“Depth skepticism” and the roots of democratic crisis	Comment by JJ: As this is a term coined by the author I would put it in quotes pending an explanation in the text
A spirited mind never stops within itself; it is always aspiring and going beyond its strength; it has impulses beyond its powers of achievement. If it does not advance and press forward and stand at bay and clash it is only half alive. Its pursuits are boundless and without form, its food is wonder, the chase, ambiguity. 
Michel de Montaigne, Essays, “Of Experience.”[footnoteRef:1]  	Comment by JJ: Need a proper fn for this citn, I added one [1:  Montaigne, M. (1958). The Complete Essays of Montaigne. (D. M. Frame, trans.). Stanford: Stanford University Press, III, 1, 599. Original publication 1580).] 


Imagine a deluge of scholarly works, all describing the symptoms of a disease—but offering no discussion of the deep-rooted factors that caused the outbreak. In recent years, in the face of the growing phenomena of democratic retreat and populism’s rise in many countries, from mature and established democracies like the United States and United Kingdom to emerging democracies like those in Poland and Hungary, many scholars have devoted considerable effort to describing the phenomena accompanying the deterioration of democracies as well as the circumstances exacerbating them.[footnoteRef:2]	Comment by JJ: I have got proper citations for each of the works listed in the fn. NB this one had the wrong author

The New Populism: Democracy Stares Into the Abyss by Jan-Werner Müller (2019) [2:  See, for example: Przeworski, A. (2019). Crises of Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; Levitsky, S., & Ziblatt, D. (2019). How Democracies Die. London: Penguin Books; Applebaum, A. (2020). Twilight of Democracy: The Seductive Lure of Authoritarianism. New York, Random House; Galston, W.A. (2017). Anti-Pluralism: The Populist Threat to Liberal Democracy. New Haven: Yale University Press; Snyder, T. (2018). The Road to Unfreedom: Russia, Europe, America. New York: Penguin Random House; Ginsburg, G., & Huq, A.Z. (2018) How to Save a Constitutional Democracy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press; Mounk, Y. (2018). The People vs. Democracy: Why Our Freedom Is in Danger and How to Save It. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press; Norris, P., & Inglehart, R. (2019). Cultural Backlash: Trump, Brexit and Authoritarian Populism. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; Bermeo, N. (2016). On Democratic Backsliding. Journal of Democracy, 27(1), 5–19; Norris, P. (2020). Measuring Populism Worldwide. Party Politics, 26(6), 697–717; Mudde, C., & Kaltwasser, C.A. (2017). Populism: A Very Short Introduction, Very Short Introductions. New York: Oxford Academic (online edition); Revelli, M. (2019). The New Populism: Democracy Stares into the Abyss. (David Broder, trans.). New York: Verso. ] 

Perhaps surprisingly, these studies have revealed that many countries have experienced remarkably similar trends associated with processes of democratic backsliding. Indeed, these trends are so similar that one could be forgiven for thinking that the leaders of these countries, all of whom have made moves in the direction of populism, are working from the same playbook.[footnoteRef:3] Despite their unique social, historical, cultural, national, and other qualities, each of these nation states has followed common lines of retreat toward a “hollow democracy.”[footnoteRef:4] These include a series of similar measures to destroy democracy, all aimed at strengthening the authority of the executive at the expense of other authorities, while reducing the freedoms of citizens—particularly those who fail to echo the voice of the government. This is accomplished by abusing the democratic legitimacy derived from the principle of majority decision. 	Comment by Susan: One could be justified in thinking....?	Comment by Susan: Perhaps to appease populist pressure?	Comment by Susan: Destroy or undermine or weaken?	Comment by Susan: Voice or message? [3:  Blander, D. (2020). The Fragility of Liberal Democracy. Tel Aviv: Israel Democracy Institute. Available at: https://www.idi.org.il/articles/32466 (Hebrew).]  [4:  Blander, D. (2012). Hollow Democracy. Tel Aviv: Israel Democracy Institute. Available at: https://www.idi.org.il/articles/9797 (Hebrew).] 

