission—regarding important matters concerning defense and security services; and with relation to state bureaucracy. The accommodation of the vested interests of Al-Azhar (especially Articles 4 and 219) rightly attracted considerable attention because they reveal a more traditional understanding of Islam that diverges considerably from that of the Muslim Brotherhood, which predomintes in the constitutional assembly.

Owing to the participation of the SCC in SCAF’s last abortive coup and the firm opposition of prominent judges and the Judges’ Club to President Morsi, the judiciary did not get as good a deal but its key vested interests may nevertheless have been represented through Vice President Mahmud Makki and were not entirely neglected in the new constitution, even though the number of judges of the Supreme Constitutional Court was cut from nineteen to eleven. The SCC judges were to be nominated by “judicial and other bodies” and appointed by the president (Articles 176).21

A shift in the composition of the revolutionary coalition against the regime had begun early in 2012 and was reflected in demonstrations against the SACF–Muslim Brotherhood’s cohabitation. As the SCAF’s attempt to have its candidate Ahmad Shafiq elected president ultimately failed, President-Elect Morsi suddenly found himself the inheritor of Mubarak’s extensive presidential powers and beneficiary of the Egyptian authoritarian tradition of the rule of law. It is not surprising, therefore, that he quickly stepped into the SCAF’s shoes and began to issue constitutional law decrees for which he did not hesitate to claim constitutional legitimacy. Despite the resignation of a few of his advisors, including the former judge and his vice president, Mahmud Makki, President Morsi proceeded with the referendum even though he was forced to divide it into two stages because of the shortage of supervising judges. On December 25, 2012, the high electoral commission set up in accordance with the SCAF constitutional declaration of March 30, 2011, announced the ratification of the new constitution with the approval of 64 percent of the vote and a turnout of just under 33 percent of eligible voters, and it was signed by President Morsi. If the referendum could be said to spread a cloak of legitimacy over Morsi’s imposed constitutional settlement of the Egyptian revolution, it was thin and transparent indeed.

In fact, the imposition of the new constitution was a major cause of the outbreak of violence and the renewal of massive nationwide protests in Egypt in late January 2013 that marked the second anniversary of the revolution. This time, popular protest was against President Morsi and the Muslim Brothers, with the police and security forces showing considerable reluctance to kill protesters. Morsi nevertheless refused to respond to the call for a unity government and persisted in his course of presidential imposition as the heir not just to the SCAF provisional rule but indeed to Mubarak himself.

STATE REVIVAL AND THE LAW AND ORDER COUNTERREVOLUTION IN EGYPT

At least fifty people were killed during the violence that flared up against the “Muslim Brothers’ tyranny” on the second anniversary of the Egyptian revolution at the end of January 2013. Antigovernment demonstrations flared up again in early March, but this time, beginning with the wave of police walkouts in Isma`ilia, the security forces in many small towns and Cairo refused to deploy against the demonstrators (New York Times, 3/18/13). As the deep security state redoubled its efforts to undermine the Muslim Brotherhood government, General Sisi, the defense minister, dined with senior police officers and cultivated public relations with Al-Azhar and the labor syndicates. He also knew that, as a pious Muslim versed in the Koran,22 he was acceptable to the traditionalist but nonideological Salafi Nour Party. Last but not least, the Supreme Constitutional Court justices had been drifting to him as they were being snubbed by President Morsi. Massive nationwide demonstrations, reportedly outnumbering those of the eighteen days of 2011 were held on the first anniversary of Morsi’s election at the end of June, while a well-financed ad hoc opposition group, Tamarrod (Rebellion), advised by an activist judge of the SCC, Ms. Tahani al-Gebali, collected millions of signatures on a petition calling for the president’s resignation (Hubbard and Kirkpatrick, 2013).

The SCAF-SCC alliance that had resulted in the abortive constitutional coup of mid-June 2012 was consolidated by President Morsi’s miscalculated subsequent challenge to the Supreme Constitutional Court. Indeed, it proved the dress rehearsal for the counterrevolutionary coup d’état of July 3, 2013. Flanked by the Shaykh al-Azhar and the Coptic Pope and supported by the Nour Party, General Sisi deposed President Morsi and pronounced `Adli Mansour, the new chief justice of the SCC, as interim president of Egypt. The Morsi constitution was suspended while a committee of senior judges revised it. The interim president promptly dissolved the only operating legislature, the Islamist-dominated upper chamber or Shura Council, and within days issued a law decree containing a set of articles replacing the suspended constitution until a new one being drafted could be approved by a national referendum (The Economist, 7/6/13, 21–22 and 7/13/13, 41–42). In August 2013, Morsi’s twenty-seven provincial governors were all replaced; two-thirds of the new governors were army or police generals (The Economist, 8/17/13, 20).

The death of some seventy of their members in the clashes of the two weeks following the coup did not deter the Muslim Brothers from setting up protest camps and barricades, the largest of them in the Rabi`a al-`Adawiyya Sqaure in Cairo’s Nasr City, while other Islamist groups stepped up their violence against the police in Northern Sinai Peninsula.

Meanwhile, the security forces were fully rehabilitated by the interior minister, General Muhammad Ibrahim, who was to survive a bomb blast in early September. The security forces moved in to destroy the Muslim Brothers’ camps in Cairo in mid-August, massacring the protesters, and clamped down on the Islamists in their bloody nationwide campaign against terrorism, which claimed more than one thousand lives. The death figure for the security and police forces approached two hundred by the end of the year.

While the all-out clampdown on the Islamists continued, justified as the campaign against terror to restore law and order, the counterrevolutionary government amended the suspended constitution with much fanfare, announcing that it would be put to a national referendum on January 14, 2014, that would grant it full legitimacy. The military and the judiciary appeared as the clear winners in the counterrevolution’s new law and order constitution. The draft constitution published by Interim President `Adli Mansour on December 2, 2013, preserved the old (1981) amended Article 2 that made the Shari`a the main source of law. However, the determination of the compatibility of statutory laws with Islamic jurisprudence reverted to the Supreme Constitutional Court, and Article 219 of the Morsi constitution, which had given that jurisdiction to the scholars of Al-Azhar, was deleted. The constitutionalist Shaykh akl-Azhar, Ahmad al-Tayyib, who had justified the army’s counterrevolution as “the lesser evil,” maintaining that the elected president, Mohammad Morsi, had lost his legitimacy as it had been withdrawn by the thirty million citizens demonstrating against him on June 30, 2013 (Al-Jazeera.net, 8/20/13), appeared to have had second thoughts on the wisdom of assuming the watchdog function that had brought much popular hatred to bear on the Iranian ayatollahs of the Guardian Council.

To demonstrate their commitment to the rule of law, the drafting committee of fifty strengthened the rights provisions of the suspended constitution, including those of women. This gain was arguably more than offset by the entrenched privileges of the armed forces and their self-selected defense minister (for the next two presidential terms), the constitution of a police committee to be consulted in drafting legislation, and the restored jurisdiction of military courts over civilians accused of disturbing public order (Brown 2013).

General Sisi used his newly acquired charisma to make a strong personal appeal, backed by the full force of the revived state and its security forces, to extend the voting time for the national referendum on the new constitution over two days in mid-January (14 and 15) 2014, to secure a larger turnout and a much stronger approval than Morsi and the Muslim Brothers had managed for their constitution. The referendum passed with an overwhelming majority of 98 percent, with participation of more than 38 percent of the electorate, thus granting the law and order counterrevolution the legitimacy it needed.

STATE COLLAPSE AND DEEPENING REVOLUTIONARY POWER STRUGGLE IN LIBYA

The outcome of the Arab revolution in Libya has been very different. Qadhdhafi’s patrimonial and revolutionary armed forces had considerable success against the rebels, and were about to retake Benghazi when the NATO forces attacked them on March 19, 2011. They were, however, destroyed along with Qadhdhafi’s regime when Tripoli fell to the rebels in late August 2011, with the militia of Misrata seizing some key locations and refusing to withdraw. Unlike Tunisia and Egypt, Libya had no historical experience of state building (Anderson 1986), and the state and the army did not survive the Arab revolution. Libya’s is therefore no negotiated revolution, and is undergoing the stages of the revolutionary process found in the so-called great revolutions, for which I have proposed a sequence different from Brinton’s anatomy model, which generalized the pattern of the French revolution of 1789 (Arjomand 2009a, 14–15; 2009b). The revolutionary process is brought to an end when the revolutionary power struggle is won by one party, which concentrates military power in its hands by seizing or building a modern state and manages to establish, in Max Weber’s words, the monopoly of the legitimate use of violence. This requires the disarming of militias and the concentration of military force in a centralized state. Given the extreme fragmentation of military power among the militias following the destruction of Qadhdhafi’s patrimonial army, a prolonged and violent power struggle over the appropriation of oil revenues was to be expected before the revolution in Libya would end.

The revolutionary militias, which had their beginnings in the defection of a number of officers from the Libyan army, seized power in one city after another. When the Qadhdhafi regime collapsed under military attack, militias mushroomed, and ethnic groups and tribes formed their own. By the time of the fall of Tripoli at the end of August 2011, there were more than forty independent militias (katibas). General Abdel-Fattah Younis, Libya’s defecting former defense minister, had been assassinated on July 28 while trying to bring militias under his control in Benghazi (The Economist, 8/27/11, 23). Efforts in 2012 by the new government of Libya to bring militias under central control by incorporating them into a national police force were similarly to end in complete failure.

In March 2012, the Tripoli international airport was still in the hands of the militia from the small town of Zintan, which first came to notice in November 2011 by picking a bloody fight with the militia of Misrata and capturing and holding Qadhdhafi’s son Saif al-Islam, forcing the appointment of a Zintani as defense minister (The Economist, 11/12/11, 54; 11/26/11, 59), and refusing to hand over the airport to government forces, presumably represented by the Tripoli militia. By June 2013, when the International Criminal Court issued a warrant for Qadhdhafi’s son, the central government still did not have custody of him. On March 6, 2012, defiant militia and tribal leaders declared the oil-rich Cyrenaica an autonomous state, one of the three to form a Libyan Federation (New York Times, 3/7/12). Meanwhile, the government was giving handouts to men who had taken up arms against Qadhdhafi, and hundreds or even thousands (besides some fifteen thousands actual fighters) registered, affiliating themselves with some sixty militias. In June 2012, it was the turn of the militia of Tarhouna to close Tripoli’s airport, while that of the refinery town of Ras Ranuf blocked the main coastal road (The Economist, 6/30/12). Sporadic attacks by militias on the office of the prime minister in Tripoli were recurrent, while Benghazi was ruled by the militias, with central authority continuing to be absent and the courthouse that had been the birthplace of the revolution in February 2011 boarded up (Pelham 2012, 68–69). Power struggles among the militias thus continued unabated and proved impervious to control by central government (Vanderwalle 2012, 10). By October 2013, the number of armed militiamen on the government payroll had reached two hundred thousand.

The ineffectiveness of the central government against the militias also encouraged violent conflicts in the north with the Berbers (Amazigh), who make up about one-quarter of the Libyan population, and deadly tribal clashes in the south, especially around the towns of Sabha and Kufra. Berber separatism was gaining ground in the spring of 2012, and Berber militias evicted some seven hundred Arab workers from their quarters in the northern coastal city of Zwara. Ethnic and tribal minority groups such as the Tuareg and Tabu, too, are restive as their constitutional demands for autonomy have not been addressed (Pelham 2012).

The militias operate extensive protection and smuggling rings, control cities and airports, and have on several occasions attacked foreign diplomatic missions, the most notable instance leading to the killing of the American ambassador in Bengazi on September 11, 2012. Attacks on diplomatic missions continued in 2013; the French embassy in Tripoli was bombed in April and the Russian embassy attacked in October 2013. Popular demonstrations against militias following the murder of the American ambassador in Benghazi showed the extent of citizens’ discontent with them, but the Libyan government’s unsuccessful attempts to bring the militias under its control by integrating them into the armed and police forces did little to allay such discontent. On the contrary, the unruly Benghazi militiamen gunned down the police chief in November 2012, and kidnapped the police’s chief investigator of the murder in the early days of January 2013. A month later, militias were running checkpoints in Benghazi and Derna. All that could be achieved two years after the outbreak of the rebellion was a loose and chaotic confederation of militias called the Libyan Shield which is ostensibly operated at the request of the defense ministry (The Economist, 2/23/13, 48). A similar government-sponsored grouping of militias into the so-called Supreme Security Committee also did little to centralize their control. Neither group was able to check battles of militias such as the one in Benghazi in June 2013 that claimed more than thirty-five lives, nor the following wave there of political assassinations by rival militiamen (New York Times, 7/28/13). Nor did another round of popular protests against Islamist militias toward the end of July made much difference.

Processes working in the opposite direction have not had any countervailing impact. Revolutions are also integrative in that they incorporate previously excluded elements of the population into political society. The Free Officers’ revolution of 1969 and Qadhdhafi’s Jamahiriyya already constituted an integrative revolution by bringing the tribes originating in the Sahara into the political community and the semi-nomadic families who had migrated to the coastal areas into top echelon of decision making (Mattes 2008, 70). Contrary to most predictions, the July 7, 2012, national elections went very well and without significant clashes in an electrifying atmosphere, and can indeed be considered a revolutionary festival celebrating Libyan’s much-deepened integrative revolution. The 2012 election day was the Libya’s revolutionary festival, a nationwide public celebration as the ritual antidote to the widespread sense of cynicism, atomization, and apathy that had caused the chasm that had existed between the formal structure and the reality of informal politics during the reign of the fallen regime (Vandewalle 2008; Mattes 2008). As such, it meant an affirmation of Libyan national unity and the will to build a modern state to sustain and consolidate it.

Another consequence of the extreme fragmentation of the power structure under the Qadhdhafi regime was that the Libyan society at the time of its collapse was deeply depoliticized. A plethora of political parties sprung into being in the months after August 2011, but none with much organization and none that could be taken to represent Libyan national unity. National identity could best be represented by a personality at least for the majority of representatives who occupied the independent seats. Dr. Mohammad al-Mugharief, who had been the foremost opponent of Qadhdhafi, was such a personality. On August 8, 2012, the Transitional National Council formally transferred its powers to the new National Congress. On the following day, it elected Mugharief its president despite the fact that his party, the National Party, had not done nearly as well as Mahmud Jibril’s National Alliance coalition or even the Muslim Brothers’ Party for Justice and Construction. The choice of a prime minister proved to be a more drawn-out affair, and after the failure of a first attempt ‘Ali Zidan was elected in mid-October, although it was not until November 14, 2012, that the first elected government of Libya was sworn in. On the eve of the second anniversary of the Libyan uprising in February 2013, the General National Congress extended the deadline for drafting a new constitution by a year and entrusted the task to a commission of sixty members representing the three provinces, who were to be newly elected (The Economist, 2/23/13, 48).

Meanwhile, revolutionary power struggle continued unabated and was in fact exacerbated by the resumption of the flow of oil revenues and struggle over their distribution among the three provinces before there had been any appreciable institutionalization of centralized government. Cyrenaica (Barqa), in particular, was bitter about being allocated sixty seats in the new parliament (General National Congress), as compared to one hundred for Tripolitana, while claiming to produce two-thirds of Libya’s oil. In September 2013, amid strikes and protests by oil workers, a 17,000-strong militia shut down two of the main oil export terminals of Cyrenaica, stimulating copycat claims to Libyan oil patches in the western and southern provinces (Coker 2013). In December 2013, the same eastern militiaman still kept the oilwells shut in Ajdabiyya, while Berber militias in the western and Tabu militias in the southern provinces were doing likewise (New York Times, 12/21/13).

All attempts at nation- and state building were thus foiled by the centrifugal growth of militia power. The building housing the General National Congress was occupied by disgruntled militiamen in February 2013, and again surrounded by militias in May 2013, when they also stormed several ministries, thus blackmailing the deadlocked GNC into passing an “isolation [read, lustration] law” that barred acting head of state Mugharief and the other champion of national unity and leader of the National Forces Alliance, Mahmud Jibril, from holding office because they had served in the government under the old regime (The Economist, 5/11/13, 43). In October 20013, militiamen humiliated the national government by kidnapping Prime Minister Zidan and freeing him only after the intervention of another militia (New York Times, 10/11/13). Last but not least, during the runup to the second attempt to elect a constituent assembly by the government in mid-November 2013, massive protests against militias in Tripoli were met with fire from the Misrata militiamen, leaving about fifty people dead. A week later, the Zintan and Misrata militias agreed to vacate the capital in response to a three-day general strike. This was followed by violent clashes between protesters and Islamist militiamen in Benghazi and Derna during the last week of November. Popular outrage against militias and their disregard of Prime Minister Zidan’s repeated deadlines and ultimatums flared up in the latter part of December, forcing many militias to flee cities or go underground, leaving deepening chaos (New York Times, 12/21/13).

In passing the “Isolation Law” in 2013, the elected General National Congress was putting the last nails in its own coffin by surrendering to the militia pressure. Such surrender could be interpreted as the defeat of the moderates, who led it at first, by the upstart radicals according to the old model or “anatomy” of revolution. The revolutionary power struggle then plunged Libya into violent anarchy.

On February 14, 2014, inspired by the words and deeds of General al-Sisi in Egypt a half-year earlier, Khalifa Haftar, a seventy-one-year old retired general declared, “The National Command of the Libyan Army is declaring a movement for a new road map [to rescue the country]!” (New York Times, 2/15/2014). His one-man putsch was immediately seen as a farce, however, because unlike Egypt’s real army, Libya’s belonged to the realm of virtual reality. This was demonstrated a month later when Prime Minister Zidan mobilized the Libyan Navy but could not intercept a North Korean tanker filled with oil purchased from the Cyrenaican rebels (The Economist, 3/15/2014, 47). Haftar was nevertheless joined by elements from Qadhdhafi’s army and security forces and proceeded with his plan to liberate Benghazi from the Islamist militias with air attacks. Former army and security officers had become the main target of militia violence in Benghazi, where the chief government security officer had also been gunned down in May. The rogue general reacted by ransacking the GNC in Tripoli and demanding its replacement by the constitutional drafting committee of a judicial council. His forces were, however, repelled by other militiamen supportive of the parliament.

In June, the GNC dismissed the prime minister who had succeeded Zidan for a short period, but the Supreme Court invalidated the election of the new prime minister, and the old one refused to quit. By this time, however, Libyan constitutional politics had been deeply invaded by the rival militias and counted for little. Public disaffection with parliamentary politics became evident in the election of June 2014, when the turnout was less than a quarter of that in the enthusiastic first postrevolutionary elections two years earlier (The Economist, 6/28/2014, 42). The old parliament refused to disband and the new one was forced to move to the eastern city of Tobruk, as neither Tripoli nor Benghazi was safe for it. The months of July and August 2014 were marked by escalating violence as the Tripoli airport, held by the Zintan militia, was attacked and destroyed by the Misrata militia and its allies after well over a month of intense fighting, and the hapless government watched Tripoli bombed by aircraft purportedly from Egypt and UAE, while anarchy elsewhere mounted, with casualties reaching several hundreds and armed kidnapping and assassination of civilians resulting in their massive exodus (The Economist, 8/23/2014, 39). By the end of August 2014, Libya was under the chaotic domination of rival militias with two increasingly irrelevant self-proclaimed governments and parliaments (The Economist, 8/31/2014, 45).

CONCLUSION

I have compared the Arab revolutions of 2011 with the European revolutions of 1848 as revolutions in a civilizational zone with markedly different consequences ranging from revolution to reaction in different countries. The revolutions of 2011 in the Arab world have also been compared with the revolutionary regime changes after 1989 in a similarly broad world region that was formerly called the Eastern bloc or the second world.

I then proceeded to comparisons within the Middle East and North Africa regarding the causes and consequences of the Arab revolutions of 2011. The characters of the old regimes and structures of prerevolutionary states in Tunisia, Egypt, and Libya were analyzed as major factors in the causation of the revolutions and main determinants of their consequences. Qadhdhafi’s state destruction and emasculation of the professional army was contrasted with the building of strong bureaucratic states and professional armies in Tunisia and Egypt that survived what I have called constitutional revolutions of January 2011. The varying courses of constitutional politics in Tunisia and Egypt were explained by important differences in their respective state structures.

Two major differences between Tunisia and Egypt, however, could not be explained by structural factors alone and were historically contingent. The Tunisian army decided to remain neutral in revolutionary constitutional politics whereas the Egyptian army maintained its tight control over it and eventually staged a constitutional counterrevolution. Furthermore, in Tunisia the Islamists did not obtain an absolute majority in the first elected parliament and agreed to form an inclusive government on the basis of a tripartite power-sharing formula, and eventually even to relinquish power altogether. In sharp contrast, the Egyptian Islamists who won an absolute majority in the parliamentary elections refused an inclusive government and the Muslim Brothers, as the beneficiaries of a very thin majority of the popular vote in the second round of the presidential elections, embarked on the unilateral imposition of a constitutional settlement without any pretense to having achieved a national consensus.

The historical heritage of legal and political culture was also offered as an explanatory factor. Another important difference between Tunisia and Egypt has been the far greater extent of judicialization of constitutional politics in the latter country due to a stronger legal culture and judiciary institutions, and to the preceding two decades of legal mobilization through the courts against the excesses of Mubarak’s authoritarianism.23 The Egyptian authoritarian tradition of the rule of law further nourished the close military-judiciary cooperation that produced the law and order counterrevolution of 2013. Relative feebleness of judicial politics in Tunisia, by contrast, shifted the burden of constitution making to the political decisions of the constituent assembly without any help or hindrance from the courts. This made for the historic compromise of March 2012 and the resignation of the Islamist government in January 2014.

Libya stands apart from Tunisia and Egypt owing to the extreme weakness of its pre-2011 military and judiciary institutions. Consequently, the process of constitution making was aborted by mounting violence in the revolutionary power struggle, and no constitutional settlement is remotely in sight.

Last but not least, I compared the Arab revolution of 2011 with the Iranian revolution of 1979 and the failed Green Movement of 2009. Against the common feature of the integrative aspect of these revolutions as reflected in the preponderant importance of small towns and broad participation of women, the highlighted differences stemmed from the mobilizational characters of their respective regimes. The sharpest contrast, however, regards the constitutional placement of Islam in the aftermaths of the Iranian and Arab revolutions respectively. The constitution of the Islamic Republic of Iran was shown to be based on a clericalist Islamic ideology that made Islam the basis of the new political order and its constitution. It thus represents Shi‘ite counterconstitutionalism in the heyday of Islamic political ideologies. With the passing of the age of Islamist ideology in the Middle East, Islam was proposed by the Arab Islamist parties as a limitation on the legislative power of the “civic state,” instead of the Iranian counterconstitutionalist premise that Islamic ideology should be the basis of the state constitution.24 The abrogated 2012 Muslim Brotherhood constitution moved in the Iranian direction by instituting clerical supervision over compatibility of legislation with Islamic law but the counterrevolutionary constitution of 2014 reverted this supervision to the secular Supreme Constitutional Court. The Tunisian Islamists have foregone the attempt to make legislation formally compatible with the Islamic law in the new constitution altogether. This end of ideology by the Islamist parties can be taken as the inauguration of Islamic constitutional democracy, already prevalent in Indonesia and Turkey for more a decade, in the Arab world on the basis of what has already been called the Tunisian model.

NOTES

1.For the logic of such counterfactual comparative analysis, see Weber 1949, 164–88.

2.It is strange that Maidan al-Tahrir in Cairo is rendered Tahrir Square, whereas the originally Arabic term, maidān, is used for the Maidan of Kiev, the capital of Ukraine!

3.This provision was subsequently removed.

4.Kevan Harris in chapter IV, calls this social group the lumpen-intelligentsia on account of its dim prospects for employment and upward social mobility.

5.The pattern in the Libyan elections of July 7, 2012, differed, but there was little or no organization comparable to Tunisia and Egypt during the two-week campaign and the electoral law assigned only eighty seats among the 142 recently registered competing political parties, leaving 120 for independents, whose leanings are not easy to assess.

6.See the Web site of the Max Planck Institute for Comparative Public Law and International Law/Constitutional Reform in Arab Countries/Morocco: http://www.mpil.de/ww/en/pub/research/details/know_transfer/constitutional_reform_in_arab_/marokko.cfm.

7.See chapter IX by Fathi and Karlowski below. As they point out, Hungarian soldiers had torn down the barbed wire on the Austrian border. There was a massive exodus of East Germans with exit visas to the West via Hungary during the November 1989 confrontation. Russian troops left Hungary in 1991 and Poland in 1993.

8.According to the BBC, the number of self-immolators reached 130 by the end of 2011.

9.See chapter V in this volume by Can Ersoy.

10.See further chapter V by Ersoy in this volume.

11.Project Syndicate: http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/moaddel5/English. The same survey showed 57 percent support for the enforcement of the Shari`a by the state, and other surveys show an even higher level of support for the implementation of its punishments against adultery and theft.

12.In its first working session, the Islamist majority in the Egyptian parliament even left the legislation and constitution committee to the liberal minority (New York Times, 2/1/12), though later it had a change of heart and packed a second constitution-drafting commission with its own partisans in June 2012. Nevertheless, when the liberal minority was boycotting its deliberations, the Muslim Brothers dominating the new commission offered little resistance to adopting the pro–Al-Azhar clericalist reading of Islam’s constitutional implications (Article 219), which was in marked contrast to their own (Arjomand 2013). As we shall see below, the Shaykh al-Azhar was probably ambivalent about assuming this responsibility as he accepted the reversion of jurisdiction over Article 2 to the SCC in the 2014 constitution.

13.He further coined the term sultanism as an extreme case of patrimonialism (Weber 1978, 2; 1020), and Chehabi and Linz (1998) consider neo-sultanistic regimes as subtypes of neo-patrimonial states. The term, neo-patrimonialism seems preferable to me, however, because it can be made to connote the rentier state and state-sponsored crony capitalism.

14.See the section on mobilizational regimes below.

15.See further chapter VII by Filiu.

16.As we shall see later, the term was independently coined during the constitutional debates of the previous year in Egypt.

17.On June 11 and 12, 2012, the Salafists targeted a courthouse, police stations, and trade union offices, clashing with the riot police in Tunis. The city was put under curfew (The Economist, 6/23/12, 53).

18.See chapter VII by Filiu.

19.See chapter VI by Wahdan in this volume.

20.“Morsi’s Constitutional Referendum: The State of Play,” posted on the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Web site on 12/8/12: http://egyptelections.carnegieendowment.org/2012/12/08/morsi%e2%80%99s-constitutional-referendum-the-state-of-play.

21.For the official English translation of the Egyptian Constitution of 2012, see http://www.sis.gov.eg/newvr/theconistitution.pdf. I have, however, translated the critical articles I cite from the Arabic myself.

22.While their father was attending the U.S. War College in Pennsylvania, General Sisi’s two daughters wore the niqāb and hijāb respectively (The Economist, 8/3/13: 38).

23.This was discussed in detail in Arjomand 2012.

24.This comparison, too, is the focus of Arjomand 2013. The passing of the age of Islamic ideological constitution making is by no means the end of radical Islam; on the contrary, it coincides with the rise of the global jihād launched by al-Qaeda and highlighted by the spectacular victories of the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria in 2014.
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BRINGING REGIMES BACK IN

EXPLAINING SUCCESS AND FAILURE IN THE MIDDLE EAST REVOLTS OF 2011

JACK A. GOLDSTONE

Studies of the Arab revolutions and revolts of 2011 have stressed the power of popular mobilization, driven by social media and youth, and were hopeful in regard to the emergence of democracy. Yet as these events have unfolded, a fragile and contested democracy has emerged only in Tunisia; elsewhere in the region, runaway militias are creating chaos in Libya, Egypt has returned to an authoritarian military regime, Yemen faces multiple rebellions, and Syria has become mired in a horrific civil war. To understand the great variation in the trajectories and outcomes of these events, one must focus on the characteristics of regimes, both their internal structure and their international relations with other states. One must also recognize that these events are revolutions, not democratic reform movements. They are therefore likely to fit the pattern of disappointment and long drawn out change typical of the former, rather than the peaceful transition to democracy sought by the latter.

Analysis of the Arab revolts of 2011 have emphasized the role of Twitter, Facebook, and satellite news media both in creating rapid flows of information among activists and potential protestors and in unifying a broad Arab cultural space (Howard et al. 2011; Martin 2012; Zuckerman 2011; Lynch 2012). They have discussed the transformation of discourse, bringing an emphasis on popular dignity and freedom from dictatorships, which rang out from Morocco to Oman (Filali-Ansary 2012). In addition, scholars have examined the role of youth in these uprisings, and the importance of prior labor mobilization in laying the foundation for protests (Cordesman 2011; Lynch 2012; Gunning and Baron 2013).

Yet the thrust of this work is that everywhere across North Africa and the Middle East the conditions existed for popular protest to claim popular sovereignty against authoritarian regimes. Large youth cohorts faced high unemployment; families confronted rising prices for staple goods and stagnant incomes; governments were closed and egregiously corrupt; both labor movements and Islamist groups were gaining popular support for their stance in support of social justice and against corruption; and knowledge that these conditions existed and were widespread was flowing through new electronic media—from cell phones and satellite television to Facebook and YouTube. Under such conditions, any number of “triggers”—from an individual setting himself on fire (Mohammed Bouazizi in Sidi Bouzid, Tunisia), to the brutal death of a young man at the hands of the police in Alexandria (Khaled Said), to a peaceful rally on “Police Day” (January 25 in Egypt) aiming to mock and undermine police authority—had the potential to provoke substantial popular mobilization.

And indeed, that is what occurred. In swift succession, popular protests arose everywhere across the Arab world, first in Tunisia, then in Egypt, Libya, Morocco, Algeria, Bahrain, Yemen, Oman, Kuwait, Jordan, Syria, even in Iraq and on a small scale in Saudi Arabia. Yet what resulted from this common foundation of unemployment, inequality, corruption, media links, and protest differed enormously from country to country. In Tunisia, Egypt, and Yemen, seemingly invulnerable autocrats who had ruled for decades surrendered power, stepping down or fleeing in the face of mounting nationwide popular protests. In Libya and Syria, similarly autocratic leaders instead mobilized for war and undertook an all-out military assault on their opponents; Libya’s failed but Syria’s regime has so far succeeded in holding on to power. In contrast, in Algeria, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Bahrain, protests fizzled or were quickly snuffled out. And in Morocco, Oman, Kuwait, and Jordan, monarchs turned to varying degrees of constitutional reform and working with elected parliaments; in these cases reforms appear to have brought peace by deflecting demands for revolt or revolution.

How are we to understand this enormous diversity out of what appear to be very similar fundamental conditions for mobilization? The answer lies in looking more closely at the varying character of the Arab states.

TYPES OF AUTHORITARIAN REGIMES

Barbara Geddes (1999; see also Geddes, Wright, and Frantz 2014) has pioneered the typology of authoritarian regimes, distinguishing among personalist, military, party, monarchies, and various hybrids. Moreover, there is a substantial literature in the theory of revolutions arguing that personalist regimes are particularly vulnerable to revolutionary collapse in the event of widespread popular uprisings (Dix 1983; Shugart 1989; Goodwin 1994; Foran 1997; Snyder 1998; Goldstone 2001).

In addition, we have two other defining characteristics of states in the region that bear on their political trajectories. First, a number of regimes in the region rule major oil and gas producing states. As Michael Ross (2012) has argued, states that control revenues that are easily and secretly controlled, that do not require taxation, and that are large enough to give the state the ability to maintain a large cadre of elite supporters, institutions, and popular largesse have exceptional resilience against popular demands. Second, as Theda Skocpol (1979) has argued, and others have confirmed (Wickham-Crowley 1992; Foran 2005), a state’s position in the international states-system has major consequences for the possibilities of change. In smaller states, external intervention by regional powers or superpower states can shift outcomes. Strong support for the ruling regime can help it crush oppositions (as in 1848 and 1968 in Eastern Europe). Conversely, strong support for the rebels or the loss of expected support from allies of the regime can help a revolution succeed where it otherwise might have failed.

The conjunction of these three factors, and their variation across states in the Middle East and North Africa, can help us explain and project the trajectories of revolt and revolution in the region.

The Monarchies

The monarchies of the Gulf can be divided into those with substantial oil resources—Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar and the Emirates, and Oman—and those where oil revenues are moderate or lacking—Bahrain, Morocco, and Jordan. As pointed out by Menaldo (2012) and Yom and Gause (2012), monarchies have certain advantages compared to personalistic, military, or party regimes when facing popular unrest. Usually, the monarch will have a reservoir of nationalist, ethnic, or religious legitimacy due to their traditional leadership role, creating what Menaldo calls a “political culture” that rests on long-standing relationships with key elites. They may be supported by a clerical elite that sanctifies their rule, and the ruler himself (or herself) may trace their ancestry to a highly charismatic or heroic figure. This core legitimacy may lead popular protest to focus on changing policies or personnel rather than attacking the monarchy itself.

In addition, monarchies have the option of sharing power with (and delegating blame to) a prime minister or elected officials, without giving up most of their privileges and power as monarchs. This power sharing can be little more than a fig leaf, as with an elected legislature that is mainly a debating forum and has no real power, or it can involve movement toward a true constitutional monarchy, in which elected officials do have real autonomy and political power and the ruler’s prerogatives regarding law and policy are constrained.

Still, monarchies were readily toppled across the region in the Arab Nationalist revolutions of the 1950s, so monarchies are vulnerable to revolutionary change. In order to survive, the resources of political culture and tactical deflection must be used with skill. In addition, as Yom and Gause and Brownlee et al. (2013) have argued, it helps if these factors are supplemented by the ability to draw on oil wealth and to benefit from external intervention.

Facing conditions of widespread discontent and protest in 2011, the region’s monarchies took the option of sharing power or deflecting blame to elected officials, but the degree to which they did so depended on the scale of their oil revenues. The oil-poor states (Morocco and Jordan) went the farthest in their reforms; the oil-rich states (Oman, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia) did the least. Indeed, Saudi Arabia made hardly any reforms at all and instead used its resources to shower gifts upon its own population, and to finance counterrevolutionary intervention in Bahrain.

Bahrain is one of three countries that demonstrate the critical role of international intervention (Libya and Syria are the others). Bahrain faced perhaps the most massive protests ever seen in an authoritarian regime, in proportion to its population. Perhaps one-fifth of the entire country went into the streets to protest the ruling Sunni regime’s treatment of the Shi‘a majority as second-class citizens with limited rights in their own country. No regime would normally survive protests of such magnitude. Yet the Khalifa regime survived thanks to massive military and logistic and financial support from the Sunni kingdom of Saudi Arabia, which made it clear that it would not tolerate a Shi‘a popular revolution on its doorstep. The variation in monarchies and their outcomes is shown in Figure 2.1.

[image: image]

Figure 2.1. Monarchies, Oil Wealth, and External Intervention in the Arab Uprising

The Personalist Regimes

Personalist, sometimes called “sultanist,” regimes are both remarkably strong yet remarkably vulnerable to collapse. In personalist regimes, a single individual—who may have begun as an elected leader, or head of a military or even party regime—gradually undermines other power centers and takes control of the national government. This leader will weaken the professional military and official bureaucracy, relying instead on a crony network of business and/or party or family associates and an internal security service to control the economy and government through a tight web of patronage. Because of the key role of patronage, these are sometimes referred to as “neopatrimonial” states (Eisenstadt 1978; Goldstone 2003).

In 2003, I described such regimes as follows:


[These are] partially modernized states in which there appears to be modern bureaucratic and party-based government, but in fact a single powerful person rules society through an extensive system of personal patronage, rather than obedience to impersonal laws. Such states may have democratic trappings, including parliaments and political parties, constitutions and elections. However, it is recognized by all that the decisions of the chief of state are quite secure, as the patronage system, plus coercion where necessary, secures the compliance of the legislature and the political parties, the favorable interpretation of the constitution, and electoral victories. Examples include Mexico under Porfirio Díaz, Nicaragua under the Somozas, the Philippines under Ferdinand Marcos, and Iran under the Shah.

In such states, the masses are generally depoliticized. They may participate in periodic elections under the eye of local state servants; however, their interest in the economy and the polity is largely defensive. Their goal is merely to preserve their livelihood, with as little contact with the state authorities as possible. Whether in urban or rural settings, a secure if modest income and traditional habitations and culture are their requisites.

The elites in such states, by contrast, are highly politicized. The chief executive therefore is in a situation where he or she must broker among highly active elite segments. These commonly include traditional oligarchs, new professionals, and military/bureaucratic elites. Traditional oligarchs are generally strong supporters of the state; they usually depend on ownership of land, and while they have traditionally enjoyed the support of the state, they have also controlled their own networks of patronage and coercion. New professionals are the products of the introduction of modern systems of education, law, medicine, and communication. Engineers, journalists, lawyers, doctors, teachers, and business people, they are characteristically rooted in urban settings, and have strong contacts with international business and culture. If one adds skilled workers to these groups, they constitute the bulk of the urban middle classes.

The military/bureaucratic elites comprise the arms of the state. However, they are a force unto themselves with their own interests. They may support the old oligarchs, the new professionals, or the chief executive in the event of policy or financial conflicts. Or they may be rendered impotent by internal splits and corruption. Their loyalty to the chief executive varies, for that loyalty too depends on the workings of the patronage system. In short, neopatrimonial states rely on the support of a diverse assemblage of elites, themselves often divided, to maintain authority over a largely depoliticized population. (Goldstone 2003)



Such states tend to be quite resilient as long as their patronage seems likely to remain a major source of continued power/prestige to their supporting elites. However, they are also quite fragile. This is because unlike monarchies, which have a presumptive traditional legitimacy, and military and party regimes, which rest on strong institutions with corporate identity and resources, personalist regimes have no broader legitimacy. Their stability thus rests entirely on what the personalist leader can do for his followers. Moreover, because they have no strong institutional basis, they are prone to succession crises; typically, the personalist leader will try to devolve power to a family member, usually a son. If the leader should run short of resources, due to a financial crisis, or if the leader’s family and inner circle of cronies starts to exclude the wider circle of professional and military/bureaucratic elites from rewards or become too predatory on businesses, the leader can readily lose the loyalty of society’s elites. Should the populace rise from its normally depoliticized state and be spurred to mobilize by hardships or anger at the regime’s behavior, the leader may suddenly find himself deserted by the elites on which he had relied, and find himself adrift and forced to step down or flee. The Shah of Iran, the Somozas in Nicaragua, the Diem regime in South Vietnam, Díaz in Mexico, Marcos in the Philippines, Batista in Cuba, Chiang Kai-shek in China, Mobutu in Zaire, and Suharto in Indonesia are examples of chief executives who typified this pattern.

International influence also often plays a major role in the maintenance and vulnerability of such regimes. Again returning to my 2003 article, I wrote:


U.S. policy eventually weakened neopatrimonial regimes in three ways. First, overdependence on the United States was encouraged. A massive flow of foreign and military aid often precluded the need for a foreign executive to build a domestic base. Instead, the resource flow encouraged the executive to continue to play the game of selectively dispensing or withholding patronage resources.

Second, overidentification of the chief executive with U.S. aid irritated elites and provoked nationalist opposition to the regime. In the eyes of many elites and popular groups, opposition to the chief executive became synonymous with opposition to the United States and with asserting national self-determination.

Third, while the United States sought to increase the dependence of the chief executive on U.S. aid, it also sought to impose domestic policies that weakened the executive—limits on coercion, greater political expression for professional elites and skilled workers, meaningful elections, and restrictions on corruption. All of these are desirable steps in the democratization of regimes; however, these steps also undermine the power of dictatorship. U.S. policy thus sought inherently contradictory objectives; choosing neopatrimonial rulers as allies and seeking to support their regimes meant that the overriding goal of U.S. foreign policy—encouraging democratization—was incompatible with keeping these geopolitical allies, for democratization would undermine the rulers that the United States claimed to support.

U.S. policy thus swung back and forth between its contradictory goals. Initially, the United States would support the neopatrimonial rulers with arms and money, while giving only lip service to the goals of greater human rights, political freedom, and democratization in these states. Later, when the ruler’s abuses of power became too visible, the United States would demand that neopatrimonial rulers take action to pursue democratization. These policy swings precipitated disasters by putting neopatrimonial rulers in an impossible position—if they enacted liberalizing reforms, they undermined the basis of their rule; if they did not enact such reforms, they lost the U.S. aid essential to maintaining the patronage that supported their rule.

Moreover, such policy swings not only guaranteed that the neopatrimonial rulers would falter, but they also reduced the credibility and influence of the United States with opponents and likely successors of the regime. In times when the United States seemed satisfied with lip service regarding protection of human rights and democratization, the United States came to be viewed by domestic elites and popular groups as an insincere and untrustworthy advocate of popular rights and national self-determination. Thus, in the event that the executive faltered, successor elites were unlikely to view the United States favorably, either as a mediator for succession or as a continuing ally. (2003)



I wrote this as a description of U.S. policy toward the Shah of Iran and the Somoza regime in Nicaragua in the 1970s. Yet it seems eerily accurate in describing U.S. policy toward the Mubarak regime during the early 2000s. Thus, we see both how little U.S. policy had changed, and how similar Egypt’s prerevolutionary state characteristics were to those of earlier neopatrimonial regimes that were overturned by revolutions.

Quite a number of the authoritarian regimes in the MENA region had, by the mid-2000s, devolved into personalist regimes. This could be seen in the dominance of a single individual, who operated above any formal institutions and tended to have marginalized the military, depoliticized the populace, and concentrated affairs in the hands of family members and cronies, oftentimes explicitly seeking to create a familial succession. These included the regimes of Saleh in Yemen, Ghaddafi in Libya, al-Assad in Syria, Ben Ali in Tunisia, and Mubarak in Egypt. One could well argue, as do Brownlee et al. (2013), that it was difficult to see this in Egypt or Syria, where the military and the state seemed so long to be one. Yet many observers noted that Mubarak was alienating the military by promoting his son—whose background was in finance and who worked with a crony circle of international investors and domestic business magnates rather than the military—as his successor. Similarly, it was apparent that Bashar al-Assad was chosen as ruler of Syria simply to carry on the family’s control, not because of any relevant qualifications or deep ties to the country’s main elites. When a ruler is seeking to place a successor in power who has not come from the customary ranks that produce rulers, whether party or military, but simply claims family “right” of power, that is a sure sign that a regime is degenerating into personalist rule. It is for this reason that I was willing to argue, in my May 2011 article (Goldstone 2011), that Syria’s regime was much weaker than it appeared at a time when virtually all observers believed Syria would resist the wave of major protests. In fact, the regime’s survival is still in doubt, as it has lost control of much of its territory, despite Iran and Hezbollah rallying to its side. The regime’s use of chemical weapons against insurgents seems to have been an admission of the weakness of its conventional forces to restore full control; and the flow of Jihadists into Syria from Europe and Asia to oppose the regime suggests the civil war will continue for some time to come.

Given the critical role of resources in sustaining neopatrimonial regimes, we should also expect that oil revenues would make a difference to their resilience. Again, we find considerable variation among the personalist regimes. Yemen and Syria are minor oil producers, but oil resources provided significant revenues to the regimes, especially in Yemen where more than 70 percent of government income comes from oil (Index Mundi 2012). In Egypt, by contrast, oil is a small part of the economy, and oil income is almost entirely offset by state subsidies on fuel, thus providing little or no net revenue to the regime. Similarly, oil represents only a sliver of GDP (about 5 percent) in Tunisia. Libya is the major outlier among the personalist regimes, with vast oil revenues forming the base of the economy and providing the regime with substantial resources.

If we examine the course of events in the personalist regimes, we see that all show a similar pattern. As the combination of high unemployment, spikes in food prices, withdrawal of state subsidies, a youth surge, media penetration, and elite disgust at ever more narrowly concentrated corruption all contributed to popular mobilization and protest, support for the regimes swiftly crumbled. In Tunisia, where Ben Ali’s wife and her family had become increasingly hated by the elite for their egregious corruption and predation on private business, and where the army had long been marginalized, when popular protests spread the army chose to support the revolution, leaving Ben Ali with no one to defend him. In Egypt, where Mubarak’s plans to install his son Gamal as his successor were widely resented by the military (who had provided Egypt’s leaders for more than a half-century), and where Gamal’s circle of associates was reviled for their outsized economic gains while much of the populace suffered from unemployment and stagnant incomes, the earlier labor protests and youth protests were amplified in January 2011 by the example of Tunisia’s success. When mass protests and strikes mounted, Mubarak, like Ben Ali, found that the army would not defend his rule against protestors.

In Libya, Yemen, and Syria, events began similarly, but the outcomes were not as simple, because of both the different resources of the regimes and international intervention. In Libya, when the population of the eastern portion of the country moved from protest to open revolt, the professional military drew back to their barracks, refusing—as they did in Tunisia and Egypt—to defend a corrupt dictator and his family who were plundering the country. Yet because of his accumulated funds gathered from years of oil exports, Ghaddafi was able to fund in essence a private army, made up of mercenaries from other African states and special “family” brigades under the direct command of his sons. These forces allowed Ghaddafi to retain control of the capital and the western portion of the country, and to plan a counterattack to recover the eastern provinces. His plans were only halted by the external intervention of NATO forces, which first halted his advances and then slowly destroyed his military capabilities. As it became increasingly clear that international forces were set on preventing Ghaddafi from keeping control of Libya by force, the desertion of his former followers—mercenaries, tribes, southern Berbers, and state officials—increased in pace, just as we would expect in a personalist regime that holds power mainly because people have confidence in it as a source of future rewards.

In Yemen, similarly, when popular protests mounted against the regime’s corruption and nepotism, the army split and President Saleh was forced to negotiate, and eventually to leave the country and surrender his position. However, his oil-fueled patronage network was only partially sundered, and he has been able to return to the country and still exert influence from behind the scenes through his kinsmen. Yet international intervention has played a role here too: Yemen has become a base for al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, and the United States has sought greater freedom to attack AQAP with drones, which has been granted by Saleh’s successor, President Hadi. Recently, the United States warned that it would freeze all U.S. assets of any Yemenis who sought to restore Saleh’s influence or hinder the actions of President Hadi; the United States is also backing Hadi’s efforts to purge Saleh supporters from the existing military and security forces (Mohammed and Lange 2012). With such a strong shift in U.S. support away from Saleh, who had previously enjoyed U.S. protection, and toward President Hadi, it seems likely that Saleh will find his support much diminished and he will remain cast out of power.

