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As a student of Quentin Skinner I learned a way of thinking about 
political thought and its history that I have happily inhabited and 
worked within throughout my career. As you all know, he argued 
that the problems that political theorists address are not eternal 
problems, but, rather, practical problems given to them by the age 
in which they live. Political theorists reflect on and address these 
practical problems from within the linguistic conventions and 
practices and institutions in which they find themselves. Yet, within 
these constraints, theorists also have the situated, critical freedom to 
think differently and the practical freedom to suggest acting 
differently to some limited extent in responding to the problems 
they face.  
 The first role of the historian of political thought is to disclose 
this complex context and the situated freedom the author exercises 
in addressing it. The second role is to turn around and to ask if this 
form of historical knowledge throws light on our problems in the 
present and the conventional ways we address them, thereby 
enabling us to think and act differently in the present, again to some 
limited or situated extent.  
 This wonderful picture of the situatedness of human freedom 
has been the guiding thread of my research ever since. And I am 
eternally grateful to Quentin Skinner for introducing it to me and 
helping me to see it can bring enlightenment to both our past and 
our present. I will now try to apply this famous Cambridge 
approach to one small part of the vast problem of this conference: 
of Global Order and Disorder in the History of Political Thought.   
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Introduction: Three Disorders and Two Responses 

In tune with the theme of the conference, I would like to discuss 
three types of disorder and two responses to them by citizens in the 
contemporary period. The two responses characterise the three 
types of disorder as global injustices and seek to transform them 
into a just order, and to do so by democratic means.    
 The three local and global unjust disorders are the following: (1) 
the horrendous inequalities, poverty, starvation and exploitation of 
the Global South, and, increasingly within the Global North; (2) 
climate change and the ecological crisis; and (3) global wars, the 
militarization of conflicts and recourse to violence to settle disputes, 
and their collateral and blowback effects. 
 These global disorders are interconnected by the global 
processes that bring them about and reproduce them. The 
historical processes of modernisation, industrialisation, Western 
expansion, exploitation of the world’s resources and economic 
globalisation are the major causes of the ecological crisis. They are 
also the major cause of the inequalities between the global north 
and south, and within the global north and south. And, the primary 
role of the huge global military empire of the Great Powers is to 
protect and expand the very processes of economic globalisation 
that are deeply implicated in the ecological and inequality 
problems. Moreover, these three processes generate resistances of 
various kinds, and the responses to the resistances in turn often 
generate complex positive feedback loops that amplify the 
inequalities, ecological damage and recourse to violence and 
counter-violence.  
 These self-reproducing disorders have been studied by a wide 
range of researchers over the last two decades since the first Limits to 
Growth Report.1 Many social and ecological scientists argue that the 
trend of these complex processes is the destruction of the very 
conditions of life on earth for future generations of species, including 
Homo sapiens; through the starvation, hunger and poverty of the 
‘bottom two billion’ in failed states; ever more destructive resource 

                                                
1 For example, Brown 2011; Mitchell 2011; Klare 2012 .  
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wars, war-preparation and their collateral effects; the destruction of 
biodiversity; greenhouse gases, global warming, massive climate 
change and their effects: the melting of the polar icecaps and 
glaciers, the acidification of the oceans, the desertification of the 
tropics, the disappearance of coral reefs, and the complex ways in 
which these changes generate positive feedback loops that amplify 
the problems.  
By the destruction of the ‘conditions of life’ these scientists mean the 
destruction of the living networks or ecosystems that sustain all 
forms of life on earth.   
 From 1992 to the Stern Report and to the latest report of The 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, over one thousand 
climate scientists warn that, if humanity does not change this 
destructive way of life, the planet will become uninhabitable for 
many forms of life, including for a majority of the current human 
population of seven billion. The Intergovernmental Panel estimates 
that the ‘tipping point’ or ‘point of no return’ is 350 parts per 
million of carbon emissions in the atmosphere. We reached 400 
ppm in May of 2013.  
 This immensely complex global disorder is often now 
interpreted as the Medea Hypothesis, after the influential book by 
the renowned palaeontologist Peter Ward entitled: The Medea 
Hypothesis: Is Life on Earth Ultimately Self-Destructive? That is, like the 
classic Medea, who killed her own children, human beings, by 
continuing to produce and reproduce their contemporary way of 
life, are destroying the living ecosystems that are the conditions of 
life for future generations (that is: mass ecocide).2 Sir James 
Lovelock, perhaps the world’s most famous earth systems’ scientist, 
predicts that the resulting climate change will drastically reduce the 
current human population by over fifty percent within the century.3 
Other scientists argue that this biocide will amount to the sixth mass 
extinction since life began on earth, thereby bringing to an end the 
‘civilization’ that has been built up over the last 11 000 years of 
human historical time.  

                                                
2 Ward 2009. Compare: McKibbon 2009; Flannery 2011; Sales 2011; 
Mann 2012; Wilson 2012. 
3 Lovelock 1988.  
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 As a result, the ‘age’ in which we live is now called the 
Anthropocene Age, in which Homo sapiens have become the major 
geological force on the planet. The Anthropocene age is said to 
have begun 200-300 years ago, with industrialisation, cheap fossil 
fuels, the spread of rapid economic development around the world 
and the resulting three interconnected global disorders. 
 Now, this is the cluster of urgent challenges that concerned 
citizens face today. When citizens try to exercise their civic 
response-abilities (or sustain-abilities) in response by addressing the 
three injustices locally-and-globally, they find that the effective 
exercise of their democratic capabilities is limited. The 
ineffectiveness of and limitations on the exercise of global 
citizenship through official channels is a fourth unjust disorder of 
our age. This ‘incapacitation’ of practices of democratic citizenship 
is often called the democratic deficit.  
 Now, I would like to suggest that the exercise of democratic 
citizenship is limited by the very institutions in which the exercise of 
these capacities is both enabled and constrained. The official 
institutions for the exercise of the response-abilities of citizens at 
local, national and global sites comprise what Amartya Sen calls the 
‘institutional structure of the contemporary practice of democracy’.4 
The institutional structure in which democratic citizenship is 
exercised channels and limits the abilities of citizens to address 
effectively the three global disorders of our times. 
 The institutional structure of the contemporary practice of 
representative democracy is often called ‘low intensity democracy’ 
for this very reason. I take this to mean that the institutional 
structure of representative democracy ‘orders’ democratic 
participation in such a way that it protects the processes that cause 
the three types of disorder from effective democratization: that is, 
from being brought under the shared authority of the billions of 