These processes occur in three spheres simultaneously: the legal-institutional arena, the social arena, and the arena of intellectual freedom. In the legal-institutional sphere, the first move involves undermining the checks and balances between authorities, in particular, weakening the judiciary and curtailing its independence.[footnoteRef:5] Meanwhile, invoking mantras of quasi-democratic supremacy, such as “the will of the people,” attacks are made on various gatekeepers who, in their role as expert, anti-majority elements, serve as restraints within the political system. To this end, legislative initiatives (or even, as in the case of Hungary, a new constitution) are advanced that, while anti-democratic in essence (since they harm equality, the election process, and human dignity), are ostensibly procedurally democratic because they were ratified by a legislative majority.[footnoteRef:6] Such moves are accompanied by a unique phenomenon, whereby any norms not explicitly enshrined in law are disrespected, while instances that the law did not foresee are cynically exploited. All of this is made possible by an utter lack of respect for the norms of democratic political culture and the absence of any public, personal, and ministerial responsibility of elected officials.[footnoteRef:7] 	Comment by Susan: is this what is meant? Or the arena of free expression?	Comment by Susan: Consider changing to unprecedented	Comment by Susan: This can be shortened to read: Meanwhile (or, together with this,), any norms that have not been......are cynically exploited.	Comment by Susan: Lacunae?	Comment by Susan: By whom?	Comment by JJ: Please provide page numbers for the reference in the fn rather than just the chapter no. [5:  Arato, A. (2019). Populism, Constitutional Courts, and Civil Society. In: C. Landfried, ed., Judicial Power: How Constitutional Courts Affect Political Transformations, 318–41. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. ]  [6:  Sadurski, W. (2019) Poland's Constitutional Breakdown. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  ]  [7:  Kremnitzer, M. & Blander, D. (2023). Public and Legal Responsibility of Senior Elected Representatives in the Executive Branch: Benjamin Netanyahu as a Case Study. In: Michal Shamir and Gideon Rahat, eds., The elections in Israel 2019–2021, Ch. 7. London: Routledge.] 

Meanwhile, at the level of the very democratic process itself, changes are often made to the election system and to how elections are conducted. Sometimes, even the institutions charged with supervising elections are taken over.[footnoteRef:8] These moves are carried out against a backdrop of attacks on experts and professionalism in general, and public service in particular, the latter delegitimized as the embodiment of the so-called “Deep State.”[footnoteRef:9] In order for candidates to become mouthpieces for the government, they are appointed “on behalf” of it, with the expectation that they will unquestioningly support the political echelons without exercising any sort of independent or expert judgement.[footnoteRef:10] All of this is inevitably accompanied by a loss of public confidence in democratic institutions along with a weakening of the democratic state’s ability to tackle the challenges facing it.[footnoteRef:11]	Comment by Susan: By whom and from whom? In what way?	Comment by Susan: Do you mean spokespeople/advocate  or representatives here? It is not clear – nor is it clear to what they are being appointed? These non-representative government authorities?

Do you mean: “Those seeking to represent the government are appoint “on behalf” of it....? [8:  Norris, P. (2017, May 16). Why Populism is a Threat to Electoral Integrity? LSE EUROPP blog. Available at: https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/europpblog/2017/05/16/why-populism-is-a-threat-to-electoral-integrity/]  [9:  Moynihan, D. (2021). Populism and the Deep State: The Attack on Public Service Under Trump. In M. Bauer, B. Peters, J. Pierre, K. Yesilkagit, & S. Becker (Eds.), Democratic Backsliding and Public Administration: How Populists in Government Transform State Bureaucracies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 151–77.]  [10:  Corso, L. (2022). Anti-elitism and the Constitution – Some Reflections on Populist Constitutionalism. In M. Krygier, A. Czarnota, & W. Sadurski (Eds.). Anti-Constitutional Populism (Cambridge Studies in Law and Society). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 67–98.]  [11:  Mounk, Y. & Foa, R. (2017). The Signs of Deconsolidation. Journal of Democracy, 28(1), 5–16.] 

The second sphere of attention of our “playbook” involves creating a propitious social platform for its moves—one of extreme social polarization. As Nancy Bermeo has observed, democracies collapse not because of the “masses,” but rather because of the deepening of social polarization by political elites in the pursuit of greater political capital.[footnoteRef:12] Polarization, then, is the main cause of the death of democracies. The most effective method for creating polarization is to leverage pseudo-democratic populist ideas, thereby creating a rift between the authentic, popular, indigenous, patriotic “people” and the alienated, arrogant, and treacherous “elites.”[footnoteRef:13] Adding to this, minorities—in particular, national minorities—can easily be turned into scapegoats toward whom all arrows of hate can be directed, and this manufactured fear helps intensify the inward solidarity of the “people.”[footnoteRef:14] The creation of a polarized “us” versus “them” is the best fuel for damaging democracy. This polarization finds expression in extreme anti-pluralism, where the only voice permitted to be heard is the “voice of the people,” while society’s “others”—minorities, the opposition—are delegitimized and labeled as “traitors.”[footnoteRef:15]	Comment by JJ: Maybe the "so-called authentic" etc as these are constructs created in the service of the populist ideas rather than real entities	Comment by JJ: Changed from "fear of them"	Comment by JJ: Is this p 53

https://ia802907.us.archive.org/17/items/SigmundFreud/Sigmund%20Freud%20%5B1921%5D%20Group%20Psychology%20and%20the%20Analysis%20of%20the%20Ego%20%28James%20Strachey%20translation%2C%201949%29.pdf