In Syria, the regime initially had sufficient oil revenues to reward its backers when large parts of the mainly Sunni population engaged in urban revolts—again spurred by high unemployment, blatant corruption, and stagnant wages—against the al-Assad regime and its core of Alawite military officers and officials. It used those resources to retain support in the core urban areas of Damascus and Aleppo, and to send its army against the urban revolts in other regions. Yet as the army found it was being sent to attack ordinary Syrians, larger and larger numbers of soldiers defected to the opposition. The regime then had to change its tactics, replying on artillery and air power to clear urban areas of rebels, and sending in small, mainly Alawite units of greater loyalty to follow up. Still, the rebels proved increasingly adept at melting away in the face of the initial assaults and moving to other regions. The al-Assad regime then lacked sufficient loyal soldiers to recover the entire country, and so major northern and southern portions have been lost to government control, while only the central and coastal Alawite regions remain. As the conflict dragged on, the economy collapsed, higher-level elite defections began, and it appeared the regime would run out of the resources and military power to retain control. If this situation had continued, then as in Libya, it is likely that growing regime weakness would feed more defections; for if the business elites and even Alawites concluded that al-Assad would lose, it would be better to abandon him sooner and make peace with the rebels rather than risk themselves becoming major targets of the rebels.

Yet international intervention again nuances the story. Iran has been vigorous in its support for its fellow Shi’a-ruled ally, providing arms, intelligence, and financial support. Hezbollah has sent its own armed forces to bolster the diminished Syrian military. And Russia has offered diplomatic cover, opposing any effort to use the U.N. to justify armed intervention against the al-Assad regime, as well as offering Assad advanced armaments. By contrast, the rest of the Arab countries, Turkey, and the West have been niggardly and reluctant to help the opposition. With this configuration of external intervention, many Syrians have preferred to sit on the sidelines or continue supporting al-Assad, inasmuch as they judge that Iran will sustain the regime, making it hazardous to defect.

In sum, the single best key to where regimes in MENA have been overturned or faced massive rebellions is where personalist regimes had arisen. In contrast to the monarchies, which all have either survived with reforms or even become counterrevolutionary, the personalist regimes have all crumbled—with the exception of Syria, which is slowly succumbing to civil war and survives in large part because of a favorable balance of external intervention.

Among these regimes, the relative ease with which they were overthrown depended on the availability of oil revenues and the impact of international actions. The variation in the personalist regimes and their outcomes is shown in Figure 2.2.
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Figure 2.2. Personalist Regimes, Oil Wealth, and External Intervention in the Arab Uprising

The Quiet Regimes

It has seemed odd to many that the Arab states not yet mentioned—Lebanon, the Palestinian Authority, Iraq, and Algeria—were hardly touched by the wave of protests that erupted in the Arab Spring. After all, again we find the same general conditions that prevailed elsewhere in the Middle East: young and underemployed populations, stagnating living standards, and highly corrupt regimes. Yet except for a few minor public protests that quickly petered out, these states showed little in the way of upheaval (Lynch 2012).

This too can be explained by a focus on the state, rather than on the structural or populist reasons for protest. The countries where the Arab Spring had its impact were monarchies and personalist regimes. In both types, the broader populace had been largely depoliticized and existed passively under the heel of corrupt and authoritarian regimes for decades. The Arab Spring was a call to become actively political, to reclaim dignity through action and protest against a state that had been passively accepted for too long.

Yet this was not the situation in the remaining states. All of these—Lebanon, the Palestinian Authority, Iraq, and Algeria—had only recently been convulsed by uprisings and civil wars. The Cedar Revolution in Lebanon, the multiple intifadas in the PA, the sectarian and anti-American war in Iraq, and the FIS war in Algeria were all still fresh in memory. Given these massive uprisings, the populace in these nations did not need to act to reclaim their dignity.

Quite the reverse: these major conflicts had led to so many deaths, and to new or reinforced regimes, that people in these countries knew they could gain little simply by popular protests. Lebanon, the PA, and Iraq had become flawed partial democracies, far from truly free but also not the simple dictatorships that prevailed in other states. In Algeria, a corporatist military regime prevailed, reinforced by major oil wealth. The situation in these countries was so different, from the perspective of the character of their states relative to monarchies or personalist regimes, that it should be no surprise that they were hardly touched by the Arab Spring.

BEYOND THE UPRISINGS: TRAJECTORIES OF PEACEFUL AND VIOLENT CHANGE

The four countries in which leaders were deposed—Tunisia, Egypt, Libya and Yemen—have experienced varying political trajectories since their changes of regime. The uprisings in Egypt and Tunisia produced dozens or hundreds of fatalities. Nonetheless, popular mobilization in these countries managed to drive out their rulers without bringing civil war. Yet their subsequent political development has not gone as smoothly as hoped. It took years for Tunisia to conclude negotiations on a new constitution, and its democracy has yet to survive the test of repeated national elections. Meanwhile, Tunisia has had to deal with assassinations and attacks on politicians, controversy over the role of its Islamist party (Enhada), and the threat of spillover violence from Libya. Nonetheless, it remains the sole country that is on track to emerge as a peaceful democracy in the wake of the uprisings of 2011.

In Egypt, the victory of the Islamist candidate in Egypt’s first free and competitive elections for president sharply polarized the country: when that president, Mohamed Morsi, sought to put Islamists in control of Parliament and the constitutional drafting process, the army fomented popular demands for a counterrevolutionary coup. The army then deposed Morsi and engineered the return of a military man (former Field Marshal Abdel Fattah al-Sisi) to Egypt’s presidency. In both Tunisia and Egypt, the economy remains perilously weak, weighed down by political uncertainty and the lack of investment.

Libya underwent a months-long full-scale civil war, in which NATO air power allowed rebels from the east and south to triumph over the forces of the dictator Ghaddafi, killing him and imprisoning his family. Given its ample oil resources, it was hoped that Libya could overcome the strains of its conflict and move toward a stable government. But here too things have gone poorly, with a divided government having little control over militias that have produced endemic violence, including a major armed attack on the U.S. consulate in Benghazi.

Yemen has had a relatively peaceful change of regime, but it has not had peace. Regional and Islamist armed movements continue to undermine the central government, as tribal groups and al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula seek to wrest control of various regions.

Syria’s uprising has produced perhaps the worst outcome: while President Bashar al-Assad remains in power, he has lost control of much of the country and remains immersed in a struggle that has produced hundreds of thousands of deaths and millions of refugees. Moreover, the conflict has drawn in radical jihadis and produced a powerful revolutionary movement that not only took control of much of northern and western Syria, but also has spilled over into Iraq. This movement, the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS), has declared a Caliphate on the territory it has acquired, and unleashed a reign of terror to create a purified Sunni Islamic state.

For those who hoped that the Arab uprisings would follow the pattern of the anticommunist revolutions of 1989–1991 in Eastern Europe, where popular rejection of authoritarian parties led to stable democracy, even to admission to the EU, the events of the last two years have been disappointing, even shocking. Yet these trajectories could have been predicted by paying attention to the existing theoretical and empirical research on revolutions.

First, the countries of North Africa and the Middle East have very young populations. Younger populations are not only prone to political violence (Urdal 2011), they are also far less likely to consolidate as stable democracies (Cincotta 2011). Historically, countries with median age above twenty-five have a high rate of success in transitioning to democracy. But of all the countries in the region that experienced successful revolts, only Tunisia and Libya have passed this level. Egypt may do so in the next few years. However, Yemen and Syria remain far younger.

Second, even among countries with older populations that experienced peaceful revolutions, as with Georgia and Ukraine, a smooth transition to democracy is difficult in countries without prior democratic experience. Following the revolutions of 1989–1991, the countries of Central Europe and the Baltics that had enjoyed democratic governments prior to World War II made smoother transitions to democracy than those in the Balkans, Central Asia, and the Caucasus, which had not. In most of Central Asia and in the Ukraine either authoritarian or semiauthoritarian regimes emerged and remained in power for decades, or countries were subject to chronic instability.

Third, the outcomes of revolutions do not generally emerge soon. In a study of forty-seven revolutions since 1572, Becker and Goldstone (2005) found that only eleven produced stable outcomes within three years or less. Among those, only Costa Rica, the Baltic Republics, and Poland produced stable democratic outcomes; the other outcomes were authoritarian reversals or regimes that soon lapsed into chronic instability (Philippines, Tanzania, Bangladesh). The vast majority of revolutionary transitions took five years or more, with a median of eight years. Moreover, in states that had civil wars as part of their revolutions, consolidation of state authority took considerably longer; often at least ten years. Thus, one should expect, based on historical experience, that state consolidation in Tunisia and Egypt would take several years, and in Libya and Syria is likely to take a decade or more. Here is what I forecast in May 2011 (Goldstone 2011, 14):


Those hoping for Tunisia and Egypt to make the transition to stable democracy quickly will likely be disappointed. Revolutions are just the beginning of a long process. Even after a peaceful revolution, it generally takes half a decade for any type of stable regime to consolidate. If a civil war or a counterrevolution arises (as appears to be happening in Libya), the reconstruction of the state takes still longer. In general, after the post-revolutionary honeymoon period ends, divisions within the opposition start to surface. Although holding new elections is a straightforward step, election campaigns and then decisions taken by new legislatures will open debates over taxation and state spending, corruption, foreign policy, the role of the military, the powers of the president, social policy on religious law and practice, minority rights, and so on. As conservatives, populists, Islamists, and modernizing reformers fiercely vie for power in Tunisia, Egypt, and perhaps Libya, those countries will likely face lengthy periods of abrupt government turnovers and policy reversals[.]



In order to rebuild a society after a revolutionary transition, several elements are required. These include an experienced cadre of military and civil bureaucrats, necessary to create a competent state authority; broader resources of human capital and civil society, necessary to put checks on the despotic power of the government; charismatic and pragmatic leadership, necessary to provide unity and direction; cultural resources to underpin state unity; and where the above are not adequate, external support to make up for short-term deficiencies in economic resources or skills or security.

If we examine the countries that had changes of regime in the Middle East and North Africa—Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, and Yemen—we find they differ sharply in these capacities. In Tunisia, where the military stood aside and the Ben Ali family left without dismantling the existing bureaucracy, a structure for governing society remained in place. Tunisia also had the largest middle class and strongest civil society in the region, a charismatic leader in Rachid Ghannouchi of the Islamist Ennahda Party, and a strong national identity reaching back to the Phoenician state of Carthage and the Medieval Hafsid dynasty, an identity that survived Ottoman and French rule. Tunisia thus in many respects—its age structure, its lack of civil war, and its resources for state building—has the best prospects for a stable transition to a democratic regime. The difficulty Tunisia faces is that without any prior democratic experience, it may be difficult to implement a constitution that both embodies its national identity as a modern Islamic state and yet entrenches institutions that ensure the pluralism and limits on government power that democracy requires.

Egypt is in a more difficult position. The military officer corps of the old regime survived the revolution intact; but it was deeply opposed to what emerged as the most popular political party, the Freedom and Justice Party, which was rooted in the longstanding Islamist opposition to the old Mubarak regime, the Muslim Brotherhood. Egypt’s civil society has long been quite weak, with all moderate independent or opposition organizations suppressed and the most successful civil society organization, the Brotherhood, operating mainly underground. Thus, Egypt’s revolution has been dominated by a power struggle between the Supreme Council of the Armed Forces (SCAF) and the Freedom and Justice Party.

The result of this binary power struggle has been a series of sharp confrontations in which democracy has been the loser. The first round of that struggle went to the FJP, with the election of its candidate Mohamed Morsi as Egypt’s first ever popularly elected president. Yet once in power, Morsi proved himself far more of an impractical ideologue than a skilled leader. Acting as if he had a popular mandate, instead of bowing to the reality that he had come to power in a runoff election in which he obtained the votes of only one-quarter of eligible voters, Morsi’s near-dictatorial actions alienated urban and liberal secularists, minorities, and outraged conservatives and the military. In 2013, the military—with considerable popular support—overthrew Morsi in a coup and repressed his Brotherhood supporters in ruthless fashion, killing hundreds or more likely thousands.

Such military counterrevolutions are not uncommon in the annals of revolution. Probably the nearest analog is the military counterrevolution led by Victoriano Huerta that occurred in Mexico in 1913, which toppled Francisco Madero, the revolutionary leader who had been elected president following the flight of the long-entrenched personalistic dictator Porfirio Díaz. Yet the military counterrevolution only briefly brought peace, before more radical populist challenges started a new civil war and overturned Huerta’s rule. It may be that Egypt’s military has sufficient popular support to remain in power; but with the economy still weak and the Brotherhood adept at functioning underground, it seems too early to count out the possibility of further turmoil and conflict, with even more radical forces contesting for power.

Libya faces even greater challenges. Libya lacks a strong national identity, having instead distinct Berber (southern), Western (Tripoli), and Eastern (Benghazi) regions that had been separate under Ottoman rule, along with still-powerful tribal groups dominating localities. Ghaddafi had destroyed most traces of competent professional government, relying instead on family and loyalists to staff his minimal party state. Although education improved greatly in recent years, there were no independent civil society organizations, so civil society remains weak and fragmented. Elections have not produced a single dominant leader, but rather a set of competing Islamist and secular leaders. The competing governments in Tripoli and Tobruk have little control over the countryside, with militias left over from the civil war yet to be disarmed and brought under state control. Despite large potential oil revenues that could support a strong central government and a prosperous society, the configuration of power and distribution of human and social capital suggests that Libya is likely to remain in a state of chronic instability for many years until both political leaders and society grow accustomed to resolving political issues through democratic means. In the meanwhile, there is also the risk, as in Tunisia and Egypt, that the Islamist tendencies in government will become more authoritarian and exclusive.

Finally, Yemen is perhaps the least likely of these countries to gain a stable democratic outcome. Yemen is particularly young, has no prior experience of democracy, and has enormous regional and tribal divisions (it was divided into two countries not long ago, with the southern, more commercial portion centered on the port of Aden separate from the trib-al-dominated north). Both religious divisions and activity by armed Jihadists (al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula) are reminiscent of conditions in Iraq. Finally, Yemen has a fast-growing population but limited and diminishing resources of both fresh water and oil, which will present major economic problems in the near future. An extended struggle for power among tribal and regional groups, periodically erupting into violence, seems unavoidable for the near future.

We can add that the extended struggle developing in Syria almost rules out a democratic outcome there. A large-scale civil war almost always involves a longer time to consolidate authority and more ruthless state actions to quell dissent after the regime changes. The passing of the al-Assad regime, when it comes, is thus unlikely to herald the onset of a democratic peace. There are not yet any strong national leaders poised to take power; instead, squabbling among minor leaders has undermined efforts to create an alternative government in waiting or transitional council. Civil society remains highly fragmented, with armed militias of varying loyalties and identities spread across the country facing anxious minorities of Christians and Alawites who embody most of the administrative and military leadership cadre and a significant portion of the business community. The most likely outcomes in Syria are for a military leader to take power and create a strong authoritarian government that is majority-Sunni, rather than minority-Alawite, in orientation, or for fighting among various groups to continue and spill over into Lebanon as well as Iraq. The existing chaos has created an opportunity for ISIS to hold significant territory in both Syria and Iraq; it will not be dislodged without further civil war. It will likely require sustained and strong external intervention to overcome ISIS and help Syrians build toward a more democratic regime some years into the future.

In all of the transitioning states, we find the strongest civil society forces and leaders are those of the Islamist Muslim Brotherhood parties; that overall bureaucratic and civil society resources are weak and/or divided; and that societies lack experience with democratic institutions. These are not promising conditions for democratic transitions. That does not mean that stable democracies will not eventually arise in the region. As populations age, civil society strengthens, national identities are forged, and economies improve, the odds for consolidation of democracy will improve. Tunisia already looks fairly promising on all these counts. But for most countries of the region, one should expect that the trajectories for political change will be lengthy and the road to democracy very bumpy and marked by frequent reverses.
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IS DEMOCRACY A MIRAGE?

THE ARAB AWAKENING IN COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

ROBERTO TOSCANO

One and a half years after the momentous events of the “Arab Awakening,” the mood in the region, as well in public opinion worldwide, has shifted from elation to pessimism. In Egypt, what has emerged is an ominous bipolar split between the military and the Islamists, raising doubts on the possibility of a peaceful transition to full democracy. In spite of the fact that the elections have resulted in the prevalence of the civilian option, the military remain a force that it will be impossible to erase from the Egyptian political equation, and that, though remaining formally in the wings, might continue conditioning and limiting the democratic development of the country. In Libya, the tyrant has been killed, but—in the absence both of state institutions and of a structured civil society—armed militias are exerting an abnormal amount of power. In Tunisia, it has yet to be seen whether its budding democracy will be able to withstand the onslaught of intolerant Islamists. In Syria, popular discontent toward the tyrannical Assad regime has turned into a civil war, with a horrendous human cost and unclear prospects for a solution capable of opening the way to both peace and democracy.

To this, one should add the tensions deriving from international issues that threaten to interact with internal dynamics in a destabilizing way, from the Palestinian issue—always an internally politically explosive one even at times of diplomatic neglect and political stagnation such as the present—to the threat of a radical jihadi movement whose transnational militancy and support networks are very difficult to control and contrast on the part of the governments that have emerged from the events of 2011. Finally one must add the dilemma of relations with the United States, an issue on which post-tyrannical governments are torn between the need to maintain both the political and economic help of the United States and the widespread anti-Americanism fanned by the more extreme wings of the Islamist movement.

As Agha and Malley (2011) put it, “February 11 [2011: Mubarak’s resignation] was the culmination of the Arab revolution. On February 12, the counterrevolution began.” We may still be confident that a process has in any case been started, that perhaps we could still believe that, even if the “counterrevolution” was to prevail in the short run, on a longer time frame change will prove to be irreversible, as was the case for the 1848 revolutions, which were apparently defeated but which eventually led to the triumph of nationalism and of constitutional government throughout the European continent. As Arjomand points out in chapter I of this volume, the “failed revolutions” of 1848 are an essential comparative reference both for analyzing the characteristics of the events of 2011 and for attempting some forecast as to the future course of the political processes that were set in motion by a succession of revolutionary events in several Arab countries. Finding parallels in events taking place at such distance in time and space, and such variance between socioeconomic realities and cultural characteristics, would seem counterintuitive, yet what we see when we start comparing is truly significant. In the first place, both in 1848 and in 2011 we see the spreading of protest, turmoil, and revolution from one country to another—a phenomenon that of course is easier to understand under present conditions of global communication networks, but which characterized also the nineteenth-century mass political mobilization. The fact is that the accumulation of grievances and the questioning of the status quo in terms of power and institutions do not lead to collective action until someone, somewhere, shows that change is possible, power is not invincible. To quote a recent slogan, there are times when one example of successful radical change sends out a powerful message: “Yes, we can.” Another interesting parallel is the bipolar elites/nonelites dimension in revolutionary processes. For both the nineteenth and the twenty-first centuries, in order to understand and interpret events one should not stop at what happens in the squares where masses vent their anger and voice their demands, but try to look into ideologies, social groups, and especially organized political movements and their leaders. It is indeed striking that—as remarked by Arjomand—both in 1848 and in 2011 once revolutionary turmoil moved to democratic institutionalization by electoral consultation it turned out that the electorate (i.e., the majority of the population) was more conservative that the active revolutionaries. Louis Bonaparte (who would soon reveal that his imperial ambitions were much stronger than his republican allegiance) was elected by universal suffrage at the end of 1848, to the dismay of the radical republican crowds that had been the protagonists of the revolution; when post-Mubarak Egypt went to the polls, the two main forces emerging from the popular vote were not the liberal democrats, but on one side the Muslim Brotherhood (definitely not the main protagonists on Tahrir Square) and on the other the the armed forces, the main support of the Mubarak regime. The conclusion that can be drawn in both cases is that active, radical minorities are by definition the protagonists of revolutionary processes, but that—if the goal is to widen democratic participation and not replace one authoritarian regime with another that is equally nondemocratic, though of a different ideological profile—we should be aware of the need to account for the aspirations and beliefs (and often fears) of the majority of the citizens, including those who do not actively participate in revolutionary processes. Much as progressives hate the concept of “silent majorities,” they do exist. Last but not least, the example of 1848 should make us wary of proclaiming, as there seems to be a tendency to do, the “failure” of the revolutions of the Arab Awakening of 2011. It is true that perhaps we should be very cautious in using the definition of “revolution” in the absence of deep and authentic socioeconomic and institutional transformation, and that the evident strength of conservative, often illiberal forces justifies the disillusionment of those who had too optimistically saluted the dawn of liberal democracy throughout the Arab world. However, what cannot be denied (and here the parallel with 1848 is particularly significant) is that a process has been set in motion, and that millions have become aware of their own strength and of the basic weakness of tyrants. There is no way back, and the Arab world will never be the same.

CITIZENS AND BELIEVERS

In the Arab world, there could be no real citizens, since both traditional and modern dictators were able to divide the population between privileged cronies and oppressed subjects. Today, on the other hand, much of the powerful protest against corruption, privilege, and repression is being led and organized by Islamist movements, which, though promoting platforms with a popular and democratic content, tend to fuse the category of the citizen with that of the believer. Believers, on the other hand, constitute not a demos, but rather an ethnos not defined by race but by religious affiliation. Sectarian democracy, of course, is a contradiction in terms, and it is particularly disturbing to note that the resistance to the possibility of an Islamist state is carried out by sectarian minorities, afraid that a triumph of political Islam (feared as a “sectarian majority”) will entail for them persecution or, in the best hypothesis, a status of second-class citizens.

Some analysts, with great resonance in public opinion at large, maintain that much of what is happening in the Arab (and more widely, Muslim) world is “about religion.” What we are seeing, however, is not a revival of religious faith as such, but rather the powerful growth of religion as the foundation of social cohesion and political activity. In the West, political modernization, and democracy itself, have been made historically possible by the gradual evolution of a secular state, ensuring the equality of all citizens regardless of religion. But why in the Muslim world not only has this not happened in the past, but is not happening today? Some will say that Islam is inherently fundamentalist or, more properly, integriste, that is, that it does not recognize separate spheres of human reality but sees religion as all-encompassing: from ethics to politics, from dietary prescriptions to the economy. Every religion, actually, lends itself to possible “totalitarian” interpretations of religion—which applies also to Christianity, which was definitely neither pluralistic nor tolerant until the Protestant Reformation and the consolidation of strong nation-states.

But why is a secular approach to religion so weak in the Muslim world?

In the first place, secularism has been identified as something “foreign,” harking back to the major trauma of the arrival in Egypt—perceived as a humiliation—of Napoleon and republican (as well as laique) France.

Besides, secularism in the Middle East has never been of the pluralist, tolerant, religion-compatible and even religion-friendly Anglo-Saxon brand—but has, rather, been presented, and seen, as an antireligious, atheistic ideology. In the early twentieth century the ideologist of Turkism Ziya Gokalp, when translating the French term laique, used the word la-dini, which means “nonreligious,” thereby making it sure that believers would consider secularism unacceptable. More important, Ataturk—and later Reza Shah in Iran—applied in practice this identification of secularism and systematic antireligious modernization. Too often, even today, too many secularists (usually belonging to both cultural and social elites) love secularism more than democracy and, in order to prevent the power of Islamists, are willing to support or at least condone military government.

The problem is that too often secularists are liberal but not democratic, while Islamists, at least the more moderate among them, are democratic but hardly liberal. In the Arab world it is difficult to envisage a system (the American example is the most significant) that can be at the same time secular, in the sense of embodying a full separation between religion and the state, and deeply religious.

Westerners, in any case, should avoid boasting of their superiority as if the West was “born” secular, forgetting how long, and how difficult, was the road leading to the present disestablishment of religion in the West. It would also be a sign of intellectual honesty to admit that even in Western democracies the separation of state and religion remains less than complete, less than perfect even in this day and age. There are still traces of what used to be the concept of “state religion” in countries from the UK (where the prime minister must be a Protestant) to Italy (where Christian crosses are exhibited in public schools, in spite of protest and even legal action on the part of non-Christian parents) to Greece (where the Orthodox church has to this day imposed the inscription of religious affiliation in IDs). But the Western experience has a very positive relevance for all those who, in Muslim countries, are trying to explore the compatibility of religious faith and liberalism. A very interesting case in point is that of Italy’s Christian Democracy, a party whose identity was thoroughly Catholic and was openly supported (in particular as an anticommunist bulwark) by the Church, and which, at the same time, was able, in spite of internal division and contradictions, to lead the postwar political and economic reconstruction of Italy after World War II and twenty years of fascism, on substantially secular grounds. Alcide De Gasperi, the leader of the party in the pivotal 1950s, was both an orthodox, faithful Catholic and a defender of a secular and democratic republic. Historians have revealed a significant episode: in a private conversation, Pope Pius XII complained of some legislation displeasing to the Church that De Gasperi’s government was about to introduce, to which De Gasperi replied: “Holy Father, I am your faithful son, but I am also the Prime Minister of Italy.” In other words, after centuries of controversy and even violent struggle and persecution (traditionally of nonbelievers by believers, but in the twentieth century of believers by totalitarian nonbelievers as well), it has now been widely accepted that religious belief is fully compatible with a secular state. Such achievement, on the other hand, often turns out to be unstable and can always be threatened, be it by the Jacobin (or Kemalist) pretense of denying religion a role in the public sphere (on an equal footing with each and every manifestation of civil society) or the recurrent temptation of organized religion to exert directly an abusive control on the state—a temptation that becomes evident at a time when individual believers tend not to follow religious precepts and, for instance, the Catholic Church tries to obtain from state legislation what it can no longer obtain from the obedience of its flock.

In this, all religions are the same, in the sense that coercion denotes not strength but weakness, a lack of trust in the possibility of obtaining the free adherence of individual believers to the precepts of religion and the teachings of the clerics. Actually, an outstanding Muslim thinker, Abdullahi An-Naim, has gone farther than just claiming the compatibility of religion and individual freedom, stating that only in the presence of free choice and the absence of enforced orthodoxy can religious identity be authentic and deep instead of superficial and opportunistic. Reversing the dogma of reactionary Islamists, An-Naim states that freedom is the necessary companion of religious faith.

DEMOCRACY AND THE RULE OF LAW

It is true—and this will remain true whatever the future political outcome—that the events of 2011 proved, against all “relativism,” that democracy, while not being a universal reality, turns out to be a universal aspiration. The “clash of civilizations” does exist, but it runs within each country, each society, dividing democrats on one side and authoritarians on the other.

In the West, however, we tend to make the mistake of reversing the historical and logical sequence between rule of law and democracy. We seem to have forgotten that democracy has been the late fruit of a long and difficult process of rule setting and power limitation. The Magna Charta of 1215 was definitely not a democratic document, but a pact between a sovereign and a group of what today we would call warlords aimed at reducing conflict through the common acceptance of rules and limitations. And—fast forward—who would maintain that nineteenth-century Britain, with its limited property-based electorate, was a democracy?

Democracy comes after the law and on the basis of shared rules, not vice versa. The rule of law before democracy opens the way to democracy. Democracy before the rule of law is a delusion, when not a mere fraud.

Stating the problem, however, does not mean getting closer to its solution. The main difficulty is that nondemocratic rulers in the Arab world (both monarchic and republican) have certainly not created the foundations of democracy as was done in Europe, historically, by monarchies that moved from absolute to constitutional and which—albeit in the pursuit of self-interested stability—promulgated and applied rules entailing limitations of their own power. To quote, again, Arjomand, the reason for this dramatically important difference is the “patrimonial” nature of the regimes that have traditionally ruled the Middle East and North Africa region (familism, corruption, crony capitalism/crony étatisme) which, combined with a rentier approach to the economy—in many cases made possible by oil, an economic boon that politically has functioned as a veritable curse—has created what have been defined as “extractive” systems that are not only nondemocratic but destroy, instead of creating, any possible foundation for democracy.

This explains the attempt by democrats to carry out a reversal of what has been the historical path to democracy in the West, and try building the rule of law on the basis of democracy. An understandable aspiration, generated by the impatience of democrats facing intolerable abuses and injustices, but one that is as rife with dramatic delusions and reversals as the Leninist attempt to reverse the path originally traced by Karl Marx (from the socioeconomic infrastructure to political superstructure), starting, instead, from taking political power and, from that, trying to build a socialist infrastructure. Much as we would like to avoid sounding conservative, it seems impossible to dismiss the wisdom of the Roman saying Natura non facit saltus and, while maintaining all the solidarity and even admiration for the brave revolutionaries who confront tyrants and oppressors, not to ask ourselves how wise it is to imagine that, differently from nature, politics does allow epochal “jumps” and the skipping—which is different from acceleration (both possible and necessary)—of historical stages.

DEMOCRACY AND CIVIL SOCIETY

Not only did the events of 2011 in Tunisia and Egypt give a boost to the hope that democracy would advance everywhere but they also strengthened the conviction that this could happen through processes that were internal, and not imposed from the outside. Societies could become “open” without being “opened”: George W. Bush was wrong and Tahrir Square was right.

Since then, Libya gave a very different signal, which was further strengthened by the situation in Syria: in the presence of regimes and leaders capable of applying extreme levels of violent repression, no popular revolt can succeed. Libya was, indeed, “opened”—and in Syria the situation has evolved in the direction of civil war, prompting calls for external intervention, presented (as in the Libyan case) as “humanitarian,” but actually aimed at putting an end to the slaughter by achieving regime change.

It is not, however, only a matter of repression.

What we saw in Tahrir Square was a powerful surge of civil society. In the West we saluted those events and rejoiced. Of course, in that there was a lot of sincere solidarity, but our reaction was also shaped by our ideological preferences.

In the post–Cold War world the struggle for democracy has been often perceived as a contest between democratic civil society and a nondemocratic state. Given skepticism on institutions (tainted, for some inevitably, either by authoritarianism or by demagoguery and corruption), the space for democracy has been widely identified outside the state, in the free and plural formation of associations, NGOs, movements. We have forgotten that dissent and civil society activism are essential, but they should be seen as a necessary premise of, and not a substitute for, democratic action of a political kind aiming at new rules and new institutions.

Thus, our enthusiasm was doomed to be followed by disappointment. Commenting on the defeat of “Egypt’s incredibly brave Facebook generation rebels,” Thomas Friedman has written: “They could organize protests and demonstrations, and act with often reckless courage to challenge the old regime. But they could not go on to rally around a single candidate, and then engage in the slow, dull, grinding work of organizing a political party that could contest an election, district by district” (Thomas L. Friedman, “Facebook Meets Reality,” The International Herald Tribune, June 11, 2011).

But it is not only a question of organization. In Egypt, both the Muslim Brotherhood and the military have shown themselves to be capable of exerting a strong appeal based on powerful concrete needs felt by the majority of the population.

Islamists throughout the Arab world are extremely active on social issues, and are perceived, for good reasons, as closer to the people, less corrupt, less elitist than the liberal democrats we in the West tend to focus upon and identify with. Resentment toward elites is a very powerful force, and Islamists are extremely capable of appealing to it, especially amid conditions of inequality and deep economic hardship and social discontent. The strength of the Islamist movements is largely dependent upon their focus on the issue of “social justice.” Radical Islam cannot be defined as “socialist,” but definitely as “social,” with much attention devoted to a combination of public welfare and charity aimed at reducing inequality and ensuring basic living standards to all. Liberals in the Middle East (not only in Arab countries, but also in Turkey and Iran) seem not to be fully aware of this. The fact is that demands for democracy and human rights can rally sustainable majority support only insofar as they are linked to issues of concern for the common citizen—issues of an economic and social nature. Democrats do not have to choose between political liberty and economic justice; quite the opposite. As a matter of fact, as proved by the remarkable series of UNDP’s Arab Human Development Reports (2002; 2009), in the Arab World economic backwardness is directly linked to political and cultural factors: bad governance, injustice, lack of rule of law, cronyism, insufficient scientific and educational effort, and, last but not least, the exclusion of women from active participation in the economy. Arabs are poor because they are not free and live under arbitrary rule.

As for the military, their appeal is essentially derived from their offer to deliver security at a time when people are afraid and disoriented in a situation of growing lawlessness and threatening chaos. Fear of chaos is even more powerful than economic discontent or resentment for oppression. If the alternative to dictatorship is violent anarchy, most people will choose dictatorship.

WHICH DEMOCRACY?

We might agree that “democracy” today is an unbeatable brand name, but at the same time, if we care about substance and not just appearances, we should be aware of two possible political options that, while preserving the outer trappings of democracy, tend to actually empty it of its real political meaning.

On one hand, we see the spreading of “authoritarian democracy” (where the adjective tends to void the substantive). In Russia, a sociologist, describing “Putinism,” has written about “imitation democracy”: the democratic process (elections, political parties) is preserved but power is substantially unchallenged and rests on a combination of populism and well-targeted repression (interview with Dmitrii Furman; http://www.polit.ru/article/2004/12/26/furm).

The ideologues of “Putinism” have invented a new brand of “qualified” democracy that they call “sovereign democracy.” The term sounds quaint to democratic ears, and not only in the West, insofar as by definition sovereignty in a democracy belongs to the people, so that the adjective would be totally superfluous because already contained in the substantive. The justified suspicion is, on the other hand, that the sovereignty alluded to is not popular sovereignty, but rather the sovereignty of the state. This suspicion is justified not only by the actual behavior of Russian state authorities in relation to political opposition and to dissent as well as by the powerful role of the renamed but not reformed KGB, but especially by the explicit revival of the historical heritage of the pre-Soviet Russian state, including the alliance with a truly reactionary and antidemocratic institution such as the Orthodox Church. A church whose hierarchy opposes pluralism, extols nationalist identity, and stands unconditionally on the side of the state—in full continuity with what its KGB-infiltrated leadership did under late communism, while a few courageous priests and believers were repressed, together with secular liberal and democratic dissidents. This post-Soviet ideological mix of nationalism and Orthodox cultural identity has been correctly identified by Putin as powerful, and has been revealed so far as very difficult to challenge. Yet it is almost a law of history that regimes that find their main source of strength in conservative identity politics end up losing the support of the most modern, cultured, dynamic, younger segments of the population. It is beginning to happen also in Russia, as mass protest and dissident activism are proving. One can thus hope that “sovereign democracy” will eventually be transformed into democracy—without adjectives.

The post-Mubarak military in Egypt, to give just one example, will never speak out against democracy and are talking about legality and constitutionalism, and yet one is justified in fearing that, had they been allowed to run the show after the demise of Mubarak, theirs would have been indeed an “imitation democracy.” Actual experience, ranging from Latin America to the Middle East to Africa, has repeatedly shown the absurdity of expecting democracy from military rule. An interesting case is that of Iran, where only a few years back some regime critics and opponents were privately hoping that the military (and specifically the Revolutionary Guards, the Pasdaran) would enter into politics and curtail the oppressive power of the clergy, thereby opening the way to democracy by overcoming the intrinsic contradiction of an “Islamic republic.” The results of the growth of Pasdar (Revolutionary Guards) influence under Ahmadinejad should have dispelled this delusion.

The danger, however, does not lie only in authoritarian, pseudo-democratic, regimes, but also in “dictatorships of the majority.” When we speak about democracy we imply constitutional democracy, separation of powers, pluralism, respect for minorities—liberal democracy, in other words. Islamists might perhaps be defined as democratic. What they certainly are not is liberal, pluralist. In Iraq the demise of Saddam Hussein, and the establishment of majority rule, was followed by such a deterioration in terms of safety and rights for Christians that many of them left the country. Many Syrian Christians fear that the same will happen if the dictatorial Assad regime is overthrown. In Politics, Aristotle identified “ochlocracy,” mob rule, as the degenerate version of democracy (in parallel with the dyads monarchy/tyranny and aristocracy/oligarchy). Never has this been as relevant a warning as it is today in the Middle East.

Having warned against “imitation democracy” and “mob-democracy,” we should also warn against another deeply distorted approach to the question of democracy: as a sort of one-size-fits-all, which unfortunately has been a fallacy that has frequently characterized Western ideological militancy in favor of democracy.

Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina starts with the famous sentence: “All happy families are happy in the same way; all unhappy families are unhappy in their own peculiar way.” As far as politics is concerned, we should turn this around and say: “All democracies are democratic in their own way; all nondemocracies tend to resemble each other” (in repression, in their use of political police, in their rhetoric, propaganda, “doublespeak,” and even esthetics).

The path will be long and difficult, but Muslims in general, and Arabs in particular, have indeed awakened and have started moving toward democracy—that is, toward systems of legality and citizenship, of individual freedom and civil society pluralism, of social justice and social mobility, with respect for minorities, as well as characterized by full recognition of religion in the public space but without any claim to political monopoly. In this sense, but only in this sense, can we say that the Arab Awakening is irreversible.

So, is democracy “a mirage”? If we mean by this that it is a figment of the imagination, one could say that it is not: history proves otherwise. But perhaps democracy is indeed a mirage in the real sense, insofar as a mirage is not a hallucination, but rather the optical distortion that makes us see (real) things closer than they actually are. We could then say that there are still many miles of harsh and dangerous desert to cross before reaching the verdant oasis of democracy. But actually the trip will never end, since democracy is not a fixed destination but a process, even—let us not forget—for those of us living in countries that call themselves democracies.
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DID INEQUALITY BREED THE ARAB UPRISINGS?

SOCIAL INEQUALITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST FROM A WORLD PERSPECTIVE

KEVAN HARRIS

Over the past twenty-five years, social scientists accumulated a set of theoretical premises about politics and society in West Asia and North Africa (MENA, for simplicity). The collective events of 2011–12 labeled as the Arab Spring could have been interpreted as a challenge to these premises. Yet initial accounts presented the Arab Spring as a belated “catching up” of the region with global norms and institutions of liberal democracy after decades of “authoritarian persistence.” This view, however, cannot explain why such events took place circa 2011 instead of, say, 1989. Confronted with confusing events, we project a linear developmental path onto political and social changes in the region. Countries move forward, fall backward, or, surely a contradictory phrase, get “stuck in transition.”

The 2011–12 Arab Spring (and its 2009 cousin in Iran) are often portrayed as stemming from economic discontent related to poverty and inequality. Yet the MENA region has historically exhibited lower inequality combined with lower poverty in comparison to regional averages in most of the developing world, especially vis-à-vis Latin America and Sub-Saharan Africa. This patterning, however, should not be taken as evidence of a “modernization gap” or “institutional imbalance” of the type that Samuel Huntington conceptualized as leading to modern revolutions (1968). Coordinated political unrest does not proceed directly from large-scale social change, nor do successful or failed revolutions. When Charles Tilly critiqued Huntington’s theory of revolutions four decades ago, he pointed to “the shapelessness of the theory linking mobilization to modernization.” Karl Marx, at least, “told us exactly what kinds of groups we could expect to emerge as significant political actors out of the development of industrial capitalism,” even if he did not identity all of them (Tilly 1973, 434). With Tilly’s caveat in mind, in this chapter I attempt to reframe recent political contention in the Middle East from a world-historical perspective. Instead of proceeding through individual cases of successful or failed uprisings and their causal pathways (see chapters by Arjomand and Goldstone in this volume), I illustrate how durable patterns of inequality in the MENA region indicate the kinds of groups that emerged as contentious political actors: namely the formation of a “lumpen intelligentsia.”

The chapter proceeds as follows. First, I historically compare within-country levels of inequality and poverty in selected MENA countries to other regions. The MENA region displays a unique trajectory of lower poverty and inequality in the former third world. Second, I argue that this is largely an outcome of postcolonial state formation, which embedded fairly broad, “Bismarckian” social welfare compacts within comparatively robust authoritarian states. These compacts survived the end of the developmental era and lasted well into the neoliberal turn. MENA states did not just inherit a set of socioeconomic institutions from the West Asian gunpowder empires of the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries. These states also reordered subaltern and elite social structures after independence. Third, the new middle classes that led the cross-class coalitions of the Arab uprisings, I contend, were produced within these MENA welfare regimes during earlier bouts of state-led development. As MENA elites dismantled and restructured existing social compacts, these new middle classes became a lumpen intelligentsia in the social field and a disloyal opposition in the political field. Grievances in the Arab Spring stemmed from a widening “fear of falling” among new middle and working classes, whose positional status vis-à-vis both their own elites as well as other developing countries were perceived as in rapid decline. While the sparks were contingent and diverse, as in any revolution, the chained mobilizations across the region relied on these common self-understandings, rather than timeless democratic desires or regionally exceptional misfortunes.

INEQUALITY CLUSTERING AND INSTITUTIONAL PATH DEPENDENCE IN MENA—SOME STYLIZED FACTS

Over the past decade, a growing branch of scholarship in historical social science has posited that regional differences in developmental outcomes over the longue durée are a result of initial institutional conditions. This body of research attempts to show, generally, how institutions either coordinate the collective action problems of individual agents and/or distribute resources unevenly, which conditions successive conflicts over status and power (Mahoney 2010, 15). The approaches and arguments of this institutional turn vary, but they commonly widen the analytical frame beyond methodological nationalism—from China’s early modern market expansion (Pomeranz 2000; Rosenthal and Wong 2011) to Latin America’s colonial elites (Engerman and Sokoloff 2012; Mahoney 2010) to African state weakness (Acemoglu and Robinson 2006) and the Middle East’s commercial structures (Kuran 2011). These studies largely proceed from the insight that developmental trajectories do not necessarily follow a linear path of modernization. This may be considered an unnecessary claim to make explicit, but the death of modernization theory has been greatly exaggerated, especially in its application to the MENA region.

For instance, when Egypt erupted in revolution in February 2011, journalists and academics often emphasized that the country had “40% of its population under the poverty line” (e.g., Bellin 2011; Bush 2011). In this reading, it was absolute poverty that produced a revolution. Of course, sociologists know that poverty does not directly produce revolutions, nor do the poorest people in countries that undergo revolutions usually have the largest role in the mobilizational process (Goodwin and Skocpol 1989). Poverty lines are often politicized as indicators of progress or backwardness, but was this even a correct assertion? Using the World Bank’s (2012) internationally comparable $2/day poverty line (PPP), we see that Egypt’s poverty level stood at 15 percent of the population in 2008, while South Africa’s level was at 31 percent (2009) and Nigeria at an extreme level of 84 percent (2010). The 40 percent number, while usually not sourced when mentioned, references a 2008–09 World Bank and Egyptian government study that included “near poor” households using a nationally calculated poverty line (World Bank 2011). While still an alarming number in absolute terms—millions of individuals struggle to maintain adequate nutrition levels—the high percentage resonated among many who preferred to interpret and explain the Egyptian revolution as one of relative backwardness. Yet in reality, nonwealthy MENA countries historically experienced less absolute poverty than other regions. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 below demonstrate regional poverty levels using World Bank–defined “developing” countries only.1

[image: image]

Figure 4.1. Regional Absolute Poverty Levels (% < $2 a day PPP)
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Figure 4.2. Regional Absolute Poverty Levels (% < $4 a day PPP)

As figures 4.1 and 4.2 show, the MENA region not only tends to have lower absolute poverty on average than other regions, but also exhibits lower levels as far back as the World Bank’s longitudinal data permits us to judge. We must take care to approach such data with caution, not only because of the imprecise nature of the “PPP project” but also because these measurements can swing widely with each successive survey (Korzeniewicz et al. 2004). Nevertheless, one stylized fact about MENA is that it was not the poorest region in the global South by far, even when using a higher poverty line of US $4/day PPP that aims to measure “near-poor” individuals. We cannot deduce national and local protests from regional trends—a fallacy of ecological inference—but the patterning invites us to look closer into the region’s social structures and unpack how individuals are internally sorted.

Another commonly held assumption about the Arab uprisings is that the distance between social classes in these countries is wide. Of course, we hear and see Arab sheikhs and emirs cavorting around the region with petrodollars in tow, buttressing an image of a huge chasm between elites and masses in MENA societies. Yet in comparative-historical perspective, this picture is not wholly accurate. Figure 4.3 shows a “snapshot” of average country income inequality by region in 2004 using a Gini index of PPP-adjusted income levels (higher = more unequal).
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Figure 4.3. Gini Coefficient of Inequality by Region, 2004

From this perspective, the MENA region does not stand out in terms of inequality. Comparing Figure 4.3 to the poverty figures above, however, we note an interesting puzzle of durable inequality patterns in the postwar era, sketched out in Figure 4.4.

Taken together, these regional distributions are a striking repudiation of the modernization hypothesis, where greater equalization of incomes and lower poverty levels are assumed to eventually accompany growth. Or, as Huntington once mockingly put it, the assumption in the “unity of goodness … that all good things go together” (1968, 5). The MENA region is a relatively low poverty, low inequality region in the global South. Contrastingly, Latin American countries have relatively low poverty, but very high inequality. South Asia experiences low inequality, but very high poverty. East Asia is relatively as equal as MENA, but that region has substantially lessened poverty levels over the past three decades while also recently experiencing increasing inequality. Lastly, Sub-Saharan Africa is a high inequality, high poverty region.

Why is this snapshot of inequality patterns durable? Admittedly, longitudinal inequality levels are difficult to collect in most of the global South. Inequality surveys measure a variety of indicators, and one needs to proceed with caution when comparing the data. A recent study by Korzeniewicz and Moran collected longitudinal inequality data for selected countries in the global South and compared them to wealthy countries. They demonstrate that within-country inequality does not proceed along the well-known Kuznets inverted U-curve, where inequality rises with economic growth and then declines as domestic economies “mature.” Instead, regional inequality levels tend to cluster at low or high levels in a pattern of trendless fluctuation. The wealthiest countries in the world, they show, cluster at low levels of inequality, while many poorer countries in the global South cluster at high levels. In Figure 4.5, I reproduce data from their study that illustrates the long-term durability in inequality patterns for the wealthy North and a few states in the global South.
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Figure 4.4. Patterns of Durable Inequality and Poverty by Region

The authors borrow from the institutionalist perspective, but go one step farther by arguing that inequality between regions is not simply a product of initial institutional conditions. Rather, regional inequality clusters in the world economy are related and linked to each other through a variety of political, social, and economic mechanisms. The overall inequality of the world economy—more unequal between countries than within any single country—remains relatively unchanged through the operation of these mechanisms. The implication of their study is that modernization, or if one prefers, globalization, does not produce convergence of inequality levels as countries’ economies grow. Instead, regions tend to cluster at high or low inequality levels, and poorer countries are not going to collectively “move up the equality ladder” given the current structure of the world economy.