                                                
4 Like Habermas (1996), Sen 2009 does not see a structural problem with 
this institutional structure of contemporary democracy. Like Habermas he 
sees it as a structure that imperfectly embodies the universal form of 
democracy and requires only minor reform. I discuss these two defenses of 
the status-quo respectively in Tully 2012b, pp. 169-205 and Tully 2013b, 
pp. 220-232.  
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people who are subject to them. It provides a global order that 
enables the processes of modernization that give rise to the three 
disorders to continue to ‘develop’ - rather than being effectively 
addressed and reformed by democratic citizens and representatives.  
 I would like to discuss two democratic responses to these the 
limits on democratic citizenship. The first response is attempts to 
reform the institutional structure of the contemporary practice of 
democracy from within: to expand and deepen democratic 
participation in public spheres and to make governments, policy 
communities, electorates and institutions of global governance more 
responsive to public deliberation and opinion-formation of 
concerned citizens. These great struggles of reform can be called 
citizenship as representative-participation or ‘public reasoning’ in 
effective dialogues with political parties and ‘representative 
governments’ to effect legislation. Here citizens exercise their 
communicative capabilities by exchanging public reasons and 
persuasion in official and unofficial public spheres. The public 
opinions that arise are then channelled into influence power that 
aims to effect voters, parties, policy communities and responsive 
representatives in local, national and global institutions of 
governance, who then try to pass legislation to address the injustice 
in question.5 I call this kind of citizenship ‘civil’ citizenship.  
 The second response is to conceive democratic citizenship as the 
exercise of the capabilities of self-government by citizens acting 
together. Here, citizens re-appropriate their capabilities of acting 
together and co-operate in the exercise of democratic capacities of 
self-government directly. Rather than trying to reform from the 
inside the institutional structure that limits democratic citizenship, 
they themselves exercise their capacities of self-government co-
operatively in their struggles in response to the three global 
injustices. They work around the limits of the official institutions of 
representation.  
 I call this mode of democratic citizenship civic or co-operative or 
sustainable citizenship. It consists in what Hannah Arendt called 

                                                
5 I am using ‘public reasoning’ democracy in the broadest and most 
diverse sense possible throughout the global south and north.  
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‘acting in concert’.6 It is also called sustainable citizenship because it 
is organised in such a way that it protects and sustains the living 
ecological systems in which it takes place (eco-democracy). It is 
‘democratic’ in the specific sense that the citizens who act together 
are both co-subjects and co-authors of the relations of power 
through which they coordinate their collective action. In ‘acting 
together’ co-operative citizens seek to overcome the limits on 
democratic citizenship by extending democratic participation from 
the public sphere into the very activities that are the main causes of the 
three unjust disorders. 
 I will now proceed as follows. First I will discuss the institutions 
and processes that give rise to and sustain the three types of 
disorders. Next, I will discuss briefly the great attempts to reform 
the institutions of representative government to address the 
disorders effectively. While these well-known attempts of reform are 
crucial and necessary, they are insufficient by themselves. I then 
turn to the local and global complementary practices of co-
operative citizenship and the novel ways they address the global 
disorders. I conclude that if we could coordinate these two types of 
democratic citizenship, and coordinate research on them, we could 
begin to address the life-threatening disorders we face more 
effectively than at present.  

I. The Institutional Structure of Representative 
Democracy: Civil Citizenship 

Let us look at the institutional structure in which representative 
democratic citizenship is standardly practiced. From this 
institutional perspective, citizenship is not conceived in the first 
instance as a practice, an activity and a craft, as I have just done. 
Rather, citizenship is an institutional status. Citizenship is conceived as: 
(1) the status an individual or corporate person has, in terms of rights 
and duties, (2) relative to a set of allegedly universal legal, political 
and economic institutional preconditions, and (3) relative to a set of 

                                                
6 I discus this distinction in Tully 2011; Tully 2013a; Tully 2013b and 
below.   
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historical processes of modernisation and democratisation that set the 
institutions in place.7  
 It is a modular or institutionalised form of citizenship associated 
with the modernisation of the West and with the spread of this form 
of citizenship and its modern institutions of states, representative 
governments and capitalist markets throughout the world: spread 
first by colonisation, and, since decolonisation, by the informal 
policies of reconstruction and democratisation of the great powers 
and the institutions of global governance.  
 In theories of modern and cosmopolitan citizenship it is 
presented as a universal form of citizenship for all peoples. Other 
forms are represented as pre-modern or less-developed or anti-
modern. It is standardly said to be the duty or mission of the 
Western states to bring this form of citizenship to other peoples, in 
the name civilisation, modernisation or, in our time, in the name of 
‘freedom and democracy’. 
 Let us examine these features in more detail. Institutional 
citizenship is understood as a status an individual has relative to a 
structure of institutions. One is a citizen relative to a structure of 
law to which one is subject. The imposition of formal structure of 
law lays the groundwork for the status of citizen. The structure of 
law is said to embody or to approximate a set of universal 
constitutional principles that are presented as imperatives that one 
must obey in order to be a citizen. The civil law ‘civilizes’, that is, 
creates the conditions of civilisation, civility and citizenship. 
 The status of modern citizenship is defined in terms of three 
main clusters of rights and duties; by the underlying institutions in 
which these rights are exercised; and by the historical processes of 
institutionalisation and differentiation into separate spheres. The 
interpretation and application of these four clusters of rights and 
duties are contested and negotiated in domestic and international 
law by the unequal actors who support them. Their interpretation 
and ranking thus change over time. However, we can say in a 
defeasible generalisation that these three clusters are more or less 
settled into three ranked tiers of rights in the present period (that is, 
since the Cold War).   