You probably need the exact page number; consider reflecting the  same language or use a quote?	Comment by Susan: Perhaps the “elite” opposition	Comment by JJ: Ref needs a page no [12:  Bermeo, N. (2003). Ordinary People in Extraordinary Times: The Citizenry and the Breakdown of Democracy. Princeton: Princeton University Press; Roberts, K. (2022). Populism and Polarization in Comparative Perspective: Constitutive, Spatial and Institutional Dimensions. Government and Opposition, 57(4), 680–702.]  [13:  Mudde, C., & Kaltwasser, C.A. (2017). Populism: A Very Short Introduction, Very Short Introductions. New York: Oxford Academic (online edition).]  [14:  Freud noted that outward hatred is the best “glue” to create inward solidarity. Freud, S. (1921), Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego, Standard Edition, XVIII, 69–143.]  [15:  Müller, J-W. (2016) What Is Populism? Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.] 

The third sphere in which democratic backsliding occurs is that of intellectual freedom, with its opponents advancing initiatives to limit freedom of expression, freedom of association, and freedom of protest at the individual and the minority levels. This process occurs in tandem with a war of attrition in the institutional centers of free expression—civil society, the media, the academy, and the arts. Governments in various countries have found creative ways to limit the activities of civil society organizations, in particular those working to safeguard human rights and protect minority groups, including by limiting their income under the pretext of ensuring “transparency” regarding their funding sources.[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  Abramowitz, M. & Schenkkan, N. (2018, April 6). How Illiberal Leaders Attack Civil Society. Foreign Affairs. Available at: https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/central-europe/2018-04-06/how-illiberal-leaders-attack-civil-society] 

Wresting control of mainstream and digital media is another necessary step in fortifying populist-authoritarian governments. To this end, such governments may turn to one or a combination of several options, such as: limiting public broadcasting, suffocating its sources of funding, or conducting a hostile takeover; establishing channels that reflect the image of reality to which the government prefers to expose the populace; shutting down “subversive” outlets; and undertaking covert intervention in social networks to shape public opinion, including through fake news and deepfakes.[footnoteRef:17]Academia, with its tendency toward criticism and skepticism and its reliance on scientific evidence, also poses a threat to those seeking to establish governments without limitations. In some countries, therefore, academic institutions and academics have been exiled or banned. In others, actions have been taken to send a chilling message to those in the academy, warning them to maintain a low profile and self-censor, lest their appointments, awards, and research budgets be affected.[footnoteRef:18] Finally, the arts, which are also required to follow the government line and convey only nationalistic, patriotic messages, are threatened if they act in accordance with the very nature of artistic expression –being critical, creative, and not consensual.[footnoteRef:19] The threat to the arts is both overt—the denial of funding or explicit censorship—and “beneath the radar,” in the form of institutional self-censorship (such as by museums or theaters) or by individual artists themselves.[footnoteRef:20] Notably, in this context, Ezrahi presciently observed, years before the events of the last few years, that: [17:  Repucci, S. (2019). Media Freedom: A Downward Spiral. Freedom House. Available at: https://freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-and-media/2019/media-freedom-downward-spiral]  [18:  Ryder, A. (2022). The Challenge to Academic Freedom in Hungary: A Case Study in Authoritarianism, Culture War and Resistance. Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter; Ersoy, D. & Karakoç, J. (2021). Political Science in the Age of Populism: Perspectives from Turkey. European Political Science 20, 204–17.]  [19: Steinfeld, J. (2019). Culture Vultures: The Extent of Art Censorship in Democracies is Far Greater Than Initially Meets the Eye, Index Reveals. Index on Censorship, 48(4), 101–4; Szreder, K. (2023, 1 March). The Authoritarian Turn: On the Crisis of the Polish Institutions of Contemporary Art. Metropolis M. Available at: https://www.metropolism.com/en/features/49005_the_authoritarian_turn_on_the_crisis_of_the_polish_institutions_of_contemporary_art]  [20:  Council of Europe (2023). Report on the Freedom of Artistic Expression: Free to Create: Artistic Freedom in Europe. Available at: https://rm.coe.int/free-to-create-council-of-europe-report-on-the-freedom-of-artistic-exp/1680aa2dc0] 