There is one area that does not fit quite well, however, in Korzeniewicz and Moran’s study: the MENA region. The available data is both limited and poor in comparison to Latin America or wealthy European and North American countries. For the purposes of a rough comparison, though, I present Gini data on consumption levels in MENA countries in Figure 4.6, using the same Y-axis scale as in Figure 4.5.

The MENA countries for which data is available show a patterned clustering of inequality that is higher than the wealthy North but below the high-inequality levels of countries such as those in Latin America.

Before I stylize any more facts, we first need to recognize the limitations of this figure. Only a few inequality surveys have been conducted in the MENA region, and most of them are located in North Africa. While Latin American surveys tended to collect household income data, MENA surveys (and Asian surveys in general) used household consumption or expenditure data. The latter types can underestimate income inequality, because wealthier households tend to not spend all of their income. Additionally, indirect taxes on consumption rather than income, common to MENA states, tend to disproportionately affect poorer households. With these caveats in mind, Figure 4.6 does tell us that inequality in selected countries in the MENA region clusters over time with a pattern of trendless fluctuation. Moreover, this clustering is in the middle range of inequality levels in the world economy. As MENA countries’ economies grew, inequality levels did not decline. The figure—as with all Gini indices—does not tell us much about the variation in the lower and upper range of incomes, however. Poorer countries such as Yemen and Egypt are more equal than wealthier countries like Turkey and Iran. Yet the overall inequality cluster persists through time, even as all of these countries’ GDP levels grew in absolute terms.
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Figure 4.5. High and Low Inequality Clusters in the World Economy
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Figure 4.6. Gini Index (Household Consumption) in Selected MENA Countries, 1965–2010

What can we make of these stylized facts? At the most general (and therefore abstracted) level, the MENA region seems to have been on a unique developmental trajectory during the second half of the twentieth century. States managed to keep absolute poverty and inequality lower than other regions in the global South. Furthermore, these levels do not seem to change much during the decades prior to the Arab uprisings. The region was hit by the 2008 financial crisis, like most of the global South, and previously had been experiencing rapid economic growth due to the global asset bubbles of 2005–07 (Dahi 2011; Cammett and Diwan 2014). Yet, as with the claims of a “modernization gap” causing the Arab uprisings, the equally common claim that the uprisings were a response to “neoliberal globalization” is too imprecise to understand the particular trajectory of the region, let alone the individual cases of unrest. Instead, we need an account that can explain the durable patterns of poverty and inequality over the past several decades as well as the emergence of particular social protagonists which took part in political contention.

WELFARE MAKING AS STATE MAKING IN THE POSTCOLONIAL MIDDLE EAST

What do durable patterns of inequality imply for social structures and social change? The clustering of high inequality in Latin American countries, for instance, is often interpreted as a characteristic of backward, traditional societies. With modernization supposedly comes greater equalization of incomes, eventually. An alternative view, one more historically grounded, is that Latin American social structures which produce high inequality are an outcome of institutional innovations during the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries—namely, forms of coercive labor exploitation used in cash-crop agriculture and mineral extraction (Korzeniewicz and Moran 2009, ch. 3). Those countries where mercantilist elites were implanted by European colonial powers tended to entrench unequal distribution of resources even as initial conditions changed after political independence and into the twentieth century (Mahoney 2010). These profitable innovations turned into developmentally restraining hindrances only after economic returns to such activities declined relatively in the world economy compared to manufacturing activities.

We know far less about historical patterning of inequality in the MENA region. Yet the few studies that exist show that inequality was quite high in West Asian gunpowder empires and their descendants. The Gini index during the eighteenth century for sampled records in Cairo and Damascus tended to hover around 0.75, while northern Turkish locales stood at 0.60 (Establet, Pascual, and Raymond 1994; Ergene and Berker 2008). The higher range was similar to inequality levels observed in eighteenth-century England, while the lower range was closer to New England (ibid.). (We should keep in mind that urban Gini levels are usually higher than rural ones.) Nevertheless, once we arrive at the late twentieth century (the time period in Figure 4.6), Gini levels had declined to between 0.35 and 0.50 for developing MENA countries where data is present. If this pattern is not spurious, then inequality did experience a decline in most parts of the MENA region by the 1960s and ’70s. According to one study, the urban Gini level for Cairo in 1982 stood around 0.32 (Beinin 2001, 167). This patterning is worth further consideration from a longer-term perspective, beginning with the social-structural transformations of the post-Ottoman era.

Most of the MENA region was under the rule of the Ottoman empire during the eighteenth century, though at times weakly tied to the Sultanate, as with the case of Muhammad Ali Pasha’s Egypt. Nonetheless, most Ottoman territories were subsequently colonized, directly or indirectly, by European powers in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. There was no generalized effect of increased commercial trade and penetration by European merchants and militaries on social structures in the region, however. The variation of peasant tenure patterns, merchant-state relations, and artisan guild politics differed widely based on local and regional histories (Owen 1981). Hardly the paragon of “Asian despotism,” Ottoman imperial capacity for state regulation was in fact limited. Most revenues were kept by tax-farming local elites, and local merchants’ entreaties against competition from European trade went largely unheeded (Pamuk 2012). What the Ottoman state accomplished quite well, however, was the absorption of Arabic-speaking individuals from across the empire into centralized military bureaucracies, where they were trained and transformed into disciplined organization builders and managers. Indeed, most Arab nationalists of any repute in the 1920s uprisings fought as mid-level Ottoman officers during World War I (Provence 2011). While many of them ended up on the opposite side of Mustafa Kemal’s republican army, they were familiar with the étatist policies that Atatürk fashioned in a post-Ottoman milieu (Richards and Waterbury 1996, 173–204).

The impact of Ottoman collapse, wartime colonization by various European powers, and weak regimes inserted in their place, along with numerous famines, riots, and migrations from the late nineteenth century to the middle of the twentieth century, contributed to major dislocations among the population in the region (Beinin 2001, ch. 3; Reynolds 2011). The new states that emerged from the tumult in the post–World War II era generally adopted policies of “social leveling”: land reform, public sector expansion, primary education and health, and import-substitution manufacturing. This regime type is often labeled “populist-authoritarianism” in area studies literature (e.g., Hinnebusch 2010), but populism does not tell us very much about the structure and logic of the social policies put in place by these states. The term populism itself is rather confusing. For Middle East states it is often used to signify a “stage” in political development, or a stable form of rule, while in other regions such as Latin America the term has come to mean the fluidity of political mechanisms in opposition to stable state institutions (Roberts 1995; Weyland 2001). It was the case, however, that political legitimacy for most MENA states in the 1960s was “rooted not in approbation through the ballot box but in the ability of the regime to meet its welfare commitments” (Waterbury 1997, 142). In this sense, the period more fully reshaped MENA states into “service-rendering organizations for the protection of rights and the enforcement of duties” (Barker 1944, 6). This process superseded and weakened, but did not eradicate, existing patrimonial links between office holders and family prerogatives or property holdings (Bendix and Roth 1971, 140). Crucially, it required bureaucracy and the production of a civil service to staff its various agencies. Social policy was not simply a temporary political fix, then, but a rapid form of state building which had not been applied in other world regions to such a degree (Karshenas and Moghadam 2006). It was, in other words, an institutional innovation. Given the stability of the patterns observed above, furthermore, it was an innovation that lasted quite long in terms of limiting the increase of social inequality, even as global conditions changed in subsequent decades.

The incipient social group associated with this period is often designated as the “state bourgeoisie,” whether in Egypt (Waterbury 1983), Syria (Perthes 1995), Iran (Parsa 1989), or the region more broadly (Ayubi 1995). This concept migrated from debates over the intermediate agent of “transition” from backwardness to modernity, be it capitalist or socialist. The Gershenkronian insight in the early twentieth century about late, or catch-up, development was that the state had to be a major actor in the capital accumulation process. State intervention in economic activities allowed for, as Huntington phrased it, the “telescoping of modernization” in poorer nations (1968, 74). Yet the teleology embedded in the state bourgeoisie concept tended to mask its lack of clarity, whether as plaudit or pejorative. Reportedly coined by the historian Hugh Seton-Watson (1955) to describe the Russian nomenklatura as a corollary to the British bourgeoisie’s nineteenth-century sub-elite position, the notion itself had been in currency since the 1930s to characterize Nazi and Soviet economic planning. Irate Trotskyists later threw it at Stalin-era USSR and then post-Mao China to describe the bureaucratic suffocation of revolutionary promises (Burton and Bettelheim 1978; Hodges 1981). This carried over to the Middle East in the post-1967 disillusionment with Arab nationalism (e.g., Hussein 1973).

Yet the term’s valence could be positive, with Fernando Cardoso labeling the Brazilian managers of publicly owned enterprises as the patriotic burguesia do estado which could balance and transcend the pressures of international capital, the domestic masses, and a comprador private sector (Evans 1977, 59). To a degree, Peter Evans clothed this Latin American and Marxian concept with a South Korean and Weberian outfit as “embedded autonomy,” the theoretical standard bearer for explaining East Asian developmental success (compare Evans 1979 with Evans 1995). For other regions, with more dismal developmental outcomes, the state bourgeoisie was accused of fostering rent-seeking among erstwhile entrepreneurs and fattening protected firms. John Waterbury’s (1991) genealogy of the concept, wherein he critiques his previously held position on the state bourgeoisie as a class in itself, highlights at least three broad definitions: corrupt public servants, the managerial strata of public companies, and technically credentialed, salaried individuals employed by the state. Waterbury and Alan Richards, in their well-known volume, thus argue that the state bourgeoisie is not really a class at all, and the concept needs to be approached with caution (1996, 202–204).

Today, the term is almost wholly used in a negative fashion. Like the supposedly antistate nineteenth-century bourgeoisie, the twentieth-century state bourgeoisie “seems not to have origins, but to emerge full-grown out of the head of Zeus” (Wallerstein 1988, 99). If we drop the teleology of an intermediate class that destined the nation-state to glory or woe, however, the rise and fall of the concept itself tells us something about the period under study as world-historical moment. As Waterbury notes, state elites in the post-independence era “believed firmly in the state itself, in its capacity to manage the economy better than the private sector, and in its duty to mobilize resources in a planned, rational, and socially responsible manner.” The task at hand was in “engaging in vast schemes of social engineering, altering the very structures of one’s economy, and living well at the same time” (1991, 12). In other words, innovation in postwar MENA social and economic policy was both a product and a producer of the ideological model that associated the state bourgeoisie with the path to modernization.

What was the logic and form of welfare systems that MENA state elites put in place during the late 1950s and 1960s? Official Cold War orientations were less important than shared developmental aspirations. Economic planning and “big push” industrialization were the order of the day. Given that most of the population worked in the agrarian sector, “non-income” welfare indicators such as infant survival rates, life expectancy, and illiteracy were both absolutely and relatively poor circa 1960. As a result, MENA states embarked upon the only welfare model that existed for late developers in the mid-twentieth century. This was the “Bismarckian” social policy of late-nineteenth-century Germany, which linked welfare access to occupational status. States provided educational training, pensions, and health services to the formally employed segment of the labor force, usually located in the public sector or state-linked industries and organizations. Given that this was a small segment of any country’s population, such a welfare system tended to neglect what later became known as the “informal sector”—individuals who are self-employed or work in casual and unregulated jobs. Health and primary education access was extended to rural regions, often linked to family planning initiatives, but state elites believed the dynamic of state-led development would eventually absorb rural migrants and formalize—i.e., proletarianize—the labor force. Through such bodies as the International Labor Organization, basic rubrics for Bismarckian welfare systems spread across the region and were implemented in tandem with state-building projects. Ever since their implementation, critics of the “bloated” Middle East state tended to label social policy under the region’s authoritarian rulers as paternalistic and unidirectional compared to the contractual, rights-based welfare systems of European democracies. They forgot, however, that welfare systems in most democracies today, and indeed in all democracies in the global South, originated in authoritarian state building. In most instances, democratic citizenship rights historically succeeded social policy systems, not the opposite (Hort and Therborn 2012).

This corporatist, Bismarckian welfare system was common to many developing countries during the postwar period. What stands out in the case of the MENA region is the relative size of the public sector and the concomitant absorption of the population into these social policies (Karshenas and Moghadam 2006). What further stands out after the 1970s is the fact that, unlike most other regions in the global South, and even though developmentalist economic precepts had been replaced with more fashionable neoliberal ones, MENA states barely shrank their public sectors. This occurred for at least two reasons. First, after the 1970s Sino-U.S. détente and denouement of the Vietnam War, the main theater of global military buildup, geopolitical conflict, and mass warfare shifted from East Asia to the MENA region. For most MENA political elites, war and war preparation served as a useful excuse to fight off technocratic efforts to shrink the state’s budget and privatize national “mother” industries (see Ahram 2011). Second, even though many MENA states were not oil producers, the commodity bubbles of the 1970s generated intraregional transfers of oil revenue, which enabled states to keep welfare systems in place. This “political petrolism,” coupled with new sources of external finance for MENA states, prevented the deep balance of payments crises that Latin America and Sub-Saharan Africa experienced in the 1980s and ’90s and allowed for the continued use of the public sector as a provider of employment and status attainment. Jordan’s public sector, for instance, employed more people in the 2000s than in the 1980s. Egypt’s public sector salaries had risen, not fallen, over the same period (Schlumberger 2010, 245–46; Soliman 1997; also see the essays in Niblock and Murphy 1993).

In effect, the MENA welfare state was a robust, although far from universally available, institutional innovation which survived the era of developmental state building and lasted well into the late twentieth and early twenty-first century. The political regimes that constructed such systems were not immune to protest and social unrest, which occurred in the region as much as anywhere over the past five decades, but their internal social compacts were dismantled to a far less extent than in analogous states in Latin America or Sub-Saharan Africa. Nevertheless, this was not social stasis; instead, a structural transformation in these countries was underway, partly as a result of these welfare systems themselves. The relative enlargement and expansion of various social strata in these countries was one such outcome. In this case, however, success generated newer and more intractable problems.

THE NEW MIDDLE CLASS AND SOCIAL UNDERPINNINGS OF THE ARAB SPRING

We should not romanticize this era of MENA state building. These forms of social leveling had less of an impact than land reform in East Asia, for instance, on rural livelihoods and living standards. Once corporatist pacts with workers and peasants broke down in the 1970s, living conditions improved less rapidly. Manufacturing wages stagnated, peasants migrated to cities, and new business elites took advantage of various openings to the world economy to avoid the state’s regulatory clutches. Exclusion was etched into the makeup of the welfare structure. Still, the conceptual boundary between “formal” and “informal” sectors rarely exists in reality. Bismarckian welfare systems in developing countries cannot realistically reach the majority of the population because they connect welfare benefits with formal occupational status. The problem with this model is that the informal sector in the MENA region—as well as the rest of the global South—not only persisted into the late twentieth century but often increased as a share of the labor force (Portes, Castells, and Benton 1989). Nevertheless, linkages and flows of welfare benefits from formal jobs to the rest of the population always existed—in the household, the labor market, and the community (Bernstein 2006). One way to get access to material benefits was to link up with an individual who had access to such welfare programs: an uncle, a cousin, a neighborhood friend. Indeed, as states such as Egypt and Jordan cut their welfare services for low-income individuals, such linkages were promoted and utilized by religious organizations to expand their membership base and position themselves against the state in the political field (Clark 2004). Another way for social advancement, however, was to obtain the credentials necessary to surpass barriers of entry into the formal labor force. Aside from migration outside of the country, this was a main pathway of upward mobility for millions of individuals in the MENA region in the last half of the twentieth century.

The real and most lasting beneficiary of MENA welfare regimes over the long run, therefore, were not workers, farmers, or even private sector entrepreneurs. Rather, the main effect of social policy was the creation of a new stratum of state-linked professional-technical cadres—a homegrown intelligentsia far larger than in previous generations. This involved a huge push in credentialization of citizens through education and high-status professional employment. The Nasser period in Egypt, for example, saw primary student enrollment rise by 234 percent, but higher education enrollment rose by 325 percent (Wickham 2002, 25). Education was the path of least resistance for many of these states to reduce preexisting class privileges and reorder preexisting status hierarchies. Consider, for instance, the high acclaim attached to the title of muhandis (engineer) in MENA countries for nearly every social setting from dinner conversation to death rites.

Stagnation and economic pressure on lower income strata in the 1970s and 1980s exacerbated the race for credentialing, since social mobility in MENA countries usually came through educational accreditation and professionalization, not through the market. The slow and gradual liberalization of most MENA economies in the 1990s did not reduce demand for education but instead opened up new avenues for migration and mobility—degrees in Europe and the United States were a guarantor of an upward leap in status at home. The broad outcome across the region was a social pact of “middle class welfare” (Gelvin 2012, 18). Coupled with a legacy of moderate land reform in most of the region, the credentialing expansion arguably acted as a main mechanism in the observed clustering of inequality levels for MENA countries at relatively low levels compared to the rest of the global South. By definition, an increase of middle strata in the population results in a smoother inequality curve, and a lower Gini index.

These new middle classes were supposed to be the loyal cadres of MENA states in their developmental pushes to move up in the world economy. The double failure of these states’ attempts—first during the étatist 1960s and ’70s and then during the liberalizing 1990s and 2000s—increasingly generated anxieties among the new middle strata over their positional status vis-à-vis both their own elites as well as other developing countries. For these individuals, the most important status measures are not absolute indicators of poverty or economic size, but relative indicators of catching up to the wealthy North. Other than a few Gulf enclaves with small populations and a working class imported from abroad, MENA states failed in this attempt. In Figure 4.7, I illustrate this by using GDP per capita levels as a percentage of wealthy OECD countries.

Figure 4.7 shows the relative gap in wealth between the MENA region and wealthy OECD states. It seems that not much has changed over the past four decades. Indeed, this is a major lament of various intelligentsias of MENA countries. Yet relative stagnation in world economic position did not mean stasis in society. Instead, the developmental efforts of MENA states produced and enlarged new middle classes, who in turn held rising expectations of upward mobility.

Sociological case studies of the “lumpen intelligentsia” do exist for a few MENA countries. Olivier Roy first used the term to identify those marginalized individuals poorly trained in secondary education who, in places such as Pakistan, formed the recruits of new Islamic associations such as Jamiyyat-i Talaba—the student wing of the Jamaat-i Islami (1994, 85–86). The more common use of the term, however, relates to the déclassé stratum that Carrie Wickham identifies as the main social base of the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood. Wickham defined Egypt’s lumpen intelligentsia as the “professional underclass,” or “graduates unable to find permanent white-collar employment … not unemployed so much as forced to accept jobs they perceived as beneath the dignity of someone with a university degree” (2002, 54). Given the limited number of positions and the overproduction of qualified candidates, wasta—social connections—tends to prevail as the arbiter of an individual’s fortune. In Syria, while the Islamic charity sector was far more constrained under the Assad regime, the Damascene lumpen intelligentsia were a main constituency (Pierret and Selvik 2009). In Morocco, the movement of unemployed degree holders known as diplômés chômeurs has been demanding employment in the civil service for two decades (Badimon 2011).
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Figure 4.7. GDP Per Capita (FX) of Selected Countries as % of GDP Per Capita (FX) of High Income OECD Countries 1965–2009

In Arab-majority countries, according to ethnographic and social accounts, the frustration of blocked pathways of upward mobility via credentialing often led to political Islam as an alternative form of political mobilization and status attainment. Yet in Iran, where political Islam ruled the roost after 1979, the same overcredentialing of young individuals has also occurred. In this case, however, frustration with the developmental promises of the state has led to expressions of secular nationalism or unorthodox spiritual leanings among the country’s lumpen intelligentsia. Nevertheless, it was this social group that made up the main constituency of 2009’s protest cycle known as Iran’s “Green movement” (Harris 2012).

These frustrations are rooted in structural constraints. On the one hand, MENA states could not expand their public sectors to keep up with the expansion of the new middle class; nor could they expand formal working-class and managerial positions within increasingly uncompetitive state-owned enterprise sectors. Indeed, in the MENA region the main developmental model over the past thirty years emphasized shrinking these two forms of employment. On the other hand, private sector employment did not absorb the new output of highly educated individuals. This was partly because such businesses were often engaged in capital-intensive enterprises with little need for mass employment, and partly because the skills acquired in the MENA educational sector were poorly applicable to the newly competitive firms that emulated managerial techniques of Western corporations (Salehi-Isfahani and Dhillon 2008; Salehi-Isfahani, Hassine, and Assaad 2013). For example, in Egypt, as Ragui Assaad has detailed, “university graduates were the only educational group to experience an increase in unemployment rates between 1998 and 2006” (2009, 29). Early on, to his credit, Samuel Huntington identified this phenomenon as a disruptive social process, whereby “higher education in many modernizing countries is not calculated to produce graduates with the skills relevant to the country’s needs” and instead creates a superabundant supply of highly educated persons (1968, 48). Given these constraints, along with the experience of stagnation vis-à-vis the wealthy North as seen in Figure 4.7, the MENA state increasingly began to seem less like a protector and service provider and more like a sponsor of exclusionary and autocratic policies that blocked an expected upward mobility (whether it was actually possible or not for everyone). Yet this was a relative deprivation brought on by earlier rounds of welfare gains, not the sort of absolute deprivation that would appear in World Bank poverty data.

During the 1990s, social scientists who expected new domestic bourgeoisies in the private sector to act as a democratizing force in MENA were sorely disappointed (Bellin 2002). They were looking in the wrong place, driven by models of democratization based on a particular reading of European history. Instead, the autonomous social force for democratization turned out to be the middle classes that these states had produced during their modernization attempts (see Pincus 2009 for a suggestive re-theorization of European revolutions along these lines). They became the disloyal opposition that could mobilize the cross-class coalitions which (sometimes) proved to be an effective force against the shaky foundations of MENA state rule. In the social field, this group shared a vision of themselves as a lumpen intelligentsia, and collective upward mobility was regarded as fanciful. Inequality of life chances was perceived as staggeringly wide. In the political field, elites lauded an ideal-type private sector but coalitions of economic powerbrokers narrowed. Previously useful professional credentials could not be as easily converted into economic capital. The individual conjunctures and spread of the Arab uprisings are, of course, diverse and contingent. Yet the underpinnings of these mobilizations relied on the common self-understandings of these new middle classes and their accumulated power.

Fortunately, on account of a set of questions added to the 2011 Arab Barometer Survey in Tunisia and Egypt, we possess survey data that supports this argument (Beissinger, Jamal, and Mazur 2012). Sixteen percent of 1,196 surveyed Tunisians, and 8.1 percent of 1,220 surveyed Egyptians reported participating in the 2011 demonstrations. Protest participants in both countries tended to be mostly male, with above average income and education levels. Forty-six percent of surveyed protestors in Egypt, for instance, had at least some university education, compared to 19 percent of the population as a whole. Unemployment was not a predictor of protest, nor was youth, but protestors disproportionately possessed professional and clerical vocational backgrounds compared to the rest of the population. More unskilled workers protested in Tunisia than in Egypt, the surveys found, but in both cases there was a disproportionately high rate of protest participation by government employees. Women who did participate tended to be active in the labor market. Yet the younger the age of the protestor, the more likely he or she identified economic grievances or corruption rather than civil and political freedoms as the key motivation for participation.

To conclude, then, rather than proof of timeless theories of transition or Middle East exceptionalism, we need a historical social science that approaches the region on its own terms. In fact, processes of overcredentialing, downward social mobility, and narrowing opportunities for high-skilled employment brought on by technological upgrading have been identified by scholars such as Randall Collins (2013) as the prevailing structural condition of twenty-first-century capitalism. The grievances expressed in recent MENA uprisings can be seen not only in China, India, and Brazil, but also in Europe and the United States. If this is the case, then the Arab uprisings will not be the expressions of backward polities reaching inevitable inflection points of democratic transition, but the harbinger of growing social conflict led by lumpen intelligentsias in other regions around the world.

NOTE

1.These thirteen countries are Algeria, Djibouti, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Syria, Tunisia, Yemen, and the West Bank/Gaza. The GCC states in the Persian Gulf are all classified as high-income economies.
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A PLACE FOR REVOLUTION

URBAN SPACE IN THE ARAB SPRING

CAN ERSOY

The revolutions of the Arab Spring have caught the world by surprise. Within a matter of months, regimes that had previously been thought stable collapsed one after the other in the face of popular uprisings. A quick glance at publications specializing in the society and politics of the region displays a lack of foresight on the part of academics, journalists, and other commentators about the possibility of such rapid and forceful upheavals. Ironically, factors now cited as causes of the uprisings—high rates of unemployment, government corruption, repression of political freedoms, diminishing welfare benefits, demographics, overurbanization—have all been identified and studied thoroughly for years by the very same specialists (Bonine ed. 1997; Ghannam 2002; Goldstone 2011).

Thus, the question, “Why did the revolutions happen?” can be answered with relative confidence whereas the answer to the question “How did the revolutions happen?” seems less certain. This paper, using a sociospatial perspective, will focus on the role that cities and urban spaces played in the articulation of the political conflict between the protesters and governments.

CITIES AND POLITICAL POWER

The role of cities in contemporary political conflicts can hardly be overstated. As an integral part of sociological tradition, urban studies provide us with important insights about this phenomenon. In any modern society, political power and various socioeconomic resources associated with it are concentrated in urban areas as opposed to rural regions. This disproportionate distribution of such resources can be explained by elaborating various qualities of urban areas.

The first and foremost reason for this uneven distribution is the existence of dense social networks in urban areas, an invaluable resource for any political movement. As scholars of social movements have suggested (McCarthy and Zald 1977) social networks—even those that are not politically oriented—can play a key role in the mobilization of participants for political goals. Social networks can be influential in affecting their members’ decision whether to participate in a political act. Large and dense populations also provide a “critical mass” for subcultures to develop (Fischer 1975). These subcultures can be noncontentious or apolitical in nature but they inform political identities and interests, making cities fertile grounds for political organization.

Societal elites hold key positions within the social matrix, and they exercise control over and have access to economic and political resources that are indispensable to state power. Therefore, their support—or lack of it—can be the major factor in determining the actual power of any government or state (Skocpol 1979). Once again, rural areas are at a disadvantage over the last two centuries as large landowning elites have seen their influence steadily eroded in every society undergoing modernization. As a result of this pattern, societal elites today are predominantly urban dwellers.

Moreover, urban elites can exert control over hegemonic tools such as mass education, printing presses, various information technologies, or propaganda tools, all of which are crucial to construction and maintenance of any political order. States rely on these hegemonic tools to develop consent to the established political order among masses (Gramsci 1971, 206–19). Without them coercion becomes the only viable way to maintain the rule of government, forcing the rulers to refer to harsher measures. In this sense, alliances among various groups of elites can bring regime change or protect the existing regime in the face of dissent. Cities are the locus of these activities and concomitantly the potential for resistance or opposition movements to access and make use of these same resources is at its highest in urban areas (Gould 1991).

Finally, it is also clear that the highly stratified nature of complex societies is most visible and identifiable within urban areas. Large and dense populations in cities make the contradictions and inequalities within industrial societies felt more acutely. Castells (1977) attributes this to the nature of collective consumption in cities and the problems attached with its provision by the state. Satisfying the social, economic, and cultural needs of large populations is a complex process that involves many dimensions, resulting in the development of an urban political sphere and urban social movements associated with it.

SECONDARY CITIES AND THE ARAB SPRING

One easily identifiable character of the Arab revolutions is that they are predominantly urban phenomena. Every instance of contentious political action in the Arab Spring from peaceful demonstrations to armed struggle against a regime’s military forces has taken place in cities—large and small—and been carried out primarily by city dwellers. Despite the differences among the countries with regard to percentage of total population living in urban areas and other indicators of urbanization, it is possible to draw general conclusions (see Table 5.1).

Studying the revolutions and mass political uprisings of the last four decades makes it possible to identify a shift in the nature of these phenomena: that they have become more urban. In the past (Moore 1969; Skocpol 1979) urban-based elites provided the symbolic capital and ideological and organizational means while the peasantry and the countryside provided the manpower and the stage for the conflict. The Chinese, Russian, and Mexican revolutions are prime examples of this geographic arrangement. On the other hand, the more recent revolutions in Nicaragua, Iran, and Eastern Europe were markedly urban in terms of the backgrounds of the revolutionaries and the physical stage where the actual conflicts took place (Gugler 1982). In this sense it can be argued that the uprisings of the Arab Spring reaffirm the assumption that political power is now and will be primarily accumulated in urban areas and that any contemporary mass political action will be urban-based. Moreover, when one considers the fact that unemployment, corruption, and government oppression were among the most important causes of the uprisings and the urban population—especially the youth—was among the most adversely affected groups, the urban nature of uprisings should not come as a surprise.

Table 5.1. Urbanization in Select Arab Countries

[image: image]

Yet the revolutions of the Arab Spring are unusual in one regard: the important impact of small towns on the overall process. Protests and demonstrations were not limited to capital cities but spread to dozens of smaller settlements across the countries. In Tunisia, for example, protests actually started in Sidi Bouzid, a city of forty thousand people and the capital of the governorate with the same name. What began as an individual act of desperation on the part of Mohamed Bouazizi—when the police confiscated his fruit cart, his only means of income—triggered a wave of protests and demonstrations that quickly spread to other parts of the country. They erupted not only in major cities such as Kairouan, Sfax, Sousse, and Gafsa but also in many small towns with populations no more than fifteen to twenty thousand people such as Sbikha, Chebba, Monastir, and Meknassy. Small towns retained the initiative in popular protests throughout the Tunisian revolution. The decisive turning point of the Tunisian revolution was the refusal of the army to fire on protesters in the town of Kasserine in January 2011.1 Nearly two years later, the most serious unrest and violent clashes occurred in the small town of Siliana at the end of November 2012, leading to a pitched street battle between the retaliating Islamists and trade unionists in Tunis on December 4 (The Economist 12/8/2012, 51).

Although Cairo was the epicenter of the uprising in Egypt, protests against Mubarak’s regime also took place in tens if not hundreds of other cities around the country. The grand processions that marked the peak of the massive tide of anti-Mubarak popular protest on January 28, 2011, took place not only in the major cities such as Alexandria, Suez, Ismailia, and Port Said, but also in much smaller provincial towns such as Tanta, Kafr al-Dawwar, Damietta, and Isna (El-Ghobashy 2012). The impact of the protests in these other urban sites can be illustrated by the fact that out of a total of 846 reported killings by government forces during the Egyptian Revolution, only 232 of them took place in Cairo, while the rest took place in dozens of other urban locations (Human Rights Watch 02/28/2011, Egypt Independent 04/19/2011).

The initial demonstrations against Ali Abdullah Saleh in the capital Sana Yemen were quickly adopted by the populations of other cities across Yemen. Aden, Taizz, and Al Mukalla became stages for political protest. Concomitant with the radical Islamist uprising and the existing separatist sentiment, the southern cities of the country—such as Taizz, Malah, and Lawder—became the bastions of uprising and provided for the logistical needs of the rebels. Meanwhile conflict between Houthis and Salafis in the north of the country took over the control of towns like Dammaj and Seyun.

In Libya, the Kaddafi regime swiftly quelled the opposition in Tripoli, but the region of Cyrenaica, with the cities of Benghazi Darna and Tobruk and their surrounding areas, were havens for rebel forces. Throughout March 2011 small towns on the coast, Brega, Ajdabiya, Bin Jawad, and Ras Lanuf, became the front line between two sides and changed hands several times. Their eventual capture became a key part of the final rebel push(The New York Times March/April 2011). Libyan towns in the Northwest, notably Zawiya and Misrata, were similarly another major arena of the uprising against Qaddafi, and in the year after his fall, the militias of Misrata and Zintan (a much smaller town in that region) became predominant even in the capital, Tripoli.2 The rebels defeated the Libyan army forces town by town, and the capital was among the last places to fall.

Though the Syrian struggle is unresolved, the main thrust of the uprising in Syria has apparently come not from Damascus but from secondary cities like Homs and Allepo and much smaller cities such as Dara‘a, where the Syrian uprising began, and Deir al-Zawr. They are where resistance forces initially organized and began to challenge the authority of the Syrian government. Consequently, they were also the locations of harsh government crackdowns, most notably in Dara‘a and Idlib, where hundreds lost their lives. While constant fighting continued throughout 2011 in many provinces such as Homs and Allepo, only by late 2011 did Damascus itself became a contested city (The New York Times 02/10/2012).

The prominence of secondary cities in the protests of The Arab Spring and the eventual success of the revolutions indicate that it would be misleading to assume that large populations, developed infrastructure, and high levels of urbanism are adequate to fully understand the role of urban areas in the revolutionary process. Despite their undeniable importance these are qualities that small towns lack at various levels within the region. When one considers the fact that a majority of the actual events of the revolutions involved masses occupying public spaces in one way or another—through demonstrations, protests, and large gatherings—the properties of the public spaces should be a part of any account of these revolutions. It is my argument that cities and towns, irrespective of other qualities they posses, provided places and spaces with certain features that contribute to the success of the Arab revolutions.

SPACE AND PLACES

Space and spatial processes have been studied extensively by scholars of different disciplines since the 1970s. The role of space in the constitution of social action and social relations is widely recognized and has had an impact on the thinking of every discipline in social studies. Although other classics have made distinctions between locales and described the effects of spatial functions—such as distance—on social organization, it is fair to say that the earliest sociological study of space came from Georg Simmel (Wolff 1950; Frisby et al. 1997). He was mainly interested in identifying the difference between abstract and social space while elaborating on the basic qualities of the phenomenon relevant to sociology. Unfortunately, space did not feature as a central topic of mainstream sociological study on either side of the Atlantic.

Space is an integral part of social reality that is shaped by and in return shapes social action. Just like its counterpart, time, space does have an ontological reality, but the ways it is perceived or given meaning are social processes. As Lefebvre (1992) states in his influential work on the subject, space is produced through social action and social structures. Rather than being an empty container, in which the social world takes place, space informs and affects social relations in a fundamental manner. Political scholars have long identified space, especially urban space, as a resource and an arena of political struggle (Soja 1989; Harvey 1989).

Meanwhile, humanistic geographers employed the term place to identify spaces with symbolic meaning. In this way, abstract or absolute spaces are transformed into places through human action. The features of places—physical location, material form, and meaning—are produced by the interaction of people with each other and with the natural elements. As humanistic geographer Yi Fu Tuan explains in his seminal work, “What begins as undifferentiated space becomes place as we endow it with value” (Tuan 1977, 6). It is the meaning and value attached to locations that transform them into places, and the physical attributes of the space has an impact on this process.

While place is recognized as a crucial aspect of any social process, various scholars have emphasized different aspects of the concept of place (or space). Pointing this out, political geographer John Agnew identifies three dimensions interwoven in the concept of place used by scholars: place can be understood as a physical space, a locale, as a cognitive symbol, a sense of place, or as a geographical point, a location (Agnew 1987, 26–28). His categorization of the meanings embedded in the concept of place has been used by many scholars (Creswell 2004), and I believe it will be a useful tool for understanding the distinct ways in which urban places have contributed to the Arab Spring.

CITIES AS LOCALES FOR POLITICAL RESISTANCE

The concept of place first and foremost signifies a locale, the physical setting where social interactions and relations take place and are constituted. Locales refer to the shape and form of built structures and the organization of streets, plazas, and other elements of spatial design. This feature of places and its role in social life has been emphasized by microsocial traditions from symbolic interaction to phenomenology in their studies. Locales are seen as the context for social action and they “are not just points in space in which action occurs any more than time is a series of intervals into which action is somehow inserted” (Giddens 1984, 79). People experience and give meaning to the world through the context provided by locales and others who inhabit the same locales.

Just like their special qualities as locations, cities are unique in their capacity to provide locales with certain qualities that are conducive to political action. The specific setup of these locales has the potential to influence the events taking place within them. Public spaces, squares, plazas, or parks allow for large gatherings of people and provide context for protests, strikes, sit-ins, and other forms of mass resistance. By making it possible for multitudes of people to gather at a physical location, urban spaces carry out a function that is indispensable for contemporary political movements and have the potential to provide benefits to political opposition beyond those its actual supporters can. We can observe two prominent effects urban locales in the Arab Spring had on protests and demonstrations: enhancing their visibility nationally and internationally and enabling the creation of ad hoc unified fronts among disparate opposition groups.

The most important of these functions pertains to the visibility of the protests—the potential for recognition by others within and outside the country. The importance of visibility of political action had been articulated by various political scientists, Arendt being the most prominent (Hammer 1993). Political action that is limited to obscure or hidden acts of defiance—such as everyday acts of individual resistance—can have little political impact. Being visible and recognizable is a key advantage for opposition movements.

The Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt had been the best organized and largest opposition group within the country for decades following the revolution of 1952. However, the semi-secretive nature of the organization, in reaction to the harsh measures taken to oppress its members by successive Egyptian governments, had limited the Muslim Brotherhood’s ability to demonstrate the full reach of its political power to the Egyptian people and to the international community (El-Ghobashy 2005). Asma Mahfouz, a twenty-six-year-old Egyptian woman, single-handedly played an instrumental role in the revolution when her YouTube video, in which she encouraged Egyptians to rise against Mubarak’s regime, was viewed by millions of people (NPR 02/04/11). Her use of information technology galvanized the opposition, achieving a visibility that was no different in essence from the visibility achieved by the protesters who occupied Tahrir Square. Unlike social media outlets, urban locales are in public view constantly, making political actions carried out within them impossible to ignore. Gatherings of large numbers in urban locales present a visual embodiment of political power, which leaves an impression even on those who are not politically engaged.

As the events of Arab Spring demonstrated, the role of the international community can be crucial in determining the outcome of contemporary revolutions. The resilience of the Assad regime in Syria can be explained partly by the tacit backing it received from Russia and China. Major international actors’ open or implied support to the Arab governments might have made it much harder for protesters to achieve success. Aware of this influence, Arab Spring protesters chose embassies and television stations as gathering grounds in order to expand the reach of their voices. Visibility provided by the occupation of urban spaces makes it much easier for political movements to gain recognition or the support of the international community by enabling them to display their grievances and their determination. The continued occupation of Tahrir Square in Cairo was crucial to the collapse of Mubarak’s regime because of the image it presented to the rest of the world. It is hard to imagine Mubarak’s resignation taking place if Tahrir Square had been under control of government forces after the initial protests of January 25, 2011.

The visibility provided by urban spaces dramatically limits the government’s ability to resort to violence to suppress an uprising. Any government using overt force against civilian protesters will have a hard time gaining support in the international community. On February 2, pro-Mubarak thugs riding camels and horses and supported by the security forces viciously attacked the protesters, killing eleven. Millions of people across the world watched it happen via broadcasts of international media outlets (NPR 02/09/11). Although severe clashes between security forces and protesters had taken place in other cities before, the February 2 massacre turned public opinion, both in Egypt and outside, against Mubarak’s regime irreversibly. By contrast, when the forces of Hafez al-Assad committed the atrocities in the town of Hama in 1982, the international response was quite limited and muted. The geopolitics of the Cold War helped explain that limited reaction, but also contributing was the invisibility of the massacre to the rest of the world. Despite the evolution of information technology, remote locales—rural areas and small towns—still escape the scrutiny of the media; major cities provide a distinct advantage to opposition movements in this regard.

Metropolises are where the resources, infrastructure, and attention of news media and other forms of communication technologies are concentrated, making it much easier for social movements to get their message to internal and international audiences. As mentioned earlier, the initial protest that took place in Sidi Bouzid after the self-immolation of Mohamed Bouazizi was largely ignored by the Tunisian national media despite it’s being a rare event (Al Jazeera 12/20/10). It was only after the protests in the capital of Tunis began and after several other politically motivated suicides that national and international media turned their attention to the revolution in Tunisia, inspiring an international response to the events (BBC 12/24/10).

Urban locales have the capacity to create unity among disparate groups by the virtue of spatial arrangements. When large numbers of people gather in an open space and contest it against government forces, the distinctions between factions within a protest movement can be easily obscured. The distinct identities of protesters and organized groups within the Arab Spring were obfuscated by their ad hoc cooperation, forming a massive body with contentious demands against the government. Due to limited prior cooperation among disparate groups their unity could only be expressed spatially rather than in declarations of support. Clear boundaries and form of urban spaces—usually with defined entrances and exits that can be blocked by the protesters—help this expression of unity by making it possible to define the ground to be contested, making it easier to identify those who are literally “in the opposition” and those who are “out of it.” Moreover, the psychological impact of large numbers of people standing side by side can be quite encouraging for anyone within the mass. This psychological effect is best observed in the different accounts regarding the actual number of people who participate in any gathering or demonstration. Numbers always seem larger for those in the crowd, emboldening them further once it is believed that a threshold has been surpassed.

The Tunisian protests were carried out by unemployed students, lawyers, unions, high school teachers, and political organizations such as Hizb al-Tahrir, yet as the protests took place in central locales in the cities, the distinctions between these groups blurred, replaced by a unified front against the government of Ben Ali. The Egyptian opposition was clearly divided at the start of the protests in Tahrir Square. Some political organizations such as Kefaya, National Association for Change, and New Democratic Party participated while major groups like the Muslim Brotherhood and the leftist Tagammu‘ Party did not (Dina 2011). These initial splits were overcome and all opposition factions were present in demonstrations after January 29.

Eventually, Tahrir Square and other urban locales were transformed into curiosities that attracted all sorts of people who had no particular political affiliation. Regardless of the identities or agendas of the groups occupying them, the locales unified all those who happened to be there. Moreover, this sense of political unity can extend beyond the locale itself. During the more recent Gezi Park protests in Istanbul, an overwhelming majority of the protesters claimed no affiliation with any political organization (Kongar, Kucukkaya 2013, 35). The removal of trees created an ad hoc platform to voice other grievances, allowing for a sense of unity that reached across the whole country.

As the aftermath of each and every revolution has demonstrated, there were serious social and political divisions among the protesters and their expectations from the revolution were as diverse as their backgrounds. Nevertheless, the illusory sense of unity and uniformity proved to be invaluable to the success of Arab Spring—it was unlikely that any single political movement in these countries could have achieved the same results alone. Only in urban spaces with their defined form and architectural features can disparate groups of protesters be transformed into comrades in opposition, albeit temporarily. This is a quality unique to urban spaces and a similar illusion is impossible to achieve in any other spatial setting.

URBAN SPACES AS POLITICAL SYMBOLS

The concept of place also encompasses a “sense of place,” which refers to the subjective and symbolic meanings attached to places by people in their lives. This sense of place can be quite personal—the concept of home for example—or it can operate at a larger social level—“Bastille” referring to not only a location on a map or a locale in Paris but being embedded in a larger set of historical and political meanings. The use of places for certain social or political purposes serves to create a particular sense of place. The mothers of those who disappeared during the dictatorship in Argentina gathered at Plaza de Mayo in Buenos Aires every Thursday for a decade. The persistence and constancy of the political action by “Madres de Plaza de Mayo” transformed the public feeling about the plaza investing it with a new symbolic meaning. Political movements can capitalize on the existing meanings attached to places or through their actions they can establish new ones.

The symbol of Egyptian revolution, Tahrir Square, is a large roundabout in central Cairo. It was built as a part of “Paris on the Nile” plan commissioned by Khedive Ismail in the late nineteenth century and named after him as Ismailliya Square. After the Egyptian Revolution in 1919 it became known as “Maidan al-Tahrir” or Liberation Square. Its name was officially changed to Tahrir in 1954, decades after the name was colloquially adopted, in an attempt to break any ties with the old colonial regime. At every major turning point in modern Egypt’s history, from celebrations after the revolution of 1952 to the bread riots of 1977 and protests against Iraq War in 2003, Tahrir Square had become symbolically invested with political meaning and value. Moreover, the proximity of Mugamma, where most of the city’s bureaucracy is housed, N.D.P. headquarters, and the Egyptian parliament further enhanced the political and symbolic meaning of the square. By occupying and successfully defending the square against the violent attacks of pro-government thugs, the Arab Spring protesters in Egypt managed to appropriate this symbolic value. It was the perfect place in which to denounce the regime.

Keenly aware of the symbolic power of places, protesters appropriated it to increase the effectiveness of their political actions. The historical Al-Azhar Mosque, Mustafa Mahmoud Mosque, and I-Istiqama mosque near Giza quickly became centers of antigovernment demonstrations (The New York Times 01/28/11). Between January 28 and February 11, protests also took place in front of the U.S. Embassy, National Museum, shopping mall Arkadia, and the upscale neighborhoods Mohandeseen and Zamalek; these locations speak volumes about the colonial past and the current inequalities within Egyptian society.

Political protesters do not only appropriate the symbolic meanings attached to public places but they can also transform them through political action. Demonstrators in Cairo translated the cultural heritage of Mulid celebrations, which mark the birthday of a spiritual figure, into their struggle by ritualizing the birth of an independent Tahrir. While revolutionizing the celebration they also transformed the symbolic meanings attached to the square (Mahrez, Kreitim 2012). In a similar manner, the Benghazi Courthouse was quickly appropriated by the rebel forces against the Libyan regime in the early days of the uprising. By serving as the center for the provisional government and a media center for the rebels, the courthouse became a symbol of the revolution itself. The symbolic value attached to the building was recognized so widely that Western media outlets regarded an al-Qaeda flag placed on it months after the revolution as disturbing, signaling the power of that organization in Libya (Daily Mail 11/01/11, The Telegraph 11/01/11).