                                                
7 Section I and Section II are based on Tully 2008, pp. 125-310.  
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 The first and most important tier of rights is the negative 
liberties of modern subjects. These modern liberties consist of: the 
liberty of the individual and corporate person, of free speech, 
thought and faith, of formal equality before the law and of the 
economic liberty to possess private property in land and labour and 
to enter into contracts.8 This first tier of modern liberties contains a 
wide family of civil rights and duties, yet there is one member that is 
weightier than the others. This is the liberty to enter into the private 
economic sphere, to engage in market freedoms and free trade, and 
to be protected from interference.  
 This first tier of rights of modern liberty is primary. It is literally 
the liberty of the moderns. Given the power of the actors who 
support this right, it tends to act like a sheet anchor with respect to 
rights within this first cluster and to enable these rights to normally 
exercise priority over the other two tiers, especially in the present 
era of neo-liberalism and neo-conservatism.  
 Next, we can see that this first tier of rights of institutional 
citizenship presupposes not only the rule of law that underpins it, 
but also a set of legal and economic institutions in terms of which it 
makes sense. That is, for citizens to be able to exercise their market 
freedoms in the private sphere there must be capitalist markets, the 
dispossession of the people from other relationships to their land, 
resources and labour-powers by means of the establishment of 
private property, labour markets and corporations, and the 
corresponding systems of property and contract law.  
 Next, the often violent historical processes of modernisation that 
remove or restructure any existing alternative forms of economic 
organisation, put in place the underlying modern institutions, and 
then socialise or modernise subjects in the exercise of their 
corresponding rights and duties as ‘modern freedom’ are called by 
various names by defenders and critics: prior accumulation, 
primitive accumulation, global enclosure movements, 
commodification, marketisation, privatisation, and neo-liberal 
globalisation.  

                                                
8 Held 1995. 
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 Finally, these processes of modernisation in turn presuppose the 
authoritative exercise of violence to lay the institutional foundations 
of modern citizenship. Historically this has taken the form of the 
modern European state, the spread of colonies, as proto-states, and 
the institutions of a worldwide military network and local 
dependent elites with the capacity to impose, extend and protect 
these institutions from the resistance of the millions who are subject 
to dispossession, inequality, exploitation and environmental 
degradation that these processes have caused over the last five 
centuries. 
 This first tier of modern citizenship rights is the right not to be 
interfered with in these activities by the demos. And, this ‘liberty of 
the moderns’ provides the major justification for the global spread 
of the basic legal and economic institutions: that is, economic 
modernisation. 
 The second tier of rights of institutional citizenship comprises 
the rights to participate in representative elections, the public 
sphere and civil society. These are the rights that democratic 
citizens exercise when they participate within the institutional 
structure of contemporary democracy. On this view of participatory 
citizenship, as we have seen in the Introduction, citizens do not 
exercise capacities of self-government themselves. They are said to 
‘delegate’ these to local, national and global representative 
governments. Citizens exercise communicative capacities in public 
spheres and influence-power through official channels, with the 
hope of influencing voters, policy makers and representatives.  
 Like the first tier of modern citizenship rights, participatory 
rights presuppose underlying institutions in which these capacities 
can be exercised: that is, representative governments, political 
parties, public spheres and civil societies, and the differentiation 
between private and public spheres.  
 The spread of these modern institutions presupposes complex 
historical processes of ‘stages of modernisation’. These processes 
either marginalise or include and homogenise the global diversity of 
other modes of democratic participation and the socialisation of 
citizens into this modern mode of representative participation. 
 These institutional rights of modern participatory citizenship in 
the institutional structures and limits of the public sphere are 
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usually subordinate to and limited by the first tier of rights of 
market freedoms in the private sphere in three main ways. 
 First, historically, rights of participation in modern 
representative institutions are said to come along after processes of 
modernisation set the underlying economic institutions of modern 
economic liberty in place. The processes of economic 
modernisation are said to require more dictatorial and despotic 
forms of rule initially, such as colonisation, labour discipline, 
military rule, intervention and structural adjustment, and so on. 
Once the modern discipline of labour market competition is 
established, people can begin to exercise their modern participatory 
rights; yet under the tutelage of colonial powers and, after 
decolonization, modern advisers, non-governmental organisations 
and policies of the World Bank and IMF.  
 Second, the major justification for participation has been to 
protect individual and corporate persons from interference or 
domination by the government or the people: namely, to protect 
private autonomy.  
 Third, rights of participation are subordinate to tier one market 
freedoms in the sense that they are enclosed and limited to their 
exercise in the public sphere. They cannot be exercised in the 
private economic sphere. 
 The third tier of rights of modern institutional citizenship 
includes social and economic rights. These are rights won in 
struggles over the horrendous inequalities and exploitation of 
unregulated market freedoms of tier one rights; and won by means 
of citizens exercising their capacities of democratic citizenship. 
Economic and social rights are not understood to be rights of 
citizens to exercise their social and economic powers collectively 
themselves. Rather, they are standardly interpreted today as rights 
that provide basic social assistance and aid in integrating the 
unemployed back into the market so they can exercise their tier one 
rights (now called ‘market citizenship’).  
 There have been periods in the past two hundred years where 
the actors who support and exercise rights of democratic 
participation have been able to modify the primacy of tier one 
market rights and to modify the relative ranking of social and 
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economic and minority and self-determination rights in domestic 
and international law. However, for the most part and with few 
notable exceptions, these struggles over recognition and justice in 
domestic and international law have not been able to transform the 
relationships among the three tiers of rights in a fundamental or 
lasting way since the end of the Cold War.  