Literary and artistic creators usually do not undermine the foundations of the regime. What frightens the representatives of the government is the human spirit that feeds these creators, the human aspiration to soar beyond reality on the wings of imagination, to give free expression to unexpected thoughts and feelings, to contrast the beautiful with the ugly, the innocent with the manipulative, love with envy, justice with cruel fate, faith in redemption with the shattering of disillusionment, and with skepticism and melancholy. In other words, the arts are an expression of a person’s flowing interiority, an interiority that does not tolerate coercion, and thus always threatens to break through and flood the public consciousness. Since creators in literature, art, and science can expand human consciousness, they will always threaten those who demand the public show blind loyalty to the single, one-dimensional narrative on which the government rests. The state’s attack on creators—the gatekeepers of conscience and moral sensitivity in Israel—will not succeed, because the freedom of thought and the fervor of creation are stronger than any political or military force […] The government’s fear of creators is self-evident, but no force can extinguish the fervor of creation for very long.[footnoteRef:21]	Comment by JJ: This is a very long quote and it feels like it needs a bit more background. The date is unknown, but do we have a rough idea? It must be in response to something because he is talking about the government being afraid of Israeli artists and writers. I think it is worth adding a few words to give some perspective on this and perhaps likening it to the current situation elsewhere. [21:  Ezrahi, Y. (date unknown). Why is the Government Afraid of Writers and Artists? Article from the estate of Yaron Ezrahi.] 


In addition to describing and analyzing the processes of democratic retreat, many scholars have also traced the circumstantial factors that have caused this phenomenon to materialize at this particular time, including globalization, immigration, economic crises, the digital revolution and social networks, the strengthening of identity politics, disillusionment with liberal democracy, and the deepening of class tensions and tensions between values.[footnoteRef:22] These are simultaneously both factors in themselves and catalysts for the destructive processes now undermining democracy. The digital revolution, for example, which was initially heralded as a modern-day agora for democratic regimes, has instead become a real threat to the democratic order, concentrating immense power of the kind we have previously witnessed in the hands of colossal monopolies, and threatening the autonomy of individuals.[footnoteRef:23] Similarly, the identity discourse that was intended to liberate democracy from the shackles of “faceless” liberalism, and enrich the image of the democratic citizen, has metamorphosed into a cage that preserves social divisions, justifies anti-liberal practices in communities living in democratic states, and terrorizes free political discourse.[footnoteRef:24] The synergy between the consequences of these stated factors on the state of democracy show that there are unknown, more fundamental forces at play. It is their destabilization that has transformed them from a potentially positive influence to a threat to democracy.	Comment by Susan: Consider perhaps public square.	Comment by Susan: This is a correct translation  of הצמיחה ריכוז כוח מסוג של ידענו כמותו בידיהם של מונופולי ענק המאיימים על האוטונומיה של היחיד.

– do you possibly mean a level of power never witnessed before – that is, concentrating a level of power never witnessed before, even in huge monopolies, and threatening the autonomy of individuals.

And concentrating it where – in a modern equivalent of the government-conglomerate complex?	Comment by Susan: This is a good and effective translation- you could be less neutral and even write “has metastasized”	Comment by Susan: The original Hebrew- הדו כיווניות
Means bidirectional or reciprocal . given the multiplicity of factors here and their dynamic nature, I have suggested synergy	Comment by Susan: Is this correct – referring to the unseen forces? Or has distortion in these unseen forces transformed the known factors from promises to threats? [22:  Norris, P. & Inglehart, R. (2021). Cultural Backlash: Trump, Brexit and Authoritarian Populism. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; Mudde, C. (2021). Populism in Europe: An Illiberal Democratic Response to Undemocratic Liberalism (The Government and Opposition/Leonard Schapiro Lecture 2019). Government and Opposition, 56(4), 577–97. ]  [23:  Zuboff, S. (2019). The Age of Surveillance Capitalism. London: Profile Books; Schwartz-Altschuller, T. (2022). Democracy in the Digital Age. In: M. Gayer & D. Blander (Eds.), Democracy Now: Issues and Challenges in the 21st Century. Tel Aviv: Hauniversita Hameshuderet (Hebrew); Freedom House (2018, Oct 31). The Rise of Digital Authoritarianism: Fake News, Data Collection and the Challenge
to Democracy. Available at: http://freedomhouse.org/article/rise-digital-
authoritarianism-fake-news-data-collection-and-challenge-democracy.]  [24:  Fukuyama, F. (2018). Against Identity Politics: The New Tribalism and the Crisis of Democracy. Foreign Affairs, 97(5), 90–114. 
] 