Political action and the expression of political will result in the construction of meanings attached to certain locales, imbuing them with symbolic meanings that can last longer than the political struggle itself. In this sense, the location, design, or other physical attributes of a place can become secondary to the symbolic political value attached to it. It is this symbolic value that political activists can capitalize on that greatly enhances the impact of their action. The open space in front of Tianan Gate, which is the main gateway of the Forbidden City in Beijing, originally had less political significance than the other gates of the imperial palace. The student activists of the May Fourth Movement in 1919 changed all that. Their protests transformed its political significance, making it the Tiananmen Square that became the locale for public protests throughout twentieth century (Lee 2008; Zhao 2001).

It is not always due to the conscious action on the part of political activists that public spaces become laden with symbolic value. The Gezi Park protests in Turkey began in May 2103, when municipal workers attempted to remove the trees from Gezi Park in Istanbul. The uprooting of trees and the plan to replace the park with a shopping mall triggered a days-long occupation of the park by protesters that quickly inspired other occupations and protests across the country. A small park next to Taksim Square in Istanbul quickly became the symbolic center of a month-long, nationwide wave of antigovernment protests, by the end of which the government withdrew its original plan to demolish the park. Despite their diverse backgrounds the protesters united around what they called the “Gezi spirit.” The park became of part of Turkish political history and it is embedded with a novel symbolic meaning.

As creating places with political significance is a crucial act on the part of social movements, so is unmaking places also an act with political significance. Power holders can unmake places by transforming them physically or symbolically. One of the most vulgar expressions of this practice was carried out by the Bahraini state, when Pearl Roundabout and the Pearl monument, which had become the gathering place for protesters before they were forcefully removed, was destroyed by machines on March 18, 2011. The monument was razed to ground while the roundabout was transformed into a crossroads, making it impossible for pedestrians to gather or occupy. Despite the existence of other public square and open spaces that carry out the same function; the destruction of Pearl Roundabout signaled the defeat, at least for the time being, of the uprising in Bahrain.

Other spatial strategies of control were developed by governments during the Arab Spring in order to contest these places from the protesters. In all countries, the initial reaction of the state was to declare curfews in cities where political protests arose. Declaring curfews is among the most basic tools of spatial domination available to any government. Limiting the ability of citizens to congregate makes it possible for the state to curb the power of political movements before their numbers reach a critical mass. However, as the events of Arab Spring had demonstrated, curfews can backfire, and once defied by a large enough number of people they can actually become a sign of weakness on the part of the government to dictate its political will on the populace. When massive numbers of people defied the curfew on Friday, January 28, it was a clear sign of the Mubarak regime’s lack of legitimacy. Ironically, the curfew brought even more people to the streets. Security forces set up barricades to control protesters’ access to urban places during the Arab Spring. In Egypt, barricades set up by the army did not block the crossing of people all the time. Yet their existence was intended to give a signal to both the protesters and the media about the power of the Egyptian Army.

CITIES AS LOCATIONS OF POPULAR PROTEST

The concept of place also signifies a location: a single geographical point on the surface of earth. It can be identified by a combination of longitudes and latitudes but also by other social and political markers (i.e., centers of geographical regions, hubs for airlines, administrative centers, etc.). The location of a settlement is determined by larger social, economic, and political processes. In other words, not every location can provide the qualities that are desirable and conducive for certain social, economic, and political phenomena. In this sense, cities and towns are not only located somewhere on the surface of earth but they themselves become locations that have significance for the political power.

The hegemony of any state is maintained by policies with geographical consequences (Tarrow 1977). The state survives and prospers as long as it can hold together the territorial coalition of places that make up its geographical form (Agnew 1987, 40). Thus, one of the most basic and universally recognized articulations of state power and hegemony is territorial control. As Weber clearly points out in his well-known definition, a state’s monopoly over legitimate use of force is exercised within a defined territory. In this sense, it is not hard to imagine states as containers of violence, where the act of containment is carried out over a defined geography. Sovereignty, a concept central to our understanding of the modern international political system, is also defined through territoriality. The international community and individual political actors recognize the inability of a state to exercise control over its territory as the basic indicator of failure, or in more extreme cases, the collapse of state power. Territorial control of the state is also a symbol of power for its subject population. A state’s inability to enforce laws, quell rebellions and otherwise provide security within its borders is recognized as a sign of government powerlessness.

Challenging the territorial control of the state is a hard proposition for any political organization. In rural areas or areas of dispersed settlement, the only viable way to do this is through military action. However, when a political movement lacks military forces or is unwilling to employ violent means, it cannot directly seize control of parts of the country. Cities, on the other hand, provide political movements with locations where the state’s power over the territory can be defied without necessarily relying on armed conflict.

As mentioned earlier, the first wave of demonstrations in Tunisia began in the small city of Sidi Bouzid. At first, the national media overlooked these initial demonstrations and did not report on them extensively (Al Jazeera 12/26/10). It was only after the protests spread to other cities and towns that they attracted national and then international attention. This oversight does not illustrate the lack of foresight on the part of Tunisian media but the fact that every town and city where demonstrations took place expanded the scale and reach of political opposition, making the movement more effective and impactful. As the protests spread from city to city, what could initially be dismissed as regional news became national news and perceived as an actual threat to the regime. On a larger scale, the same argument can be made for the Arab Spring as a whole: what started as antigovernment protests in Tunisia was transformed into a regional crisis with global impact when other countries began experiencing similar protests.

The widening of protests to many urban centers in both Egypt and Yemen contributed to their strength and impact. The southern cities of Yemen had previously been grounds for struggle between the government forces and the Islamist and separatist groups, but despite their determination and ferocity, neither of these movements successfully challenged the power of central government within the country as a whole. Their impact and reach were limited to the region. However, when the uprisings in Tunisia and Egypt inspired demonstrations in Sana and the surrounding region, tribal forces and the already existing opposition shifted their support to the protesters (Al Jazeera 02/14/11; Press TV 02/26/11), enabling them to articulate their demands through the demonstrating masses and eventually bring down Saleh’s regime altogether.

The impact of the geographical spread of opposition movements can be further illustrated by comparing the Islamic Revolution of 1979 in Iran to the Green Movement there after the 2009 elections. In the Islamic Revolution protests, uprisings and strikes took place in many cities across the country, not just in Tehran. As Arjomand points out, the revolution had as many martyrs across the nation as it had in the capital.3 For the international community and the Iranian populace, this was an unmistakable sign of the failure of Shah’s policies and the weakening of his control over the country. The demonstrations after the 2009 elections, however, took place mainly in northern Tehran, where the more affluent citizenry live. Regardless of the actual extent of dissent—which may or may not have been nationwide—it was much easier for the government and observers to dismiss the protests as an upper-class movement that did not have much backing from the “silent conservative majority.” The geographical expression of the political resistance played a key role in the perception of the opposition’s actual power and influence.

It is commonsensical to argue that widespread protests are more effective than those limited to a single location. But it is important to underline the fact that political actions such as those experienced during the Arab Spring can take place only in urban locations large and small. Regardless of the size of their population and infrastructure, urban locations provide a meaningful place for political opposition to take action. Rural areas or the countryside can provide physical locations for masses to gather but such gatherings are unlikely to happen simultaneously in more than one location and would be largely dysfunctional for political purposes. In this sense, by providing a geographical location for dissent to manifest itself, cities across the territory gained political prominence beyond the size of the actual populations or socioeconomic resources available in them.

CONCLUSION

It is still too early to assess the impact of the Arab Spring on the future of these societies. For those countries whose governments were toppled, a long period of political and social transformation and conflict seems still to come. Meanwhile, there are lessons to be drawn from the revolutions. Such conclusions can inform our understanding of future political struggles around the world. To that end, this article has focused on the role of urban spaces and places in the Arab Spring revolutions. Certain properties of these spaces—their physical qualities, the symbolic meanings attached to them and their locations—made these urban places an indispensable part of the success of the peoples’ uprising. As the success of the Arab revolutions demonstrated, contesting and occupying places can be crucial for future revolutions. It is plausible to expect to encounter similar mechanisms at work in future uprisings around the world, and further study of these spatial dynamics can contribute to the understanding of future uprisings.

NOTES

1.See chapter VII by Filiu in this volume.

2.See chapter I by Arjomand in this volume.

3.Ibid.
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QUEST FOR THE DAWLA MADANIA (CIVIC STATE)

VISIONS OF EGYPTIAN STATEHOOD

DALIA E. WAHDAN

In Egypt, becoming a civic state that provides “Bread, Freedom, Social Justice and Human Dignity” for its citizens as demanded on January 25, 2011, is a protracted process driven by the ability of activists to continue their struggles against the interests of neoliberal elites, invasive fear of chaos and collapse, and built-in dilemmas of modern statehood. The particular modes of political activism that were made possible under the deposed regime have—for good or bad—put in place specific structures of opportunities and constraints that shape subsequent forms of activism. The ascension to power of a particular strand of Islamists, namely, the Muslim Brothers, was no surprise. Through persistent struggles to Islamize society and to permeate state institutions, the collectivity of religious activism has managed to Islamize polity and now is redefining the meanings and the shape of the struggles for bread, freedom, social justice, and human dignity.

Since its official declaration that it would join the world market economy in the seventies, Egyptian statehood has been continuously constructed around dialectics of fear and violence between a president drawing his legitimacy from military prowess (factual and imagined), brutal security apparatuses, multiple and overlapping sovereign state institutions, regimes of elite neoliberals, and diligent activists with diverse and often irreconcilable motivations and resources. Two main vectors seemed to intensify the violence through which these constituencies related to each other. The first was successive economic restructuring and structural adjustments of the economy, and the second was the oppressive regional issues (Israeli and American occupations and “Gulf Oil”) that legitimated diverse forms of Islamic activism—at times militant—that are capable of inflicting damage on the highest institutions (President Sadat’s assassination) and on economic infrastructure.

Several scholars have elaborated how both vectors were structurally related and many have studied the ramifications of militant Islamism on the behavior of the deposed regime, particularly its obsessive reliance on invasive emergency/security apparatuses. This is not my concern here. I am interested in how the dialectics of fear and violence have left an indelible mark on the modes of post-uprising activism and on their potential for establishing a state that delivers the demands of “the People.” This potential is not exclusively a function of the resources mustered by activists; it is also circumscribed by basic dilemmas in the idea of a modern state and by the contradictions between the exigencies of democracy and national identity, especially when the latter is predominantly defined along religious lines. It is repeatedly argued that militant Islamism has lost its sway in Egypt and elsewhere and that we might be living in a post-Islamist era (Bayat 2007; Stacher 2002). Designations of this sort seem a luxury in the current situation where violence and brutalities have intensified since the uprising and where protests still revolve around basic necessities of “consumption,” women’s and minority rights, and competing value and belief systems.

THE UPRISING: A SUCCESSFUL PROTEST!

On January 25, 2011, Egyptians took to the streets demanding the deposition of the ruling regime and the ousting of President Hosni Mubarak. Having raised the national flag and chanted slogans of nationalist hues, several commentators argued that the uprising was nonreligious, that is, it was not inspired or instigated by Islamists. During the days of the uprising, protesters represented various ideological hues, and many could not even be aligned with any particular political or ideological current. On the streets, religious and secular groups and individuals had joined forces under the common banner of “bread, freedom, social justice and human dignity.”

The success of the popular uprising to depose the regime, however, left Egypt in a state of uncertainty, exposed to various and competing political and ideological vectors that have either been oppressed under the protracted state of emergency—declared upon the assassination of Anwar Sadat and the ascendance of Mubarak to power in 1981—or sprang up in response to the novel circumstances. For months after the uprising, exhilarated activists and demonstrators worked night and day not just to clean Tahrir but to continue vibrant dialogues while multiple forces competed and coalesced. Understanding the complexity of this period and the sheer momentum of such vectors is essential to any reliable interpretation of the shape of the post-uprising Egyptian state.

Several commentators sought to figure out the features of the seeming chaos and uncertainty. Bert Olivier articulated it as a manifestation of “modernity as crisis”; a period that possessed an equal potential for the emergence and the death of democracy. On one hand, the revolt was an instance of the release of “socially immanent, creative forces of social and political change, and on the other the reactionary powers of order” (Olivier 2011). His evidence, among other factors, was the inability of Egyptian and Western governments to identify leaders for negotiations over the shape of things to come. This and the lack of the classical tangible manifestations of liberal democracy made him argue that the situation immediately after the uprising possessed the potential of an anarcho-democracy where the state was rejected as a frame of reference and “the people” were able to organize and self-rule, even innovate an alternative structure altogether.

What followed the uprising, particularly the military takeover under directives of the Supreme Council of Armed Forces (SCAF), was to Olivier the counterrevolutionary scenario and the triumph of the forces of order endemic to modernity-as-crisis. While there is little doubt that the period between the uprising in 2011 and presidential elections in 2012 had tinges of anarchy, to argue that it represented a living case of modernity-as-crisis we need to consider more factors than its leaderless revolutionary groups and counterrevolutionary maneuvering.

The uprising was not a revolution; protestors might not have even imagined it to be. It was however, built upon decades-long social movements and mobilization efforts. Retrospectively, SCAF and members of the deposed regime and their allies saw the uprising as a sign of revolutionary change sweeping the national territories and launched countermeasures, but it is through activists’ responses to these measures that a genuine revolutionary change might take shape, albeit within palpable survival, political, and economic constraints.

What are the potential for it and the challenges facing it to evolve into a revolution, defined as “a rapid, fundamental, and violent domestic change in the dominant values and myths of a society, in its political institutions, social structure, leadership, and government activity and politics” (Samuel Huntington’s definition of revolution as quoted in Bayat 2007, 214, endnote 20)?

In what follows, I will drop the “rapid” qualification from the definition and attempt to answer the above question by identifying the strengths and the challenges that face those who protested in making fundamental changes to statehood in Egypt. Based on observations and participation in demonstrations and collective activities intermittently between January 2011 and July 2012, I will reflect on these experiences through the lenses of social movement theories in order to understand the current Egyptian statehood—defined as the process of dynamic interactions between formal institutions of the state (legislative, executive, and judiciary) on one hand, and nonstate actors (social movements, collective actions, or informal citizen groups) on the other.

Although classical social movement theorists (SMT) such as McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly (2007) do not explain how popular uprisings develop into revolutions or even into interest groups that seek fundamental change, applying some SMT tenets to the case of post-uprising activism in Egypt is informative. It explains several features of pre- and post-uprising activism; the case would expand the theory’s conceptual repertoire and further demystify the tenacious assumptions that Arab and Muslim majority societies are essentially unique (Beinin and Vairel 2011; Bayat 2007) and “their” politics are a matter of either “a culture of rioting” or a “culture of deference” (Vairel 2011).

Egypt has known social movements since the late nineteenth century working within and outside state institutions toward instilling “modern” political subjectivities. Some movements infused such subjectivities with religious sensibilities, such as the Islamic reform movements between 1875 and the 1940s (Gasper 2009), including the Muslim Brotherhood of 1928 and its affiliates of militant Islamists such as the Egyptian Islamic Jihad and al-Jama‘a al-Islamiya of the 1990s, as well as its revised version that follows the path of preaching and social services or what global media like to call the “moderate” path (El-Ghobashy 2005; Bayat 2007).

Other movements carved a different path toward political subjectivities such as the communists, the leftist and nationalists, and the Nasserists. Since the late 1990s and early 2000s, other forms of movements emerged. These were mostly extraparliamentary coalitions between individuals, established movements, nongovernmental organizations, and political parties. The Egyptian movement for change (Kefaya) is an example, as well as the March 9 Movement for Academic Freedoms, the Egyptian Anti-Globalization Group, and the March 20th Movement, to mention a few (Abdelrahman 2009). Other movements operated outside these classical categories, such as the massive welfare associations working through churches and mosques and the celebrity preachers’ circles of religious education such as Amr Khaled and Khalid al-Jindi, as well as few other female preachers since the early 2000s.

Writing before the uprising, many scholars had rightfully questioned the likelihood of those movements to change authoritarian regimes, and some had argued in reference to nonmilitant Islamists that their goal was stealth regime change through moral rectitude of society and gradual constitutional changes (Bayat 2007; Rutherford 2006). Others traced democratic transition and questioned the possibility of democratization through civil society organizations, rather than through partisan politics (Langohr 2004). Nevertheless, almost everybody acknowledged that Egypt witnessed vibrant political activism, the “extra-ordinary, extra-usual practices which aim, collectively or individually, institutionally or informally, to cause social change” (Bayat 2005, 894; emphasis in original).

Now that Mubarak had stepped down and a nonmilitary president had been elected—albeit with major qualifications over how the elections were conducted—has this vibrancy been sustained? If yes, how far is activism liable to effect fundamental changes and realize a state that meets the demands of the protestors in Tahrir? In other words, how much is post-uprising activism going to be able to transform itself into a revolution in order to build a “modern civic state”? There is little doubt that levels of activism upsurged in Egypt after the uprising accompanied by relentless efforts to document it by activists and observers. In fact, almost everybody has turned into a historian of sorts. However, while many wait and watch, a number of social scientists have made bold attempts to theorize the transformation through the lens of social movement theory (Beinin and Vairel 2011; Shehata 2011). In all instances, scholars look at the past to assess the present modes of activism. In this and the following section I will discuss a few selected examples of activism in the past and make a number of theoretical reflections to pave the way for an assessment of its potential for fundamental social and political change.

PRE-UPRISING ACTIVISM: FLUID AND NETWORKED AGAINST REPRESSION

By way of classification, Fawzy (2011) divided pre-uprising activism and movements into two categories, namely, movements that seek political change and ones that rally behind the demands of one or more sectors of the population, which he titled “matlabiya” or demand-oriented movements. This is an arbitrary distinction at best because under the pervasive repression of the deposed regime the very act of protesting was itself a manifestation of the demand for political participation. This distinction resurfaced after the uprising in state-run media in order to demonize protests by several sections of the population and portray them as opportunists seeking personal gains when the country passes through critical times. I do not wish to deny that demands vary from one movement to the other but rather to call attention to a tendency to conflate declared demands and undeclared motives of protestors in theory and in practice. Understanding the differences between the two and for that matter between “rights” and “principles” is important in analyzing the potential of post-uprising activism to develop into a revolution. Bayat, by contrast, distinguishes between social and protest movements. Compared to social movements, which are protracted processes of mobilization for change, protest movements are brief insurgencies that “directly challenge the political authority” and might either accomplish their goal or get crushed (Bayat 2007).

A more empirically valid distinction however, is drawn between activisim through traditional institutions such as political parties, charity organizations, NGOs, and human rights organizations on one hand, and activism of a more fluid nature that emerged forcefully during the 2000s. Essam Siyam (2011) conducted a survey of random days between October 1, 2005 and January 31, 2009, and analyed protest activities reported in three diverse newspapers on selected days. Statistical analysis indicated that 58.6 percent of reported protest activities took place in provincial cities and towns outside the two prime cities of Cairo and Alexandra (which together counted for 41.6 percent). The distribution of who protested was such that 84.8 percent of protest activities were undertaken by collectivities and groups not necessarily related by blood or ideology, compared to 8.4 percent by individuals, 4.4 percent by members of single families, and 2.4 percent by groups of families (Siyam 2011).

The study indicated other emerging patterns such as the resurgence of labor activism particularly in the textile and industrial manufacturing sectors as well as the emergence of cross-ideological and cross-class student activism. However, most notable was the engagment of slum dwellers, employers and employees of small and medium enterprises, and the self-employed in public protests. Equally impressive was activism among public services sector employees, predominantly of ministeries and institutions of education and higher education, which constituted 12.4 percent of the total number of recorded cases of protest over the study’s random period. These were the very sections of employees whom the deposed regime used to mobilize in support of its policies. It was noticeable that 80.9 percent of recorded protests happened outside and independent of the traditional frames of political participation, namely, political parties and NGOs; they were incited by the protestors, not by experienced activists (Siyam 2011). In constrast to Fawzy’s argument, except for few instances, the demands raised in the majority of protests were not limited to protestors’ respective occupational or class-related consumption, instead, they represented multiple inspirations and desires for political and intellectual freedoms, antirepression, anticorruption, antiprofiteering.

Similarly, while studying the rapproachment between leftists and Islamists that occurred after the second Palestinian Intifada in 2000, Abdelrahman observed how pre-uprising activism was cross-ideological and fluid. While maintaining their individual and institutional differences, in alliances, “none of [the movements acted as] a single, homogenous, united front representing a monolithic political camp. … [Rather, many, if not all, were characteristed by] internal conflicts and subgroups and divisions” (Abdelrahman 2009, 38). She demonstrated how diverse movements, even archenemies displayed remarkable fluidity in alliances, raised various related demands, and rallied around multiple issues. The Egyptian Popular Committee in Solidarity with the Intifada was a national initiative that began by campaigning for blood and money for the Palestinians, then rallied around political reform. Out of this committee came the annual “Cairo Conference” where nonpartisan opposition forces came together under antiwar (US-UK invasion of Iraq in 2003), anti-neoliberalisation (IMF and World Bank structural adjustments of the Egyptian economy), and a bit later anti-inheritance of the presidency (against Mubarak’s renewal of his term and his son’s succession) banners (Browers 2007).

Besides fluidity, most social movements were internally dynamic and sometimes discordant. So, if we take a look at leftists as an established category in the literature, we would see how—whether as parties or movements—leftists in Egypt have often had endemic divisions over ideological orientations, programs, strategies, and tactics. Before the uprising, this camp included the Tagammu party, the banned communist party, the Revolutionary Socialists movement, the People group, and the Democratic Left group (Abdelrahman 2009). Long before the uprising in 1976, the Tagammu had already morphed into the National Progressive Unionist Party (NPUP) to include socialists, communists, Arab nationalists, and Nasserists. Compared to others in this camp, the Tagammu party was able to sustain favorable relations with the Political Parties Committee appointed to oversee political parties in Egypt under Mubarak (Stacher 2004). After the uprising, Refaat Al-Saeed, president of the party, did not support the popular movement, compelling seventy-three of the party’s committee members to resign in March 2011 (Choucri 2011).

In contrast, Hamdeen Sabahi’s explicit antagonism toward Mubarak’s regime had cost him the suspension of formal registration of the Karama party until after the uprising, not to mention persecution and imprisonment. Similarly, Revolutionary Socialists were forced to operate as an underground movement whose members were frequent inmates of the national security forces’ prisons. So, there are discrepancies between leftists in how they related to the Mubarak regime and to the uprising. Several defectors from the NPUP were already politically active outside the party platform, through formal and less formal movements and initiatives. In fact, multiple memberships in social movements and initiatives outside restrictive party memberships, has increasingly been the norm of political activism since the early 2000s.

Islamist activism is no less fluid and in fact presents us with a case that would expand theoretical renditions borrowed from advanced democratic contexts. Within the expansive literature on this large category of activism, sometimes called political Islam, Islamic activism is conceived of as consisting of urban protest movements that have accommodated yet resisted established worldviews and oppressive regimes (Macleod 1991; Al-Sayyid Marsot 1984), of social services organizations by and for the middle classes (Bayat 1998), of a means of suppressing and mediating social conflicts, and of a means for capital accumulation (Beinin 2005).

Beinin associated this version of activism with the defeat of Arab armies against Israeli, British, and French forces in 1967, successive global economic stagflations between the 1970s and the late 1990s, and the decline of Arab nationalism as a rallying project. Origins notwithstanding, the neoliberal turn in Egypt under Sadat implied betting on Islamists against leftists, Nasserists, socialists, and communists. By the time Mubarak was in power, Islamic activism had bifurcated into militants and preachers, both rich with petrodollars and a massive human capital of young people who were deeply enculturated into diverse versions of a mythical Islamic essence, way of life, and disposition yet marginalized by inefficient governments. Both factions made a dent on Egyptian statehood. Whereas the violence of the first, militant, faction forced the state to retaliate and justified its pervasive repression and inflated security measures, the activities of the second, religious, faction managed to Islamize state discourses (Bayat 2007; Beinin 2005).

It is beyond the scope of this chapter to recap the ideological, strategic, and tactical transformations of either faction of Islamic activism or to list how the state was socialized into integrating religion into its discourses. Instead, I will briefly discuss the Muslim Brothers as an illustrative example of pre-uprising activism, by nature fluid, cross-ideological, internally dynamic, and networked. El-Ghobashy (2005) demonstrated how the Muslim Brothers (hereafter the Ikhwan) have been transformed during years of interaction with other activists, with the regime as well as intergenerationally, in ways that caused it to deviate from its trademark ideology after establishing a faith-based state built upon a morally correct nation (umma). Since its emergence in the 1920s as a diligent movement seeking moral rectitude, the Ikhwan have consistently adapted to changing contexts, from door to door recruitment to its cause and creation of a militant paramilitary wing capable of inflicting violence onto the state, to a pervasive movement that molded its ideologies and organizational tactics in tandem with the exigencies of capital and in reaction to state economic programs and repression. This versatility allowed them to infiltrate several state institutions such as student unions, professional syndicates, social clubs, schools and higher education institutions, and mosques, and to strike alliances with liberal (al-Wafd) and Left-leaning (Labor) parties in order to wrest their way into parliament (Stacher 2004; 2002).

Their Guidance Bureau has often positioned radicals next to advocates of women’s rights in public posts; militants next to preachers. Even as a banned organization, they spared no political opportunity to play the “dual game” characteristic of partisans, hitting at the regime’s legitimacy and mobilizing voters alternately or simultaneously. Finally, what started as an attempt to “win Egyptian hearts and minds for an austere Islamic state and society … was … irrevocably transformed into a flexible political party,” one that “confirms that it is the institutional rules of participation rather than the commandments of ideology that motivate political parties” (El-Ghobashy 2005, 390). El-Gobashy wrote this before the uprising and the official formation of the Ikhwan’s Freedom and Justice Party in 2011. However, she meant to demonstrate that they manifested features similar to other nonreligious activists and argued that they need not be theorized as a unique anomaly.

It is partly this fluidity and networking that brought together Islamists, nationalists, Nasserists, and leftists before the uprising as a popular front. Abdelrahman (2009) and Browers (2007) underscored three principles that guided such rapproachement. Firstly, partnership in the alliance was not restricted to institutions but left open on an individual basis in order to avoid institutional clashes and ideological antagonism. Secondly, movements drew upon tactics learned through interacting with global networks of activism, which necessitated and was premised upon the use of advanced communication technologies. Thirdly, alliances were premised upon negotiation and reaching a consensus over issues, tactics, slogans, types of confrontational action, and alternate plans in response to state repression. Fourthly, activists agreed over “differential coordination,” whereby partners in an alliance would maintain a unified front while simultaneously preserving their differences in dealing with their respective constituencies. Notwithstanding their differences, it was implicitly agreed that negotiations were between equals thus networks were predominantly “acephalous” (Abdelrahman 2009).

Cross-ideological alliances had been effective since 2000 among university students, particularly while organizing for independent student unions and mobilizing against state security intervention in campus and university lives. They were created to capture opportunities or confront threats made by the state and its multiple sovereign agencies (See Shehata and Stacher 2007 for analysis of the Al-Azhar Militia event). Although it consumed substantial energies and time, alliances and networks were learning mechanisms that generated experiential repertoires. Mobilizing for alliances was generally premised upon the shared belief that movements were subject to similar threats and that cooperation in a plural milieu was more productive than warring as rivalries under the umberella of opposition. This plurality created “imagined solidarity” (Bayat 2005) whereby individuals and groups internalized such “generalized beliefs” and “shared values” around which their “collective mind” worked (Tarrow 1988). This imagined solidarity contributed to the appearance of protestors as a popular front movement and gave impetus to “We the People demand the fall of the regime” (“Al-Shaab Yorid Isqat al Nizam”). It was this “cognitive liberation” (Tarrow 1988) that sustained the uprising and bestowed upon the days that immediately followed it the appearance of anarachy and arbitrary self-rule.

However, was this extraordinary activism the actual force that deposed Mubarak? As much as one would wish it so, there were a number of factors behind Mubarak’s decision to step down and to deter the military and security forces from crushing the uprising violently, even though they tried. Those factors were exterior yet supplementary to the sheer force of protestors in Tahrir. But in terms of momentum, there was surely one faction of activists powerful enough to propel other forces and make them work together in the direction of regime change: these were the workers unionized independently over years and in several strategically important sectors of the economy, such as the Suez Canal Authority.

TRANSITION TO TWILIGHT: SOVEREIGN STATE AGENCIES

Although the period that followed the uprising was turbulent and seemingly messy, yet it exposed the dynamics between context, networks, and practices of activists, on one hand, and how activism engaged with the structures of the state and the signals given by those in power during the “transition,” on the other. Here, I follow and fine tune the distinction Meyer and Minkoff (2004) made to classical political opportunity structure theory between structures of the political system and the signals sent by that system to various protest movements.

After the collapse of the regime and its parliament there was no political system existent as such; however, several sovereign state agencies remained almost intact, such as the Supreme Constitutional Court, the Highest Administrative Court, and the General Prosecutor. Other agencies such as the military boosted their powers, whereas others reshuffled but retained massive sway over public opinion through state-run media. This substitution in the operational definition of political system befits how state institutions in the Egyptian context have always been politicized and rarely, if ever, been outside the purview of the “political.” Therefore, by highlighting a select number of agencies, I seek to illustrate how the political system is reconfiguring and how this could be a sign of deviation from the dialectics of violence that characterized relations between state and activism under the deposed regime.

Similarly, modifications to classical political opportunity structure theory brought about “signals” sent by the political system as an umbrella category to refer to state policies. The latter were found to be diverse and multidimensional. Policy could be the formal recognition of a social movement, or sanctioning state budgetary relays, or passing or amending laws (Meyer and Minkoff 2004). State policies in Egypt have often come in fluid forms; sometimes in the form of speeches made by a state official. Since the uprising it has become more fluid, hence the usefulness of the concept of signals in understanding the dynamics between state and activism in the post-uprising period. I also wish to underscore how the “transition” was a learning mechanism that disillusioned activists, politicians, statesmen, and the “public,” as well as social scientists, with its lessons on the exigencies and dilemmas of modern civic statehood.

Immediately after Mubarak stepped down, jubilant, enthusiastic, and self-confident activists started organizing around rebuilding state structures. Ground-level activities were energized and extended geographically and many coalitions and alliances were forged, particularly between members of what was lumped together later as the “revolutionary youth” camp. A joint statement by thirteen Egyptian NGOs immediately after the deposition of the regime called on the transitional government to draft a clear plan for the gradual activation of all economic, social, and cultural rights to meet the demands of the uprising.

Articulate demands and suggested plans for restructuring state institutions were systematically raised to SCAF generals, who systematically ignored them. In response, several activists demonstrated regularly in Tahrir and mounted makeshift stages from which representatives and spokespersons addressed the public, presented programs, or listed names of trusted figures while audiences walked around listening and debating. One of the demands that went unheeded concerned the formation of a national committee of civilian and military figures to draft a new constitution based on transparent criteria of selection of participants. Instead, or with deliberate neglect, SCAF announced a referendum on a few amendments to the old 1971 constitution, and in March 2011 people took to poll stations against many activists’ and intellectuals’ intuitions and wills.

Although it did not escape many activists and intellectuals that SCAF was deliberately creating constitutional chaos, the results of the referendum were informative in many ways. Egyptians were asked to accept or reject amendments to the articles that specified the president’s authority and term of office; there were no amendments to the article that specified the Shari‘a as the principle source of legislation—which was opposed by “secular” intellectuals. Nevertheless, 41.19 percent of forty-five million persons who were eligible to vote (18,537,954 persons out of a total population of around 85 million)1 turned out at the polling stations. Seventy-seven percent voted in favor of the amendments and the rest were against (El-Labbad 2011). These figures make sense only in the context of the campaigns that preceded the referendum. There were three main strands of discourse running through the campaigns: a state-run-media strand that was roughly about “voting as a national obligation and a first-time taste of democracy,” an Islamist strand by which “No” was Haram (sinful) and “Yes” was the duty of a true Muslim, and a third critical strand that tried to spread the word that a defunct constitution cannot be patched. Meanwhile, SCAF had been actively spreading fear of a constitutional and security vacuum and of economic collapse.

The highest numbers of “yes” votes came from remote provinces, which had been relatively neglected by political activists over years, compared to Cairo, Giza, and Alexandria, where there were the lowest rates of approval. The provinces with powerful labor movements and those with large Coptic Christian populations predominantly opposed the amendments. El-Labbad (2011) interpreted voting patterns according to the relative strength or weakness of Islamic activism, on one hand, and the historical economic structures of each province, on the other. Thus, provinces in the Suez Canal zone, along the Israeli-Egyptian borders, which have suffered protracted neglect by state development programs and endured the heavy presence of Ikhwan and other Islamist activism, had more support and less opposition to the amendments. Similarly, the majority of approvals came from provinces had previously been the main constituencies of the defunct National Democratic Party (El-Labbad 2011).

In the immediate aftermath of the referendum, many spots across the country witnessed violent clashes between Coptic Christians and Muslims—the two main religious ethnicities. SCAF and state-run media took advantage and portrayed the clashes live as examples of how things could turn out if Egypt emerged into an Islamist state with religion as the basis of full citizenship. Conversely, rumors spread anxieties over the alleged immoralities—such as the legitimization of alternative sexualities—associated with the secular state that separates religion from politics.2 This period—between the referendum and parliamentary elections in 2011—witnessed the resurgence of violence reminiscent of what the deposed regime had perpetrated against activists by military police, the state security forces, renamed national security forces, and hired thugs in civilian attire. Activists responded by escalating protests and diversifying activities as well as establishing several vigilance groups to follow up events and campaign against the rule of the military, raising the slogan “Down with the Rule of The Junta”: “Yasqot yasqot hokm al askar.” Kazeboon (liars) was a particularly vocal campaign organized by media specialists and university professors who relied heavily on short videos, rappers, and visualizations of street fights to publicize brutalities.3

Atef Said articulated the paradox of this period by analyzing the ambivalent location of the military as a sovereign state institution in society. Although it is a sovereign agency, the army is organically social, drafting around 75 percent of Egyptian youths. It historically symbolizes Egypt’s modern statehood and gives it legitimacy, particularly after the 1952 coup and the 1973 war. It is at once an economic empire controlling from 15–40 percent of the national economy and operating as a military-industrial-business-commercial complex in partnership with the American military industrial complex (Said 2012, 399). Kinninmont (2012) added that as an economic empire, the army’s interests in maintaining land and property prices and in the growth of tourism cannot be overemphasize. Similarly, it would be unlikely that the army would look favorably on economic liberalization especially if the latter brings greater competition. Therefore, “the military is likely to oppose protests and strikes as economically and politically disruptive and to avoid reforms that challenge its privileges and scrutinize its budgets,” argued Kinninmont (2012).

This ambivalence notwithstanding, Said did a better job of refreshing our memories of how the army was deployed to suppress riots and the revolt in 1977 and 1986 respectively and how this affected the image that the army enjoyed in society then. What I am trying to stress here is that during the “transition” the military tried to rely on its “credit” among the people and to constantly tap into its role in “protecting the revolution” during the uprising. It was a claim that worked well among several factions of Egyptians, particularly those who had not participated in the uprising, but it failed to convince protestors, especially when it appeared in stark contrast to the violence with which the army dealt with them and in light of SCAF’s deliberate neglect of demands from Tahrir.

Other sovereign state agencies such as the Supreme Constitutional Court (SCC) and the Supreme Administrative Court came forcefully into the dynamic, also projecting ambiguous if not outright contradictory signals. Particularly significant was SCC’s ruling out the law passed by parliament in April 2012 that barred Mubarak-era figures from high politics and its subsequent dissolution of parliament and the transfer of legislative powers to SCAF in June 2012. SCAF issued a unilateral constitutional declaration that disallowed the president from declaring war without SCAF’s approval. The army could intervene to quell any domestic instability and the council has the power to form its own constituent assembly in the event that obstacles emerge in the draft of a new constitution. The generals, furthermore, were given the veto over the existing assembly’s work.

This particular paradox must be seen in light of the structure of the Egyptian bureaucracy and of sovereign state agencies. Historians of the Egyptian bureaucracy and technocracy vouch that few agencies have operated with the objective of servicing citizens. Instead, many were machines and mechanisms of capital, status, and power accumulation (Mitchell 2002; Waterbury 1993). This has shaped the manners in which each agency aligned in differential patron-client compacts with the deposed regime and especially with the apex institution of the presidency.

The deposed president, his diwan, and his coterie of businesspersons used to selectively favor particular sovereign agencies or factions within agencies over time. This had frequently incited internal divisions. The president held full discretion over the appointment of incumbents and the creation of special control mechanisms within agencies such as the Committee of Political Parties, which became infamous for intimidating and blocking new and existing political parties (Brown 2012). By shaking up the institution of the presidency and its omnipresent discretionary powers, the uprising left many agencies fighting for survival and struggling to consolidate their threatened gains.

Even the military establishment has had its internal divisions along shifting lines of patron-clientelism (Said 2012). Divisions continued in many sovereign agencies as the above-mentioned case of the Supreme Constitutional Court indicated (Moustafa 2007). This was true even within SCAF. While projecting a self-composed image, SCAF sent ambivalent signals when it unexpectedly raided a number of U.S. research NGOs in December 2011 and when it vacillated in selecting its preferred presidential candidate between Omar Suleiman, former director of the Egyptian Intelligence Agency and spokesperson for the deposed president, and Ahmed Shafiq, a fellow military man who headed the Egyptian Agency for Civil Aviation. SCAF did not even quell the fears of the public and revolutionary forces over an alleged pact with the Ikhwan over the presidential candidates (El-Ghobashy 2012; Said 2012; Stacher 2012).

Earlier, Khalil (2006) had argued that the “[Egyptian armed forces] have no quarrel with the Islamists—quite the opposite in some cases—however, this is a power conflict and not an ideological one. … The armed forces will not concede power, and would wage war on any potential competitor.” This was similar to SCAF’s position regarding the law on barring members of the deposed regime from political participation and its appointment of Kamal Al-Ganzoury, who was a former prime minister. Virginity tests were another action loathed by many. All these signals contributed to cracking the aura of awe that surrounded the military. Instead of deterring protests, they emboldened young protestors to confront the generals and urge the public to “Say it—Don’t be Afraid: SCAF must leave”: “Qul—matkhafshi: el Askar lazem yemshi.”

Signals aside, state-run media consistently bombarded their audiences with manufactured anxieties over the deteriorating economy, a rapid decline in national monetary reserves, the collapse of services and utilities, and absence of security on the streets. All the while, intimidating and farcical trials of members of the old regime were staged; rumors about the size of Mubarak’s fortune and the possible retrieval of the stolen money were spread, even though no court case was brought or official requests made on behalf of the government.4 Similarly, farcical announcements were made about some US$ 6 billion kept in 4,737 “private funds” or treasuries installed by the deposed regime in many sovereign state agencies outside the purview of official budgets.5

There is no doubt that turbulence would be reflected in economic indicators, however, persistent opaqueness makes it difficult to verify those fears. Kinninmont discussed the results of a poll conducted by Gallup Abu Dhabi in 2011, which asked people to respond to feelings of safety versus the actual experience of crime in a number of provinces in Egypt. The results showed that the former that had significantly increased even as the latter remained constant (Kinninmont 2012, 10).

Nonetheless, there are palpable anxieties over societal divisions. Compared to the referendum that divided votes into Aye and Nay, the presidential elections divided the “nation” into three seemingly neat camps: “dregs,” those who supported or sympathized with the deposed regime; the “revolutionary forces,” an umbrella label for activists including Nasserists, liberals, nationalists, socialists, and communists; and the Islamists of all hues whether loyal to the Ikhwan or followers of the so called Salafists. Earlier, the parliamentary elections produced “two parallel universes: one of the transition and one of revolution” (Stacher 2012, 2), with SCAF playing them against each other while violently suppressing street politics.

Writing immediately before the presidential elections, Stacher diagnosed the situation as fragmenting. “The protesters [have become] the wild card. … [T]hey appear weakened [yet] for the time being, they will have to channel their energies into defeating single items on the SCAF and Muslim Brother agendas as opposed to trying to dislodge an incumbent. This task will keep them relevant, but the question remains whether the protesters can mature into a more reliable and cohesive political actor” (Stacher 2012, 2).

POST-UPRISING ACTIVISM: VIOLENCE OF BINARY OPPOSITIONS

What are the possibilities of Egypt’s becoming “more reliable and cohesive” now that a civilian elected president is in charge? The discussion at the beginning of this chapter concerning the nature of social movement activism before the uprising contains much of the answer to this question. The Egyptian Movement for Change (Kifaya) in particular is worthy of closer inspection. Years of diligent involvement of its founders with the regime have given them the experiential repertoire not only of how to mobilize but also how to do so across ideologies. The movement is comprised of Islamists, Nasserists, nationalists, and leftists. Many members were at once public employees (university faculty members, judges, journalists, etc.) and insiders in sovereign state institutions. These factors had at least three consequences. Firstly, they produced participatory democratic involvement within the movement that spilled over to other realms of activism through the members’ mobility between movements. This is detectable in the way some post-uprising initiatives, such as independent syndicates of informal labor, are run.

Secondly, Kifaya exposed activists to the broader connections between phenomena. This awareness was reflected in how activists articulated demands and programs for political, executive, and judicial reforms, as will be demonstrated below. Thirdly, and most importantly it rendered obsolete the binaries that the regime deployed to categorize activists and activism, such as between “radicals” and “moderates,” and hence manufactured easy targets for oppression and repression. This last consequence is illustrated by examples of Kifaya members who defected or were forced to defect from the Ikhwan, such as Abdul Moneim Abul Fotouh, Assam Sultan, abu Al Ila Madi, and who formed what some scholars uncritically label the Wasatiya party, embodying “post-Islamist” or center-moderate activism (Stacher 2002).

Similarly, membership in Kifaya and involvement with mobilizing for alliances and setting forth explicit principles for coordination and action have nurtured a “political sensibility” that has transcended the religious-secular binary characteristic of modern political rationality. This sensibility could partially explain why group prayers in Tahrir during the uprising did not intimidate seculars or cause fissures between protestors throughout the eighteen days (Hirschkind 2012). This sensibility is a positive force that cannot be reduced to instances of “imagined solidarity,” which—some scholars argue—results from successive “protest cycles,” though it could definitely contribute to it. It is a socially produced sensibility through protracted processes harnessed to a nuanced democratic statehood wary of ethnic/identity popular politics.

Before the uprising, there were around fourteen movements and initiatives (Abdelrahman 2009); after the uprising, there were around “10 to 20 million activists” (Asad 2012). Regardless of numbers, the use of advanced communication technologies and associations with global movements, in addition to ground confrontations with the military police and anti-riot forces, have sparked activists’ ingenuity and skills, leading them to organize diverse forms of protest and mobilization such as general strikes, hunger strikes, riots, sit-ins, and, recently, calls for civil disobedience.6 There have also been other forms, such as the popular committees. These are spontaneous groups started by residents of apartment houses or neighbors living in houses on single streets to defend their properties and public utilities during the uprising and in response to news that criminals had been deliberately released from prisons.

These popular committees continued after the uprising in some streets in Imbaba, Sayda Zeinab, and Heliopolis neighborhoods but were reorganized such that young people, predominantly school and college students, took charge to undertake short-term community activities such as cleaning of streets, whereas others came together to form popular coalitions such as in Ard Il-Liwa.7 A few such committees deliberated initiating campaigns to cleanse local government units of remnants of the old regime and formed vigilance groups consisting of individuals with no particular ideological affiliation who invest most of their time and energy monitoring day-to-day events in their respective neighborhoods and reporting on social media hubs activities that their heightened sense of vigilance identifies as potentially repressive, contradictory, hypocritical, or corrupt.

Hundreds of Facebook pages attest to this cross-class vigilante activism. If need arises, these vigilantes will travel to across the country to report in response to informants’ messages. Similarly, professionals have climbed aboard the vigilante bandwagon, as in the case of the Egyptian Initiative to Prevent Corruption. This is a group of lawyers working together to draft anticorruption legislation to present to the new government, as well as a group of journalists active in drafting right-to-information law (Kinninmont 2012).

However, some commentators have pointed out a palpable fragmentation of networks of activists after the uprising in response to some “logic of fear” and suspicion of the isolation of Islamists and marginalization of the “revolutionary forces” (Asad 2012, 272). This is apparently valid when juxtaposed to the polarization of voting patterns in the March 2011 referendum and in subsequent parliamentary and presidential elections. It is also predictable in the context of the antirevolutionary activities of sovereign state agencies and the signals they emit. Fear and suspicion are manufactured and are part of the dialectics of violence that regulates the relationship between state agencies, on one hand, and citizens in general and activists in particular, on the other.

Following the uprising, state-run media has consistently attempted to demonize “disruptive” protest activities. At times they have used religious discourse—for example, inviting popular Islamic preacher Amr Khaled to campaign for the return to stability. Many activists during the “transition” and later have made decisions in response to state agencies’ signals as well as in response to the actions of other activists and in light of their own resources. When SCAF decreed the new political party law in March 2011, social movements had to make a practical decision of an existential nature: to go the partisan way or to remain fluid?

The passing of the law was sobering to many activists; it stipulated that in order to register, a party must have five thousand members, with at least three hundred members from ten different governorates out of the twenty-six total in the country. In the rush to register before parliamentary elections of October 2011, many activists found this condition prohibitive. Although many had been active much earlier than the uprising and had access to substantial constituencies, none was able to secure the threshold figures in such a short period, especially against the more established Islamist social movements with larger social bases and better funding.

Although several leftist political parties announced their intentions to participate, such as the old Communist Party, the Egyptian Socialist Party, the Workers’ Democratic Party, and the Socialist Popular Alliance Party, they could not register. The Workers’ Democratic Party, formed by well-established activists such as Kamal Khalil, Hosam El-Hamalawy, Aida Seif El-Dawla, and Alaa Awad, could not meet the conditions and thus did not register. Meanwhile, the Socialist Popular Alliance Party (SPAP) emerged as a platform for diverse trends. Its membership consisted of defectors from the Tagammu Party, activists from the Socialist Renewal Current, Revolutionary Socialists, and other individual sympathizers.8 While SPAP was able to register, until October 2011 it was pending approval (Choucri 2011).