II. The Global Spread and Justification of the 
Institutional Structure of Representative Democracy 

This institutional structure of representative democracy was 
globalised initially by means of Western imperialism, the planting of 
replication colonies and indirect rule; and, since Decolonisation, by 
the more informal imperial means available to the great powers, the 
institutions of global governance, compliant elites in the Third 
World, multinational corporations, co-opted NGOs, international 
trade law and the global military network of the G8 that open the 
doors of non-Westernised societies to free trade and low intensity 
democratisation. 9 These complex and interactive processes swept 
away, assimilated or marginalised many alternative local and 
regional indigenous practices of government and citizenship. 10  
 This institutional structure of three ranked tiers of rights to 
participate in the private and public sphere was replicated in the 
development of international human rights at the United Nations 
Commission on Human Rights during and after decolonisation and 
the Cold War; in the proliferation of international trade law; and 
the policies of the World Bank and IMF.  
 As the recent official history of human rights at the United 
Nations shows, political and civil rights, including market rights, 
were separated from and ranked above social and economic rights; 
social and economic rights were read down to supplements to 
market freedoms; the right to participate of the 1990s became the 
right to participate in neo-liberal development projects; and the 
right of self-determination of peoples was interpreted as the right to 

                                                
9 For a landmark survey of this whole field of scholarship in contemporary 
political theory and its history, see Pitts 2010, pp. 211-35. 
10 Seabrook 2009. 
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develop towards the institutional structure of representative 
government and free markets.11 The attempts to interpret human 
rights in a more capacious way by the Second and Third World 
representatives were defeated and the attempt to renegotiate the 
radically unequal relationships between the Global South and 
North was defeated in 1974.12  
 Finally, the violent spread, enforcement and policing of this 
institutional structure continues to be legitimated by the 
‘developmental’ or ‘progressive’ thesis of the leading theorists of 
Western imperial expansion. This is the view that humans are 
basically anti-social outside of this institutional structure. They thus 
require a coercive ‘master’ or ‘despot’ or revolutionary elite to 
impose these institutions on them and to defeat the insurgency that 
the violent imposition causes in response by the not-yet-civilised 
others. This ‘pathological’ process involves ‘unremitting wars’ of 
expansion and counter-insurgency over generations and centuries. 
Nevertheless, the peoples of the world will gradually become 
socialised by coercion, law and commerce and will be able to 
exercise their rights of participation within the institutional 
structures of modern representative democracy, and this in turn will 
gradually lead to a just and peaceful world order.  
 This meta-narrative of development continues to underwrite two 
dogmas of modernisation and democratisation: democracy cannot 
be established by democratic means and peace cannot be brought 
about by peaceful means. Military means and authoritarian rule are 
said to be necessary features of historical development to peace and 
representative democracy. In this circular ideology, any disorders 
caused by development justify more development in response.   

III. The Democratic Deficit 

From a critical first-person perspective of democratic citizens, 
therefore, the ‘institutional structure of the contemporary practice 

                                                
11 Normand and Zaidi 2008.  
12 I have discussed the history of human rights at the UN Commission and 
after in Tully 2012c.   
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of democracy’ is first of all unjust in virtue of the undemocratic way 
it is spread and enforced; and then by the way this module limits 
legal, political and economic pluralism.  
 Next, this institutional container of democracy is unjust because 
it places the organisation, exercise and development of the 
productive capacities of human beings in the private sphere, 
thereby shielding them from ‘democratisation’: that is, from 
bringing these social and economic activities under the democratic 
regulation or authority of those who are subject to them. It does this 
by placing the commodification of labour power and natural 
resources under the protection of the tier one right of non-
interference of individuals and corporations. Yet, it is precisely these 
privatised activities that are the interconnected causes of the 
disorders citizens are trying to address. 
 This structural limitation on democratic citizenship and the 
injustices it protects can be called ‘the tragedy of privatisation’. This 
is the democratic counter-thesis to the dominant thesis of the 
‘tragedy of the commons’, which has served to legitimate the 
coercive spread of the institutional structure of the privatization of 
land and labour-power since Hobbes.  
 Now, as theorists from Rousseau to Rawls teach us, a necessary 
feature of a free society is that citizens not only participate within 
the institutional structure available to them, but are also free to 
exchange public reasons over the justice or injustice of the basic 
institutional structure they have inherited.13 Accordingly, faced with 
the limits on participation and the tragedy of privatisation, 
democratic citizens around the world enter into the official and 
unofficial public spheres within states, at the United Nations and 
institutions of global governance, and through the human rights 
available in International Law, and seek to bring this diagnosis to 
the attention of their fellow citizens.  

IV. The Representative Response: Negotiation 
within Bounds 

                                                
13 For this reading of Rawls, see Laden 2012. 
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There are two main kinds or families of response to these 
limitations. The first response comprises the plenitude of struggles 
to reform the institutions of representative democracy within states 
and the institutions of global governance. Many important reforms 
have been achieved: the extension of the franchise, feminist 
movements, the struggles for social and economic rights by labour 
organisations, struggles for minority rights and the recognition of 
indigenous peoples, the demands for legal and political pluralism, 
the formation of green parties, rights to clean water and 
environmental protection, disarmament, initiatives to improve 
representation at the UN and institutions of global governance, and 
struggles to make local, national and global public spheres and 
governments more inclusive, proportional, and pluralistic. These 
are the great struggles of democratic citizenship as public reasoning 
in relation to representative governments. 
 Yet, the institutional limits on democratic participation and in 
relation to privatisation are so powerful in law, practice and 
modern theories of negative freedom that it is exceptionally difficult 
even to regulate economic activities to some modest extent through 
the official channels of public deliberation, representative 
government and legislation, as we have seen in the financial crisis 
and responses to it. 
 As we know, elected officials are dependent on corporate 
campaign funding; governments are dependent on corporate taxes; 
access, voice and communicative power in public reasoning are 
radically unequal; and powerful corporations and ministries are 
able to influence legislation and exert control over the framing of 
issues in public spheres and over the ‘influence power’ public 
deliberations are said to have. Powerful multinational corporations 
can hide behind their tier-one rights, bypass or bribe impoverished 
local governments, intimidate sweat-shop workers, influence the 
institutions of global governance, and invoke transnational trade 
laws that protect free trade from democratic scrutiny. Finally, while 
the free press and media that accompany the spread of the basic 
institutions can assist public reasoning, they can also come under the 
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hegemony of concentrations of private, government and military 
power beyond the reach of democratic participation.14  
 This response is important and indispensible, but insufficient. It 
needs to be complemented by another mode of citizenship, to 
which I now turn. 