Against the backdrop of this important and comprehensive research literature, which describes and analyzes a visible, lived, and describable reality, Ezrahi’s new volume commands special attention, presenting a unique perspective, inviting the reader on a “journey to the depths” in search of the roots of the contemporary crisis of democracy. Ezrahi identifies the underlying cosmological dimension, which has undergone a tectonic shift from the previous dualistic cosmology of Nature/Culture to a monistic cosmology of “Humanature.” This has had far-reaching consequences for the epistemology of the Enlightenment that had previously distorted the democratic political imagination. In his 2012 book, Imagined Democracies—Necessary Political Fictions, Ezrahi sketched the anatomy of the democratic political imagination and established its constitutive status in relation to the epistemology underlying democracy.[footnoteRef:25] These two books were preceded by The Descent of Icarus in 1990, in which Ezrahi analyzed the role of science in the establishment of democracy and the ways in which politics makes use of science.[footnoteRef:26] In this epilogue, I suggest that looking back at this trilogy of Ezrahi, together with his extended research opus, reveals the trajectory of a “journey into the depths” on which he and his thinking embarked simultaneously. 	Comment by Susan: Is underlying correct here?	Comment by JJ: אדמטבע

See comment much further down--originally I thought this was something from the book but it is apparently this author's own coinage, which is explained much lower down. I would add this explanation here or readers won't know and will just create their own understanding of it.

E.g. we can say "to a monistic cosmology that I have dubbed Humanature" or however you want to translate it

I would also explain what this now	Comment by Susan: The Hebrew שטוותה  is distorted – do you mean more “dominated” or reflected?	Comment by JJ: I've put the full ref in the fn	Comment by JJ: Ditto above comment	Comment by JJ: You might want to consider using “I suggest than an a posteriori examination....	Comment by JJ: מסע מעמקים

This is what I have translated this as, it is the author's own coinage

 [25:  Ezrahi, Y. (2012). Imagined Democracies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.]  [26:  Ezrahi, Y. (1990). The Descent of Icarus: Science and the Transformation of Contemporary Democracy. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.] 

What is a “journey into the depths” and who are those who embark upon it? In my doctoral thesis, which Ezrahi supervised, I refer to such thinkers as “depth skeptics”[footnoteRef:27] Depth skeptics adopt what French philosopher Paul Ricoeur has called the “hermeneutics of suspicion,” where the individual not only doubts phenomena and the world but is also skeptical in relation to awareness itself. This differs from the Cartesian tradition, which focuses on an individual’s consciousness as a source of skepticism, rather than on what it is that is being doubted.[footnoteRef:28] What depth skeptics have in common is a sense of dissatisfaction with a superficial description of phenomena and instead search for the deeper sources that can connect various phenomena that are otherwise perceived as unrelated. The thinkers I discussed in my thesis—Augustinus, Montaigne, Rousseau, and Freud—accomplished this through intellectual self-inquiry. They embarked on a “journey to the depths” of their consciousness and discovered that it is within human beings that the source of the divisions, contradictions, and conflicts that exist above the surface lies. These are experienced by individuals as being between body and soul, Nature and Culture, the individual and society, conscience and law, and appearance and the truth of the matter. The unique nature of depth skeptics lies in the fact that by identifying the deep currents that lie the root of phenomena, they have been able to formulate truths that have withstood the test of time.	Comment by JJ: The citation guides I can find don't include the supervisors for a PhD thesis so I would remove that from the fn.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps the concept that is being doubted?	Comment by JJ: In the book these are capitalized  [27:  Blander, D. (2007). Ambivalence as a Challenge to the Political Order. [Doctoral dissertation, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem.] Supervised by Prof. Yaron Ezrahi and Prof. Ze’ev Klein.]  [28:  Ricoeur, P. (1970). Freud and Philosophy. New Haven: Yale University Press, 20–36.] 