Unlike many Islamist and “secular” liberals, funds were a major constraint on the activities of most leftist activists, for many reasons. Successive campaigns of relentless vilification, beginning in the 1970s, have historically restricted fundraising initiatives. Similarly, restrictive laws regulating funding of nongovernmental organizations have been strained since the uprising (Choucri 2011). The condition set by the new political parties law requiring the announcement of a party’s program and membership list in two national newspapers was also prohibitive. The difficulty in mobilizating through party politics in the tumultous situation after the uprising forced those who failed to register under the new law to form larger alliances, sometimes with groups of compatible ideological hues and other times with diametrically different ones. For instance, on May 11, 2011, the Egyptian Communist Party, the Egyptian Socialist Party, the Workers’ Democratic Party, and the Socialist Popular Alliance Party formed the Front of Socialist Forces. On August 14, 2011, the Tagammu party, the Socialist Popular Alliance, the Egyptian Communist Party, and the Egyptian Socialist Party, in addition to a number of independent syndicates, joined a number of liberal groups to form the Egyptian Bloc (Choucri 2011).

The difficulty was not only in funding or the capacity to mobilize minimum thresholds for registration, it was, rather, in negotiating the transformation into a party. I have discussed above how social movements have metamorphosed into fluid networks since the 2000s and how as such they have been able to flexibly form alliances and jointly mobilize against the repressive regime. This flexibility would not have been feasible if these movements had taken on the formal legal stature of a political party. Brown depicts this challenge with reference to the Ikhwan and its Freedom and Justice Party (FJP) (2012). As a movement, the Ikhwan can afford to debate their ideological bends and turns over a long time span and can present these changes in transient programs for societal and political change and in shifting alliances with other forces and movements as need arises. The same flexibility is not afforded to political parties, which must carefully calculate the costs and benefits of alliances and coalitions almost around the clock.

Another concern is the capacity to address larger constituencies. Social movements may advocate and represent the interests of specific groups or particular issues such as students, contractual factory workers, housemaids, etc., and many activists I observed were satisfied working with clearly defined sectors of the population. They were aware of the magnitude of the organizational and financial resources required to reach out to, attract, and build larger constituencies, that is, to compete within the imperatives of electoral politics (Langohr 2004). When the Ikhwan extended their capacities into FJP, the organization found itself in a situation where it “does not generally have to give final answers to political questions. Instead, it can feign ones in several ideological and programmatic directions at once” (Brown 2012, 544). This augments the aura of secrecy that has tagged the organization since its years under Nasser and could jeopardize their public credibility. It is yet to be seen how factions of the “revolutionary forces” will behave as political parties in the future, although history leaves us with grim examples, for instance. Social Democratic Party in Germany during the interwar period and more recently the Bündnes 90/Die Grünen (Alliance 90/The Greens), also in Germany (Jahn 1997).

Besides established social movements and popular committees, there are thousands of interest groups who have emerged to mobilize around specific consumer issues enunciated by slogans such as “We want to live,” “We will not pay,” and “Clean Land” (Gamal 2012). The first two indicate groups of slum dwellers organized around protesting the failure of the government to provide them with basic necessities, while the third denotes a protest initiative sponsored by the Ikhwan as an alternative solution to the same failures. “Youths Who Love Egypt” is another intiative that resembles “Clean Land,” and is organized by students of Al-Azhar University. I observed a fine yet important distinction between these initiatives: spontaneous initiatives whose members act independently of any sponsor usually resort to street tactics such as sit-ins and strikes or tactics of last resort such as hunger strikes, compared to sponsored initiatives who predominantly operate virtually, through online campaigning.

This distinction is important in view of the reaction spontaneous initiatives induce from state agencies. State-run media have actively demonized spontaneous initiatives and protests that have raised specific demands through street tactics. The spate of strikes that ensued over September and October 2012 is particularly illustrative. Doctors, public transport workers, university staff (though not faculty members and senior administrators), students of Nile University, and workers in several locations across the country went on strike, supported by the impressive network of independent professional and nonprofessional syndicates and unions and by their equally impressive independent national federations. At one level, media accused protestors of disrupting daily life, at another they were charged with rallying behind sectoral, that is to say, selfish demands at critical economic times. This is no light charge. The state-run media were accusing protestors of antinationalism, when it was exactly the failure of the state to provide its “nationals” with basic necessities against which they protested.

While on one side protests are more organized, and strikes can now last longer than before the uprising and are nationally coordinated, as contrasted to site- or workplace-specific, such accusations by the media usually polarize public opinion into sympathizers and adversaries and divert the energies of protestors as they are forced to explain their actions.9 In reporting on strikes, it has become standard media tactics to confuse protestors’ demands with their motives and to portray citizens’ rights as sectoral claims. It forces an image of protestors as “bad” citizens who disrupt and divert the energies of state officials away from their diligent efforts to get the economy’s wheels spinning, and contrasts them with a hollow image of “good” citizens who are patient and content with what the great Egyptian revolution has achieved.

Thrusting a discourse of binaries on activism is nothing new. It is not even sheer state propaganda. It is part of the dialectic of violence that underlies state-society dynamics and is integral to the idea of the modern state. The social compact between citizens and the modern state regarding equality, freedom, and justice is built upon the belief that citizens are predatory by nature and that the state is the neutral arbiter whose purpose is to set and settle boundaries (Lummis 2010). One of the functions of the state is to divide in order to rule. This is the gist of modern law through which the state can classify subjects into dangerous criminals, traitors, offenders, dissenters, radicals, and moderates (Asad 2012; Nandy 2010). It is not drastically contrary to the basic premise of the umma in Islamic jurisprudence in its submission to divine sovereignty through the righteousness of its “wise men,” who constitute the council of shura or consultative body (Rutherford 2006).

Binaries of sinners and do-gooders, of the faithful and the apostates, are representations of the language of power as it is spoken by hierarcial institutions in which truth/power resides unequivocally with those on the top. This is the language spoken by all sovereign state agencies Egypt has known since 1952 and by most if not all faith-based social movements such as the Ikhwan, the Ansarul-Sunna organization, and Al-Da‘wa Al-Salafiya in Alexandria.10 It was the language used by the deposed regime as it contrasted itself with “Islamic fundamentalists” and begged international acceptance as the secular protector of the region from the horrors that they could leach. This binary was uncritically picked up by Islamists: “In contrast, for many of those sympathetic to Islamist social and political currents, the most pressing danger to Egyptian society came in the form of rampant secularization, the erosion of the society’s Islamic character under the impact of Western cultural forms. This oppositional logic—either secular or religious—had long schematized the political terrain in Egypt” (Hirschkind 2012, 2).

Classification and forcing individuals and groups into tight categories is a form of violence that characterized the campaigns before the referendum and parliamentary elections, then informed public discusions of Wathiqat Al-Azhar (the Al-Azhar Document) on the principles of a civil state in June 2011 and, later, Ali Al-Salmi’s document on basic constitutional principles in September 2011. The current discussion of the role of Shar‘ia versus secular criminal and personal status laws in the draft of the new constitution11 is drawn along binaries of “seculars” versus “fundamentalists”; defenders of the modern nation state versus defenders of Islamist ideas of a state compliant with Divine will.

The debates over women’s status in the draft constitution is indicative. El-Mahdy12 succinctly analyzed the debate as one pitched between “defenders of divine Shar‘ia” and “defenders of women’s rights,” trapped as they are in binaries that predate the emergence of political Islam, yet recast colonial modernity’s basic dichotomy between tradition and modern. It is a trap that blinds the members of the constitutional committee, which was established by the unanimous vote of the SCAF generals but rejected as unrepresentative by most “revolutionary forces.”

This violence of binary oppositions colors the discourses of formal democratic institutions. The political parties formed after the uprising need to grapple with politics of exclusion and inclusion based upon identities. The state of uncertainty that surrounds the status of Coptic citizens, for example, was created and then reproduced over time by sovereign state agencies. The military’s brutal killing of Coptic protestors in the Maspero demonstrations of October 2011 was no anomaly. The only difference between this incident and earlier cases of ethnic violence under the deposed regime, such as the explosion outside Al Qiddisseen Church in Alexandria on New Year’s Eve of 2011, is that this time the culpability of the state was undisguised. The removal of a regime that posed as the defender of “religious peace” (Asad 2012), does not mean that the strategies of divide and rule are gone.

According to political opportunity theory, the potential of post-uprising activism to continue the struggle for bread, freedom, social justice, and human dignity is tied to the challenges of the opportunities opened by the formal political system. While formal institutions of democracy are now opened up, they operate according to the same logic as under the deposed authoritarian state system. This could mean one of two things: that activism should continue to engage with the dialect of violence, based as it is upon binaries, or it should disengage from it altogether and amass more resources to force fundamental transformation in the discources of the political system. This means that activism should struggle to instill a functioning state that provides basic necessities for its citizens and to produce a political sensibility that transcends binaries, even the binary between state and its subjects.

This was beginning to happen through the fluid networked mobilizations of the Egyptian Movement for Change in the 2000s. Nevertheless,


Since the end of the 18-day uprising, which culminated in the resignation of Hosni Mubarak, divisions between the secular and the religious have returned and proliferated within the field of Egyptian political contestation. Large street protests continue to be held, but they are frequently limited either to self-declared secularists or Islamists, with one contingent refusing to participate in the other’s event. This divisiveness has once again served to exaggerate differences and render the many commonalities that exist across such divisions difficult to recognize. Admittedly, there are also movements in a contrary direction, aiming to build on the experiences of political engagement and solidarity forged during the January 25 uprising to create a new political discourse outside of secular-religious oppositions. The outcome of these efforts, however, is far from clear at present. (Hirschkind 2012, 52)



In conclusion, post-uprising activism has evolved within a political system that has been simultaneously “open” compared to pre-uprising eras and characterized by conspicuous antagonism between members of the elite (Ikhwan, SCAF, and “dregs”)—at least during the transition to a civilian government. Nevertheless, once in charge, SCAF and later the Ikhwan resorted to the same old school of repression through direct violence and social control of protest by deploying plainclothes security personnel to beat and disperse crowds and by public demonization of protest through restrictive legislation and the media. Theories of resource mobilization and relative deprivation argue that such measures will eventually increase frustration and push activism to radicalize (cf. Beinin and Vairel 2011). The question then becomes: Are we expecting another uprising similar in magnitude, or stealthy fundamental change, or a return to normalization of oppression?

BEYOND ACTIVISM: VISIONS OF MODERN CIVIC STATEHOOD

There is no definite answer to this question, but we can begin to figure out the possibility of success by each scenario by looking at the contradictions of the modern (civic) nation-state, the violence upon which it sustains itself whether in its technocratic structure, law, science, and discourses of economic growth and development, and by looking at who are actually involved in shaping statehood or possess at least a rudimentary vision of statehood in Egypt now.

Let us begin from the beginning, namely, the idea of a modern nation-state. It is constructed by maintaining a tight association between an institutional technocratic structure (the state), “organized nationalism, mega-science and the growth of an urban-industrial society” (Nandy 2010). This association is possible only by differentiation, meaning the inclusion of some classes, sexes, and ethnicities and the exclusion and/or marginalization of others. This includes the marginalization of other forms of non-Western, precolonial organizational and associational forms or freezing them into ideal types such as “oriental despotism,” “tribalism,” “Islamist Umma.”

Like most of its postcolonial counterparts, Egypt has understood the nation-state to be the clue to the West’s economic and scientific power, and the idea of a native nation-state was seen as the panacea of all ills. After the military coup of 1952, Nasser forced the structure of a secular and technocratic state upon a sprouting yet ambiguous Islamic idea of a nation. The latter was wrought by Islamic reformers and “modernizers” of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries (Gasper 2009) and the Ikhwan, beginning in 1928. There is no doubt that neither group had formulated a tangible program for an Islamic alternative compared to Nasser, who—partly through the exercise of repression—managed to give shape to a “native” form of a modern state albeit one that was contradictory and dysfunctional (particularly after defeat by Israeli-British forces in 1967).

With regard to activism, Nasser’s charisma and nationalist disposition helped nurture “indigenous” versions of socialism and an avant garde, the latter drawn mostly from the middle classes, who were supposedly well versed in the discourses of the modern nation-state and capable of imposing their political sensibility upon the rest. Contrary to Marx’s version of historical development, the vanguards failed to “wither away” the state to which they owed their existence and instead spent most of their active lives in its jails. They failed to mold a state of freedom, equality, justice, and dignity however defined.

Members of the leftist intelligentsia were dealt one blow after another, from the failure of the Nasser project to the open door (Infitah) policy of his successor Anwar Sadat. Sadat enlisted the Islamists to fight the Nasserists. More damaging, he supported their ascension to the apex of the economy. “A substantial faction of the Infitah class had an Islamist cast. By 1980 elders of 8 of the 18 families who dominated Egypt’s private sector were affiliated with the Ikhwan. Economic enterprises linked to the society, many concentrated in real estate and currency speculation, Islamic banking channeling workers’ remittances may have constituted as much as 40 percent of the private sector” (Beinin 2005, 120). Three of the general guides (murshid) of the organization came from wealthy families namely, Hasan Al-Hudaiby, Umar Al-Tilmisany, and Mustafa Mashhour.

The story of Sadat’s assassination at the hands of the Islamists has been well documented, but upon his death the Egyptian nation-state had to contend with a militant political Islam and a weakened Left. The activism of the vanguards of Nasser days went into hibernation, only to “atomize” under Mubarak. Under the latter, the Egyptian state had no space for leftist intellectuals. The remaining leftist political party was “vampired” by internal strife and the hegemony of the Political Party Committee (Stacher 2004). The leftists’ desire to maintain a feeling of independence has driven them to the line of least resistance, consisting mostly of writing opinion columns in the state-run press, holding discussions in private locations, and writing fiction (Duboc 2011).

The deposed state also had no place for militant Islamists. The latter had seemingly curbed what they called “secular elements” in the 1970s and 1980s with a series of assassinations and attacks across the country. In retaliation, the deposed regime had clamped down on them with the pervasive security apparatuses and prolonged emergency rule (Bayat 2007). Incidentally, many of those militants were pardoned and released from prisons upon the election of Mohamed Morsi as the new president in 2012. Following that, many—such as the Jama‘a Islamiya rushed into registering as political parties, thus establishing formal political wings. By the early 2000s the Egyptian state had been successfully Islamized. Religion has become integral to the “indigenous” nation-state and to formal politics.

The first formal statement regarding Egyptian statehood came from Al-Azhar University, when Ahmed Al-Tayyeb, the Sheikh of Al-Azhar, along with thirty public intellectuals and scholars, contemplated the principles of the future Egyptian state and issued Wathiqat Al-Azhar, or the Al-Azhar Document, in June 2011. The document drew upon four dimensions: Sunni jurisprudence concerned with the revival and reform of religious sciences; the historical role Al-Azhar played in leading the nationalist movements toward freedom and independence; a practical dimension in leading society toward a holistic vision sanctioned by modern science.13 The document is highly rhetorical in nature, yet it lays out eleven guiding principles for establishing a state that is neither secular nor religious, but rather, one that is civil toward its constituencies and delivers its civic duties through a democratic regime committed to “basic freedoms of thinking and opinion” and fully respectful of human, women’s and children’s rights. Members supported the term civic, or Madania, over secular (Amania) in order to avoid anxieties incited by the latter. The document did not delineate the structures and mechanisms of the emerging democratic state but it unequivocally stated Al-Azhar’s independence from state control, the reestablishment of the “supreme council of religious scholars” to oversee the selection of Sheikh Al-Azhar, and reinstatement of the institution as the ultimate reference of religious affairs in the country.

Following the release of this document, religion emerged as a power in visions of the “indigenous” nation-state. This was particularly pronounced in the Muslim Brotherhood’s Project Renaissance, as well as in the disputes over Islamic Shari‘a among members of the constitutional committee in 2012. A split between the Muslim Brotherhood and the Salafi front was particularly clear in the committee, with the latter accusing the former of leniency. Although neither camp has projected a clear vision, the Islamists remained the only fragment of imagination focused on the state compared to loose visions from the Nasserists, leftists, and socialists (the opposition front) or the non-Islamist liberals collectively known as “the bloc.” The latter forces and trends are now forming political coalitions and fronts, even though they are not internally coherent.

The Islamists are pushing for a nation-state that aligns with what they perceive as the essence of the Islamic way of life and the “authentic soul of the Egyptian family,” as stated in the draft constitution released in October 2012, while the liberals seek a state that best reflects the middle-class aspirations of a “lifestyle” modeled around Western notions of freedom and human rights, and the leftists in their zeal to connect to the larger masses try to argue for a state that delivers basic necessities for human survival. While these fragments representing diverse, incomplete visions of the modern nation-state manifest in ideological debates in the media, the parliament, and the headquarters of newly founded political parties, workers, peasants, the unemployed, and the underemployed are fighting their own battles on the streets through vibrant, protracted, and nationally well-organized strikes and sit-ins. They zealously establish and run independent syndicates, unions, and federations seeking a direct “voice,” in defiance of the labor law of 2003 that attempted to silence them. It is a fundamental change that has already succeeded, through the uprising, in prizing open the institution of the presidency, nothing less.

Going back to the question of potential scenarios, I think the answer lies in the extent to which the marginalized can continue the struggle against the nation-state and, harnessing the experiential repertoire acquired through recent mobilizations, muster the organic leadership and the “density of the social networks that have been mobilized” in order to “generate sufficient mutual trust to overcome decades of fear instilled by authoritarian regimes” (Beinin and Vairel 2011, Kindle ed.). Nandy has underscored how the paradox of the nation-state “has ensured that organized political power cannot easily be mobilized, even in the Southern world, to resist the pathologies of the modern state. Either the resistance has to come from the fringes of the polity or it has to legitimize itself in the language of the mainstream” (Nandy 2010, 295).

There is definitely the danger that social fatigue will encourage demobilization. Charles Tilly’s (1978) idea that people mobilize more easily and quickly in response to perceived threat rather than unspecific opportunity is certainly valid, but it fails to account for the situation of despair that characterizes the state of mind in which people feel they have nothing left to lose. When demonstrators in Tahrir Square improvised the song that went “viral” on the Internet, chanting, “Our rights are paramount and hunger does not bother us anymore,” they were defining the threshold of their struggles. The possibility of a civic state that will satisfy their demands seems to reside in the politics of their presence, even when, as in the words of Anne Bogart, “the spirit of liberty is the spirit that is not too certain it is right” (Bogart 2007, Kindle ed.).

NOTES

1.By that time, the infrastructure for nonresident Egyptians (estimated at 6.5 million persons in 2008) had not yet been installed.

2.Random and informal personal communications with members of the public on several occasions in Tahrir Square between May and July 2011.

3.arabist.net/blog/2012/1/14/the-kazeboon-campaign.html;//en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kazeboon.

4.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-19459177; accessed Oct. 20, 2012.

5.english.ahram.org.eg/NewsContent/3/12/35554/Business/Economy/Private-funds-to-enter-state-budget,-says-Egypt-fi.aspx; accessed July 10, 2012.

6.From Tariq Al-Bishry’s Call for Civil Disobedience in 2004 to Rabab El-Mahdi; youtube.com/watch?v=O2lAdwAE2Gc; accessed Oct. 27, 2012.

7.groundtruth.in/2012/09/18/cairo-urban-grassroots/; accessed Oct. 27, 2012.

8.Revolutionary Socialists Web site: revolutionarysocialists.org; accessed Sept. 20, 2012.

9.For instance, in its coverage of the national strikes by public university staff, public transport workers, and medical staff of public health institutions in September 2012, ON TV, a private satellite channel, interviewed Mustafa Al-Beheiry, an intern at Aga Public Health Unit, who had just completed five days on hunger strike. In response to accusations read by the host, Al-Beheiry explained the misery of medical staff and listed their demands, which included clear budgetary suggestions to improve and increase public relays to the Ministry of Health and the restructuring of the latter, and stressed that improved and regular salaries were the last items on the list.

10.For a review of Salafi social movements, see aucegypt.edu/gapp/cairoreview/pages/articleDetails.aspx?aid=217.

11.For comprehensive feedback on the draft constitution see khoyout.wordpress.com/2012/10/24/; accessed Oct. 24, 2012.

12.shorouknews.com/columns/view.aspx?cdate=24102012&id=2282882c-6ba0-41d3-b18b-5f051ce960c9; accessed Oct. 24, 2012.

13.onazhar.com/; accessed Jan. 3, 2013.
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THE FIRST YEAR OF THE TUNISIAN REVOLUTION

JEAN-PIERRE FILIU

When Mohammed Bouazizi, age twenty-six, set himself on fire in front of the governorate of Sidi Bouzid on December 17, 2010, this sacrifice not only sparked a revolutionary process that washed away the twenty-three-year-old Ben Ali regime in less than a month. It also triggered a wave of political turmoil all over the Arab world that has been described as the “Arab spring” (Meddeb 2011), as the Arab equivalent of the 1789 French revolution or of the 1989 fall of the Berlin wall (Stora 2011), and as the “Arab revival” (Ayari and Geisser 2011). My own historical interpretation, which complements other disciplinary approaches, is that this “Arab revolution,” developing through a “democratic uprising,” is rooted in the two-centuries-old experience of the Nahda/Renaissance (Filiu 2011) and is fulfilling the promises of the “Arab liberal age,” which Albert Hourani situated from 1798 to 1939 (Hourani 1962). Tunisia and Egypt stood at the forefront of this historical movement, just as they did in 2011.

The first year of the Tunisian revolution was extremely dense with confusing events, which is why a summary timeline is provided at the end of this paper. But it also sheds precious light on the very dynamics of the most advanced revolutionary experience in the Arab world. Three periods can roughly be distinguished in presenting this “year” (in fact a little bit less than fifteen months, from the ousting of Ben Ali to the consolidation of the revolutionary/constitutional consensus between Islamist and secular partners in government): (1) the “second revolution” (Coll 2011) that lasted from the “Kasbah I” to the “Kasbah II” protests; (2) the transition monitored by the “Higher Authority” until the general elections to the National Constituent Assembly (NCA) on October 23, 2011; (3) the tripartite formula set up between Ennahda, the Congress for the Republic (CPR), and the social-democratic party Ettakatol, made possible by Ennahda’s commitment not to insist on including the Shari‘a in the new constitution.

“KASBAH I” AND “KASBAH II,” JANUARY–MARCH 2011

It took only twenty-three days to topple a dictatorship that had enrolled one Tunisian out of five in the ranks of the presidential party (the Constitutional Democratic Rally [RCD] claimed more than two million members, most of them forced to join to avoid police harassment). The riots that followed Bouazizi’s immolation quickly spread through central and southern Tunisia, but the turning point was the popular resistance in the city of Kasserine, from January 8 to 10, 2011. The police forces had to evacuate the defiant town, where the military deployment was welcomed like a liberation. The army consistently refused to shoot at the protesters, first in the countryside, then in the capital city. This led to the collapse of the regime’s hard core and to Ben Ali’s fleeing to Saudi Arabia, on January 14. The following days, the army broke the backbone of the presidential guard, thereby crushing the prospect of an armed counterrevolution. The official toll of the whole revolution was set at 219 “martyrs,” including seventy-four inmates killed in clashes and fires in government jails (mainly in Monastir).

On January 15, Article 57 of the constitution justified the transfer of power to the president of the parliament, Fouad Mebazaa, who became president of the republic for an interim period of two months. Mohammed Ghannouchi, who had been prime minister since 1999, formed a transitional government, with the participation of opposition leaders Ahmed Nejib Chebbi, head of the PDP (Progressive Democratic Party), Ahmed Brahim, leader of the postcommunist Attajdid (Renewal), and Mustapha Ben Jaafar, secretary general of the social-democrat Ettakatol (FDTL/Democratic Forum for Labor and Freedoms). The three parties had been legal under Ben Ali’s regime, even though they had operated under heavy pressure from both the RCD and the security services. The four hundred thousand–strong UGTT (Tunisian General Union of Labor) also had representatives in this “national unity” government.

The fact that Mebazaa and PM Ghannouchi sat at the top leadership of the RCD quickly led to heavy criticism of the transitional formula. Particularly vocal were the bar association and the “14 January Front,” a coalition of leftist radicals and Arab nationalists that called for the dissolution of all the existing institutions. Pressure also mounted inside the UGTT, and its secretary general, Abdesalam Jrad, accused of having for too long “collaborated” with Ben Ali’s regime, decided to withdraw the union’s officials from the government. At the same time, Ben Jaafar left the cabinet, thereby enhancing Ettakatol’s “revolutionary” profile, in sharp contrast with the PDP and Attajdid.

PM Ghannouchi tried to accommodate the political uproar by appointing three commissions, deemed to be transparent and open to “civil society” (International Crisis Group 2011, 14): the Extortion and Repression Commission, the Embezzlement Commission, and, most importantly, the Higher Commission for Political Reform, chaired by the jurist Yadh Ben Achour, who had left the Constitutional Court (Conseil Constitutionnel) as long ago as 1992 in protest against Ben Ali’s suppression of the independence of the NGOs. The establishment of these commissions fell far from appeasing the ongoing protest that targeted both the RCD leadership and the security apparatus. Demonstrators gathered defiantly on the Kasbah square, where the prime minister has his offices, on the edge of the old city (madina) of Tunis.

This “Kasbah I” movement was violently dispersed on January 27, but such a display of force backfired on the interim government. The Ministry of Interior was assaulted on the same day in murky circumstances by members of the security services, and violent incidents occurred all over the country during the following week, culminating with the attack on a police station in the Western city of El Kef. The widespread denunciation of Ben Ali–inspired “conspiracies” led to the “suspension” of the activities of the RCD and to the freezing of its assets. To confront the ubiquitous threat emanating from the former regime, a National Council for the Protection of the Revolution was launched. This all-encompassing coalition ranged from the extreme Left (both Trotskyist and Maoist) to the Ennahda Islamists, whose leader Rashid Ghannouchi had just come back from a twenty-year-long exile in the UK.

The same central and southern provinces that had been the cradle of the revolution started to send militant “caravans” to Tunis, in order to force radical change. On February 20, a defiant crowd, whose young age impressed the observers (International Crisis Group 2011, 17), gathered on the Kasbah square and vowed to occupy it until the unequivocal repelling of the former regime. Yadh Ben Achour warned that “we might lose our freedom, because we become too drunk on freedom” (New York Times, Feb. 21, 2011). And Mohammed Ghannouchi was forced to move his offices from the Kasbah square to the former presidential palace of Carthage, in the Northern suburbs of Tunis. But the political agitation went on unabated, compelling the PM to step down. Béji Caïd Essebsi, an eighty-two-year-old companion of Habib Bourguiba, who had turned away from Ben Ali in 1992, was called back to form a caretaker government on February 27.

The “Kasbah II” movement continued for a few more days, until President Mebazaa, whose interim term had been prolonged through consensus, announced that elections for a constituent assembly would be held on July 24. This decision clearly turned the page on Ben Ali’s regime and satisfied the protesters, even though they pledged to stay on the alert. The PDP and Attajdid had to step down from the Caïd Essebsi’s cabinet whose “technocratic” nature was repeatedly stressed. New parties were legalized one after another: Ennahda, which, after two decades of repression, had been too weak to play any role in the anti–Ben Ali uprising, moved forcibly to catch up all those lost years, relaunched its Al-Fajr (Dawn) newspaper, and quickly opened a local branch in revolutionary Sidi Bouzid; the Congress for the Republic (CPR), banned under Ben Ali, was energized when its nationalist founder, Moncef Marzouki, the former leader of the Tunisian League for Human Rights (LTDH), returned from his exile in France.

In March 2011, Yadh Ben Achour’s commission was revamped to include the National Council for the Protection of the Revolution. This new seventy-two-member body, soon expanded to 155, became the Higher Authority for Implementing the Objectives of the Revolution, the Political Reform and the Democratic Transition. This explicit connection between “reform” and “revolution,” far from being an oxymoron, underlay the Tunisian way to address revolutionary expectations through constitutional reform. This collective commitment worked as a mantra to answer the demands of “Kasbah I” and “Kasbah II,” and also to avoid any “Kasbah III” being ignited by political procrastination. The dissolution of the state security and the removal of the minister of interior, accused of being too lenient against the former RCD, guaranteed this “second revolution” and paved the way for a genuine and full-fledged transition.

THE TRANSITION TO GENERAL ELECTIONS, APRIL–OCTOBER 2011

This highly critical seven-month period took place while the civil war was raging in neighboring Libya. Moammar Qaddafi had been Ben Ali’s staunchest ally (as early as 1974, he had proposed Ben Ali, a police general at that time, as the director of security for the Tunisian-Libyan union he had signed with Bourguiba, who renounced this short-lived union after forty-eight hours) and the Tunisian counterrevolution would have found in the cash-loaded Libyan dictatorship a perfect sanctuary. But the Libyan insurgency soon absorbed the whole energy of Qaddafi’s regime, especially after the NATO campaign begun on March 19. Tunisia kept ostensibly neutral, while Libyan loyalists and rebels coexisted without incidents on the island of Djerba. Clashes erupted from time to time at the southern border as collateral damage for the fierce fight between the Libyan army and the guerrillas for control of the Dehiba-Baouaba frontier post. But the Tunisian military managed to contain those incidents and tens of thousands of Libyan refugees found comfort on Tunisian land without major disturbance.

The fact that such a major crisis did not affect deeply the young Tunisian revolution is not only an indication of its early stability, but also of its nationalist nature. The Tunisian public, even though it tended to be hostile to Qaddafi (who had treated Tunisian workers over the years harshly), was divided over the NATO campaign, but this did not interfere with the transition debate. The same thing could be said about the unprecedented environment of social unrest: the fall of the dictatorship had sharpened a wide range of looming tensions, especially within the labor market, and “days of wrath” were waged against local or business leaderships. Longstanding feuds were also ignited in the new context; the worst was sparked by tribal antagonism in the southern city of Metlaoui, where clashes between rival clans left twelve dead in the first days of June (Le Monde, June 14, 2011).

But even this outbreak of violence was blamed on the former regime, and not on the revolutionary authorities. The fact that the transition was as inclusive as possible was certainly crucial in containing these disturbing incidents. More than one hundred parties were eventually legalized. The main players remained the organizations that had already been active under Ben Ali (PDP, Ettakatol, Attajdid) or had been legalized at the very beginning of the transition (Ennahda, CPR). But former Ben Ali ministers could establish parties (such as Kamel Morjane’s Initiative or Mohammed Jegham’s Watan). Young businessmen (Afek Tounes) or seasoned unionists (Party of Tunisian Labour/PTT) could also launch their own organizations. Even the London-based (but Sidi Bouzid–born) Hachemi Hamdi, a reformed Islamist who had run the Mustakilla (Independent) TV from the UK since 1999, was able to establish his own party, the Aridha chaabiya (Popular Proposal).

The revolutionary bloggers who had fought Ben Ali’s regime through the social networks were divided over the issue of political participation: Slim Amamou chose to become a cabinet member, in charge of youth, from January to May 2011, while Riadh Guerfali (aka Astrubal) established his own list in the city of Bizerte, and Lina Ben Mhenni (nicknamed “Tunisian Girl” on the Web) voiced her disillusion (Le Monde, October 21, 2011). To address this highly individualistic constituency of urban protesters, Attajdid joined with other leftist groups in a Democratic and Modernist Pole (PDM) that was open to individual or “independent” memberships, in addition to the members already affiliated to one of its political components.

On the other end of the political spectrum, the Salafists stuck to extraparliamentary, and sometimes violent tactics, while stressing the superiority of the Shari‘a over any mundane law. The Salafist movement is itself pretty heterogeneous, between the religious leaders who took advantage of Ben Ali’s campaign against Ennahda to establish their own local networks; the “scientific” (‘ilmyya) branch, focused on religious teaching and social activism (with the opening of a Salafist madrasa in Sidi al-Bokri, twenty km north of Tunis, in August 2011); and the “Partisans of the Shari‘a,” led by Seifallah Ben Hassine (aka Abou Iyad), the leader of the Tunisian jihadis in Afghanistan, who had been extradited from Turkey to Tunisia in 2003 and released thanks to the revolutionary amnesty. Another vocal group was the Tunisian section of the Hizb al-Tahrir (HT/Islamic Liberation Party), which staged attacks against alcohol vendors and legal brothels. HT and radical Salafists routinely called for the dissolution of the Tunisian “infidel” Republic into an Islamic caliphate.

Nevertheless, Yadh Ben Achour’s “Higher Authority” (HA) was not only able to coalesce a “constitutional consensus” of the twelve major parties (nicknamed “G12”), it also integrated the UGTT, human rights defenders, social activists, and representatives of the Tunisian diaspora. Its first achievement was, on April 11, with 150 votes in favor and 5 abstentions, the endorsement of the transition formula, stressing the independence of the electoral commission (ISIE) from the government and imposing a strict parity between male and female candidates on the competing lists for the National Constituent Assembly (NCA). Kamel Jendoubi, a respected human rights defender, exiled for many years in France, soon became the leader of the ISIE. Confronted with the immense task of revamping the voters’ registers after decades of organized fraud, he called repeatedly for the postponement of the constitutional election. The vote was eventually scheduled for October 23, 2011, giving an extra three months to the ISIE (and to the weaker parties) to get their act together.

Debate raged about the extent of the anti-RCD purge, with maximalist calls to ban from politics all the former cadres of the party over the years (banning the two million members of the RCD was never seriously considered). Political adversaries accused each other of sectarianism to try and accommodate this still powerful constituency in the electorate as well as in the state apparatus. A consensus was finally reached on a ban on candidacy restricted to the previous decade (and not the whole twenty-three years of Ben Ali’s rule) and to the top leadership of the RCD regime; that meant a few thousand people would have their candidacy for the NCA invalidated or rejected. That is why Morjane or Jegham could not run on behalf of the parties they had themselves founded. In the meantime, Ben Ali, now settled in the Saudi city of Abha, was twice condemned in absentia to thirty-five and fifteen years in prison, for illegal dealings and possession of drugs and weapons.

The “Higher Authority” became a daily stage of political interaction between Islamists and other forces (Usher 2011). Ennahda’s endorsement of the parity law substantially improved the quality of those dynamics. But the issue of party financing, with the secular activists claiming that Gulf money supported lavishly their Islamist counterparts, became increasingly contentious and led eventually to Ennahda’s withdrawal from the HA. However, Ennahda itself reunited with the “G12” to endorse a republican code of conduct before the general elections: Caïd Essebsi’s government was to stay in place until the NCA could vote a new cabinet in, while the constitution was to be drafted in less than a year (strangely, Marzouki’s CPR refused to sign the document).

On October 23, 1,519 lists (830 party lists, 34 “coalition” lists, PDM-style, and 655 “independent” candidates) were competing in thirty-three constituencies (the twenty-seven governorates of Tunisia proper and, for the first time in Tunisian history, six sectors of the diaspora). Each constituency was allotted one seat for the first sixty thousand inhabitants, then one additional seat for each thirty thousand additional population, with a maximum of ten seats per constituency. Only 7 percent of the lists were led by female candidates, who were often in second position on Ennahda lists. The list system of the proportional representation was applied, using the greatest remainder method. The voters who had been through the whole process of registration during the summer went massively to the polls, often spending hours waiting in lines in an atmosphere both festive and disciplined. But even unregistered Tunisians could vote with their identity card, a facility that helped beef up the turnout. More than four million votes were taken into consideration, but 1.3 million went to lists too small or too local to be represented at the NCA.

Ennahda led the polls with 1.5 million votes, gaining 89 out of the 217 NCA seats. 42 out of the 49 female MPs elected were Islamist. Second came the nationalist CPR, with 29 seats for 340,000 votes, while the social-democrat Ettakatol reached 20 seats through a quarter-million votes. The PDP gathered only 16 seats and the PDM plummeted to 5 seats, all of them in Greater Tunis and in France. But even in France, where Rashid Ghannouchi had been cheered with standing ovations during the electoral campaign, Ennahda had reached a clear majority of 30 percent among the diaspora voters. The divisions among the secular and progressive forces had been devastating compared to the discipline of the Islamist vote (Le Monde, Nov. 3, 2011).

The only significant incidents occurred in Sidi Bouzid, where Aridha’s success was voided by the electoral commission, unleashing violent clashes (Le Monde, Oct. 29, 2011). The Ennahda vote was obviously heterogeneous, amalgamating a hardcore Islamist electorate, a “law and order” vote in favor of a well-organized party, and a revolutionary vote, betting on Rashid Ghannouchi’s followers to really break away from the former system/regime (the same word nizâm in Arabic). It is true that the three parties (Ennahda, the CPR, and Aridha) who reaped the highest number of votes in those first free and fair elections since Tunisia’s independence in 1956 had started to operate legally only after Ben Ali’s fall. That was also a reason, in addition to the division, for the poor score reached by the secular opposition groups that had been already active and legal under Ben Ali (Ettakatol, PDP, and PDM) (Aubin de la Messuzière 2011, 189).

THE TRIPARTITE FORMULA, NOVEMBER 2011-MARCH 2012

With 37 percent of the total vote, Ennahda had managed to secure more than two out of every five seats in the National Constituent Assembly (NCA). But Rashid Ghannouchi’s party fell far short of reaching an absolute majority and had to find allies in this new context. Any agreement with Hachemi Hamdi and his Aridha party quickly became impossible, since this former Ghannouchi associate had become one of his fiercest critics. The suspicion that some RCD caciques had discreetly backed Aridha pushed Hamdi and his followers further into the opposition. The PDP and the PDM had built most of their campaign on their repeated refusal to collaborate with the Islamists. So that left Ennahda only the possibility of working with the CPR or Ettakatol.

There were also internal reasons for Ennahda to foster a wider coalition. The party, after decades of repression, was energized by the breaking up of the police yoke, but it was also divided between the exiled leadership, the former inmates, and the younger grassroots militants. Ennahda had been in fact unable to hold its first legal congress before the general elections, and the personal charisma of its founder and leader (emir) was crucial in keeping the various conflicting tendencies in line. Rashid Ghannouchi committed himself not to run for any office, transferring the responsibility for future government to the secretary general of Ennahda, Hamadi Jebali: this engineer, born in 1949 (therefore, eight years younger than his “emir”), had been jailed for sixteen years during Ben Ali’s regime (including ten years in solitary confinement). His militant prestige matched his organizational skills.

The division of labor was optimal between Rashid Ghannouchi and Hamadi Jebali. Ennahda’s founder welcomed the Turkish PM Erdogan and praised the achievements of the AKP, the ruling party in Ankara since 2002. He visited Libya or Algeria to promote his own vision of Islamist “centrism” (wasatiya), and he repeatedly caricatured French secularism (laïcité, based on the separation between church and state) in order to portray Ennahda as a balanced antidote against both laïc and theocratic extremisms (Ghannouchi 2012). The Tunisian “emir” also ambitiously challenged the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood (MB) leadership over the wider Islamist trend by advocating a proactive approach to contemporary dilemmas. His authority over Ennahda went basically undisputed, with no overt contradiction between the limited democracy available inside Ennahda and its operating now in a democratic environment.

If the secular forces had united their votes and apparatus against Ennahda, they could have overwhelmed the Islamist movement. But the negative attribute of being non-Islamist was certainly not sufficient to coalesce a solid alliance and a government program. The CPR benefited from its early cooperation with Ennahda, even though its founder, Moncef Marzouki, feared that a full-fledged alliance with the Islamists would soon become too unbalanced and, therefore, detrimental to the CPR. For the same reasons, Ettakatol favored a tripartite formula and its leader, Mustapha Ben Jaafar, could rely on its own union networks to consolidate its political autonomy from its governmental partners.

That is how the tripartite formula was forged between Ennahda, the CPR and Ettakatol. A brief crisis occurred on November 13, 2011, when Hamadi Jebali, speaking in front of a representative of the Palestinian group Hamas during a mass rally in his hometown of Sousse, celebrated the prospect of a “sixth caliphate” (in addition to the four “well-guided” caliphs who followed the Prophet Mohammed, many Sunni Islamists consider Umar ibn Abdelaziz, the Umayyad caliph who reigned from 717 to 720, to be the fifth “well-guided” one). Jebali had to back off this vibrant speech, claiming that his words had been misquoted and taken out of context. After a period of tension, the coalition talks resumed among the three parties and concluded in the allocation of the three presidencies between Ennahda (government), the CPR (Republic), and Ettakatol (NCA).

The inaugural session of the NCA took place on November 22, 2011, at the Bardo Palace, seat of the previous parliament. The ceremony was restricted to Tunisian personalities, even though the emir of Qatar, a strong backer of Ennahda, would have loved to attend (on that emblematic issue of postrevolutionary nationalism, the CPR and Ettakatol sided with the opposition). Ben Jaafar was elected president of the Assembly with 145 votes (against sixty-eight in favor of Maya Jribi, the secretary general of the PDP). Maherzia Laabidi (Ennahda) and Larbi Abid (CPR) became his two deputies. Ben Jaafar emphatically opened the way for the establishment of the “Second Republic” of Tunisia and urged the NCA members to draft a new constitution in the course of the next twelve months.

On December 10, 2011, the NCA adopted, by 141 votes to 37 (most of the opposition abstained), a law regulating the government’s powers during the transition period leading up to the enactment of the new constitution. Certain powers that the 1959 Constitution of the Tunisian Republic attributed to the president were transferred to the prime minister, starting with the presidency of the council of ministers. The President of the Republic kept the supreme command of the armed forces and the authority to nominate the highest officials, ambassadors, and mufti (with the agreement of the prime minister). He was to designate the prime minister from within the most important group at the NCA (after this first poll, Ennahda) and have the cabinet members sworn in at his palace in Carthage.

Two days later, Moncef Marzouki was elected President of the Republic by 153 votes (three MPs voted against him, forty-four chose to cast a blank vote to protest the fact that Marzouki was the sole candidate: in fact, none of the other eight candidates had gathered the required endorsement by fifteen NCA members and a ninth one was below the legal age of thirty-five to run for president). Mebazaa stepped down, ending his eleven-month interim term as chief of state, and Marzouki, once sworn in, designated Jebali to form the government. The NCA voted its confidence in the new cabinet (154 members in favor, thirty-eight against, and eleven abstentions). The transmission of power from Caïd Essebsi to Jebali, on December 26, 2011, drew the interim period to a close.

Ennahda dominated the new government, with fifteen out of the twenty-five full-fledged ministers. Ali Larayedh, the first secretary general of Ennahda, who had been jailed under Ben Ali for fifteen years (including ten in solitary confinement) became minister of the interior. Seasoned Islamists received the portfolios of Justice, Higher Education, Health, Industry, and Religious Affairs. The most controversial nomination took place at Foreign Affairs, not so much because the new minister, Rafik Abdessalem, is Rashid Ghannouchi’s son-in-law, but because of his alleged close relationship with Qatar. Abdelkrim Zbidi, the independent minister of defense since Ben Ali’s fall, stayed in place, an example of stability much appreciated by the armed forces. The CPR got only three minor portfolios, while Ettakatol took charge of Education, Social Affairs, and Tourism. Hossine Dimassi was chosen for Finance because of his close links with UGTT and the union movement.

The fact that Ennahda was largely identified with the new government polarized the critics of its new decisions and fueled accusations of a “party system” reminiscent of the now-infamous RCD. That was especially true in the press sector, where appointments of Islamist-friendly editors generated not only protests but a series of trials, for instance, against the director of the private Nessma TV, which had broadcast Marjane Satrapi’s Persepolis with Tunisian subtitles, including a scene representing Allah as a benevolent old man; and against the director of the newspaper Attounissia, which published a picture on its front page of a Tunisian football star holding his seminude fiancée in his arms. Meanwhile Tunisian diplomats, or other civil servants, proved eager to defend their newly restored independence against party interference.

The bleak economic situation, occasioned by a sharp drop in foreign investments and European tourism, only aggravated the social tensions. Ennahda was caught off-guard by a wave of labor unrest, while Jebali was doing his best, for instance at the Davos summit, to appease Western financiers, and while Islamist militants were trying to challenge the UGTT’s semi-monopoly over the union movement. Abdesalam Jrad stepped down in favor of Hossine Abbassi as secretary general of the UGTT. Abbassi, a thirty-year veteran of union organizing, with strong roots in the central city of Kairouan, is a militant nationalist. He was adamant in his resolution to fight back against Islamist attempts to destabilize, infiltrate, or weaken the UGTT, which was de facto the only contender to Ennahda’s predominance on the Tunisian scene.

Tensions escalated during the first weeks of 2012 and erupted in the second half of February, after a general strike of municipal workers. Trash bags were dumped by the dozens in front of UGTT offices, which in many places were targets of attacks and arson. The union militants took to the streets, where they often clashed with Salafist hardliners. To avoid further escalation, Ghannouchi and Abbassi agreed to a meeting on March 10, at which they both accused “extremists” or those “nostalgic” for Ben Ali for the crisis between the UGTT and Ennahda. This social truce was most welcome for Jebali’s government, confronted with a widespread escalation of Salafist provocations.

University campuses became the stage for this new showdown, first in Sousse, then in La Manouba (Tunis), with Salafist militants trying to force their way in to protect niqab-clad “sisters.” Their activist blackmail disrupted the academic calendar in La Manouba, until they decided, on March 7, to replace the national flag with their own black flag. An unaffiliated student, Khaoula Rachidi, forced the Tunisian flag back onto the top of the campus building and she became instantly a national hero, praised by President Marzouki and in various media. The leftist General Union of Tunisian Students (UGET), a historical partner to the UGTT, blamed the passivity of Ennahda in the face of Salafist intimidation. On March 15, the UGET won 250 of the students’ seats at the university councils, compared to thirty-four for Ennahda-linked UGTE.

But Salafist violence was not limited to the campuses: the military and the police repeatedly clashed with armed groups that could be traced back to the Tunisian jihadis, the northwest region of Sejnane saw Salafist vigilantes enforcing their self-proclaimed “rule”; Christian personalities were threatened; Ennahda’s minister of Interior, the powerful Ali Larayedh, described the Salafist threat as “the greatest danger” for Tunisia and vowed to wage a “great battle” against it (Le Monde, March 21, 2012). General Rachid Ammar, the army chief of staff, was immensely popular for having refused to shoot at the protesters during the revolution, and he had kept his disciplined silence since Ben Ali’s fall, but he decided to step into the public debate to stress the military’s resolve to quell any armed plot against the Tunisian republic.