 

V. Co-operative Citizenship  

i. Negotiation Practices 

At this point of the limits to reform we can turn to the second type 
of democratic citizenship practices: co-operative citizenship. Co-
operative citizens respond to this challenge by beginning to extend 
practices of citizen participation beyond the reforms of the official 
spheres of representative democracy. They act democratically 
themselves here and now. 
 They do so in a multiplicity of ways that I can barely begin to 
survey here. I think we need to develop a whole field of research of 
the history of practices of democratic citizenship around the 
world.15 What I would like to do here is simply to sketch out three 
major types of co-operative democratic citizenship.  
 In each type, citizens re-appropriate their democratic capabilities 
and exercise them themselves. In the major theories of modern 
representative government, citizens are said to have conditionally 
delegated their capacities of self-government to their representatives 
and to have retained only the communicative capacities they 
exercise in voting and exchanging public reasons in public spheres. 
In each of the three types of co-operative citizenship, they take 
these delegated capabilities of self-government back and exercise 
them in concert.  

                                                
14 See the recent works on the public sphere and on Sen 2009 note 4.  
15 This anthropology of practices of democratic citizenship, both within 
official institutions and beyond them (co-operative citizenship) would be 
analogous to Paley 2001; see Tully 2012b.   
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 In so doing, co-operative citizens are revolutionary in weaving 
together as tightly as possible speaking together and acting together 
as citizens – public reasoning and public acting. This re-integration 
of the capacities of self-government is literally impossible within the 
institutions of modern representative democracy, which are 
designed to dis-embed these capabilities from situated practice and 
differentiate their exercise in separate spheres.  
 The first re-appropriation is to take back the democratic 
capacities of negotiating with the actors who they believe are 
responsible for the global disorders. These are the negotiation 
capabilities that are delegated to legislatures and courts in the 
representative module.  
 These citizens organise democratic negotiation networks locally 
and globally around a specific activity that is argued to be a cause of 
inequality and exploitation, environmental damage, or 
militarization, and authoritarian rule. They then use non-violent 
networks of persuasion and pressure to bring the powers-that-be to 
the negotiating table, whether this is an official table or an ad-hoc 
table.  
 These activities comprise the great local and global arts of non-
violent citizen-based negotiation that have emerged and flourished 
over the last one hundred years: from Gandhi’s Satyagraha 
campaigns in South Africa and India to the civil rights movement of 
the 1960s in the United States, global boycotts of environmentally 
damaging corporations, to the people’s democratic revolution in 
Egypt in 2011, over 200 nonviolent revolutions of the twentieth 
century, and on the Occupy Movements, the Indignados in Spain 
and Portugal, and the reclaiming of the commons movement in 
Italy today.16  
 These arts have been developed in response to the failure of 
institutional reform: that is, as states, political parties and global 
institutions promoted neo-liberal globalisation and coercive 
structural adjustment, and ignored the democratic protests of the 
millions of people subject to these policies.  

                                                
16 For a recent survey, see Tully 2012a, pp. 195-225, and below for 
Gandhi.  
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 They comprise activities such as researching and bringing to 
public awareness the links between an injustice and a particular 
activity or agency responsible for it (such as commodity chains), and 
then protests, petitions, boycotts, strikes, and especially acts of co-
ordinated non-co-operation with the party alleged to be responsible 
for the injustice.  These kinds of activity bring the actor in question 
to the negotiation table and to democratic practices of arguing and 
bargaining, alternative dispute resolution, and methods of 
transformative justice.  For example, these democratic arts have 
been at the heart of every successful nonviolent revolution in the 
last one hundred years. 
 Notice that these democratic practices of negotiation are closely 
related to democratic reforms of the institutional structure of 
contemporary democracy. For the moment a reform movement 
calls into question a limit on participation in the official public 
sphere and seek to change it through unofficial forms of protest and 
negotiation, they are engaging in this kind of negotiation as well. 
The great reforms of the institutional structures of modern states 
and international law by women, labour movements, minorities, 
immigrants and indigenous peoples are often examples of this type 
of democratic citizenship – intermediate between representative 
and co-operative.  

ii. Social and Economic Democracies 

The next two re-appropriations of the capacities of co-operative 
democratic citizenship are direct responses to the tragedy of 
privatisation I mentioned above. In my opinion, these responses can 
be understood in the light of Karl Polanyi’s famous diagnosis of the 
tragedy of privatisation in 1944, and its continuation in the 
literature on ‘alternative globalisation from below’ and the work on 
‘reclaiming the commons’ associated with Elinor Ostrom.    
 Polanyi diagnosed the way that the private sphere was 
constructed in the institutional structure of modern democratic 
societies in the nineteenth century so as to place limits on 
democratic participation in the economic sphere. He argued that 
these limits were unique to nineteenth-century capitalist markets in 
contrast to all other forms of markets and governments he studied. 
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He singled out three unjustified limits or ‘fictitious commodities’ in 
particular: the commodification of labour, land and money. I will 
describe the first two.17  
 The first limit according to Polanyi is to privatise the producing 
and consuming capabilities of humans as if they were commodities 
like any other. This kind of commodification dis-embeds the 
producing and consuming capabilities and activities from the social 
relationships in which they take place and re-embeds them in 
abstract, competitive and non-democratic institutionalised global 
market relationships. The damage to the surrounding living social 
networks in which producers and consumers actually live is treated 
as an ‘externality’, and thus of no concern, or, at best, as an 
‘indirect cost’. As a result, the exercise of human capabilities in 
these abstract and competitive economic and legal relationships 
gradually undercuts the webs of interdependent social relationships 
of mutual aid (social capital) on which humans depend for their 
well-being.  
 The remedy to this colossal injustice is not only to exchange 
public reasons in hopes of influencing governments, for this has its 
limits. For co-operative democrats, the response is to non-co-
operate with this undemocratic mode of production and 
consumption; to withdraw one’s producing and consuming 
capabilities from commodification; and to exercise productive and 
consumptive capabilities ‘in common’; in democratically-run co-
operatives and community-based organisations that are re-
embedded in social relationships of interdependency. Such grass-
roots democracies then produce and distribute the basic public 
goods that are privatised under the dominant form of democracy: 
food, shelter, clothing, and health care, clean water, security and so 
on. These social and economic democracies are linked together by 
global networks of fair trade relationships that are also under the 
democratic control of the producers and consumers subject to 
                                                