Through his writings, Ezrahi has embarked upon an intellectual “journey into the depths,” delving ever deeper into the investigation of the intricacies of the phenomena with which his work is concerned—first and foremost democracy. The three main landmarks of this journey are the three book that have become his trilogy, of which this volume is the third part, while writings of his have also helped clarify and elucidate the many implications of the insights gained during his “journey into the depths.” The trilogy, as I will show, took on this meaning in a belated way (“afterwardsness”) in the psychoanalytic meaning of the term[footnoteRef:29]—Ezrahi’s later ideas provide a renewed and deeper meaning to his earlier writings. The first book in the trilogy, The Descent of Icarus, in which Ezrahi analyzes the role of the scientific revolution in the establishment of modern democracy—and also identifies the seeds of the rifts that we are experiencing today—is the result of a paradigm shift in his thought. Indeed, Ezrahi acknowledged this in a 2009 lecture on the occasion of being awarded a lifetime achievement award by the Israel Political Science Association:	Comment by Susan: This is an accurate translation of אזרחי, בכתביו, ערך מסע מעמקים אינטלקטואלי, שבו העמיק לחקור את נבכי התופעות בהן עסק, ובראשן הדמוקרטיה

This could be streamlined – Through his writings, Ezrahi has embarked upon an intellectual “journey into the depths,” delving ever deeper into the intricacies of the objects of his investigation... 	Comment by Susan: Added to acknowledge that it is now a trilogy but was perhaps not originally intended as such	Comment by JJ: See other comment but as I understand it afterwardsness does not mean retroactively but more in a belated way, not extended to the past but already existing and then reapplied in a different way	Comment by JJ: I would explain this a bit more even in a fn because we only cite Laplanche who was discussing and expanding on Freud's Nachträglichkeit 

I would just say what it means in relation to the argument being made here to show that we are citing it right.
https://www.pomoculture.org/2013/09/19/an-interview-with-jean-laplanche/	Comment by JJ: Ezrahi’s later ideas provide a renewed and deeper meaning to his earlier writings

I would put this the other way around

That Ezrahi's earlier writings are given a renewed and deeper meaning in light of his later ideas.

If I grasped it correctly this is what Freud was saying with Nachträglichkeit  i.e. that we project our later thoughts onto earlier ideas 

It's almost but not quite the same as what is written here.	Comment by JJ: I would just say here "in a 2009 lecture"

And in the fn explain what this lecture was, I don't think the reader needs to know this here and it adds facts they need to absorb before reading the quote.	Comment by JJ: https://www.eng.ispsa.org/ [29:  Laplanche, J. (1999). Notes on Afterwardsness. In: Essays on Otherness, London: Routledge, 260–65.     ] 

When I returned to Israel after completing my doctoral studies at Harvard, I believed that politics could be “made scientific,” but, in fact, it became clear to me—and this was a discovery of such profound enlightenment that I wrote an entire book as a result of it—that science is a source of authority in politics more than it is a source of knowledge. It became clear to me that politicians have a marvelous ability to use scientific authority for their own needs while neglecting scientific knowledge itself.[footnoteRef:30]	Comment by JJ: More information is needed in the footnote as it needs to be in a specific format - exact date and location [30:  Ezrahi, Y. (2009). A View from the Mountain and from the Valley. Lecture. Jerusalem, Israel Political Science Association.] 


In Descent of Icarus, Ezrahi points out the various ways in which science has shaped modern Western culture, and identifies the political and ideological role of science in establishing the concept of the anchors of liberal democracy: action, authority, and accountability. In this final part of his trilogy, Ezrahi shows how science has served both as a source of legitimacy for democratic politics and as a model for its conduct. The scientific revolution, which sought to produce objective certainties in relation to Nature and other aspects of the world of phenomena, transformed the human eye from something that observes in awe and gazes on the splendor of the monarch, to something that looks critically at scientific proofs as a condition for creating trust. In contrast to the invisible world preferred by religion, science aspires to present a world that is observable—a Nature that is transparent. Ezrahi demonstrates this idea through examples from the world of scientific research, such as that of the seventeenth century chemist Robert Boyle, who invited an aristocratic English audience to view his experiments. Another is that of Antoine-Laurent de Lavoisier’s ideas about invisible gases, which were proved accurate with the invention of the hydrogen balloon.[footnoteRef:31] On the idea of transparency of government, Thomas Paine built his famous analogy between Nature and the new democratic state, where the government is transparent because, unlike a monarchy, it has nowhere to hide—nor does it have anything to hide.[footnoteRef:32] In an article written upon the publication of the Hebrew translation The Federalist Papers in 2002, Ezrahi emphasizes the degree to which the concept of politics in American political culture demonstrates that the empirical-experimental has extended far beyond the study of physical nature to encompass the state, law, and society. Thus, politics is seen as a transparent process for all, with no room for mystification or obfuscation. Here, Ezrahi cites de Tocqueville, who wrote that democratic citizens in the United States tend to rely only on what they see with their own eyes, and to refrain from any attempts to place intermediaries between themselves and the truth.[footnoteRef:33]	Comment by JJ: הפאר של המונרך
The splendor of creation? Of the universe? Perhaps divine authority on earth or ultimate/concentrate authority?	Comment by Susan: Aristocratic or well-to-do?	Comment by JJ: Is this what is meant here (in the book Ezrahi mentions the Federalist papers several times)	Comment by Susan: Exact translation -= with no tolerance for mystification or obfuscation.  [31:  Ezrahi, Descent, 47; 77–80.]  [32:  Ezrahi, Y. (2010). The Vision of Democracy of the Enlightenment and the Postmodern Challenge. In David Mecklenberg & Hani Zubida (eds.), Democratic Arrangements in the New Public Sphere. Jerusalem: Israel Political Science Association/ Association for the Study of Politics, ADD PAGES. (Hebrew).]  [33:  Ezrahi, Y. (2002). The Federalist on Democracy and Political Wisdom. Teoriya ve Bikoret 21, 205–10 (Hebrew).] 