Salafist activists mobilized in the very streets of Tunis to call for the implementation of Shari‘a. On March 16, five thousand people, including Ennahda MP Habib Ellouz, demonstrated in front of the NCA, demanding that Shari‘a be “the sole source” of legislation in the future constitution (Le Monde, March 18, 2012). The marches triggered a massive response on the fifty-sixth anniversary of Tunisian independence, March 20, from a wide coalition of secular militants and social activists, backed by the UGTT, in support of a “civilian state” (dawla madaniyya).

The debate has been raging inside Ennahda on how to handle the Salafist challenge; Islamist officials “estimate the number of violence-prone Salafists at only 300 and total Salafist followers at 15,000” (Ottaway 2012). The same sources estimate that a Salafist party, if legalized, would get 2 to 5 percent of the vote (compared to more than one-quarter in the first post-Mubarak elections in Egypt). But Rashid Ghannouchi decided that ambiguity toward Salafism and on the constitutional issue of Shari‘a could become very costly for Ennahda. On March 25, he stated solemnly that Ennahda, to avoid dividing the Tunisian people, would stand by Article 1 of the Tunisian constitution.

This article had been adopted as the opening line of the constitutional law adopted on April 14, 1956, less than a month after Tunisian independence was achieved. And Habib Bourguiba reproduced it in the first article of the June 1, 1959, Constitution of the Tunisian Republic, still enforced today: “Tunisia is a free, independent and sovereign state; its religion is Islam and its language Arabic.” The constructive ambiguity in this text stems from the fact that, in Arabic, “Tunisia” as well as “state” are both feminine words, so Islam as “its religion” could be considered as the country’s or the state’s religion (Ghorbal 2011). By committing himself to this consensual formula, Ennahda’s leader was excluding any constitutional entrenchment of the Shari‘a.

TUNISIAN CONSTITUTIONALISM AND REVOLUTIONARY PROCESS

I have chosen to end this “first year” of the Tunisian revolution fourteen and one-half months after Ben Ali’s overthrow, considering Rashid Ghannouchi’s endorsement of Article 1as a consolidating landmark for the tripartite formula. Numerous and various trials, and even crises, still await the Tunisian revolution before the Constitution of the Second Republic is drafted and the popular referendum on this text is held. But Tunisia has managed to avoid the confrontation between Islamist and secularist that propelled neighboring Algeria into the civil war of the 1990s and Ennahda is sticking to its pioneer role by being the first Islamist movement in the Arab world to promote “an Islamic bid for a secular state” (Bayart 2011).

This constitutional legacy is also, from a historical perspective, the best way to connect the undergoing revolution with the nineteenth-century Nahda or Arab “Renaissance.” The ruling dynasty of the Tunisian Beys guaranteed the country’s de facto independence from the Ottoman Empire by adopting as early as 1861 the “state law” (qanûn al-dawla). In this text, widely considered to be the first constitution in the Arab world, Islam is barely mentioned (only to specify the absence of contradiction between this “law” and religion) and it is not even explicit that the ruler has to be Muslim (Van Krieken 1976, 51). This vanguard experience was shattered with the imposition of the French protectorate in 1881.

After World War I, the call for a constitution (in Arabic, Destour) constituted the rallying cry of the Tunisian nationalists. It was on that grounds that Abdelaziz Thaalbi founded in 1920 the Free Constitutional Party, better known as Destour party, and challenged the French protectorate. It was to rejuvenate this nationalist movement that Habib Bourguiba launched in 1934 his Neo-Destour party. In the process, Bourguiba stressed his modernist and secular credentials, while he caricatured his rivals as being traditionalist and prone to religious bigotry. Bourguiba’s deputy, Salah Ben Youssef, became the secretary general of the Neo-Destour from 1948 to 1955, but turned against his leader’s “Western” bias when the autonomy granted to Tunisia paved the way for a full-fledged independence on March 20, 1956.

The Constituent Assembly that was then established worked in the monarchical framework of the Bey’s regime, although under the presidency of Bourguiba. A draft project for a British-style constitutional monarchy was completed in January 1957, but Bourguiba managed to stall it until he abolished the very monarchy six months later (Ghorbal 2011). Meanwhile, thousands of people perished in the merciless fighting between Bourguiba’s supporters and those of Ben Youssef. The latter were nicknamed “youssefist” and were branded as fanatics by the young state’s propaganda apparatus. Bourguiba imposed an authoritarian constitution in 1959 that consolidated his absolute power (Dakhlia 2011, 41). The exiled Ben Youssef was murdered in Frankfurt two years later, and the Neo-Destour became the only legal party in Tunisia in 1963.

The Tunisian revolution, though it was aimed at Ben Ali’s regime, is at the same time catching up with all this lost historical legacy. It is significant that the nationalist President Marzouki and the Islamist PM Jebali are both sons of “youssefist” militants (the first one exiled, the second one jailed). Even Ben Jaafar, who chairs the NCA (and succeeded in presiding at the strategic drafting commission for the constitution), left Bourguiba’s party to challenge the autocrat during the last decade of his “life presidency” (1978–1987). The long road toward the “Second Republic” of Tunisia has no shortcuts and will probably foster an unprecedented public debate, not only about Ben Ali’s presidency, but also about Bourguiba’s rule. This reassessment of Tunisia’s history as an independent nation, at the moment when the revolution asserts its nationalist ambitions, could prove an opportunity for historical research and interdisciplinary approach.

APPENDIX: THE TIMELINE

2011

January







	14
	Ben Ali flees Tunisia for Saudi Arabia



	15
	Fouad Mebazaa, president of the National Assembly, sworn as interim head of state; deadly fire in the Monastir jail



	17
	“National unity” government led by the former prime minister Mohammad Ghannouchi



	20
	“14 January Front” formed by a leftist and Arab nationalist coalition



	27
	Cabinet reshuffle and violent dispersal of the protesters rallied on Government Square (Kasbah I)



	31
	Return of Rashid Ghannouchi after twenty years’ exile




February







	5
	Attack on the police station in El Kef



	6
	“Suspension” of the activities of the former presidential party (RCD)



	8
	Delegation of parliamentary powers through presidential decrees



	11
	Launching of the coalition National Council for the Protection of the Revolution



	13
	Resignation of the minister of foreign affairs



	18
	Murder of a Polish priest in Tunis



	19
	General amnesty



	20
	Launching of a thirteen-day mass sit-in at Government Square (Kasbah II)



	27
	Béji Caïd-Essebsi new prime minister




March







	1
	Legalization of Ennahda Party



	3
	Constitutional elections scheduled for July 24



	7
	Dissolution of state security



	8
	Legalization of the Congress for the Republic (CPR)



	9
	Dissolution of the RCD



	15
	Appointment of the 72 members of the “Higher Authority” (HA)



	26
	New minister of interior




April







	1
	Launching of the Initiative Party by former MFA Kamel Morjane; Hizb at-Tahrir (HT) demonstration in Tunis



	7
	The HA is expanded to 155 members



	11
	Political endorsement of the transition formula and the parity law



	26
	Governmental limitations to the anti-RCD purge



	29
	Libyan clashes in Dehiba




May







	7
	Imed Trabelsi (Leila Ben Ali’s nephew) sentenced to two years in jail



	8
	Libyan shelling at the southern border



	9
	Establishment of the electoral commission



	30
	Islamist withdrawal from the HA




June







	3–5
	Tribal violence in Metlaoui



	8
	Three-month postponement of the constitutional elections




July







	4
	Ben Ali convicted in absentia



	12
	Failed attempt to bring Ennahda back into the HA



	20
	Party law endorsed by the HA




August







	19
	Clashes with a Libyan armed group in southern Tunisia




September







	1–7
	Registration of the lists for the National Constituent Assembly (NCA)



	2
	Clashes in Sbeitla and Douz



	15
	Signing of a transition code of conduct by twelve parties (nicknamed “G12”)




October







	1–22
	Electoral campaign for the NCA



	7
	Clashes after Nessma TV broadcast of Persepolis



	15
	Mass rally in Montreuil (France) of various leaders competing for the NCA



	16
	Demonstration for freedom of speech in Tunis



	23
	General elections for the NCA




November







	11
	Official report of Ben Ali regime corruption



	13
	Hamadi Jebali’s statement about the “sixth caliphate”



	20
	National tribute to the revolution’s “martyrs”



	21
	Tripartite agreement between Ennahda, the CPR, and Ettakatol



	22
	Mustapha Ben Jaafar elected as NCA president




December







	10
	Law on the transitional distribution of powers



	12
	Moncef Marzouki elected as President of the Republic



	14
	Jebali designated as prime minister



	26–28
	Congress of the UGTT (Tunisian General Union of Labor) in Tabarka



	27
	First cabinet meeting




2012

January







	9
	Antigovernment press protest



	18
	Ben Jaafar president of the NCA drafting commission



	27
	PM Jebali in Davos



	28
	“Freedom marches” in Tunis and Sfax




February







	1
	Clashes with a jihadi group in Bir Ali Ben Khalifa



	21
	Tension and accusations between Ennahda and the UGTT



	24
	“Friends of Syria” international conference




March







	7
	Outrage after a Salafist desecration of the national flag



	10
	“Summit meeting” between Ennahda and the UGTT



	15
	Leftist landslide victory during students’ elections



	16
	Demonstration in favor of the Shari‘a in front of the parliament



	20
	Mass demonstrations in favor of a “civil and democratic state”



	25
	Ennahda endorses the first article of the constitution
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WHY BURKINA’S SPRING FIZZLED AWAY

PARADOXES OF A SEMIAUTHORITARIAN REGIME

MATHIEU HILGERS AND AUGUSTIN LOADA

In the histories of many nations, 2011 will be remembered as a year of major political upheaval. Many countries in North Africa and the Middle East found themselves in the midst of turmoil which specialists and officials had not foreseen. At the same time, in West Africa, far from the attention of the international media, Burkina Faso was also the scene of violent protests. A few months after the fourth consecutive reelection of Blaise Compaoré, this country witnessed an unprecedented wave of unrest. From the capital to rural regions, most sectors of the population became involved, and the president was obliged to flee to his hometown. In appearance at least, the conditions for a radical transformation had been met. Why, then, did the winds of change end up passing Burkina Faso by?

In order to answer this question, this paper explores the social and political dynamics that have characterized the country over the last decade. These include a constant increase in popular protests, but also a significant weakening of opposition political parties. To understand the organizing principles of these seemingly paradoxical dynamics, this paper traces the regime’s sources of strength as well as its fractures, and highlights a series of contradictions and tensions intrinsic to its functioning. We offer the hypothesis that such tensions are linked to the regime’s semiauthoritarian nature.1 Our study sheds light on different aspects of the Burkinabe political scene: the maneuvers of a formal democracy constantly forced to redefine itself over the issue of alternation of power, but also the frailty of a regime at pains to reinvent itself in spite of its unfailing ability to expand its dominant coalition.

A SHORT INTRODUCTION TO BURKINA FASO’S POLITICAL CONFIGURATION

Origins of the Crisis

To begin, let us recall that the situation in Burkina Faso has been uneasy for some time. The death of the journalist Norbert Zongo in 1998 gave rise to waves of turmoil, which unsettled the political sphere and have been the subject of a number of studies (Harsch 1999; Loada 1999; Ouedraogo 1999; Hagberg 2002; and numerous papers in Hilgers and Mazzocchetti 2010). The government remained in power but has since faced recurring demonstrations. Since the political crisis in Ivory Coast in 2002, the Burkinabe economy has suffered and social dissatisfaction has become widespread. This dissatisfaction is also linked to the process of decentralization (Hilgers 2006; Harsh 2009). In 2006, municipal elections were held across the nation for the first time. Decentralization has caused many problems, intensified everyday petty corruption, and revived discourses of autochthony (Hilgers 2011), but it has also offered the opportunity to have elected representatives and, thus, for average citizens, to have a concrete face to oppose rather than a faraway power (Hilgers 2009). Although the ruling party, the CDP (Congrès pour la Démocratie et le Progrès), won forty-one of forty-nine urban communes, 272 of 302 rural communes, and all regional councils, territorial entities at all levels saw constant agitation. The CDP’s dominance did not translate everywhere into stability of local governments. On the contrary, in certain municipalities, abuse by local officials led to their dismissal. Such expressions of protest, which were numerous though often minor and disparate, were accompanied by more visible and violent manifestations of anger that foreshadowed the 2011 crisis. These precursor events are documented in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1. Popular Unrest in Burkina Faso from 2003 to 2008








	
	Date
	Events



	1.
	27 May 2003
	Fire at the central market of Ouagadougou. Rioting ensued, provoked by affected vendors protesting against the city’s attempt to send them to other markets.



	2.
	4 September 2006
	The “helmet uprising” (“révolte des casques”) in Ouagadougou broke out in response to the city police’s attempt to enforce a law mandating helmets for anyone driving motorcycles.



	3.
	20–21 December 2006
	Violent conflict erupted between police and military in Ouagadougou following an altercation between members of these forces. The violence spread to several other locations in the interior of the country. Soldiers stole ammunition and gasoline and freed 600 prisoners; police officers and soldiers were killed, and civilians wounded (Stroh 2007).



	4.
	19 March 2007
	Attacks on “Kundé bars.” These bars, which had been phenomenally successful, were destroyed in the wake of a set of gruesome murders. Their owners were said to have links with the suspects and to be colluding with government officials.



	5.
	April and May 2007
	Students boycotted their classes in Ouagadougou and demonstrated for improved access to education and quality of life (Stroh 2008).



	6.
	28 February 2008
	Riots over the high cost of living erupted in three large provincial cities (Bobo-Dioulasso, Ouahigouya, and Banfora), then in Ouagadougou, the capital.



	7.
	5 May 2008
	Popular rebellion against the CDP mayor of Gaoua, a commune in the Sud-Ouest region. The mayor, forcefully removed from town hall by the crowd, would later be dismissed by the government.



	8.
	Throughout 2008
	Thousands of Burkinabe citizens demonstrated against the high cost of living (Stroh 2009).




The Burkinabe “Spring”

Thus, the crisis of 2010–11 developed within a context of social tension, even though it seemed to have been ignited by a random event.2 Soon after the election in November 2010, a high school student quarreled with the girlfriend of a police officer. A few days later, the officer arrested him and took him to the police station to have him harassed and beaten. Justin Zongo died from his injuries. The governor of the region declared that the cause of death was meningitis. Young people from Zongo’s hometown, Koudougou, organized a delegation to meet the governor, who refused to receive them. The assembly degenerated into violence. Five protestors were killed. Tensions mounted. Unrest spread over the course of the following weeks.

Faced with an unprecedented swell of protests, Compaoré chose to fire the entire government and part of the military hierarchy. A new prime minister was appointed, and other new figures made their entrance onto the government stage. The administration offered subsidies to victims of looting, satisfied certain grievances of labor unions, and promised to punish those responsible for the “second” Zongo affair as well as for the deaths caused during the demonstrations. Even so, unrest continued. Mutinies spread and soldiers committed acts of violence throughout the country. Many civilians were robbed, wounded, or raped by soldiers looting shops and the homes of high-ranking officers. Angry shopkeepers and vendors destroyed public buildings, while students set fire to local offices of the CDP party. In a few months, dozens of police stations were burned down, and most cities saw scenes of violence. The situation was out of control. At Bobo Dioulasso, where the mutiny had gone on for several days, Compaoré deployed a unit of loyalist commandos in order to halt the sedition.

The demonstrations had a domino effect. The variety of groups involved—politicians of the opposition, vendors, teachers, miners, peasants, cotton producers, bakers, lawyers, magistrates, telecommunications employees, police officers, soldiers, and even members of the presidential guard—indicated the depth of popular discontent. Despite the degree of chaos and lack of coordination, protestors’ aspirations converged toward a call for better governance. School and university students demanded justice and an end to impunity. Soldiers wanted a more responsible chain of command. The movement against high costs of living pressed for policies that would be attentive to the needs of the country’s poorest citizens. In municipal communes, residents mandated a cleanup of local services and operations.

Table 8.2. Timeline of Events in Burkina Faso, 2010–11








	
	Date
	Events



	1.
	20 December 2010
	Inauguration of President Compaoré, reelected for his fourth consecutive term.
	



	2.
	16 January 2011
	A new government is formed.
	



	3.
	20 February 2011
	The student Justin Zongo dies in Koudougou.
	



	4.
	22 February 2011
	Students meet with local authorities who, in the presence of the health minister, claim that Zongo died naturally: “After examination, the medical corps concluded that he was suffering from meningitis. In spite of treatment, Justin Zongo died on Sunday 20 February at 2 o’clock in the morning,” declared Dr. Berthe Souly of Amitié Hospital in Koudougou.
Hundreds of students engage in violent demonstrations in the city of Koudougou, the neighboring town of Réo, where a police officer was killed, and in several other locations, including the capital.



	5.
	24 February 2011
	Student demonstrations spread to other areas near Koudougou (Poa, Kindi, and Réo, with more than six deaths), to Ouagadougou, and then to other provincial cities.



	6.
	15 March 2011
	Shopkeepers and market vendors protest the arrest of one of their own following an altercation with a police officer.



	7.
	22 March 2011
	Judicial authorities deliver prison sentences to five soldiers convicted of assaulting a civilian.



	8.
	Night of 22–23 March 2011
	Military mutiny in Ouagadougou. Young soldiers ransack public and private property, including that of their military superiors and members of the government.



	9.
	24 March 2011
	Demonstration of anger by shopkeepers and market vendors. Government representatives meet with these groups, promise compensation, and offer apologies on behalf of the government.
Apologies from the Armed Forces Chief of Staff.



	10.
	24 March 2011
	General strike declared by magistrates and lawyers. These persons demanded the reincarceration of soldiers who had been forcefully liberated from prison by their military comrades.



	11.
	25 March 2011
	The UNIR/PS (Union pour la Renaissance—Parti Sankariste), the leading party of the opposition, demands the resignation of President Compaoré.



	12.
	28 March 2011
	Military mutinies at Fada N’Gourma, Koupèla, and Tenkodogo. The courthouse in Ouagadougou is ransacked; rockets are fired at its counterpart in Fada N’Gourma; and a soldier who had been imprisoned on 17 February 2011 for rape is liberated.



	13.
	Night of 29 March 2011
	Soldiers pillage the residence of the mayor of Ouagadougou and assault the mayor himself.
The residence of the armed forces chief of staff is also invaded.



	14.
	30 March 2011
	President Compaoré addresses the nation. The highest members of traditional and religious hierarchies call for peace from the steps of the presidential palace.
The military mutiny resumes at Fada N’Gourma and spreads to the cities of Gaoua and Banfora.
	



	15.
	1 April 2011
	President Compaoré announces after negotiations that the crisis has come to an end.



	16.
	8 April 2011
	Huge marches are organized at Ouagadougou and practically all regional capitals of Burkina Faso by the National Coalition Against High Costs of Living (Coalition nationale contre la vie chère).



	17.
	14 April 2011
	Soldiers from the president’s security unit mutiny. The rebellion spreads to several barracks in the city of Ouagadougou.
President Compoare flees the presidential palace.
Looting of public and private property.



	18.
	16 April 2011
	Shopkeepers and vendors who had been victims of vandalism demonstrate violently against political authorities, whom they accuse of being incapable of guaranteeing security for people and property.
The headquarters of the party in power is ransacked. Protestors attempt to loot the National Assembly and city hall.



	19.
	20 April 2011
	Luc Adolphe Tiao is named prime minister.




Table 8.3. Participants in Burkina Protest and their Demands








	
	Participants
	Demands



	1.
	Students
	More justice and an end to impunity.



	2.
	Soldiers
	Better governance in the sector of defense and security.
Transparency and accountability for military command in the management of public resources, such as troops’ quality of life, indemnities and bonuses, deployment of soldiers in peacekeeping operations abroad, etc.



	3.
	Legal professions (magistrates, lawyers, etc.)
	That decisions concerning sentenced members of the military be respected and carried out.
Respect for the independence of the justice system.



	4.
	Shopkeepers and market vendors
	Greater security for people and property, and compensation for looting.



	5.
	Public sector labor unions
	Social justice and fairer redistribution of economic wealth (via salary increases).
Guaranteed social protections: right to food, right to lodging, right to work, etc.
Measures against corruption and impunity.



	6.
	Political parties of the opposition and Coalition of organizations of civil society (Coalition des organisations de la société civile)
	Respect for presidential term limits (article 37 of the Constitution).
Structural reforms of the democratic process.



	7.
	Cotton producers
	Higher prices for cotton and lower prices for material inputs.



	8.
	Residents of various municipalities
	Transparency and equity in land management.
Lower fiscal pressure and better management of fiscal resources.
Measures against corruption of locally elected officials.




Nevertheless, these demonstrations never constituted a united movement to challenge the regime. At the height of the crisis, opposition leader Benewendé Sankara called for a rally to demand Compaoré’s departure. Fewer than two thousand people attended. How can we explain the spread of popular protests and the simultaneous weakness of the political opposition? Why, when all conditions seemed to be in place, was no one able to seize power? The answers to these questions lie in the political and social configuration that generated the crisis and are related to the regime’s semiauthoritarian nature. In order to grasp the lines of force and the fractures that structure the social and political space in Burkina Faso today, we will identify the roles of the crisis’s main actors—the army, the CDP and the traditional chieftaincy (chefferie), the opposition, and civil society—in hopes of sketching out a sociology of the political situation.

Role of the Army

Researchers’ attention has often focused on the phenomena of military coups d’état, the politicization of the army, and especially its penetration by Marxist currents. However, relatively little attention has been paid to the military apparatus itself, its operational capacity, and its internal functioning (Robinson 1992; Guissou 1995; Diallo 1996). The Burkinabe army consists of nearly twelve thousand soldiers divided into various organizational entities. Tensions between soldiers are not rare. Since ousting then-president Maurice Yaméogo in a coup on January 3, 1966, the military has never left the political scene. After Yaméogo, no civilian has occupied the post of president, and the army has been part of every dominant coalition. While it has been officially under the control of civilian power since the end of the “state of exception” in 1991, the mechanisms of democratic control remain purely formal. The army has long been the source of power, and in the absence of meaningful checks and balances, it acts as the sword of Damocles hanging over every civilian government.

Military and security issues are taboo as topics of discussion. Given the blackout on the dissemination of information, procedures intended to ensure democratic control of defense and security forces have proven inoperable and inadequate to gauge morale and tensions among troops.3 There has been no shortage of alarming signals in recent years, with the multiplication of blunders in the fight against banditry and the recurring clashes between civilians, police officers, and soldiers in cities where garrisons are located. Even so, it took the most recent mutinies for public opinion to discover the extent to which poor governance permeated the military sector, including practices such as diversion of indemnities and financial resources, corruption in the chain of command, irresponsible recruitment, illicit favors, unkept promises, etc. While public figures or other individuals certainly took advantage of this situation, this does not mean that they were able to understand it comprehensively, measure its impact, or foresee its repercussions. The military’s modus operandi was exercised in the sphere of “cultural intimacy,” as Herzfeld (2005) describes practices that are widespread in a state of intimacy but embarrassing when seen from outside. Such illicit practices are tolerated because they ensure individual security, but are alarming to the public because they concern the discipline and legitimacy of an institution that is supposed to guarantee the state’s authority and monopoly on legitimate violence. Public disturbances transformed these privately known, more or less covert practices into a public problem. This gave rise to a profound sense of discontent and helped eat away at the symbolic legitimacy of the state.

This discontent was magnified by the violent acts perpetrated by soldiers throughout 2011, which revealed a break in the equilibrium between Burkinabe society and its army. This rupture stemmed, among other causes, from the lack of rigor and professionalism in the military hierarchy. But the army’s problems cannot be reduced to an issue of command, as its recent reorganization might suggest. This reorganization was not even a total overhaul. The larger problem is that a few groups allied with the powerful elite exert disproportionate influence on the president and instrumentalize the institution of the military toward partisan and patrimonial ends. Officers are appointed to strategic posts in the state apparatus from which they drain important economic resources. Others, though still within the army, seek to profit or to intervene in politics by openly supporting their own candidates.

General Gilbert Diendéré, for example, has been allowed to remain in his post in spite of the resentment that he elicits. For many observers he is the real boss of the army.4 A key figure in the coup d’état that brought Compaoré to power on October 15, 1987, he continues to play a pivotal role in ensuring the regime’s survival by thwarting plots and mounting intrigues as necessary. In his function as private military chief of staff for the office of the president, Diendéré is in charge of the president’s security corps, which constitutes an army within the army. Many see in him the behind-the-scenes master of Compaoré, to whom he has attached his fate—or vice versa. Despite severe conflicts in the army, especially between rank-and-file members and the hierarchy, and despite loud calls for change, the Compaoré-Diendéré alliance has not faltered. Even when mutineers from the president’s security corps occupied the palace, causing the president to flee and leave the seat of power vacant, no one seized it.

Exclusive Domination

Exclusive domination of the Burkinabe political space belongs to the omnipresent CDP party (Congrès pour la Démocratie et le Progrès) and rests on a well-established clientelistic system as well as the regime’s efforts to make any political alternative impossible. The CDP is the only party with a delegation in every village5 where, in spite of the many social changes currently under way, the “village chief” remains the main local authority, especially in the central and eastern parts of the country. The traditional chieftaincy occupies a crucial place in the party’s grip on local politics. Its mobilizing capacities are decisive for the regime, but also for traditional elites, to whom its institutionalized status offers access to state resources. In 2001, according to a former minister of decentralization, fifty-six out of 111 delegates were directly connected to traditional power (Sawadogo 2001, 56). Some chiefs have taken advantage of their influence in order to strengthen the myth of a Mossi empire with its capital in Ouagadougou (Beucher 2010). The regime itself plays on this Mossi imaginary, as demonstrated in 2001 by its creation of a national day of pardon, in allusion to Mossi beliefs. This gesture was explicitly supported by the traditional chieftaincy and religious hierarchies. Since 2005, President Compaoré’s postelection swearing-in ceremony has included Mossi rituals, provoking criticism of his government’s “monarchical tendencies” and “Mossification” (Saint Robespierre 2010). In rural regions, the support of traditional chiefs has helped the president appear as a man of wisdom. Even at the height of the unrest, he was portrayed in rural areas as a man capable of uniting the nation’s forces to preserve peace and to lead the country along the path to good governance.

In cities, the situation is entirely different. The compromised position of traditional powers, their ambiguous role, their unfailing support for the regime, and their lack of critical judgment have clearly contributed to the erosion of their influence. As their appeals for calm were ignored, the loss of trust between urban youth and traditional elites helped exacerbate the sociopolitical crisis. At the very least, this bolstered the strategy of distance, neutrality, or open criticism displayed by certain religious leaders who feared ruining their credibility by flying to the regime’s rescue.

The Opposition

The government’s increasing openness following the murder of journalist Norbert Zongo in 1998 has often been seen as correlated to that event, and has on occasion invited optimistic transitological analyses (Santiso and Loada 2003; Banegas and Otayek 2003). In order to counteract its challengers and restore its legitimacy, Compaoré’s administration was forced to enact reforms. On the surface, the results of these developments seem considerable, but little change was really ever implemented at the highest levels of the state. Many reforms were loudly trumpeted, then quietly diverted from their objectives or simply rescinded. To take only the most controversial example, in 2000 the reinstatement of the two-term limit for the presidency, which had been abolished in 1997, was presented as a major concession. In October 2005, the constitutional council, of which most members are appointed by the president, nevertheless ruled that this modification was not retroactive. Compaoré can therefore run legitimately for two more terms.6 Depending on the regime’s exigencies and need for legitimacy, this permanent reformation has at different moments both increased and diminished the visibility of a loyal, weak opposition.7

In addition to the administration’s strategizing, the profound weakness of the opposition stems from its internal divisions, as well as the lack of experience and credibility of most of its leaders. The only credible union of opposition parties was formed more than a decade ago during the protests over the Norbert Zongo affair. Ideologically scattered, this short-lived coalition was torn over the issue of the regime’s participation. The president and his collaborators had only to encourage the latent potential for division in order to dissolve the nascent coalition. Ever since then, the discredit has been difficult to erase, especially when the main opposition party threw its support behind Compaoré, or when candidates from the 2005 election publicly admitted that they had received money from the regime to maintain a fake opposition (Bado 2005). The strategy of “openness,” which consists of co-opting Compaoré’s adversaries and implicating them in corrupt or illegal practices—that is, as they say in Burkina Faso, “inviting them to the trough”—has proven effective.8 Unsurprisingly, Compaoré won his four elections without ever facing a serious challenger. In this context, the opposition has shown itself to be incapable of representing citizens’ anger and offering a real alternative.

Beyond its inconsistency and lack of credibility, the Burkinabe opposition is also defined by its utter lack of political vision. Even though no one could have predicted the crisis’s intensity, the crisis itself was a surprise to no one. So far, no opposition politician has been able to draw on the recurring crises enough to solidify his legitimacy to the point of worrying the regime. This absence of a credible opponent with a solid base of his own is not new.9 Every coup d’état that has punctuated the life of the country has been organized by more or less unknown soldiers. Excepting Joseph Ki-Zerbo, no one has played the role of the long-term presidential opponent, as did Laurent Gbagbo in Ivory Coast or Abdoulaye Wade in Senegal. We do not mean to suggest that a great man sent from heaven would move mountains, or that the appearance of a charismatic leader would lead to alternation of power. Rather, it signals the regime’s dauntingly effective ability to prevent the building of networks, mediation chains, and subversive coalitions that might enable an alternative to materialize. The opponents’ relative poverty in social and economic capital, the allure of power, and the government’s political maneuvering have sabotaged the construction of an opposition and limited its diversity. Even so, in today’s context of an unprecedented crisis, this opposition’s main competitor may not be the regime at all, but, as we shall see, organizations of so-called civil society.

CHURCHES, LABOR UNIONS, ASSOCIATIONS

Organizations of civil society retreated slightly from the political stage for a while after the years of mobilization that had followed Norbert Zongo’s assassination. However, civil groups critical of Compaoré never completely demobilized, even as the regime steadily regained control. The persistence of the “movement against high costs of living”—even though the unions in charge of it were occasionally overwhelmed by riots—and, above all, the many debates over Article 37 of the constitution are revealing examples of this.

The Catholic Church was among the first to express criticism of the government in power (Otayek 1997).10 Its change of attitude coincided with the departure in 2008 of the then-archbishop of Ouagadougou, Jean-Marie Compaoré, whose ostentatious support for President Compaoré had been the subject of much talk.11 In February 2010, the Burkina-Niger Episcopal Conference questioned the wisdom of a potential revision to Article 37 of the constitution, which limits the number of presidential terms to two. A few months later, the church was back, publishing a fifty-page critical document in honor of the fiftieth anniversary of Burkinabe independence that addressed what it saw as the country’s successes and failures, and offered suggestions for solutions.

Encouraged by the attitude of the Catholic hierarchy, many political, civic, and citizen leaders jumped on the bandwagon and openly expressed their hostility to the proposed constitutional revision. Excepting the regime’s closest allies, a large majority of the media, especially the printed press, expressed strong support for the limiting clause. The labor unions would not be outdone on this front. One of the most remarkable collective actions taken to counter the government’s plan was a petition started by a group of four citizens in May 2010 that ended up with more than 35,000 signatures.

Faced with a situation that was gradually becoming dangerous, the regime continued its chosen strategy: a façade of tolerance that masked violent repression and political sabotage. Compared to other African countries, things remained relatively peaceful. But the permanent presence of men in uniform on university campuses in Ouagadougou, which were among the hotbeds of contestation, was not a merely symbolic call to order. Officially, popular dissent was recognized as a public freedom whose exercise was not to be hindered; in some places, CDP representatives went so far as to state publicly that the protests were normal, even desirable in a democracy. But this did not prevent demonstrators from being killed by law enforcement violence, or from being harassed by zealous reactionaries—even though more than one person was convicted by the highest authorities for such acts of intimidation.12 The year 2011 was especially tense overall. In periods of calm, the government’s main strategy to limit the effects of public dissent was to make alternation impossible by annihilating the opposition (Hilgers and Mazzocchetti 2006b).

TENSIONS AND CONTRADICTIONS IN A SEMIAUTHORITARIAN REGIME

Having traced the outlines of Burkina Faso’s political life and recent events, this paper will now offer a sociological analysis of them, seeking to explain why popular mobilizations did not lead to more radical change. First, moving beyond the oft-mentioned contradiction of elections with no competition, we identify a series of tensions directly linked to the semiauthoritarian nature of the regime. We then trace two fault lines that structure the country’s social space. These divisions intersect with the organic contradictions that pervade the dynamics of political life and account for the impossibility of a Burkinabe “spring,” as certain participants have called it with their own lips.

Producing Frustrated Hopes

Unlike strictly authoritarian regimes, a semiauthoritarian regime must nourish and render institutionally possible the political hope that it seeks to neutralize. In other words, it must authorize the existence of a free public space while stopping the momentum of excessively subversive movements. It must make protest possible and even visible without endangering its own political hegemony. In Burkina Faso, the regime plays this game perfectly. Criticisms and social protests lead it to change on the surface, but they never succeed in overthrowing the regime itself. Reforms always produce a hope, which is nearly instantly extinguished. In a sense, change is always disappointing, but at the same time, each change, even when minor, widens the space of possible dissent. Certain institutional transformations have contributed to a better knowledge of the political system among people who had been largely excluded from it. As we saw in the case of decentralization, such knowledge emboldens a desire for opposition, but the regime ensures that this desire finds no political traction. The production of systematically aborted hopes increases people’s frustration. The impossibility of having a political configuration capable of providing an outlet for these pressures causes protests, and with them repression, to become increasingly violent.

This simultaneous construction of formal conditions for alternation of power and its real impossibility has a profound impact on the ways in which citizens perceive the political system. When hope is disappointed, the lack of alternatives seems natural, like what defines “politics in Africa.” Self-orientalization is a popular form of understanding the situation. Across many social classes, our field research shows just how accepted the absence of alternation is in Burkina Faso’s culturalist view of itself. One statement from a recent interview with the former mayor of Koudougou encapsulates this observation: “The Mossi like naam [power], they never share it, and that’s how politics is in Africa.” The notion that “you don’t dispute the chief’s power”—an idea forcefully imposed by the president, even though Mossi kingdoms were built through innumerable internal and external struggles—demonstrates the effectiveness and the significance of this reconstruction (Izard 2003). One could give a long list of examples that the president uses when he claims that he is a good international mediator because he knows African culture, that every country has its own dynamic, and that Burkina Faso must prepare itself gradually for democracy.13 This culturalist ideology justifies an endless road with the same leaders, a situation in which permanent reform has become the normal mode of organizing and managing power.

PERMANENT REFORM AND TRANSITION

Formal institutions safeguard the appearance of democracy but are systematically undermined by reforms or informal practices that prevent the transfer of power to a new political elite. This reality ruins the chances for an effective opposition to emerge and guarantees the centralization of political capital in the hands of the current elite.14 This state of permanent reform, of transition without transition, of transformation without transformation, of perpetual movement replicating the same domination, produces a strange sense of incertitude. The regime must reform in order to maintain itself because its hold on power is never entirely assured. Some people believe that they know the mechanisms of power, others know how to navigate it, but no one knows what the future holds, and no one can foresee the magnitude of a crisis when one hits. Many believe that Compaoré aspires to remain in power, but it is impossible to know if he will touch Article 37 of the constitution. No one would be surprised if the president were to be overthrown, or for that matter if he were to keep his job after the next election—although the National Assembly’s passage of an amnesty law for heads of state in June 2012 suggests that he might withdraw. This state of permanent uncertainty and tension that characterizes the regime also causes individual destinies to be made and unmade in unpredictable ways. Any “right hand,” counselor or all-powerful minister can be sent abroad from one day to the next to become ambassador to a country of secondary importance.15 An appreciated civil servant, well known in the public contracting system, might suddenly be arrested and thrown in jail, have his property confiscated, lose his houses and flotilla of cars, and then be set free. But, no longer owning anything, and reduced to renting a minuscule apartment and driving a scooter, he disappears to another city in order to flee his own shame. Uncertainty is the mark of this political organization where destinies are reversed from one day to another. The reigning sense of incertitude leads government figures to take advantage of every opportunity, for although the highest levels of the state do not change, most other posts and prospects are ephemeral. Uncertainty is a reality on which the regime plays and from which it seeks to profit. It does this by never allowing people to see how far reforms can go, and by making them believe that it controls their fate. But its inability to snuff out the spark of dissent contained in each gesture of openness also reveals just how vulnerable and precarious its own position is, as recent events have illustrated. Popular revolts and the many dysfunctions within the regime indicate that, in spite of its designs, it is far from controlling everything: it must actively try to preserve itself and to limit the impact of its own missteps and concessions. Uncertainty defines the regime itself. The circle in power manages to smother alternatives; but no one knows what its future will be, its legitimacy is wearing away, and its frayed rule must face a multitude of protests, acts of violence, and signs of public unhappiness. In a time when the regime is having difficulty reinventing its future, uncertainty has come to delineate the horizon of its possible outcomes.

A Paradoxical Plebiscite

Nonetheless, amid the chaos and uncertainty, amid the ocean of discredit that political figures are attempting to navigate—and in a regional context marked by political instability with bloody repercussions—the president has tried and often succeeded in making his position be seen by voters as one of steadiness and stability. This explains the “paradoxical plebiscite” that seems to characterize every election (Loada 2006). In 2005, polls taken during the presidential election showed that many voters cast their ballot for Compaoré without enthusiasm, or for lack of an alternative (Hilgers and Mazzocchetti 2006). In 2007, research illustrated that most Burkinabe citizens perceived inequality and unemployment as having risen, yet 70 percent still said they had supported the president (Frére 2010, 263). It is true that, with 1,357,315 votes for the outgoing president out of seven million eligible voters in 2010, one can hardly speak of enthusiasm. But during the recent unrest, few demonstrators demanded that the president be thrown out.

The opposition leader who called for Compaoré’s resignation was ignored. As violence against civilians and destruction of property wore on, renegade soldiers lost public support. The president’s heavy-handed intervention at Bobo-Dioulasso was well seen. Compaoré’s strategy of naming those responsible for the crisis (governors, the military hierarchy) allowed him to seem above the chaos. In the press, the street, and formal and informal conversations, many Burkinabe people expressed the opinion that the president was not personally responsible for the situation. The real guilty parties were “his entourage,” or “the system” of which he was a “prisoner.” As such, “There’s no point in changing the president if you don’t change the system, things would just get worse,” as student activists explained on campus. The president does not have true popular support, but he still benefits undoubtedly from popular credit. During interviews, even Compaoré’s most radical critics, those whom it would be difficult to suspect of having secret links to his regime, claim that his contributions to Burkina Faso are “impressive”: “birth and development of democratic institutions,” “freedom of speech,” “democratic openness,” “international recognition …”16 In the current context of uncertainty, this credibility seems built on sand: it can disappear suddenly, washed away in a wave of protests, but so far it seems to have played out in the president’s favor, given how events have unfolded.

These tensions overlay two important divisions that traverse the social space: the generation split and social factionalization.

The Generational Split

Generational difference is produced by collective experiences and trajectories that fashion schemes of perception and practices that vary by generation.17 It leads different cohorts to perceive and engage with the political system differently. The generation issue does not explain everything—far from it—but it is a crucial factor for explaining why the opposition is unable to make use of the crisis to strengthen its position.

The men who came to power with Sankara or Compaoré during the 1980s were then in their thirties. These remarkably young ministers, directors, and politicians shaped the political system and profited from the opportunities that it presented. Today, whether in the CDP, the opposition, or civil organizations, the majority of those who came to power at that time or in the 1990s are still in their posts.18 Many leaders of influential associations and labor unions are now in their sixties or older; in spite of occasionally radical speeches, they do not believe that their role is to overthrow the regime. In a country where nearly 90 percent of the voting-age population is less than fifty years old,19 those in power are aging. Whereas youth constitute the majority of voters, they are a minority of representatives. With about 70 percent of representatives being fifty years of age or older, Burkina Faso is a nonrepresentative democracy.20 This configuration produces a generation gap which limits collective action and reinforces the lack of union among opposition forces.

Most of the youth who demonstrated in 2011 were less than ten years old at the end of the revolution that brought Compaoré to the head of the state in 1987. A significant number of them were born during his rule. This young generation has grown up in a frozen political system with the feeling that it does not count. The context which it knows from experience, which has shaped its imaginary and perception of politics, has been marked by recurring uprisings and constant disappointment. A strange sense of ambivalence hovers over Burkinabe youth: they protest in the belief that the country “needs reforms” which demonstrations might achieve, yet they are simultaneously convinced that “everything is jammed,” that even with reforms “nothing will change.”

The population has doubled over the last twenty years, and many young people live in extremely precarious conditions (de Bonneval 2011). The administration no longer offers the certainty of a job to university degree holders, and professional opportunities are limited. In spite of their demographic weight, youth generally enjoy very little consideration in the government as a group. “Without money, without age, you’re no one, and what you say counts for nothing,” explain students on campus. Economic conditions, relations of domination between elders and juniors, and the extension of the status of “youth” to an indefinite age set have contributed to minimizing the role of young people as social actors or agents of social change.

The generation split is reproduced within organizations of civil society and political parties. It is reinforced by relations of domination between elders and juniors. From all the interviews we conducted with middle- and working-class youth in July 2011, a sentiment of profound humiliation is discernible. Over and above their economic woes, young people suffer from the sense that they are marginalized and disdained. This constitutes an important motivation for participating in protests. The generation problem reflects the political parties’ lack of vision and explains why, in addition to their general discredit, they are incapable of either capturing their constituents’ frustrations or coming up with viable alternatives. It also explains why the opposition leader’s call for a rally drew so little attention. His cry of “Blaise dégage!” (“Blaise get out!”)21 alluded only indirectly to concerns over justice, impunity, or measures to reduce the costs of living. Yet our research in several cities in the wake of these events shows that young people did not take to the streets to demand that the president leave office. They took to the streets because they wanted justice for Justin Zongo and because they felt morally obligated to demonstrate their resistance to the kind of abuse that he suffered. Distrust in the political system is so strong that student organizations refuse to participate in demonstrations organized by political parties for fear of being “instrumentalized.”

Besides the official parties, the case of the myth of the Parti Communiste Révolutionnaire Voltaïque (PCRV) can shed a different light on the impact of the generation gap. In certain circles, this clandestine party, with its supposed branches in government and civil groups—especially among the Collectif22 and student unions—appeared to people as ready to instigate a popular revolution. In the spring of 2011, for the first time, protestors brandished PCRV signs. Anonymous pamphlets were distributed in several cities. But this activity remains modest compared to the promise of utopian tomorrows: Where were the “dormant cells” when all of the “objective conditions” for radical change had been met? Supposing that such cells existed—though nothing is less certain—or supposing, more simply, that a potential revolutionary elite existed; a good part of it is now inside the regime. A great many critics have, over time, altered their beliefs, taken a pragmatic view of the political system, or compromised in order to survive, to maintain their participation in various networks, to live decently, to send their children to school, to buy a plot of land, or to build a house. More than one resident of the luxurious neighborhood of Ouaga 2000 has always been an authentic critic of the regime, however discreetly or openly, but got tired of waiting for a hypothetical dawn of change and, in the end, became relatively satisfied with his or her condition. The regime has built an upper middle class, more amorphous than loyal, composed of government employees, association leaders, and retail traders. It remains marginal at the scale of the nation, but in an increasingly precarious environment, its position does not encourage support for radical politics. Given the instability of neighboring countries, change is often worrying.

While it appeared that objective conditions for a profound transformation were in place, subjective hopes seemed to have evaporated among those capable of leading the struggle. Conversely, young people maintain high subjective aspirations and a strong desire for change, but appear to be lacking the objective means to lead or manage a revolution.

SOCIAL FACTIONALIZATION

Alongside this generational divide lies another important social division, a second sociological factor in the impossibility for a Burkinabe “spring.” Over the course of the unrest, social barriers between such groups as students, legal professions, the military, police and other security forces, labor unions, and farmers from cotton-producing regions have remained firmly in place. Students and security forces, for example, do not appreciate each other. The former see the latter as repression machines used against them by the government. The latter see the former as “spoiled children” who must be “disciplined.” Many “uniforms” harbor a superiority complex over civilians, convinced that the reality of political power lies in their control and that their abuses will not be punished. This is why the judicial decision of March 22, 2011, convicting a group of soldiers for the rape of a minor was surprising, even shocking, to the military, whose members had gotten used to the idea that their “overindulgences” would remain unpunished or receive light sentences from their comrades in the courts. Members of the legal professions were, for their part, scandalized, not only by the violation of judicial independence when soldiers forcefully liberated their incarcerated peers, but also by the rocket attack on the courthouse at Fada N’Gourma in March 2011. As for the army, it accused the courts of being corrupt and of closing their eyes to crimes far graver than those of soldiers. Shopkeepers and vendors demanded greater protections for property and people, as well as compensation for looted goods. Unions and farmers took advantage of the situation to express corporatist claims which the government would have been reticent to satisfy at a “normal conjuncture.”

Through its prudent management of the crisis, the regime prevented these heterogeneous dissenting factions from coalescing. Opposition leaders, under surveillance and fearing accusations of plotting a coup, were unable to forge a coalition out of the various mobilized social groups critical of the government. Even more remarkably, some figures found in the crisis an opportunity to consolidate their own power by discreetly supporting the government’s peacemaking efforts in the goal of political retributions. Relations between social movements and political parties were strained because of mutual distrust, which make difficult potential collusive transactions or negotiations between group leaders. Moreover, in certain groups (especially among mutinying soldiers), the heads of different social movements were difficult to identify. The absence of political institutionalization doomed the reach of these groups’ demands before they were even formulated and made the “Burkinabe spring,” as some actors were calling it, impossible.