17 Polanyi 2004, Forward by Joseph Stiglitz and Introduction by Fred 
Block.  For a contemporary restatement of his thesis, see Evans 2008. His 
analysis of the treatment of all forms of paper money as themselves 
commodities is just as important as the other two (labour and land) as the 
global financial crises have proven in recent years. 
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them. That is, these citizens act together to sustain the social 
relationships that sustain their way of life.  
 This famous response to the injustices of the privatisation of 
labour power gave rise to the tradition of co-operative democracy 
throughout the world. From Robert Owen, William Thompson and 
Peter Kropotkin in Europe, to Gandhi, Schumacher and the Swaraj 
and Swadeshi movements across Asia and Africa; to food sovereignty 
in Latin America; the turn to local food production, microcredit, 
democratic co-operatives and indigenous and non-indigenous 
community-based organisations of diverse scales and types. These 
are then linked together by global networks of fair trade and self-
reliance, (in contrast to free trade and comparative advantage). 
These democratically-organised social and economic co-operatives 
have over one billion members worldwide.18  
 They generate social capital and realise social and economic 
justice directly; by bringing the local and global organisation of 
economic activities under the democratic co-operation and mutual 
aid of all subject to and affected by them. This is the co-operative 
citizenship response to the global problem of economic inequality 
and exploitation.  
 It is important to note that despite the global spread of the 
institutional structure of representative democracy, poverty and 
hunger persist: 

963 million people go to bed hungry every night. One billion 
people live in slums. One woman dies every minute in 
childbirth. 2.5 billion people have no access to adequate 
sanitation services and 20,000 children a day die as a result.19  

Co-operative democrats offer a response to this global injustice of 
inequality that is more immediate and perhaps more lasting than 
representative responses because the victims of hunger, starvation 

                                                
18 Restakis 2010. 
19 Kahn 2010. 
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and poverty become the agents of grass-roots democracy and 
economic self-reliance.20  

iii. Gaia citizenship 

The second unjust limit (or fictitious commodity) according to 
Polanyi is the privatisation of natural resources and the earth as if 
they are commodities like any other commodity. Yet, Polanyi 
argues, natural resources and the earth are not commodities like 
any other. This global enclosure of natural resources and biological 
diversity dis-embeds natural resources from the interdependent 
ecological networks in which all forms of life live and breathe and 
have their modes of being; and it re-embeds them in abstract and 
competitive global market relations of economic development. The 
destruction this causes to the surrounding ecosystems, which are the 
very conditions of life, are treated as ‘externalities’ or, at best, at 
indirect costs.  
 The natural world is radically transformed by continuous 
processes of commodification. The result of ‘development’ under 
this system is the gradual destruction of the webs of interdependent 
ecological relationships that make up and sustain the natural and 
human world, giving rise to the environmental crisis.21 
 This is precisely the trend captured in the Medea Hypothesis.22 
As Polanyi wrote as early as 1944, commenting on the destructive 
consequences of the privatisation of human producing capacities 
and natural resources:23 
 To allow the market mechanism to be sole director of the fate of 
human beings and their natural environment... would result in the 

                                                
20 This seems to be the working hypothesis of many if not most of the 
‘localization’ and ‘globalization from below’ from Schumacher to the 
present (Restakis 2010).  
21 For an analysis of the transformation of the natural world of North 
America by an environmental historian who draws on Polanyi, see 
Worster 1993, pp. 45-64.   
22 For the Medea hypothesis, see above Introduction and Ward 2009.  
23 Polanyi 2004, p. 76. See McKibbon 2009 for a more recent survey of 
the devastation in the same vein. 
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demolition of society. Robbed of the protective covering of cultural 
institutions, human beings would perish from the effects of social 
exposure; they would die as the victims of acute social dislocation 
through vice, perversion, crime and starvation. Nature would be 
reduced to its elements, neighbourhoods and landscapes defiled, 
rivers polluted, military safety jeopardized, the power to produce 
food and raw materials destroyed.  
 As Lester Brown puts it today, this is the fatal flaw at the heart of 
the global system of social and economic development. It either 
hides completely or discounts as indirect costs the systemic 
destruction of the social and ecological systems on which life 
depends. If the costs of protecting the ecosystems that sustain life 
from destruction and of repairing the ecosystems that have already 
been damaged were factored into production and consumption 
costs, then the unsustainability of the system of disorders would be 
obvious to everyone.  This flaw ‘is so serious’, he writes, ‘that if it is 
not corrected it will spell the end of civilization as we know it’:24 
 The market, which is sets prices, is not telling us the truth. It is 
omitting indirect costs that in some cases now dwarf direct costs. 
Consider gasoline. Pumping oil, refining it into gasoline, and 
delivering the gas to US service stations may cost, say, $3 per 
gallon. The indirect costs, including climate change, treatment of 
respiratory illnesses, oil spills, and the US military presence in the 
Middle East to ensure access to oil, total $12 per gallon. 
 The response to this injustice by the co-operative and 
sustainable citizenship tradition is to withdraw their capacities from 
activities based on the commodification of the environment and to 
develop a responsible way of relating in and to it. They re-embed 
natural resources and the human uses of them into their place 
within ecological relationships and cultivate practices of a minimal 
ecological footprint. They see the webs of ecological relationships as 
a ‘living commonwealth of all forms of life’.25  
These eco-citizens disregard the culture-nature divide at the base of 
Western citizenship. They derive the fundamental duties and rights 
of democracy in the first instance from their membership in the 