The alliance between democracy and science has transformed science—a field that studies, reflects, and represents Nature—into a powerful political resource through which political decisions are based on, and presented as the result of, objective apolitical reality. In essence, scientific authority has been used to depoliticize public policy, enabling an alliance between the government and the public that is based on the public’s understanding of, and consent to, the state’s “objective” actions. It should be noted that the alliance between science and democracy was formed within the context of a hidden understanding that representations of reality based on science are necessarily the result of social practices, as Sheila Jasanoff has argued. In fact, scientific knowledge and social norms co-produce each other.[footnoteRef:34] The realities in which we live are understood, but many aspects of these invented and imagined worlds have become self-evident and unquestionable. However, in this new volume, Ezrahi shows that the fabric of these hidden and unshakeable shared beliefs, “common sense,” has been undermined, and the disintegration of the alliance between science and democracy, especially since the mid-twentieth century, is one of the main epistemological symptoms of the decline of the cosmological Nature/Culture dichotomy.	Comment by JJ: I just looked at this chapter--she argues that these "embed and are embedded in social practices, identities, norms, conventions, discourses, instruments, and institutions..” Consider quoting her in text or footnote?
https://www.routledge.com/States-of-Knowledge-The-Co-production-of-Science-and-the-Social-Order/Jasanoff/p/book/9780415403290 [34:  Jasanoff, S. (2004). The Idiom of Co-production. In: Sheila Jasanoff (ed.). States of Knowledge: The Co-Production of Science and Social Order. London: Routledge.] 

In his earlier book, Ezrahi also shows how the machine became a metaphor for promoting the political order.[footnoteRef:35] Human attitudes toward machines—such as a wristwatch or an aircraft—are dualistic. The machine is seen as an artificial extension and as an embodiment of the inescapable forces of Nature according to which humanity operates. At the same time, it also represents a human expression of the divine ability to create beyond the limits dictated by Nature.[footnoteRef:36] Reflecting Ezrahi’s later ideas regarding cosmological shifts, we can say that science and the epistemology derived from it (causality, transparency, facts) mirror a cosmology characterized by a dichotomous view of humanity and Nature. Autonomous Nature, once indifferent to, or intolerant of, human efforts, became—as a result of being separate and distinct from humanity—a key actor in shaping political, sociocultural, and human boundaries. The adoption of a scientific epistemology and its application to the world of politics did not, therefore, create an “evidence-based” democratic political order, but rather one rooted in a shared political imagination of necessary fictions, which in turn produced a reality based on common sense and public facts. 	Comment by JJ: which [35:  For more on the machine and the stage as metaphors of the political order, see also: Ezrahi, Y. (1995). The Theatrics and Mechanics of Action: The Theater and the Machine as Political Metaphors. Social Research, 62 (2), 299–322 (Hebrew).]  [36:  Ezrahi, Descent, 149–66] 

This understanding matured in Imagined Democracies[footnoteRef:37] to include creative ideas concerning the importance of the political imagination in the establishment of democracy. In Imagined Democracies, Ezrahi reveals the epistemological umbilical relationship between the Enlightenment, the cradle of science, and the establishment of the democratic idea. Inspired by the ideas of the Neapolitan philosopher Giambattista Vico, Ezrahi sketches a portrait of the democratic imagination, the sources that nourish it, and the power of its influence on reality. He argues that imagination had been pushed out of the political sphere by the tyranny of reason: in the Age of Enlightenment, imagination was seen as an irrational force that acted as an enemy of mental balance and stable social order, and as a feature that characterized political radicalism. The dominant tendency was toward compartmentalization, framing, and ignoring the imagination and other emotions, which were not considered integral to building the political order and establishing moral ethics. Rather, imagination and emotions were an obstacle that had to be overcome in order to achieve political order. 	Comment by JJ: I don't think you need the fn citation here – it is general [37:  Ezrahi, Imagined Democracies.] 