Finally, although civil organizations were on the front lines of dissent, they played a major role in delaying the effects of the protests. On one hand, some national analysts did not hesitate to evoke the idea of revolution, a scenario they seemed to support.23 But when we examine the attitude of forces who claimed to be in favor of this possibility,24 and who rallied under the slogan of the “pays réel”25 (“real country”)—such as elements of the unions, for example—we see that these groups firmly ensured that a division between themselves and their potential allies would be maintained. They did this by segregating mobilization efforts, deliberately keeping their distance from the “reformist opposition.” The supposedly revolutionary militants held many grudges against their reformist counterparts, most notably a feeling that the latter had betrayed the fight against impunity26 for the sake of paltry jobs serving the government or parliament of a regime judged politically responsible for the assassination of the revolutionaries’ hero, Norbert Zongo. Nevertheless, under the cover of uncompromising radicalism, the pays réel militants paradoxically advocated a “wait and see” approach when opportunities to act presented themselves. This position was useful to the regime more than once.

In 2002, during legislative elections, the civil organization branch of the Collectif decided not to endorse candidates from political parties associated with the body. This was done under the pretext that certain Collectif militants were allied with the CDP, the party in power, whereas the Collectif’s mission was to be neutral. At that moment, the slightest pressure would probably have swung the balance of power in the opposition’s favor. Judging from the relatively close results of the election, the CDP could have lost its absolute majority in parliament for the first time ever—even if certain parties did choose afterward to align themselves with the majority coalition rather than with the opposition. In 2005, during the presidential election, the former president of the Collectif and the MBDHP (Mouvement Burkinabè des Droits de l’Homme et des Peuples) argued for Compaoré’s eligibility, thereby pitting himself against opposition leaders who contested the validity of Compaoré’s candidacy on judicial and political grounds.27 In 2011, at the height of unrest, the pays réel activists went so far as to cancel the annual workers’ march, scheduled for May 1, in order to distinguish themselves from the aborted rally of around thirty opposition parties, which was supposed to have been held the day before.

Thus, despite its involvement, the pays réel faction has never backed up its claims with political action that might have led to a transfer of power. Its partisans prefer to abstain from supporting opposition politicians whom they distrust rather than supporting alternation at any cost. This position exemplifies the popular wisdom perfectly expressed by Spinoza’s words: to remove a tyrant without removing the causes of tyranny risks strengthening the tyrannical system.

CONCLUSION

During and after the crisis, government and party controlling the state tried to refute the idea that Burkinabè were tempted by any kind of “Arab spring.” They recalled the failure of the opposition’s mobilization and its attempts to revive the protest movement. They weren’t wrong. Of course, some students found an inspiring sources in the Tunisian case, but their protests were autonomous. They were struggling for their fellow student, Justin Zongo, not trying to trigger a revolution.

The explanation lies in the sociopolitical configuration and in the organic contraction of this semiauthoritarian regime as we described it: production of hopes but also quasi instantaneous frustration; possible contestation but also impossible alternation; transition without transition, change within reproduction, detestation of the political class but also admiration of the president, the right to vote but in nonrepresentative democracy. These contradictions stimulate a movement in the political life that reinforces the popular protests. The space for legitimate expressions of the protest grow; the regime offers precarious solutions; frustration is increased.

Three elements explained that this growth of frustration without finding a way to produce a political alternative: First, the regime’s efforts not to hamper popular expression but to annihilate every possible political alternative; second the generational divide that structures the social space—elders are unable to go beyond the hierarchy of seniority and assess the youths’ suffering; third and last, social partition and the refusal of leaders of the pays réel to negotiate with oppositions parties in order to go beyond sectorial struggles and to create an alternative political platform. This is played out within an unstable regional context and within a bad economic environment. Uncertainty on the consequences of a brutal political rupture tempers the desire and reinforced regime’s acceptation by those who take advantage of its mechanism of redistribution or just get by to survive through participation or criticism.

Nevertheless, the state’s inability to guarantee life conditions, to control excesses, to make the law respected, to prevent inequality, or to ensure the opportunity for social recognition undermine its legitimacy. Disapproval is easily perceptible in a context of freedom of speech. On this matter for more than fifteen years there has been real, albeit discreet change. The press, notably the private press, and on-line media discuss more and more sensitive topics, and progressively break down censorship. It has contributed to lifting important political and journalistic taboos: the health of the head of the state, debate on dynastic succession, questions of corruption, etc. Under the pressure of recurring protests, from crisis to crisis, the regime softens its face, and steps backward are not impossible. Ambivalence reigns. The political elite continues its permanent movement of reforms as the wind changes. No concession regarding the will to keep power or change their practices is made, however.28 Nevertheless, space of freedom, growth, and power endures. Political conscience, freedom of speech, and normalization of protest increase, but the lack of alternatives persist.29 The examination of the main political party’s program is an obvious illustration of this lack of the imagination for a future after Compaoré.30 Popular movements operate independently, away from political parties. No one wants or has the ability to push them far. Politics of the void has its effect, and this is probably where the regime is still the strongest.

As a result of a further uprising in October 2014, President Blaise Compaoré was removed from power by the army and fled the country on October 30. It remains to be seen if a Burkinabé Spring now follows the Arab Winter.

NOTES

This paper is based on qualitative and quantitative inquiries carried out throughout the country over several years. It notably mobilizes interviews conducted in 2011 with political leaders and student leaders who played a role in the crisis.

1.On the semiauthoritarian aspect of the regime, see Hilgers (2009, 2010a), Hilgers and Mazzocchetti (2006, 2010).

2.By using the term spring above, we don’t want to suggest that the events that took place in Burkina were the result of a contagion process. However, one cannot ignore that some students pretend to have been inspired by the social mobilizations in North Africa and some of them have used similar slogans “Blaise dégage” was an implicit reference to “Ben Ali degage” in Tunisa.

3.One example, Burnikabe’s government sent seven hundred soldiers to Liberia without notifying the national assembly. When they came back, some of them complained that they never received their rewards, and they demonstrated their anger.

4.On the political stage General Diendéré is a discreet man but his wife is a well-known figure in the CDP and she has been a deputy since 1997.

5.After they took power in 1987, the Front Populaire of president Compaoré exonerated the chieftaincy, which had been stigmatized by the revolutionary power. After the democratic transition at the end of 1980, it was replaced by a political party called Organisation pour la démocratie et le progrès/Mouvement du travail (ODP/MT), ancestor of the current party at the head of the country, the CDP. L’ODP/MT has used people connected to the former revolutionary power (revolutionary committees present in every villages and cities) and customary power.

6.Ce qui laisse penser que le rétablissement de la clause limitative en 2000 visait à gagner du temps. D’où les passions qui se sont déchaînées à partir de 2009 lorsque le parti au pouvoir n’a plus fait mystère de son désir de supprimer cette clause limitative.

7.For a detailed account of law’s use and abuse by the regime see Loada 2010 and CGD 2009.

8.Numerous reports describe the importance of a “démocratie de marché,” “démocratie de subsistance,” or a “politique des feuilles” in Burkina Faso, e.g., Loada and Otayek 1995, Laurent 2002.

9.Except the Sangoulé Lamizana’ runoff for the first round of presidential election in1978.

10.On religion in the semiauthoritarian context see André and Hilgers 2009.

11.He notably declared that he was for alternation but “not alternation for alternation … after analysing the current situation of my country, I said that Burkina has nothing to win with an alternation.” See his interview in Le Pays, July 29, 2008.

12.The governor has been publicly disavowed for his management of the Zongo case.

13.Interview with Blaise Compaoré on Africa 24, Oct. 27, 2010, and “Compaoré à confesse,” Jeune Afrique L’Intelligent, Nov. 24, 2004.

14.On the process of political capital centralization, see Brill Olcott and Ottaway 1999 and Ottaway 2003.

15.Salif Diallo was minister from 1991 to 2008 and was sent as ambassador to Austria for a reason that is still obscure today.

16.Interviews with leaders of associations and political parties in July 2011.

17.On the question of generation see Manheim 1990, Cole and Durham 2007, Alber, van der Geest and Whyte 2008, Gomez-Perez and Leblanc 2012.

18.One exception is PAREN’s new president Tahirou Barry (1975), even if the party remains in the grip of its founding father Laurent Bado.

19.According to the 2006 census, 53 percent of the population is less than eighteen years old, 37 percent of the population is between nineteen and forty-nine years old, and 10 percent fifty years old or more.

20.Of course this is not the only country where there is a gap between the elected representatives’ ages and the voters’. The implications of the sociological configuration are at the heart of Chauvel’s book Generations’s Destiny (2010).

21.Cf. note 4.

22.That is, the Collectif des Organisations Démocratiques de Masse et de Partis Politiques (CODMPP), a leftist alliance of civic groups and opposition parties.

23.This was a matter of discussion during the debates organized by Mouvement des intellectuels du Manifeste pour la liberté in collaboration with Mouvement burkinabè des droits de l’Homme et des peuples (MBDHP) at Ouagadougou University June 4, 2011. See also Le Pays, June 8, 2011.

24.On the revolutionary trend in Burkina civil society see Loada 1999.

25.In Burkina Faso, this expression designates “Collectif” militants by their opposition to the regime and its supporters.

26.Which was one of the main goal of the protests after Zongo’s death. See Hagberg 2002.

27.See Decision n° 2005-007/CC/EPF October 14th October 2005 on demand introduced by Bénéwendé Stanislas SANKARA, Philippe OUEDRAOGO, Ali LANKOANDE, Norbert Michel TIENDREBEOGO and Ram OUEDRAOGO to cancel COMPAORÉ’s candidacy (J.O.BF. n° 50 du 15 December 2005).

28.Even if the amnesty law could at least prepare an honorable way to bring the president’s mandate to an end without guaranteeing that this law won’t be modified by his successor and that no one will mobilize international justice.

29.The introduction of independent candidacies could transform the political game. It would involve more leaders of civil society and could lead to different alliances within the opposition. At the moment, such a reform faces power’s hostility but also reformist opposition.

30.One might be surprised by the fact that no party has developed a program to manage endemic corruption if it should come to power. Considering the level of corruption and its ubiquity, this question should be addressed. To move to a post-Compaoré period, do we need to condemn, to forgive, or to establish gradual sanctions?
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CIVIL SOCIETY IN A TRANSCULTURAL COMPARISON

EASTERN EUROPE AND THE MENA-REGION

KARIM FATHI AND IRENEUSZ PAWEL KAROLEWSKI

INTRODUCTION

Many observers regard the Arab Revolutions of 2011 as a historical event that has the potential to change the world politically. Some even draw comparisons to civil society movements in Eastern Europe, in particular their political impact in 1989–90 (Goldstone 2011). However, transcultural and transepochal analyses of those movements have not yet been systematically analyzed (Arato 1993). Such systematic comparisons are of increasing importance, given the preeminent complexity and global impact of the Arab civil society movements (upon, e.g., the Occupy movement in the Western countries as well as social protests in Africa and in Asia) and the still limited understanding of their nature, as the revolts of 2011 obviously did not follow a linear development.

Accordingly, this chapter has two goals. First, it points out commonalities and differences between civil society movements in Eastern Europe and in Arab countries that constitute the most recently important social and political revolutions of transnational range and global relevance. Second, the paper attempts to sketch the contours of a comparative transcultural and transepochal analysis of revolutionary civil society movements. The chapter starts with an outline of the approach, including two major analytical perspectives that provide the basis for a comparative case analysis of civil society movements in Arab countries in 2011 and Eastern Europe in the 1980s. The first perspective includes the civil society/state level analysis by highlighting three aspects: (1) the structure of the civil society (type of civil society organizations), (2) the relationship between civil society, state, and economy, and (3) the type of state in relation to the civil society, as the effects of civil society are likely to be different when confronting a democratic state, an authoritarian state, a failed state, or a state in transformation. The second perspective, which we identify as a “multicontextual background analysis,” takes into consideration that each civil society movement is embedded in specific background contexts that have an impact on the key drivers of the civil society revolts. Against this background, we will briefly illustrate the specific developments that took place in Eastern Europe and the Arab countries, in particular regarding their transnational and revolutionary character. Next, we will attempt to delineate the contours of a comparison of both of those civil society revolts, as well as highlight their commonalities and differences.

THE CONCEPTUAL AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In academic debate, civil society is presumed to be the sphere of society that is self-organized and autonomous vis-à-vis the state. Furthermore, civil society is also considered to exist independently of private economy, which encompasses enterprises and households. This double autonomy (vis-à-vis the state and the economy) implies that actors on behalf of civil society usurp neither the activities of the state nor those of private economy. Actors who function on behalf of civil society should not intend to dominate the entire political system or replace its agents, even though civil society fulfills relevant democratizing functions (Schmitter 1997). In this sense, the nature of civil society is nonpolitical, but its functions are expected to have political and economic effects. However, the autonomy of civil society is difficult to sustain during rebellions and revolutions, since actors within civil society are often involved in resistance against authoritarian regimes. Probably the most broadly discussed expectation about civil society is the strengthening function it performs with regard to the democratic and economic performance of the state as well its power to topple authoritarian regimes. In the former case, the relation between state and civil society is envisaged as a non-zero-sum game in which both sides can win (strong civil society and strong democratic state). As a result of social capital production, civil society promotes economic governance and strengthens the quality of democratic institutions. The alternative is the opposite, a zero-sum game in which either strong civil society wins and the authoritarian state breaks down or the authoritarian regime wins and civil society is crushed.

In order to grasp the different complexities of the movements in Eastern Europe 1989 and in the MENA-region 2011, we shall consider two analytical perspectives: first, the civil society-state nexus and second, the background variables in politics, economy, culture, religion, demography, and technologies. In the civil society-state nexus, we identify three major levels of analysis: the structure of civil society, the relationship between state and civil society, and the type of state in relation to civil society.

Perspective 1: Civil Society–State Nexus

THE STRUCTURE OF CIVIL SOCIETY

The structure of civil society differs from country to country. In this context, it appears relevant to explore, for instance, which civil society organizations take the leading role in the mobilization of the protests. Are they trade unions, nongovernmental organizations, or religious groups, and can they all count as civil society at all? The answer is not simple, as students of civil society disagree on what constitutes civil society and what are the differences between political, economic, and civil society. However, there are at least two possibilities to define civil society. First, we could use the motivation to join civic associations as a criterion for definition. Robert Putnam (1993; 1995) argues in his influential (yet controversial) work that joining associations is supposed to be for the sake of sociability, rather than for political or economic reasons. Viewed from this perspective, the motivation of the participants to join free, spontaneous, and autonomous associations seems central. Regarding sociability, bowling clubs and choirs would belong to civil society, but not rotating credit associations (surprisingly, defined by Putnam himself as civil society). Those are of a strictly economic nature and result from the economic needs of participants. Consequently, in terms of participant motivation, there is a considerable difference between a choir and a credit association or other common, pooled resources such as grazing grounds, water supplies, and fisheries, which are also established and maintained by the citizens without any state initiative or support but fail to fulfill the double autonomy criterion (Ostrom 1990). Hence, we should distinguish between purely sociable community-based institutions and economic institutions, even if the latter are state-independent and market-independent. Surprisingly, in Putnam’s perspective there is not much room for organizations devoted to protest or citizens’ demonstrations, or even for nongovernmental organizations. This absence of the political aspect of civil society from Putnam’s perspective is probably its major weakness, as it is structurally determined in such a way as to leave out both the Eastern European civil society movement and the Arab revolutions.

Against this background, it might be helpful to distinguish between civil, political, and economic society. Political society encompasses, among other things, parties and other political organizations that are not components of the state but aspire to become part of it, while economic associations (for instance, those managing common pool resources) are based on the common economic interests of the participants. By contrast, civil society consists of associations of citizens who deny any ambition to become a part of the state and whose goal is not to produce or distribute material goods. However, this does not mean that civil society is of an apolitical nature. It may very well have impact on the political process. Civil society has political significance through assembling and channeling the voices of different parts and layers of society by representing their civil interests and grievances (Cohen and Arato 1992). These can be directed either toward the society itself, as in the case of the Polish Association against Crime, which attempts to enhance public awareness with regard to the specific issue of criminality and its victims, or it is directed toward the state, such as, for instance, the Russian Association of Soldiers’ Mothers, whose goal is to enhance the awareness and sensibility of the state. The latter also applies to the protesters in Tahrir Square who expressed the grievances of young people toward an autocratic government in Egypt.

Second, a further possibility for defining civil society is to outline its concept in functional terms. Civil society might be conceptualized as a functional sphere of society that can be entered and exited freely by any association that fulfills formal and functional criteria. In this sense, every self-organized and free association belongs to civil society, once it fulfills its expected functions. Scholars distinguish in general five positive tasks that civil society is expected to carry out with regard to a democratic regime (Croissant et al. 2000). These are: the protection function (it protects society from the state), the mediating function (it mediates between the political and social spheres), the socializing function (it socializes individuals into citizens), the community function (it bridges social cleavages), and the communication function (it provides a sphere of free debate and discourse outside of the state and the family). Since it is difficult to clearly distinguish between the civil, economic, and political functions of civil society, civil associations might be conceived of as amphibian bodies, which can be active in different parts of the society and are sometimes only temporary. A trade union, for instance, could be considered such an amphibian body, operating in the interface between political and civil society, entering and leaving both spheres at different times. The problem with the functional definition is, however, that it leaves our understanding of civil society ambivalent, as the functional effects of civil society are not always visible and are thus often problematic to diagnose.

Against this background, it appears plausible to support the concept of civil society as referring to associations of citizens expressing their demands toward the public sphere, thus enhancing the democratic responsiveness of the political system. Following Habermas (1996, 367), we should argue that “civil society is composed of those more or less spontaneously emergent associations, organizations, and movements that, attuned to how societal problems resonate in the private life spheres, distill and transmit such reactions in amplified form to the public sphere.”

The tricky thing about civil society is that its effects are hardly predictable. For example, the Orange Revolution in the Ukraine in 2004, where the civil society upsurge toppled the authoritarian regime, was completely unexpected, since civil society in the region was regarded as particularly inactive. Scholars of Eastern European civil society stressed that the Ukraine showed an underdeveloped civil society and a low level of social capital. Even a couple of months before the Ukrainian presidential elections of December 2004, experts did not expect any significant political activity among the population (Arel 2005). In 2001, the Civicus report stressed the rather loose ties between the civil society, conceptualized primarily as nongovernmental organizations, and the Ukraine population, as well as the public’s reluctance to volunteer. The report concluded that Ukrainian civil society had little impact on the government in terms of civil rights protection, solving social problems, and improving the quality of life in society (Kuts 2001, 21). Nonetheless, an attempt to rig the election results led to an outbreak of civil protest and the so-called Orange Revolution. After a further ten years of political instability and creeping authoritarianism, the revolution broke out again in Ukraine, this time as a reaction to the then-president Yanukovych’s decision not to sign the Association Agreement with the EU.

CIVIL SOCIETY VIS-À-VIS THE STATE AND ECONOMY

The relationship between civil society, the state, and economy is a complex one. In this context, the proposition about the autonomy of civil society vis-à-vis the state and economy (double autonomy), cannot be convincingly sustained. While, in the democratic environment, civil society should not usurp functions carried out by political parties and the state apparatus, it is incapable of functioning without the state. On the one hand, philanthropic organizations are dependent on tax exemptions, churches need legal recognition (or at least state toleration), and professional associations are in need of state support for their licensing practices. Civil society organizations often require state loans or loan guarantees. On the other hand, the function of the democratic state is also to protect weak groups against powerful ones and to restore the balance among organizations in civil society whenever it is needed (Walzer 1995). In democratic societies, the state and civil society are mutually dependent. The state needs the input from civil society to respond to the demands of society, which are not always transmitted by the institutionalized party system and the parliament. In turn, civil society needs a legal space, guaranteed by the state. In autocratic countries, independent organizations have limited room for action, but still there is some, even though it may be accompanied by repression. However, in functional terms, the actors of civil society need the common enemy of the authoritarian state for their mobilization and horizontal integration. That is why afterward, during the liberalization phase of the regime’s transformation, formerly collaborating actors become adversaries.

Regarding the relationship between the civil society and the economy, the funding of the civil society actors by companies and governments highlights a problematic proximity of civil society to the benefit-oriented rationality of the economic and political society, thus transgressing the postulate of double autonomy. Some scholars highlight that, for instance in Ukraine, civil society has little voluntary character, showing rather the traits of economic society, in which donors or sponsors expect specific outcomes supporting their interests (Stanton 1999, 248). Under such circumstances, civil society can cease to be an agent of the self-organized society and can become part of the economic society.

THE TYPE OF STATE IN RELATION TO CIVIL SOCIETY

We argue that the effects of civil society are different when confronting a democratic state, an authoritarian state, a failed state, or a state in transformation. The crisis of communism in the 1980s in Eastern Europe has been attributed mainly to the revolt of civil society against the communist state. In its totalitarian phase, the communist state was attempting to inhibit any spontaneous activity arising from civil society. Supported by the ideology of Marxism-Leninism, its aim was to suppress private property and market structures as well as annihilate spontaneous, nonstate public space. Consequently, civil society and the communist state found themselves in a systemic conflict, as civil society is by definition a locus of pluralism, which developed as the antithesis of the collectivist one-party state (Staniszkis 1992). Every state collectivism, be it fascism or communism, seeks to absorb civil society in the name of an ideology, thus destroying its autonomy and spontaneous character. Nonetheless, in the authoritarian “real existing socialism,” the spontaneously growing Polish civil society movement known as Solidarity (Solidarnosc) developed from the first independent trade union and challenged the prerogatives of the collectivist state. The Polish case shows an underlying paradox of civil society in its relationship to the state. While scholars of civil society highlight its benevolent functions for governance in democratic regimes, the Eastern European experiences emphasize the importance of civil society as a counterweight to the authoritarian state (Michnik 1999). However, if the Eastern European type of civil society were strong enough to bring about a regime change, it also could undermine democratic governments. What would happen if civil society organized itself along social cleavages and polarized society? And what if civil society can oppose democratic government, as it can counterbalance tyrannical regimes? As is being increasingly debated, civil society may very well apply radicalized methods and sympathize with undemocratic actors (Croissant et al. 1995, 20; Goldstone 2011, 330).

Perspective 2: Multicontextual Background Variables

The second theoretical perspective covering a “multicontextual background analysis” takes complementarily into consideration, recognizing that each civil society movement is embedded in specific background contexts relating to the entire global system in a given epoch. This accounts for the fact that most comparisons between the Arab Revolutions and other civil society movements such as those in Eastern Europe vaguely assert that they are related to different background contexts, by stating, for instance, that “The Arab Spring is 2011, Not 1989” (Guéhenno 2011). However, despite its crucial importance for the comparative crosscultural and crossepochal analysis of civil society movements, this multicontextual perspective has not yet been sufficiently systematized. A central challenge remains to define the categories that, first, cover the particularities of a given social revolution in a given epoch, and which also remain universal enough to implement these categories for different epochs. Most social theories in civil society analysis usually distinguish between the three categories “politics,” “economy,” and “society”/”culture” (e.g., Mann 1998; Cohen/Arato 1994; Sklair 1995; Perlas 2003). These three criteria may be useful to adequately cover the background contexts of societal movements in the twentieth century, however, they do not by themselves seem to be adequate to sufficiently cover the complexity of today’s global system and its relation to civil society movements in the twenty-first century. Thus, this analysis will refer to the tools of an approach being currently developed by Roland Benedikter. His multidimensional “Systems Action theory” expands the three-dimensional concept by additionally including the dimensions “religion,” “technology,” and “demography.”

Accordingly, each of these interweaved dimensions has proven to significantly shape the so-called Global Systemic Shift in today’s “Post-Soviet world” (e.g., Benedikter 2015; 2011; Benedikter and Giordano 2011). Accordingly, this framework can provide a useful inspiration for the comparison between contemporary Arab civil society movements and the less complex background of the Eastern European revolutions.

Most comparative analyses of civil society movements focus on one or a few aspects of both major scopes. However, the following case study will show that at least all of these aspects remain crucial for a transcultural and transepochal comparative analysis of both movements. Our methodological framework can briefly be summarized as follows:
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Figure 9.1. Different Levels of Analysis of Civil Society Movements

COMPARISON OF THE ARAB REVOLUTIONS AND THE REVOLUTIONS IN EASTERN EUROPE

The following section compares the Revolutions in Eastern Europe and the Arab Revolutions, by highlighting their specific driving forces, commonalities, and differences. First we sketch the developments in Eastern Europe and in Arab countries separately, and then we shall move on to the comparison.

The Revolutions in Eastern Europe

The breakdown of communist rule in Eastern Europe began in June 1989, when the Polish opposition participated in the semi-democratic elections that brought forward the first noncommunist prime minister in the Eastern bloc, Tadeusz Mazowiecki. Afterward, the communist regimes began to crumble. The pressure mounted on East German authorities to open checkpoints at the Berlin Wall, which not only divided the city itself but was a boundary between communist authoritarian countries and democratic Europe. The Soviet Union under the reformist Mikhail Gorbachev decided not to intervene militarily (or was unable to do so), given its own economic and political weakness. This gave way to a widespread change of regimes in Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and East Germany and eventually to the breakup of the Soviet Union itself. However, the implosion of communism had started much earlier, as the legitimacy deficits of communist rule were visible right after the establishment of the communist regimes following World War II. Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia and East Germany were witness to numerous protests, demonstrations, strikes, and upheavals during the entire existence of communism (Arato 1981). For instance, in August 1980 a strike for workers’ rights sparked a wave of protests across Poland, which led to the creation of a first independent trade union, Solidarity (Solidarnosc), which became the basis for the Solidarity movement and expanded beyond a pure trade union. However, the communist government clamped down on Solidarity, arrested its leaders, and introduced martial law in the entire country in December 1981. Despite widespread repression, the Solidarity movement remained active, and in February 1989 the Polish communist authorities, facing a new wave of strikes, were forced to negotiate with Solidarity.

Other societies in Eastern Europe responded to the Polish situation with growing waves of protest in their own countries. In May 1989, Hungarian soldiers tore down the barbed wire and electric fence that separated the country from Austria and allowed Hungarian citizens to cross over to the democratic West. Even in the Soviet Union itself protests and demonstrations began to spread out. In September 1989, two million people from the Soviet Baltic republics of Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia stood together in a four hundred-mile-long human chain in protest of Soviet rule. In Czechoslovakia, the government tried to crush pro-democracy protests, but the peaceful Velvet Revolution forced its communists out of power, igniting mass celebrations in Prague’s central Wenceslas Square. Even in Bulgaria, which was viewed as the most loyal of all Soviet satellite states, the Communist Party leader Todor Zhivkov was ousted after thirty-four years in power, as regimes in Eastern Europe crumbled one by one.

Even though the massive protest against oppressive rule in Eastern Europe shook the communist regimes, the fall of the Berlin Wall on November 9, 1989, came as a surprise, as many observers assumed a liberalization of communist regimes and a long-term transformation, rather than a short-term implosion. A botched televised press conference by the East German authorities declared that citizens would be granted immediate access to the West. Within minutes of the broadcast, thousands of Eastern Berliners gathered at the wall and the greatly outnumbered guards were forced to open the checkpoints, which led to German reunification on October 3, 1990.

The Eastern European revolutions occurred, by and large, peacefully, with only one exception. In Romania, the brutal dictator Nicolae Ceausescu ordered security forces to shoot and kill protestors on the streets. Portions of the military sided with the protestors, however, and within days the Romanian leader and his wife Elena were sentenced to death and executed. For a time, power remained in the hands of former Ceausescu collaborators, and it took more time for truly democratic change to occur in Romania. In the end, the majority of the Eastern European countries were able to develop consolidated democracies within ten years after the breakdown of communism.

There were several key drivers in the Eastern European revolutions, encompassing political, economic, and cultural factors. The political ones included external variables such as the change of political climate in the Soviet Union, which since 1985 had been involved in attempts to reform its political and economic system. Also, the specific political constellations in the individual Eastern European countries was a relevant factor. Both the opposition groups and the communist governments were willing to negotiate institutional changes and regarded each other as legitimate partners. For instance, during 1989 roundtable talks, Solidarity and the communist government bargained over the electoral law for the 1989 parliamentary elections in Poland. Both agreed to the electoral changes that led to the semi-democratic elections of 1989. The negotiations involved restraint on both sides, as they forswore the use of violence, thus inspiring the label “self-limiting revolution” in Poland (Staniszkis 1984). However, the main factor remained the vitality of civil society in Eastern Europe. Without the ongoing protests, strikes, and demonstrations the democratic change would have not been possible. During the communist era, countries such as Bulgaria and Romania had espoused period a relatively low level of civil society activity, and this was to be reflected after their accession to the EU, when they exhibited serious problems with corruption and political accountability. In contrast, Poland, Hungary, and former Czechoslovakia had exhibited a much higher level of vitality on the part of civil society, which translated into faster democratic consolidation. However, it was not only the vitality of civil society that counted, but also the ability of the individual associations to collaborate despite ideological differences. Without this ability, even a vibrant civil society cannot fulfill its functions vis-à-vis the state.

In the realm of economy, we must consider the general inefficiency of the real socialist economic model. The inability to create an economic system capable of efficient production and distribution of goods produced numerous economic crises, during which the living standards of the citizens worsened dramatically and the so-called economy of shortage became the rule. During the economic crises, access to even basic material goods and medical supplies could not be guaranteed. Moreover, the economic system of real socialism strongly relied on the external supply of subsidized natural resources such as oil and gas from the Soviet Union, as well as external support with loans from capitalist countries (Kalyvas 1999). Against this background, some scholars have pointed to the structural contradictions of real socialism, which destroyed itself in successive series of crises (Staniszkis 1992). Staniszkis (1992), for example, has argued that these contradictions occurred in three spheres: in politics, the economy, and international relations. Politically, real socialism was characterized by the contradiction between the claim by the communist party that it was the vanguard representing the “objective laws of history” and the actual “subjectivism and anarchy” that characterized the system of political decision making. Economically, real socialist systems pretended to be stable and strictly controlled, whereas in reality the absence of the market and the resulting lack of information rendered the economic processes highly chaotic and deficient. Finally, in the realm of international relations communist countries were caught in dual dependency: on the capitalist world system for loans, and on the Soviet Union and other socialist countries as markets for their products, which were otherwise uncompetitive in the international sphere.

Furthermore, we can identify cultural factors central to the Eastern European revolutions. Despite the ideology of communist “internationalism,” Eastern European countries were suppressed nation-states. Eastern European nationalism was relevant primarily in defining a country’s relation to the Soviet Union, which clamped down on national and ethnic movements. In this sense, liberalization and democratization processes in Eastern were necessarily accompanied by the discourse of national independence. Soviet troops left Hungary in 1991 and Poland in 1993, which contributed to the consolidation of these neodemocracies as nation-states. Afterward, nationalist parties and ethnic disputes emerged as a recurrent part of both domestic politics and foreign policy, but with EU membership all ethnic and territorial disputes have been resolved.

Briefly, the social protests in Eastern Europe that led to the dissolution of the Soviet empire can be summarized from a macro scale perspective as follows.
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Figure 9.2. Key Drivers of the Revolutions Leading to the Dissolution of the Eastern Bloc

The Arab Revolutions

The Arab Revolutions, or “The Arab Spring,” began on December 17, 2010, on the occasion of the self-immolation of Tunisian Mohammed Bouazizi. As of this writing, rulers have been forced from power in Tunisia, Egypt, Yemen, and Libya and a civil war is ongoing in Syria. Minor and major protests have occurred in nearly all of the countries in the MENA-region since then and have inspired civil society movements in Europe, the United States, Sub-Saharan Africa, the Southern Caucasus, and even China.

Research has found several common factors that led to the Arab uprisings. All of the protests mainly resulted from high youth unemployment, political repression, and social inequality (Reiter and Busse 2011; Asseburg and Werenfels 2011). Basic desires shared by the Middle Easterners are fundamental human rights, dignity, and a chance at a decent future (good jobs at livable wages) (Coleman 2011, 230). Despite high economic growth at an average of 3–10 percent, the governments in the region have not successfully dealt with the employment situation or altered their policies in the face of population growth (Reiter and Busse 2011). All regimes were and are characterized by widespread poverty amid a concentration of increasing wealth in the hands of the ruling autocrats, insufficient transparency of wealth redistribution, as well as corruption (Goldstone 2011, 335).

Refusing to accept the status quo, the protests were and are mainly sparked by educated youths (Perthes 2011, 30–32). Especially in recent years, young people have been able to go to university in increasing numbers. College enrollment has tripled in Tunisia, quadrupled in Egypt, and expanded tenfold in Libya (Goldstone 2011, 335), to cite a few examples. The region is facing a demographic bulge in which youth between the ages of fifteen and twenty-nine comprise the largest portion of the population (Assaad, 236). On average, around 60 percent of the populations are below thirty-five years old (Reiter and Busse 2011; Goldstone 2011, 335). This “new political generation” is well connected, Internet savvy, and knows how to cost-efficiently and effectively mobilize via social media. Protest leaders are better educated than the previous generation and secular leaning (Perthes 2011, 30f.). Additionally, the media coverage supplied by Al Arabiya and Al Jazeera may have significantly contributed to the social protests (Perthes 2011, 26f.). The tension between rising aspirations and a lack of government reform may have been a contributing factor in all of the protests (Goldstone: 335). With recourse to the contexts outlined in Benedikter’s model, we can summarize the common causes of the Arab protests briefly in Figure 9.3.

Apart from these common points, the MENA-region is very heterogeneous, due to different country-specific particularities. Research found at least six factors that significantly influence social mobilization and explain the great differences in the protest potential across the region. These factors largely correspond with the levels of analyses of the civil society–state scope as outlined in Figure 9.1. They can be summarized as follows:
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Figure 9.3. Common Causes and Criteria of the Arab Revolution

•Wealth of resources: High wealth from oil and gas resources enables the development of stabilizing clientelistic networks. The authorities in power have the possibility to dampen social protests by subsidizing food and buying loyalties. This factor makes oil-rich rentier states such as Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Kuwait, and Algeria potentially more protest-resistant than resource-poor states like Tunisia, Yemen, and Egypt (Schlumberger 2002).

•Homogeneity/Heterogeneity: The homogeneity of a society enables widespread mobilization and an opposition capable of acting. In countries with relative homogeneity, including Egypt and Tunisia, the protests encompassed all segments of the society. By contrast, in heterogeneous societies, consistent social protest movements are more difficult to develop. Heterogeneity in the region is characterized by confessional (e.g., Sunni vs. Shia in Saudi Arabia and Bahrain), ethnic (e.g., Arabs vs. Berbers in Morocco and Algeria), or tribal lines (e.g., Libya vs. Yemen) (Asseburg / Werenfels 2011).1

•Form of government: Monarchies, such as those in Saudi Arabia, Morocco and Jordan, remain more protest-resistant than republics like Tunisia, Egypt, or Syria (Schlumberger 2002). The reason is that the legitimacy of the main decision maker is dynastically and religiously anchored. Furthermore, a monarchy can successfully contain critics and discontentment by changing the government, as, for instance, Jordan did in 2011 (Asseburg and Werenfels 2011).

•Concentration of power: The examples of Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, and Syria show that the degree of concentration of political and economic power around one person significantly influences the probability of social protests. In Algeria or Saudi Arabia, by contrast, it is less clear who pulls which strings. This makes it easier to shift responsibility onto someone else (Asseburg and Werenfels 2011).

•Development of civil society: The degree of organization of a civil society significantly contributes to the democratic protest potential of a given country. In the MENA-region, the development of the countries’ civil societies and resulting civil society organizations (CSOs) largely correlates with the increased urbanization throughout the twentieth century. Arab CSOs range from confession-based charitable organizations (e.g., Hamas, Hezbollah, Muslim Brothers), to mutual-benefit organizations (cooperatives, trade unions), to public-benefit organizations (foundations, NGOs). With regard to the density of “real”2 CSOs, civil society is very unevenly developed across the region. While countries such as Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria, Egypt, Palestine, Lebanon, and Yemen have many CSOs, there are few in states such as Libya, Syria, and the Arabian Gulf, that is, Saudi Arabia. These differences are due to two factors: First, literacy and modern education are relatively well developed in countries such as Egypt, Tunisia, Palestine, Syria, and Lebanon and have helped spur development of civil society, while education in the Arab Gulf countries remains closer to tribal values (Rishmawi and Morris 2007; Reiter and Busse 2011).3 Second, the economic and political environment plays a key role: It seems that CSOs best develop in environments of relative poverty, requiring civil society to collectively fill gaps in the provision of services (this is the main reason for the high CSO density in poor Yemen) and political liberality (such as in Morocco and Jordan). By consequence, resource-rich countries with high legal restrictions on CSOs (e.g., Syria, Libya under Qadafi, Iraq under Saddam Hussein, and the Arabian Gulf) are least likely to develop a rich variety of CSOs and therefore the potential for democratic protest potential (Rishmawi and Morris 2007).

•Responsiveness/Opportunities to channelize protests: Responsiveness in terms of opportunities enabling the civil society or CSOs to channelize political protests has a stabilizing effect on the regime. This is seen in less repressive and reform-friendly regimes such as Morocco and Jordan, in contrast to the very unfree regimes of Tunisia, Syria, or Libya (Asseburg and Werenfels 2011). The Egyptian case showed hereby a very explosive combination of low governmental responsiveness and an extremely high density of CSOs (Rishmawi and Morris 2007).

These criteria have significantly determined the probability of social protests in the MENA-region. Referring to the very different basic conditions of these countries, these factors explain in hindsight why social protests were more likely to occur in Tunisia and Egypt than, for example, in Algeria or Saudi Arabia.4

To conclude, the Arab protests have a few common causes; however, country-specific criteria explain the current differences in degree among the current protests. Future research will not only have to deal with the question of further relevant factors throughout the different phases of social change in different countries. It will also have to examine the weight of the respective protest-dampening factors. One example: comparing the resource-poor monarchies of Morocco and Jordan, which have been affected by only minor protests, and the resource-rich overthrown republic Libya, one might conclude that the factor “form of government” counts more than “wealth of resources.” Additionally, future research may also examine the interrelatedness of these factors within a systemic theoretical framework. As already shown, there is a strong relation between the criteria “Development of civil society” and “Responsiveness of the state.”

COMPARING THE ARAB REVOLUTIONS AND THE REVOLUTIONS OF EASTERN EUROPE

Since the unexpected beginning of the “Arab Spring,” several comparisons with other social revolutions have been drawn, particularly with the “Autumn of Nations” in 1989. Among these analyses, there is no consensus whether there are more similarities or differences between both movements. Nevertheless, most of them seem to agree that both movements are

•comparable regarding their significance and scale;

•different regarding their background context; and

•thus, by consequence different regarding their complexity.

Taking recourse to our two-perspectives approach, we will examine all of these key facts. The second perspective, “multicontextual analysis,” will hereby provide basic orientation for the analysis.

Political Context

At least two key issues make both anti-regime movements comparable with regard to their scale and significance. First, they were large-scale nonviolent civic movements opposing authoritarian, corrupt, and irresponsive regimes and sharing techniques of mostly civil resistance, including strikes, demonstrations, marches, and rallies. Additionally, both sets of movements have had a regional “domino effect” and have therefore become a large-scale and cross-national phenomenon. In Eastern Europe, the movements spread from the non-Russian peripheries, beginning in Poland, to the Russian center. In the Middle East, the movements have spread from the Maghreb (beginning in Tunisia to Algeria), to the Mashreq (beginning with Jordan to Egypt, then Yemen and Syria), to the Arabian Gulf (beginning with Saudi Arabia to Bahrain). From a broader perspective, the Eastern European revolution may be credited to “fourth wave democracy” (Huntington 1993). Consequently, researchers such as Kenan Engin see in the Arab Spring the potential of a “fifth wave democracy” (Engin 2011).

Second, the success criteria of social revolutions, as defined by Goldstone (2011, 330), prove to be evident for both the whole of Eastern Europe in 1989 and the Arab governments already fallen during the current movements.5 In both movements, we can observe four commonalities:

1.The governments no longer enjoyed wide support and were viewed as a threat to the countries’ future by the majority of the societal actors;

2.There were elite defections, in which political/military/security forces changed loyalties, even though this was more frequent in 2011 than in 1980s;

3.There was a broad-based section of civil society mobilized, spanning ethnic, religious, and socioeconomic cleavages;

4.External powers did not step massively in to defend the government despite earlier cases in which civil society movements had been successfully dampened by external intervention, such as the Soviet intervention in the Prague Spring in 1968 or the Saudi intervention in Bahrain in 2011.

Crucial differences show up in some details considering the type of authoritarianism and the political background context. Regarding the first, the revolutions in Eastern Europe were aimed at communist governments, while the Arab revolutions are fighting—in the words of Goldstone (2011)—“sultanic” dictatorships. These do not, in contrast to communist governments, appeal to an ideology; they have no purpose other than maintaining their personal authority by amassing great wealth, buying the loyalty of supporters, monopolizing contact between the heads of security forces, and depoliticizing civil society (Goldstone 2011, 330f.). The protests revealed that this balance is very difficult to maintain for the sultanic dictators. As a result, once large-scale protests begin, the elite and military officers have every reason to hide their true feelings until a crucial moment arises (Goldstone 2011, 332–34). The cases of the overthrown governments in Tunisia and Egypt, on the one hand, and of Libya and Yemen on the other hand, show contrasting examples. In Tunisia and Egypt, the highly professional military took on the political role as facilitator of a stable regime change. By contrast, in Yemen and Libya, the armies collapsed into competing militias (Perthes 2011, 168). These country-specific differences cannot be found in the case of the dissolution of the Soviet Union.

Second, regarding the political background context, further differences with the Eastern European protests are due to much more complex constellations behind the Arab protests. In this regard, the movements of 1989 took place against the background of a bipolar constellation within a more or less closed bloc. By contrast, the successor system of today is characterized by a globally interwoven, more complex constellation that contains a variety of cooperating and competing states. These include the remaining superpower United States, regional powers (e.g., Russia or the big players in the MENA-region), rising powers (China), and conventional states (e.g., in the MENA-region), as well as transnational organizations (e.g., al-Qaeda). All of these actors are differently engaged in the MENA, which is rich in energy resources and thus geostrategically highly significant. Furthermore, the post–Cold War dynamic is characterized by a shift from interstate to intrastate conflicts (HIIK 2012; AKUF 2012). Following the genocide in Rwanda and the international community’s failure to intervene, this megatrend has enabled the development of an emerging international intervention culture legitimized by a “responsibility to protect,” which no longer considers state sovereignty as absolute.6 The internationally led overthrow of the Libyan regime and the ongoing debate about an intervention in Syria clarify the impact of this megatrend on the developments in the MENA-region.

Whether this background context facilitates the civil society movements or instead enforces radical groups (e.g., al-Qaeda in general or the Al-Nusra Front in the particular case of Syria) remains an open question. The Eastern European case shows that the success of the civil society movements was mainly due to an absence of any interventions at all—be they from the authoritarian regime or from international external actors. Aside from differences regarding the role of the international community as an externally intervening actor, the much higher complexity of the current developments in the MENA-region is also due to rivalries between the regional big players Iraq, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Turkey. This is particularly shown in the current case of Syria, where the regional big players Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Turkey as well as international actors such as the United States, Israel, and Russia and different rival Islamist groups like al-Quaeda (particularly Al-Nusra), Hezbollah, and the Muslim Brotherhood are engaged in a proxy war on the ground in Syria. Additionally, the emergence of the so-called new powers, particularly the People’s Republic of China with its hunger for energy resources, is expected to lead to a higher density of actors in the MENA-region.

In addition to point 4 of Goldstone’s four success criteria for social change, the comparison between Eastern Europe and MENA clarifies a further difference. The Eastern European case shows that the democratic transition in the post-Soviet countries was not only a result of noninterference by external powers loath to dampen the movement; it was, rather, an active policy of political and economic inclusion by Western organizations such as NATO and the EU encouraging democratic reforms and making them conditions of membership, which contributed to social change. This has not been the case with the protests in the MENA-region. However, basic structures for a transformative partnership between the EU and the MENA-region can be found with regard to the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) (European Commission 2009), complemented by the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EUROMED) and the Union for the Mediterranean (UfM) (EEAS 2011), as well as associated energy-economic projects such as the Desertec initiative (Desertec Foundation 2012). The future will show to what extent external powers such as the EU will contribute to these developments.

Economy

Both movements largely resulted from the incompetence of the existing regimes to meet the socioeconomic needs of their populations. In both sets of movements, rising food prices were a major initial driver for the social protests. The significance of the economic dimension is mirrored in the significant role played by mutual-benefit organizations in the protest movements. In the case of Eastern Europe in 1989, the Polish trade union Solidarity took a leading part. Solidarity combined political (freedom of speech, freedom of association) with economic demands for higher salaries for the workers. In addition, there was a visible divide between the living standards of the closed political elites and the rest of the society in both Eastern Europe and Arab countries, whereby political elites were keen on preventing changes that brought their economic position into question. This was especially striking in the cases of the Soviet Union and Egypt, where membership in the political elite, military, or secret police guaranteed privileged access to economic resources.

Regarding the Arab Revolutions, the current wave of protests has partly resulted from activities of unions and other social actors over the years in Egypt, Algeria, Tunisia, and Morocco (Marxy.com 2011). In Egypt, for instance, dissidents—computer-literate working-class youths and their supporters among middle-class college students—formed the “April 6 Youth Movement” of youth and labor activists, which became one of the major forces calling for the anti-Mubarak demonstration on January 25 in Tahrir Square (Wolman 2011).

However, both sets of movements differ in at least two key aspects: First, regarding the economic conflict potential driving the protests, the economic causes for the protests in Eastern Europe were mainly consequences of the decline of the communist economy, mirrored in economic malaise and constantly declining living standards. By contrast, as shown above, the protests in the MENA-region resulted economically from high social inequality and unemployment in countries with fast-growing economies typical of the bad governance of sultanic regimes. Ciezadlo points out that even food subsidies—which are a tool widely used by Arab rentier regimes to dampen protest movements—can have a provocative effect (Ciezadlo 2011, 229–35).