                                                
24 Brown 2011, p. 8. 
25 See for example, Wackernagel and Rees 1996.  
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webs of ecological relationships in which democracy takes place and 
on which all forms of life depend. This ‘natural gift economy’ of ‘life 
sustaining life’ is for them the true mother of democracy. They are 
borderless citizens of ‘mother earth’ or ‘Gaia’ as a living system of 
biotic communities of which they are members and citizens in the 
first instance. Following Sir James Lovelock, the scientist who 
introduced the Gaia hypothesis in the 1970, they seem themselves 
as Gaia citizens.  
 This revolutionary response to the injustice of privatisation of 
the natural world has given rise to the great co-operative and 
community-based ecology movements. These movements join 
hands with millions of Indigenous peoples who have related to and 
cared for mother earth in this reciprocal way for millennia.  From 
Aldo Leopold, Rachel Carson and Vandana Shiva to the Chipko 
Movement and Earth Democracy in India and Asia, and on to 
Japanese fishing co-operatives, the water justice movement, Food 
Sovereignty, zero emissions and zero waste forms of production and 
recycling and ecological footprint initiatives, millions of Gaia 
citizens are reclaiming the commons and exercising their 
capabilities democratically in relationships of mutual care and 
stewardship in the commonwealth of all forms of life.26  
  These experiments in social and eco-democracy are not 
alternative forms of development. They are alternatives to the very 
idea of development that legitimates the limits of the institutional 
structure of modern representative democracy, the privatisation of 
land and labour, and the three global disorders.27 They generate 
communities and networks that sustain rather than destroy the 
social and ecological conditions of life. These co-operative citizens 
simply act together, one step at a time, to bring the activities that are 
the causes of global disorder under the democratic authority of 
those who are subject to them - democratising them from below. 

VI. The Ethics of Co-operative Citizenship 

                                                
26 For recent surveys, see McDonough and Braungart 2002; Restakis 
2010; La Conte 2013. 
27 Shiva 2005. 



Global Disorder and Two Responses 57 

 

Having set out some of the main features of practices of co-
operative citizenship, I now want to explore the ethical dimensions 
of these modes of being with others. Co-operative citizenship is the 
manifestation of a distinctive ethical norm: citizens should ‘be the 
change’. To be citizens, citizens should embody in their everyday 
activities the change they wish to see in the larger society and argue 
for in the public sphere.28  
 For example, it is not enough to present arguments in the public 
sphere in hopes of influencing voters and governments, and on the 
assumption that it is the role of government to bring about the 
corresponding change. For co-operative citizens, it is also necessary 
and primary to practice what they preach, or walk the talk, in their 
ethical conduct – to perform the duties or responsibilities that bring 
about the just result they advocate.  
 For example: (1) if you argue publicly for democracy, then you 
ought to act democratically in relationships with others. That is, 
relationships of power and governance in any sphere should always 
be open to the ongoing questioning, negotiation and transformation 
of those who are subject to and affected by them (power-with 
relationships). (2) If you advocate a stewardship relationship to the 
environment, then care for and sustain the ecosystems in which you 
live in your everyday activities. (3) If you argue for democratic and 
egalitarian economic relationships between the global north and 
south, then enter only into this kind of fair-trade relationship and 
refuse unequal and non-democratic free-trade relationships. (4) If 
you argue publicly for world peace, then act peacefully and non-
violently in all your relationships with humans and all living beings 
and refuse to support the use of violence. 
 As a direct result of this ethical norm of enacting the change in 
one’s everyday activities, co-operative citizenship begin to bring the 
other world of change into being here and now, step by ethical step. 
Next, the ethical norm of ‘being the change’ is the expression of a 
unique relationship between means and ends. For co-operative 
citizens, means and ends are one and the same - as the seed is to the 

                                                
28 This nonviolent ethical orientation is correctly associated with Gandhi, 
but it is also derived from Thoreau and Aldo Leopold in North America. I 
discuss it and the following sections in detail in Tully 2013a (forthcoming). 
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full grown plant.29 The means must be the manifestation or 
realisation of the ends because the means prefigure the ends.  
 That is to say, co-operative citizens join reject the two dogmas of 
modernisation and democratisation I mentioned earlier: that 
democracy and peace can be brought about by authoritarian and 
violent means. Moreover, their ethical orientation is a rejection of 
the progressive view of historical development and the presumption 
that evil means lead to moral ends on which these dogmas are 
based.30  
 As Hannah Arendt put it in On Violence in 1969, ‘Progress… can 
no longer serve as the standard by which to evaluate the 
disastrously rapid change-processes we have let loose.’31 The 
developments they set in motion is unpredictable; the violent means 
available after WWII overwhelm any rational end for their use; the 
so-called progress in the natural and human sciences is not leading 
to peace but to the destruction of the human species and the 
environment; and the underlying idea that good comes out of 
immoral means is a false doctrine.32 

VII. Citizenship and Symbiosis 

The final feature of the co-operative and symbiotic citizenship ethos 
that I wish to mention is perhaps the most basic. As we have seen, 
low intensity democracy is founded on the premise that came into 
vogue in Europe in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries: 
namely, that individuals, classes, races and civilisations are basically 
antisocial and antagonistic. This anti-social premise of modern 
Western political theory functions as the language of description of 
the initial condition of the political and thus underwrites the 
conclusion that the institutions of peace and democracy must be 
coercively imposed and humans socialised into them. For the co-
operative tradition, this premise is another false dogma that leads in 
practice to a more violent and less democratic world.  
                                                