Second, the complexity of the economic background is a key factor. Nineteen eighty-nine was characterized by a constellation of two closed economic blocs mutually competing in an arms race, which, economically, ruined the Soviet bloc. By contrast, the setting of 2010 was characterized by the global financial and economic crisis of 2007–2010 that affected the whole world, particularly Western countries. As a result, the Arab movements’ impact has extended beyond the MENA-region. It is therefore no mystery that, for instance, the “15 October 2011” economic protest movements spreading in the Western countries (including Occupy Wall Street) were directly inspired by the Arab Spring. This is mostly due to other facts covered in the other dimensions of this analysis.

Culture

Both sets of movements were also driven by cultural aspects. The difference lies in the dynamics, which manifested in Eastern Europe as a cultural conflict between the non-Russian periphery and Russian hegemony within the Soviet empire. By contrast, the current situation in the MENA-region includes first a postcolonial issue, including the context of “Western imperialism versus Arab national (and cultural) independence” and, second, several multiethnic and multitribal fault lines within each country (e.g., Kurds, Berbers, Arabs, Persians). From a wider perspective, both sets of movements share at least two similarities. First, both are characterized by a transnational solidarity among the citizens of all countries. Regarding the MENA-region, we can observe the emergence of a new feeling of togetherness within an “Arab civil society” as an alternative to other ideologies of prior generations, such as Arab nationalism and pan-Arabism and pan-Islamism (Perthes 2011, 162). In the case of Eastern Europe there were very close contacts between, for instance, Polish and Czechoslovak opposition figures such as Adam Michnik and Vaclav Havel, which also stresses the transnational nature of civil society in Eastern Europe, at least to some degree.

Second, both are part of a transepochal and transnational “culture” of typically nonviolent civil resistance, tracing back to Mahatma Gandhi’s “Ahimsa” movement, which struggled for Indian independence (1917–1947). The most recent historical examples include the so-called color movements, namely, for example, the Philippines’ Yellow Revolution, Serbia’s Bulldozer Revolution (2000), Georgia’s Rose Revolution (2003), Ukraine’s Orange Revolution (2004), Kyrgyzstan’s Tulip Revolution (2005) (Roberts and Ash 2009), Iran’s Green Revolution (2009). These experiences appear to have inspired Tunisia’s Jasmine Revolution and Egypt’s Lotus Revolution (2011), and other protests across the MENA-region that have mostly been peaceful in accordance with the slogan “silmyan, silmiyan” (Perthes 2011, 162). Against the background of transcultural exchange, the case of the October 15, 2011, global protests, including the Occupy Wall Street movement, may be one of the most remarkable examples. These sets of movements which started in the United States and have since spread to Asia and Europe, drew direct inspiration from the Arab Spring, with organizers asking U.S. citizens, “Are you ready for a Tahrir moment?” (Adbuster 2011).

This trend of transcultural and transepochal inspiration and exchange has increased with the rise of new communication technologies. It remains open for further research to determine whether and to what extent the Arab movements are spearheading the trend toward a so-called Global Civil Society, as touched on by Perlas (2000) and Keane (2003).

Religion

Except for the Catholic Church in Poland, which played a relevant role in support of the opposition forces for which it was also persecuted by the communist regime, and some activity by the Protestant Church among the dissident groups in the German Democratic Republic, religion was almost absent from the Eastern European movements. Although churches took the role of a “safe zone” in communist countries, the movements themselves were not religious. From another perspective, Marxism-Leninism appeared as a “secular religion” (Geller 1995) that suppressed other religions. With the fall of the Soviet Union, religion enjoyed a strong renaissance in every post-Soviet country.

A comparison with the Arab revolutions shows differences, but also a significant level of similarity. Regarding the latter, the commonality lies in the fact that neither the 2011 nor the 1989 revolutions were religious in nature, but religious actors and political debate on religious values played a major part. In contrast to the Eastern European protests, the reason mostly lies in the demographic context: the secular character of the Arab movements is a result of the fact that they have been led by a young and modern protest generation that significantly differs from prior generations, who claimed to seek an “Islamic solution” and the “fall of Zionism and imperialism” (Perthes 2011, 33). The direct influence of the developments in Tunisia and Egypt on the activity of civil society outside the MENA-region, for instance, in Europe or China, supports the point of the mainly secular driving force behind the protests. The protests therefore imply the potential to become—in the words of Olivier Roy—the first “post-Islamist” revolutions (Guéhenno 2011). However, similarly to the situation in the post-Soviet regimes, religion in political life is expected to play a greater role in the design of future Arab societies in the aftermath of regime change. Hereby, the absence of the Islamists during the protests and their strong presence in the aftermath, indicate that the majority of the Islamist groups was waiting for the winning side to become manifest before they moved in to “hijack” the revolution. However, the presidential election victories of the Islamist parties in Tunisia in 2011 (Ennahda) and in Egypt in 2012 (Muslim Brotherhood), both, and particularly in the Egyptian case, indicate that it is crucial for the political Islam to meet the needs and claims of the predominantly young and modern generation, for the sake of its own political survival. We can briefly clarify this by calling on the Egyptian example, which seems to offer insight in this regard. After Mohammed Morsi, a leading member in the Muslim Brotherhood, was elected for president in 2012, his politics, including changes in the constitution and power accumulation at the detriment of other actors, plus economic shortages very soon led to massive social unrest. His removal by the army was publicly supported; however, since he was democratically elected and the West has conspicuously failed to condemn the coup, the failure of this brief experience of democracy will encourage splits and radicalization among Islamist groups. Violent jihadi groups (e.g., al-Qaeda), who have never believed that the path to power runs through democratic elections, will feel vindicated.

Political Islam plays a crucial role, and it is important to consider that nearly all Arab states contain the potential base for a religious-conservative people’s party (Perthes 2011, 165). However, it remains open to what extent the remaining competing regional powers, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey—each of whom promotes very different models of political Islam—can spread their influence to the changing regimes.

To sum up, the revolutions both in the MENA-region and in Eastern Europe share the commonality that the movements were mainly secular, however, the role of religious values remains important in the aftermath of regime change. In this sense, the Islamist/secular cleavage will further affect the political scene in the MENA countries, as was the case in Eastern Europe, where the cleavage “religious versus secular state” has become one of the decisive factors impacting the structure of the party system. Particularly in the MENA-region (as we can see today in Tunisia and, notably, in Egypt), the gender issue takes a major part in this cleavage, which is centered around the question of the future societal order.

Technology

Common to all civil society movements is their dependency on communication—this has not changed. However, the technological dimension, as manifested in the form of new media technologies, has played an especially crucial role in the Arab uprisings. Different sorts of media, including visual media, were used to illustrate the developments within the Arab nations and the ideals of the respective protests and to make them internationally public. Evidence of the important role of social media in the uprisings shows that social media use doubled in Arab countries during the protests, exceeding any other form of communication media (Dubai School of Governance 2011; Perthes 2011, 28). As a consequence, the constant growth in the numbers of people connected via social media acted as an asset where communication was concerned. Social media technology remained therefore more a tool to enhance the impact of the protests than a main instigator (Perthes 2011, 29). However, the Arab revolutions have occurred against the background of a technological revolution with specific political impacts remaining open to further research, including the future impact of performative action by individuals and CSOs and the future chances for survival of autocracies (particularly sultanic dictatorships), which are largely based on the depoliticization of civil society.

Demography

This influx of social media usage indicates that a predominantly young generation was essentially fueling the Arab Spring. Demography is therefore the most important sociostructural variable for the uprising, which by contrast was much less significant in the Eastern European protests of 1989. Apart from the societies in Sub-Saharan Africa, the population aged fifteen to thirty-five years in the MENA-region is the biggest in the world. Like the protests in the late 1960s in the United States and Europe, the Arab protests mainly stem from a baby boom in the region (Perthes 2011, 30f.). From this perspective, the Arab uprisings can be regarded as a “revolution of 2011.”

CONCLUSIONS

Although the democratization process in the so-called post-Soviet states is regarded as still ongoing, social restructuring began almost immediately after the success of the revolutions. Supported by the EU, Central Eastern European countries in particular underwent deep changes in their political and economic systems, as well as their cultural and religious identities, throughout the 1990s. After the establishment of national independence, processes of national, cultural, and religious self-discovery took place. For instance, Poland had to define its stance toward the Catholic Church, issues of abortion, and also its communist past.

By contrast, the future development of the Arab movements is likely to occur in a different way, one that will likely be much more heterogeneous and longer-lasting than the process in Eastern Europe following 1989. Major reasons include, first of all, the fact that the dynamics follow the characteristics of statistically nonpredictable events—so-called black swans (Taleb and Blyth 2011, 149f.). Second, the MENA-region varies strongly regarding the different conditions of the respective countries, as outlined in the analysis of the drivers. Third, today’s relatively more complex dynamics, highlighted in our comparative multidimensional analysis, are affecting the MENA countries differently. The future process is therefore impossible to predict with certainty; however, we can draft at least four general scenarios that may occur in parallel in the MENA-region:

•Democratic consolidation: A country cluster comprising Tunisia, maybe Egypt, Lebanon, and a future state of Palestine has relatively high potential to develop toward democratic consolidation. All of these countries have, on average, a relatively modern literacy rate, a well-developed civil society, a republican government with the inherent potential for real democratic competition, and a relatively responsive relationship with civil society. Among these countries, Tunisia, with its newly developing government, might have the best chances. Among its assets, the country includes a relatively strong and well-informed middle class (Perthes 2011, 170–74). Egypt stands out with the highest population density and strongest variety of CSOs in this country cluster, followed by Palestine (Rishmawi and Morris 2007). The future of Egypt, Palestine, and Lebanon is highly dependent on a sustainable solution of the conflicts they are engaged in. In Palestine and Lebanon, it is the conflict with Israel and the conflict in Syria. The future of Egypt, by contrast, is related to the development of an inner civil conflict, which is currently on the verge of civil war.

•Partly democratic transformations: This cluster comprises countries that entail the most potential for a negotiated, but not comparably revolutionary transformation. These are typically the constitutional monarchies of Morocco and Jordan. Both include a strong legitimization of the uncontested leader and a responsive relationship with a well-developed civil society (Rishmawi and Morris 2007).

•Stagnation and slow adaptation: The resource-rich oil monarchies in the Arabian Gulf may follow a slower trend. All of these countries enjoy relatively high levels of wealth, traditionally legitimized governments, and a relatively less developed CSO structure (Rishmawi and Morris 2007). However, with the growing number of young, literate, critical, and Internet-savvy citizens, the potential for conflict against very conservative societal structures will increase. Thus, these countries cannot and will not escape reform pressure in the long run (Perthes 2011, 180–83). Algeria includes other criteria, but may follow a similar trend.

•Regimes in danger: The fourth cluster includes countries that imply the potential to become failed or failing states, and the civil movements there are most likely to uncover the dark side of such a scenario, including civil war. All of these countries are affected by weak governance structures, considerable ethnic fragmentation, and relatively high ongoing violence (Perthes 2011, 176–80). This path is likely to be followed by Syria, Libya, Yemen, Sudan, and possibly Iraq.

Regardless of the potentials of these country clusters, their future developments will also be dependent on the ability of Western policy to find a middle ground between sustainable engagement in terms of cooperation for mutual benefit, such as a “treaty for training, employment and energy” (Perthes 2011, 207–10) and ending its former “democracy à la carte” policy (Guéhenno 2011). Another issue of crucial importance for the whole region, being driven by a “post-Islamist” movement, will be the integration of political Islam. Future conflicts centered around the cleavage, “secularism versus Islamism,” are likely to be expected and may manifest on different social faultlines, particularly the gender (modern emancipation versus traditional conservatism) and the protest generation (young secular generation versus old Islamist generation) fault lines. This trend can particularly be currently observed in Egypt.

The future of the movements in the MENA-region is uncertain, and with regard to current violent developments, particularly in Egypt, Libya, and Syria, skeptics might question whether we can talk about a “next wave democracy” succeeding the “fourth wave” in Eastern Europe. We sketched out that there are indeed, despite major differences mostly regarding degrees of complexity, significant common grounds linking the inherent natures of the civil society movements of 1989 and 2011. Indeed, the future development of the protests in the MENA-states remains uncertain. However, we can be certain that the Arab Spring is unlikely to lead back to the decades of stagnation and stalemate that existed before 2011.

NOTES

1.In the MENA-region there are no societies without ethnic cleavages. Therefore, we can only speak of relative homogeneity versus heterogeneity.

2.Particularly in the more repressive regimes such as in Syria, Libya, or Iraq under Saddam Hussein, there exist “pretender CSOs” or “bogus CSOs,” including agencies that appear to be representative of citizens but are actually linked to governments, private businesses, etc. Since they are not a useful indicator for a developed civil society, they will not be taken into account in this part.

3.By comparison, Gulf states remained closer to tribal values (Rishmawi and Morris 2007).

4.However, this does not mean that Wahabi-Islamist Saudi Arabia and strongly repressive Algeria imply less conflict potential than Tunisia and Egypt.

5.These are, to date, Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, Yemen. Syria is currently reaching a critical threshold.

6.To date, internationally legitimized interventions are backed by the responsibility to protect (R2P) initiative of the United Nations, established in 2005. It consists of an emerging intended norm, based on the claim that sovereignty is not a right, but a responsibility. R2P focuses on preventing and halting four crimes: genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity, and ethnic cleansing, which are placed under the generic umbrella term mass atrocity crimes. In this regard, the international community has the responsibility to intervene if the state fails to protect its population from mass atrocity crimes (UN 2005). Despite the importance of the R2P to meet current global challenges, it currently remains debated regarding its concrete implementation. A widely surrounding concern is that the Security Council in the UN, when deciding if R2P applies to a particular case, can be selective and politically motivated.
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THE 2017 PROBLEM

A NEXT REVOLUTIONARY SITUATION

DMITRY IVANOV

THE TWENTIETH-CENTURY HERITAGE OF CURRENT THEORIES OF REVOLUTION

Recent displacements of authoritarian political regimes in the Arab World have stimulated extensive debates in the international sociological community about the causes and patterns, specificities and regularities, characterizing the new revolutions. It seems that the revolutionary wave known as the Arab Spring might induce new a theoretical wave in the sociology of revolution.

There is a relatively long tradition in the study of revolutions, within which generations of theorizing may be distinguished. In the early 1980s, Jack Goldstone proposed that throughout the twentieth century three generations of theories had predominated: (1) the “natural-history school,” beginning in the 1920s; (2) the “general-theory school,” beginning in the 1950s; and (3) the “structural-theory school,” which began in the 1970s (Goldstone 1980, 1982). It is not difficult to see that each theoretical “generation” was not a consolidated “school” or a paradigm but rather was an academic and publishing phenomenon—a wave of theoretical works that coincided with a historical revolutionary wave: the first series of works theorizing revolution followed impressive political movements and institutional changes in Mexico (1910–1917), China (1911–1927), and especially Russia (1917–1921); the second generation arose after victorious guerrilla movements in China (1946–49) and Cuba (1956–59), inspiring the New Left movement of the 1960s in the West; (3) the third wave of theoretical works about revolutions arose alongside movements to overthrow old authoritarian regimes in Portugal (1974), Greece (1974), South Vietnam (1975), and Nicaragua (1979), and with special interest in the case of the Islamic revolution in Iran (1978–80).

In the 1990s, John Foran continued Goldstone’s analysis line and in a new overview of the state of the art in the sociology of revolution proclaimed the appearance of the “fourth generation” theories that combined structure and agency perspectives and elaborated “conjunctural models involving economy, polity, and culture” (Foran 1993). Recognizing that it was the impact of new revolutionary events, including the overthrow of communist regimes by civil movements in Eastern Europe (1989–91) that stimulated scholars “to refine older arguments and to generate new insights and approaches to the understanding of revolution” (Foran 1993, 1), Foran himself focused his theoretical model on aspects common to the “third generation” cases of Nicaragua and Iran, and did not present their reconceptualization with regard to the anticommunist “velvet revolutions” of 1989. Contributions that can be identified according to Foran’s concept as fourth generation theories were made instead by Mehran Kamrava and Jack Goldstone. Enforced by civil movements and popular uprisings, the bloodless collapses of communist regimes in Eastern Europe inspired the concept of violence-free negotiated revolutions (Kamrava 1999) and a new general definition of revolution as radical but not necessarily violent political change, with its core process the seizure of power through mass mobilization and noninstitutionalized actions (Goldstone 2001).

Already the first efforts to conceptualize the specificities, and the new strategies and techniques of revolutionary action, in the Arab Spring have appeared, as in the chapter by Arjomand in this volume, and we can expect such works will generate a next wave of theorizing about revolutions. It cannot be nominated as the “fifth generation” because Goldstone’s three and then four theoretical generations were about only twentieth-century revolutions. More correctly, the new wave in theorizing revolutions should be called the first of the twenty-first century. Every revolutionary and theoretical wave brings new insights and models, but actually we cannot see any dramatic conceptual progress in the theory of revolution during the twentieth century. More and more detailed and sophisticated models of all waves or generations throughout the twentieth century only reproduced different aspects of the same concepts already elaborated by two Russian authors, who contributed both to the theory of revolution and to revolutionary practice but who are, paradoxically, ignored and excluded from recent evolutionist schemas of the sociology of revolution.

Pitirim Sorokin, who was an activist of the Socialist Revolutionary Party and secretary to Prime Minister Kerensky in 1917, published The Sociology of Revolution in the United States in 1925. In that pioneering work, Sorokin anticipated details of all three of Goldstone’s generations by identifying “natural” revolutionary phases found in numerous historical cases, ranging from repressive state crises to the consolidation of a stronger state following the liberation period, by classifying the causes of violent uprising as deprivations of all kinds, and by formulating the structural conditions that lead to revolutionary explosion (Sorokin [1925] 1967). His positivist and behaviorist terminology and style look old-fashioned and naive today, but the most frequently cited present-day theorists, such as C. Brinton, T. Gurr, or T. Skocpol, actually developed their models for study within the framework proposed by P. Sorokin.

Even stranger than ignoring of Sorokin’s heritage among contemporary theorists of revolution is the lack of attention paid to the most successful theorist of revolution, Vladimir Lenin, whose model of the revolutionary situation, published in the essay “The Collapse of the Second International” in 1915, was tested in practice in Russia in 1917. Lenin summarized the Marxist approach to revolution in a model of three “objective” conditions and one “subjective” factor:


What, generally speaking, are the symptoms of a revolutionary situation? We shall certainly not be mistaken if we indicate the following three major symptoms: (1) when it is impossible for the ruling classes to maintain their rule without any change; when there is a crisis, in one form or another, among the “upper classes,” a crisis in the policy of the ruling class, leading to a fissure through which the discontent and indignation of the oppressed classes burst forth. For a revolution to take place, it is usually insufficient for “the lower classes not to want” to live in the old way; it is also necessary that “the upper classes should be unable” to live in the old way; (2) when the suffering and want of the oppressed classes have grown more acute than usual; (3) when, as a consequence of the above causes, there is a considerable increase in the activity of the masses, who uncomplainingly allow themselves to be robbed in “peace time,” but, in turbulent times, are drawn both by all the circumstances of the crisis and by the “upper classes” themselves into independent historical action. Without these objective changes, which are independent of the will, not only of individual groups and parties but even of individual classes, a revolution, as a general rule, is impossible. … [I]t is not every revolutionary situation that gives rise to a revolution; revolution arises only out of a situation in which the above-mentioned objective changes are accompanied by a subjective change, namely, the ability of the revolutionary class to take revolutionary mass action strong enough to break (or dislocate) the old government, which never, not even in a period of crisis, “falls“, if it is not toppled over. (Lenin [1915] 1964, 213–14)



In the cited fragment, the roles of structure and agency in the revolutionary process are taken into account as well-known components of the Marxist concept, and it would be strange to separate them theoretically and to debate then the necessity of integrating them into a new model, as was done by theorists of the so-called third and fourth generations. To evaluate the extent of the theoretical progress made since Lenin’s “3+1” formula was proclaimed it would be enough to compare that old model with the new one proposed by the leading theorist of the fourth generation, Jack Goldstone, who at the end of the twentieth century used practically the same schema: conjunction of three structural conditions—political, economic, cultural or ideological (ruling elite crisis, living standard crisis, masses’ loyalty crisis)—and one critically important agency condition—oppositional groups’ ability to lead revolutionary action:


In this theory, revolution is likely to occur only when a society simultaneously experiences three kinds of difficulties: (1) a state financial crisis, brought on by a growing imbalance between the revenues a government can securely raise and the obligations and tasks it faces; (2) severe elite divisions, including both alienation from the state and intra-elite conflicts, brought on by increasing insecurity and competition for elite positions; and (3) a high potential for mobilizing popular groups, brought on by rising grievances (e.g., regarding high rents or low wages) and social patterns that assist or predispose popular groups to action (e.g., large numbers of youth in the population, increasingly autonomous rural villages, growing concentrations of workers in weakly administered cities). The conjunction of these three conditions generally produces a fourth difficulty: an increase in the salience of heterodox cultural and religious ideas; heterodox groups then provide both leadership and an organizational focus for opposition to the state. (Goldstone 1991, xxiii–iv)



By the end of the twentieth century, theorists of all generations had added to Lenin’s picture of the revolutionary situation important details, although no more than details, such as Goldstone’s “four difficulties” model (Goldstone 1991), Skocpol’s state-centered theory (Skocpol 1979), or Tilly’s typology of revolutionary situations and outcomes (Tilly 1993, 16). Diversity among theoretical models that are actually based on the same conceptual heritage is determined by different theorists’ efforts to adapt the inherited (consciously or unconsciously) basic concept of revolution to the challenge of a new revolutionary wave. Theda Skocpol did that in the 1970s to conceptualize the specificity of Chinese revolution of 1949, John Foran in the 1980s to “absorb” theoretically the revolutions of the late 1970s in Nicaragua and Iran, and Mehran Kamrava in the 1990s to integrate in a theoretical framework the velvet revolutions of 1989 in Eastern Europe. And now the real task for researchers of revolutions is not to invent one more pretentious new version of the classical schema but to contribute to the theory of revolution those identifying and developing details that will be specifically important for examining the new empirical cases that arise with each new revolutionary wave.

THEORETICAL CHALLENGE OF THE ARAB REVOLUTION OF 2011

The Tunisian and Egyptian cases of 2011 demonstrate that similarities and regularities among recent revolutions and historical revolutions of the twentieth and nineteenth centuries can be explained with the use of classical theories of the revolutionary situation. Despite all specificities three components of the revolutionary situation remain the same: (1) a crisis of the old ruling elite’s ability to govern; (2) a crisis of loyalty among youth cohorts of lower middle strata; (3) a crisis of living standards that makes possible a fast and massive mobilization. Classical theories have been concentrated on the political and economic aspects of the revolutionary situation, while the crisis of youth loyalty and the intensive usage of Internet Technology in mobilizing protest represent, first of all, a new cultural aspect imposing a three-dimensional configuration on the revolutionary situation. The cultural aspect of revolutionary situation is the important detail that was underdeveloped in the classical schema and must be developed in current studies.

Traditionally, the cultural aspect in theories of revolution has been related to ideology. For example, analyzing common views of revolution, Goldstone identified a third view, alongside the economic view of causes (misery provoking popular revolt) and the political view (collapse of the state), presupposing that “revolutions arise when new, radical ideas shake people out of their accustomed acceptance of their lives” (Goldstone 1982, 88). In his own conjunctural model, “heterodox cultural and religious ideas” provide the means of political mobilization and organization of opposition (Goldstone 1991, xxiv). Foran considered, among new perspectives for theorizing revolutions in the 1990s, “steps toward creating an independent causal space for culture and the related but distinct concept of ideology” (Foran 1993, 10).

The colored and flowered revolutions of the recent decade have demonstrated another role of culture in revolutionary action. Distinct and stable class, national, or religious ideologies did not play a serious role in those ad hoc mobilizations and protest movements, which could be identified symbolically through a specific color or flower, playing role of idealess ideology. Simple slogans and visual logos provided the symbolic means for popular mobilization and revolutionary action without creating any system of discursive ideas about a better society and state. Old regimes and ruling elites that consider culture as a system of ideas and control their formation and political expression in traditional media are not able to stand up to the new generations’ revolt when their protests are driven not by ideas taken from intellectual culture but by lifestyle values and means of everyday communication, taken from popular culture.

The rising role of popular culture in revolutionary action is obvious in the so-called velvet revolutions and color revolutions, wherein the ideological leadership and armed violence that have characterized the “great revolutions” (or “full-scale revolutions”) have been replaced by networked peer-to-peer mobilization and flash mob–like protest performance. Performative action is efficient in cases of fast revolutions, in contrast to the great revolutions. Great revolutions, like the Russian (1917–21) or Chinese (1946–49) were relatively long and full of violence because they included the “full scale” of revolutionary events and processes: coup, revolt, civil war, institutional transformation. The fast revolutions of recent decades have included only the combination of a popular performative revolt and a peaceful shift of power through institutional reformation (for example, the Czech “velvet revolution” in 1989), or a combination of a popular performative revolt and a coup, which have redistributed power among the elite groups without any profound institutional transformation (the Ukrainian “orange revolution” in 2004 and the Egyptian revolution in 2011).

The Arab Spring has revealed new and specific aspects of the revolutionary agency rooted in popular culture. Special features of fast revolutions in Tunisia and Egypt were (1) protesters’ performative actions reinforced by the use of high-tech networked communication, and (2) protest actions combining postmodern performance creativity and a traditional readiness for self-sacrifice to achieve liberation from injustice. The revolutionary potential of popular culture is mobilized not by established political opposition oriented to conventional ideological and organizational means of struggle for state power but by young ad hoc revolutionaries making Facebook and Twitter communities more efficient means to induce mass movement. And the collapse of the old regime can be so fast because the ruling elite and the established opposition are not both ready to act within the same cultural field and with the same speed and intensity to deter or to manage revolutionary change through negotiation and the transfer of power.

Many recent revolutions have been fast and bloodless, but we cannot draw any conclusions regarding a historical turn in revolutionary agency from armed violence toward nonviolent protest performance. Revolutionary events in Libya, Yemen, and Syria demonstrate that the revolutionary situation even in today’s postmodern and globalized world can give rise to traditionalist civil war when the ruling elite can mobilize national or international resources to resist. Experiencing a crisis of citizens’ loyalty but resisting, the old ruling elite can disrupt the unity of the people involved in revolutionary agency through the protest performance. If nonprofessional ad hoc revolutionaries using Facebook and Twitter mobilize masses of protesters but without attracting the critical mass needed to overthrow quickly the authoritarian regime, the revolutionary process may be continued only by radical groups using warfare and calling on support from abroad. So in Libya and Syria revolutionary action initiated as peformative protest by antiauthoritarian intellectuals resulted in armed violence escalated by radicals on the both sides of the government/opposition conflict.

The role of popular culture in the formation of revolutionary action is an important factor to be considered by theorists developing models of contemporary revolutions. But revolutionary agency, inspired both by current popular culture and by traditional political ideology as well, should be taken into account only in the context of all the decisive factors. From Lenin and Sorokin to Skocpol, Tilly, Goldstone, and Foran, the common and basic view of the revolutionary situation presupposes, first of all, a constellation of economic, political, and cultural crises. The constellation of crises is an integrative platform and starting point for studies of revolutionary events and processes oriented to theoretical models that balance external conditions and challenges with internal factors and actors. The different outcomes of the antigovernmental protests during the Arab Spring can be explained with the use of Lenin’s classical “3+1” factors model of revolutionary situation. Depending on a full or partial combination of the three structural factors and the agency factor, outcomes have varied from the fast revolutions in Tunisia and Egypt and the bloody but finally victorious (for the opposition) civil wars in Libya and Yemen, to failed protests in Bahrain and a long civil war and humanitarian crisis in Syria (Table 10.1).

Comparative analysis of the revolutionary situation conditions across Arabian countries where antigovernment movements in 2011 were especially intensive leads to the conclusion that the classical model of the three crises conjuncture, with special accent on the cultural dimension of the youth cohorts’ loyalty crisis can provide good explanations of the Arab Spring phenomenon, that is, the first revolutionary wave of the twenty-first century. The revolutionary wave did not resolve the problems of authoritarian rule and social injustice in the Arab World, however. Increasing tensions between different ethnic, tribal, and confessional groups, and especially between liberal and Islamist movements have provoked the turn to new authoritarian regimes, as can be seen in the second wave of civil protest and in the successful military coup in Egypt in July 2013. As authoritarian rule is reestablished and economic and social problems continue unresolved, Egypt and other countries that experienced revolutions during the Arab Spring may face the next wave of revolutionary events in a future when components of revolutionary situation conjoin again.

The Arab revolutionary wave validated the classical model of a revolutionary situation. And at the same time, that wave induced expectations of new fast victories by democratic movements against authoritarianism. Around the globe, the Arab Spring inspired activities by many opposition groups trying to challenge old but strong authoritarian rulers. Now, such groups have little chance of success, because their revolutionary enthusiasm and creativity in protest performance are not enough to overthrow any regime in a situation that features a relatively stable economy, a consolidated ruling elite, and loyal youth from the middle class. According to the classical theoretical model of the revolutionary situation, any continuation of the revolutionary wave is impossible now. But the same “3+1” model, updated according to recent social and cultural trends, enables us to predict that the next wave of collapses of outdated authoritarian regimes will takr place in the period around the year 2017, when objective conditions and subjective intentions may generate a new peaking of revolutionary movements.

Table 10.1. Factors and Outcomes of Revolutionary Situations in the Arab Spring

[image: image]

For some countries, the 2017 problem will become very serious, as it will involve the coincidence of three crises:

1.The next cyclical recession caused by the global economy entering the downswing phase of the fifth Kondratieff cycle;

2.The inefficiency of legitimization and control patterns oriented toward the baby boomer generation’s expectations and based on mass media and welfare;

3.The rise of alternative movements mobilizing youth, which will avoid the traditional patterns of political participation, instead using unarmed violence, flash mob tactics, and newest media to assemble ad hoc groupings.

This combination of crises will probably affect such states as the so-called BRIC countries. In Brazil, Russia, India, and China, economies have intensively emerged in recent decades, but political systems have not been modernized and the states are corrupt and have not adjusted to the expectations and ambitions of rising new middle strata in society. Among BRIC countries, with regard to the 2017 problem Russia has the most vulnerable regime, as it is inflexible like the other post-Soviet regimes headed by old-fashioned leaders who have ruled for decades in restricted and manipulated democracies such as Belorussia, Azerbaijan, and Kazakhstan.

The crises aniticipated to take place by 2017 will provide objective or structural conditions for revolutionary movements but the success of such movements will depend on the ability of agents to perform revolutionary actions in an appropriate way. In the new century, this way has been discovered by the participants in the Arab Spring, and new revolutionaries inevitably will use Arab activists’ tactics of performative action and networked communication to induce and maintain civil protest and pressure on the government.

THE ARAB SPRING EFFECT AMONG FACTORS OF THE NEXT REVOLUTIONARY SITUATION (IN RUSSIA)

The Arab Spring has generated techniques and even specific aesthetics of revolutionary action that have become patterns by which protesters in other countries are orienting their activities. In Western countries, movements of people dissatisfied with economic policies, such as the Indignados in Spain or Occupy Wall Street! in the United States, obviously have been inspired by images of the manifestations in Tahrir square. Among movements for social justice that adopted the Arab Spring techniques and esthetics, Russia’s failed “revolution of white ribbons” between December 2011 and May 2012 is a case of special interest. This was a protest movement of middle-strata citizens unsatisfied with the official results of parliamentary and presidential elections. Despite all of the economic, political, and cultural differences between Russia and the Arab Spring countries, one important social similarity can be seen. Tunisian and Egyptian protest movement patterns were projected onto the Russian political situation by a similar social and cultural group—young people from the urban middle class. Massive demonstrations in Moscow for “honest elections” and against the long-time rule of Vladimir Putin were impressive political performance projects, although they did not lead to the overthrow of the regime. Comparison of Russia with the Arab Spring countries in 2011 demonstrates that the classical model of the revolutionary situation really works. Even the sophisticated strategies and techniques of the colored revolutions are insufficient outside of a full-scale revolutionary situation.

The “Russian Winter” of late 2011 was performed by activists whose agency inspired thousands of followers, but there was a lack of structural conditions in the revolutionary situation. Only one of the necessary structural conditions could be indicated for that time: the loess-than-elite groups in the large cities did not want to live “in the old way.” But the crisis of middle strata loyalty did not conjoin with the crisis of the living standard and the crisis of the ruling elite. The financial crisis of 2008 and recession of 2009 were over. Oil prices were high and allowed Putin’s government to provide a huge supply of money for numerous welfare programs. The living standard of the lower strata was far from the crisis level necessary to incite revolutionary mobilization by the masses and create a broad social coalition against the ruling bureaucracy. The upper strata and ruling elite were consolidated, and successfully used habitual means of governance, by supporting client groups and conducting an intensive campaign in the traditional media.

There were no two structural components of the three necessary for a revolutionary situation. Russian opposition activists were impressed by the successful revolutionary movements in Tunisia and Egypt, but structurally the Russian situation should be compared, rather, with the case of Bahrain. The lack of jobs for thousands of graduates and dramatically rising food prices made it easy in Tunisia and Egypt to provoke the youth protests and then to mobilize urban masses against corrupt authorities. The relatively high standard of living in Bahrain excluded such mobilization and inhibited the creation of a strong movement of people ready to sacrifice themselves for liberation. In Tunisia and Egypt, leaders of the armed forces and state officials were not so loyal that they escalated the violence against the protesters. In Bahrain, the consolidated ruling elite imported police forces from Saudi Arabia to oppress protesters. Having their own police forces, Russian authorities of course do not need to borrow armed support abroad. But the more important grounds for regime sustainability was the emerging economy, which inspired the loyalty of the officials and the passivity of the majority of the population. Revolutionary agency was localized only in a few large cities and it could not induce intensive and permanent protest activities. But the situation may change dramatically by 2016–17 when the economic, political, and cultural components of the revolutionary situation will probably coincide. Then Russian society will reveal structural features in itself that are comparable with those that existed in Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, and Syria in 2011.

The main component of the coming 2017 problem will be an economic downturn. Every seven to ten years the capitalist economy undergoes cyclical crises, and following the financial collapse and recession in 2008–09, the next crisis can be expected in the period between 2015 and 2017. It will be the crisis of glam-capitalism. By the end of the twentieth century, capitalism in areas of postindustrial consumerism had been transformed into “glam-capitalism,” in sharp contrast with traditional social reality (Ivanov 2008; 2010). Preconditions for this new form of capitalism were generated by the virtualization of social structures. The hyperreality of simulations producing copies without recourse to an original (Baudrillard 1994) is the appropriate model for an economy of brands and networks, as well as for a politics of images and media as it arose during the 1980s and ’90s. By the 2000s, intensive commoditization of images had led to overbranding and a trivialization of the virtualization strategy, which provoked a shift in competitive advantage to the hyper-virtuality of glamour. Having been a specific lifestyle or aesthetic form since the 1930s, glamour has become a rationale for newest version of capitalism. Glam-capitalism arises when producers in the hypercompetitive marketplace have to dazzle consumers and when goods and services must be aggressively beautiful to make them intensely attractive to targeted groups. The process of value creation is related more to trends than to brands, not only in the traditional fashion industry and show business but also in the high tech and financial industries. The owners and creators of trends and the trend-setters compose the new status groups; glam-capitalists and glam-professionals are the core of a new middle stratum, resting above the shrinking traditional middle class.

After the economic crisis of 2008, many analysts debated the problem of the beginning of the downswing sector of the fifth Kondratieff wave. Some of them insist that economic conjuncture weakens, and the crises and recessions of the next two decades will be deeper and longer than the recent economic downturn (Korotaev and Tsyrel 2010). Investments in the leading glam-industries of the recent decade—luxury, fashion, hospitality, entertainment, and lifestyle electronics—will provoke an overproduction of glamour in the form of overpriced trendy goods and services, and also overpriced trendy stocks, especially in the largest national economies, the United States and China. At present, the excess of liquidity generated by virtual value (brands) and glamour value (trends) has been massively invested in real estate (especially in the United States) and infrastructure projects (especially in China). Declining returns on such investments in 2013 constitute the first symptom of an approaching credit crisis, and by 2017 the new crisis in the financial system will initiate a domino effect through other industries and consumer markets and on to state budgets.

For the Russian economy, the next crisis will be, first of all, a state budget crisis. At present, in the fiscal structure of the state 50 percent of the revenues come from taxes on oil and natural gas exports. High oil prices, supported by demand in such goods-producing economies as China, allow the Russian government to stimulate both industrial production and consumption spending by many people who are the clients of a massive welfare system. As the global economic crisis reduces the demand for commodities, Russian state capitalism will face stagflation because the government cannot reduce state spending during the period of new electoral campaigns, for the parliament in 2016 and the presidency in 2018. The people’s living standard will collapse and the resultant suffering, which will exceed the “usual” difficulties and deprivation experienced by the masses, will make them participate in opposition movements, which a majority of them had ignored in the previous period.

The next crisis of the Russian ruling elite will be a crisis of the glam-democracy regime. Parliamentary elections in 2011 and presidential elections in 2012 proved that there was popular support for Putin’s neopatrimonial regime in its attempts to legitimate itself through suspicious governmental consumption (large-scale investment projects such as the Sochi 2014 Olympics and huge welfare programs) and an intensive campaign in the state-controlled mass media to create and maintain Putin’s personal image as a “cool strongman.” Russian glam-democracy is based on an electoral majority of about 60 percent for the pro-Putin coalition made up of the upper class of the glam-bureaucracy and the lower strata consisting of state clients whose wages depend on the government’s budget policies. In the poorest regions of Russia, such as the North Caucasian republics, the pro-Putin coalition of powerful riches and bureaucracy-dependent poor people accounts for an electoral majority of about 80 to 90 percent. The autonomous middle strata, with a monthly per capita income above thirty thousand rubles (about one thousand U.S. dollars), are concentrated in the economically most developed urban areas, and there Putin’s support is below 50 percent.

Putin’s system of clientist legitimization will undergo a crisis of means, as budget money and mass media images will be unable to direct the electoral behavior of the well-paid and well-educated urban middle strata. By 2016, the ruling elite will be divided by the legitimization paradox: to continue the regime it will be necessary to preserve poverty and the dependence of the client groups, but to provide more money to legitimize glam-democracy it will be necessary to stimulate the growth of a more productive middle stratum. The conflict between the oil-dependent conservators of the Russian economy and the technocratic reformists calling for economic modernization will bring about the disintegration of the ruling elite. Public campaigns against corruption and anticorruption legislation initiated by Putin to get more electoral support have already become weapons in this conflict among different fractions inside the elite. By 2017, facing economic crisis and a crisis of legitimacy, the ruling elite, divided into contentious groups, will be “unable to live the old way.”

The next crisis in the dominant mass culture will be a crisis of glam-culture. Considering lifestyle values and means of communication as the main components of culture, we can characterize current mass culture as being dominated by brand-oriented consumerism and TV-centered communication. This culture emerged with the socialization of the generation of baby boomers born between 1946 and 1962. By 2017, the baby boomers will be retired and the newer generations, known as Gen X (born in 1963–1979) and Gen Y (1980–1994), having come to dominate the labor and consumer markets, will be in conflict with the established value orientations and patterns of motivation, needs satisfaction, and communication of their elders. Generation Y is more skeptical about traditional brands and broadcasting; their value orientations are more flexible and shaped by trends. Generation Y is culturally more mobile and communicates more through new media based on Web 2.0.

According to a survey carried out in early 2012 by the Russian research group Public Opinion Foundation (fom.ru), TV is the source of information for 96 percent, and Internet forums and blogs for 2 percent, of respondents aged between forty-six and sixty (mostly baby boomers) while among people between eighteen and thirty years old (generation Y), TV is reported to be the primary information source of 81 percent and Internet forums and blogs 21 percent. In 2013, another polling agency—the All-Russian Center of Public Opinion (wciom.ru)—published a report that showed even more pronounced differences in attitudes: answering the question about their main source of information, 50 percent of respondents aged eighteen to twenty-four cited the Internet, while it was the choice of only 11 percent of respondents between the ages of forty-five and fifty-nine. As the main source of information, TV was chosen by 34 percent of the young cohort respondents and by 72 percent of the respondents belonging to the baby boomer generation.

Comparing the generational structures of the Russian population in general and the users of the most popular Russian social network, vk.com (analogous with Facebook), we discover the same intergenerational gap in communication patterns: Generation Y is now the most active in the use of Web 2.0, and the number of registered accounts identified with age eighteen to thirty-two-year-olds is even greater than number of such people in population (Table 10.2). This paradoxical excess of Generation Y accounts is well explained when we consider the intensive resort to virtual personality techniques by young users, who avoid traditional patterns of self-presentation and identity maintenance. We can anticipate that by 2017, the intergenerational gap in lifestyle values and means of communication will be particularly wide between the baby boomers and the next group after Generation Y—youths born between 1995 and 2010.

Table 10.2. Generations in Population and among Social Network Users in Russia








	Generation
	Number of accounts in social network vk.com
	Number of people according to national census of 2010



	Baby Boomers (1946–62)
	2,775,905
	33,910,510



	Generation X (1963–79)
	12,926,474
	34,123,872



	Generation Y (1980–94)
	48,051,919
	33,450,525



	Generation Next (1995–2010)
	23,346,548
	23,125,787




Paradoxically, the baby boomers’ culture, which reduces all symbolic expression to advertising and product placement and identity to slogans and logos, has taken a long time and intensive education to establish itself. A lifelong career, membership in a stable status group, a persistent identity provided by cultural capital have contributed to making higher education one of the strong value orientations among baby boomers. They and their children have contributed to the expansion of higher education in Russia. According to data found in national censuses, in 2002 more than 15 percent of Russian adolescents and adults had graduated from universities, by 2010, the figure was about 22 percent. It can be expected that by 2017 about 30 percent (in the largest cities, Moscow and St. Petersburg, about 50 percent) of the population over eighteen will be university graduates. This growth has resulted in the inflation of higher education as cultural capital. It has lost its ability to provide vertical social mobility. The next generation, born in 1995–2010, will be well informed but not socialized by education, which rather will be alienating. By 2017, generational cleavages that are already serious will result in far more contention than today. Youth, with mobile devices but without the chances or channels for social mobility, will become the new base for various social change movements, creating an alternative both to the old order guided by the economic and political power of glamour and to traditional civil society.

Alternative movements based on such notions as “copy left,” “open source,” “creative commons,” and “pirates” violating “intellectual property rights” will challenge the regime of glam-capitalism based on virtual property rights. Social change movements represent the revolt of authenticity against the hyper-virtuality of glamour not only in the economic domain but also in politics and culture. Using unarmed violence, radical antiglobalists and anticapitalists, as well as marginal groups of ethnic extremists, antifascists, skinheads, and football hooligans, will undermine the regime of glam-democracy based on image making and the manipulative usage of traditional mass media.

The reaction by glam-capitalism to “alter-social” movements, which seek to force functionality and competition upon imagery and monopolization, is initially to resort to oppression and then absorption, such as making “open source” and “free access” corporate business models, commercializing torrents, pursuing “guerrilla marketing,” etc. Creators of the trends by which the attitudes and patterns of glam-capitalism and “alter-social” movements converge are on the move toward “alter-capitalism,” which will become an “after Baudrillard” regime characterized by the capitalization of a flow of originals without copies.

In the near future, the next generation—young people between sixteen and twenty-two—will become the “natural” revolutionaries and counterculture creators. Being at the same time more educated and less socialized, the youth by 2017 will develop strategies and techniques of protest that can be defined as “smart violence.”

Generally speaking, violence is the use of force to produce harm and to establish dominance over the harmed (Collins 2008; Walby 2013). Modernization in society has given rise to symbolic violence as the use of symbolic force (knowledge, messaging through media, etc.) to establish a more sophisticated order of dominance than the traditional one (Bourdieu 2000, 170–72; Foucault 1997). Symbolic dominance over those who are institutionally subordinated and deprived of recognition reaches its peak in the regimes of glam-capitalism and glam-democracy. In the established order based on a monopoly over legitimate symbolic and physical violence, subordinated groups seeking recognition are forced to use alternative forms of violence in their resistance.

As armed violence employed by opposition to the government is condemned as terrorism, and nonviolent resistance is ignored by the dominant order of symbolic violence, protesters elaborate alternative patterns. The new tactics are based on unarmed violence, defined as the use of symbolic force (popular culture knowledge, skill in the arts and in communications) in combination with the primitive violation of public order and property rights. Massive performances and flash mobs occupying public spaces, pressure on businesses and economic institutions associated with the regime, hackers’ attacks on the establishment’s information resources and so on produce physical harm, paralyzing the ordinary life and functioning of institutions. But unarmed violence against repressive government, coordinated and propagated in networked media, produces much more symbolic harm, paralyzing the will of the government and its forces, which are discredited in the global information space.

The pattern of “smart violence” as defined by unarmed but violent actions coordinated and promoted through new media was elaborated by the activists during the Arab Spring. And now the formula “Tahrir + Twitter” has become the conceptual platform adopted by various “alter-social” movements around the globe.

In Russia, that pattern of “Tahrir + Twitter” was implemented for the first time by protesters against the falsified results of parliamentary elections in December 2011. By 2017, Russian young citizens, alienated from the old-fashioned regime and involved in social change movements, will be much more skilled in the techniques of urban unarmed guerrilla warfare and in the newest communication technologies. But more importantly, for such people “smart violence” will be the natural style of public space appropriation, whether that public space is physical or virtual.

The problems that will be caused by the economic crisis, the crisis of legitimization means, and the crisis of the baby boomers’ mass culture coinciding by the year 2017 is not exclusively Russian. It is transnational, even global. At least in post-Soviet countries, the 2017 problem may give rise to a new revolutionary wave comparable to the rapid trans-border spread of revolutionary events induced by the Tunisian fast revolution in early 2011. For advanced democracies such as the United States, UK, or EU, the 2017 problem does not seem likely to provoke a wave of fast revolutions (colored or flowered). In more flexible systems guided by democratic institutions, during next decade a general social transformation may occur due to: the absorption of new radical movements that are challenging relatively weak economies dominated by financial markets and global brands; politics saturated by image making in branding and show business styles; cultures divided by intergenerational gaps in value orientations and patterns of communications.
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