29 This is Gandhi’s analogy.  
30 See Gregg 1960. 
31 Arendt 1969, p. 9. 
32 Arendt 1969.  
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 Co-operative citizens and many social scientists argue that social 
relationships of mutual co-operation and non-violent conflict 
resolution are more basic and commonplace than relationships of 
antagonism and violent conflict. If this were not the case, if war of 
all against all and struggles for existence were the original condition, 
the human species and all other species would have perished long 
ago. As Kropotkin, Gandhi, Elinor Ostrom and others argue, we 
overlook this pacific and symbiotic feature of our everyday 
relationships precisely because it is so commonplace and familiar.33 
 Next, co-operative democrats also reject the view that the deeper 
ecological relationships on which all forms of life depend are 
basically relationships of violent struggles for existence of species, as 
Darwin and his followers continue to claim.34 Rather, from 
Kropotkin to Lyn Margulis, environmental and biological scientists 
argue that ecological relationships of mutual aid, symbiosis and 
symbiogenesis are more fundamental than struggles for existence 
and extermination in the co-evolution of species and living networks 
on earth.35 This hypothesis was placed on scientific footing by Sir 
James Lovelock and given the name of the Gaia Hypothesis in the 
1970s. Thus, the relationships at the heart of co-operative 
citizenship thus emulate the life-sustaining ecological networks in 
which it takes place and on which it depends.  
 In summation, let us add up the three types of co-operative, 
democratic citizenship practices I have just surveyed: local and 
global negotiation practices, local community-based and global 
networked social and economic co-operatives, and local 
community-based and global networked ecological co-operatives. 
According to Paul Hawken in Blessed Unrest, these movements make 
up the largest informal, symbiotic network of movements in the 
world.36 No one saw this local and global civic network coming, 

                                                
33 The classic presentation of this view is Kropotkin [1902] 2006 in 
response to Huxley 1888,. For the most recent statement, See Wilson 
2012. 
34 See examples at note 2 above.  
35 See Capra 2003 for an overview. The biggest change since Kropotkin 
and Leopold is in the understanding of biotic communities.   
36 Hawken 2010, and Restakis 2010.  
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according to Hawken, because scholars and activists continue to 
view citizenship from the institutional perspective of representative 
government, public spheres, political parties, and civil society 
organisations as means to influence representative governments. If 
we view these ‘communities of practice’ as modes of citizenship in 
their own right, as I have tried to suggest, then we see that over one 
billion people on the planet are actively involved in them. 

VIII. Joining hands and Working Together 

I would like to conclude by coming back to the relationship 
between the traditions of co-operative democratic citizenship and 
the traditions of reforming participatory citizenship within the 
institutional structure of representative democracy. I would like to 
suggest a couple of ways in which they could join hands and work 
together to address the three global disorders.   
 First, by ‘being the change’, co-operative citizens put into 
practice the arguments for democracy and social and ecological 
justice that deliberative democrats argue for in the public sphere. 
They ‘realise’ in their everyday activities the ideals that the 
democratic reformers share.  
 Next, the two traditions are mutually supportive. Co-operative 
democrats benefit from robust and responsive public spheres and 
discussion-based governments that are open to and supportive of 
their concrete experiments in making another world of democracy 
actual. 
 Last but not least, reform democrats need the mutual aid of co-
operative democracy whenever they run up against the limits of 
public reasoning with an unjust government or policy and 
whenever a whole people are told that they require authoritarian 
rule until they are ‘ready for democracy’. Rather than turning to 
self-defeating violent means, reform democrats require the existing 
social capital and non-violent democratic skills of co-operative 
democrats to organize protests and widespread non-co-operation to 
move the unjust government to negotiate or to undermine its 
authority and to build a more democratic one from the ground up. 



Global Disorder and Two Responses 61 

 

This is the lesson of Gandhi, Martin Luther King and non-violent 
activists and researchers today.37 
 As I mentioned in the Introduction, if these two types of 
citizenship – representative and co-operative – could join hands and 
work together, they just might be able to address effectively the 
three interconnected types of global disorder we face today.  

Conclusion 

In conclusion, I believe that your generation of historians of 
political thought can play a crucial role. First, there is very little 
historical research on the three types of co-operative citizenship. 
The research that does exist tends to treat it as a marginal 
phenomenon or under social movements history, in which it is a 
seen as a means to influence representative governments or gain 
power themselves. Studies of co-operatives, community-based 
organisation and global networks as living citizenship practices are 
necessary in bring this historical and contemporary phenomenon to 
the attention of academics, students and activists.  
 Second, we also could use historical research on the successes 
and failures of attempts by co-operative and representative citizens 
to work together, both historically and in the present. While there 
are lots of attempts to join these two types of citizen practices 
together today around the world, especially in Latin America, these 
various attempts are not well-coordinate with each other and they 
do not have a body of shared literature to draw on and learn from.  
 Third, and perhaps most importantly, if we are indeed in the 
Anthropocene Age, then we have to erase the dividing line between 
political history and environmental history. Despite a few notable 
exceptions, the history of political thought and practice continues to 
be written as if it is entirely independent of the natural world in 
which it takes place and on which it is entirely dependent for its 
survival. This division of labour – the culture/nature divide – is 
very deeply engrained in the historical disciplines. Yet, as we have 

                                                
37 See Sharp 2011. This famous manual was widely translated and 
circulated in Cairo and throughout Egypt in January and February 2011 
on websites and social media.  
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seen, it literally blinds us to the leading disorder we face today. If our studies 
are to be relevant to this pressing problem, then we have to 
combine intellectual history with ecological and geological history, 
and this is no easy task.  
 Fourth and finally, a history of political thought that managed to 
combine these three suggests would make an indispensable 
contribution to public education on the current crisis. For the most 
part, public discussion is dominated by vacuous generalisations 
about geological history, the threat of the collapse of civilisation, 
and large-scale proposals for how the dominant powers should 
respond to the crisis. These proposals are based on ahistorical 
analogies with the end of slavery or mobilisation during WWII. 
Careful histories of how we managed to get ourselves into this 
situation of the Anthropocene Age, in both theory and practice, and 
the forms of civic practices that are available to us to respond 
effectively, are almost entirely absent from the academic, public and 
elite discussion.  
 It is my proposal that the history of political thought in this new 
direction would throw distinctive and indispensable light on the 
disorders we face today, their history of formation and the 
techniques available to us to respond to them. And, in so doing, it 
would be a continuation of the history of political thought as 
Quentin Skinner has shown us how to practice it. For, as I 
mentioned at the beginning, this is precisely how he teaches us to 
see political thought and action: that is, as reflecting on and 
responding to contemporary problems in the conventions and 
practices to which we are subject, but also within which we have the 
situated freedom to think and act differently.  
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