According to the classical liberal approach, the human emotional world must be conquered and excised from the political arena. Indeed, the human inner world was deemed a shaky foundation for the social order, threatening the stability and integrity of the individual and their separate experience.[footnoteRef:38] This sense of suspicion toward the imagination repressed its status as a force that shapes politics and society, and in the process also revealed elements of the thinking of Hobbes and Rousseau, who considered the imagination a significant human faculty, and of Vico, who emphasized the power of the imagination to create reality. Drawing on these and other thinkers, Ezrahi shows that the imagination, like other human faculties, can be used to promote contradictory ideas and realities at the level of the individual and of society, regardless of whether one acknowledges its role. Thus, the Enlightenment’s fear of the public political imagination was only partially justified. Indeed, while the political imagination has supported nationalism, fascism, and violence, such as presented by Herder and Sorel, in another incarnation, it has also produced democratic constitutions, freedom, and equality, as expressed in the thought of Locke, Rousseau, and Jefferson.[footnoteRef:39] [38:  Ezrahi, Y. (1996). Modes of Reasoning and the Politics of Authority in the Modern State. In: D. R. Olson and N. Torrance (eds.). Modes of Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 7.]  [39:  Ezrahi, Y. (2014, March 27). Launching Imagined Democracies, Necessary Political Fictions. Lecture. Van Leer Foundation.] 

In this current volume, Ezrahi presents the idea that the democratic political imagination is reflected in a common epistemology, which includes an understanding of linear causality, a distinction between fact and fiction, and a demand for reporting and transparency from the government. The political imagination produces fictions that are necessary for creating the political order. In Ezrahi’s interpretation, thinkers like Hobbes and Rousseau could conceivably say “first I imagine, and then I assert.” In Leviathan, Hobbes’ ninth law of nature expresses the necessity of recognizing the equality of human beings.[footnoteRef:40] And Rousseau, with his famous opening words of The Social Contract—Man is born free, and he is everywhere in chains”[footnoteRef:41]—presents the fiction of freedom. However, neither of these constructs are illusions, as they generate an actual reality of political order. This understanding of the necessary fictions that create reality echoes Ezrahi’s earlier ideas about the theater and the machine as constitutive political metaphors.[footnoteRef:42] Similar to the performing arts, the existence of democratic politics and institutions depends on the willingness of the audience—that is, the public—to suspend its disbelief in an array of necessary fictions. Among these are: democracy is a form of self-government that has the good of the people at its heart; elections are a collective event in which leaders are chosen and their mandate to act for a certain policy is decided; democracy is a form of government that usually acts according to the decision of the majority; representatives actually represent their constituents; the bureaucracy is guided by the will of the people’s elected officials, who debate factually and dispassionately about public priorities; public policy is not an incoherent patchwork that expresses unstable consequences; power is transparent and citizens are free and equal political agents; and laws express a collective will. However, not all democratic “natives” believe in these fictions, or at least not all of the time, and skepticism is also inherent in the democratic political order.	Comment by JJ: Maybe quote it
that every man acknowledge another for his equal by nature. 	Comment by JJ: Also since you  cite it I have added a citation in the fn 
Same with rousseau	Comment by JJ: הילידים של הדמוקרטיה

Is this the intended meaning

SD – progeny/children of democracy? [40:  Hobbes, T. (2008). Leviathan. (J. C. A. Gaskin, Ed.). Oxford: Oxford University Press]  [41:  Rousseau, J. -J. (2004). The Social Contract. Harlow: Penguin Books.]  [42:  Ezrahi, Y. (1995) The Theatrics and Mechanics of Action: The Theater and the Machine as Political Metaphors. Social Research, 62 (2), 299–322. (Hebrew).] 

As I have shown in my own work, liberal democracy is the only political order that is able to embrace and contain skepticism, contradictions, ambivalence, and uncertainty. Moreover, these elements are an institutional foundation of democracy. The democratic citizen is called upon to exhibit what Keats termed “negative capability,”[footnoteRef:43] meaning the ability to experience uncertainty and doubt without seeking rational facts and certainties. Judith Shklar, the prominent political philosopher of liberalism, clarified the challenge inherent in liberalism as follows:	Comment by JJ: Added by me, is this what is meant hereO	Comment by JJ: https://www.bl.uk/romantics-and-victorians/articles/john-keats-and-negative-capability#footnote1

The ref was a bit out so I amended it [43:  “… Negative Capability, that is when man is capable of being in uncertainties, mysteries, doubts without any irritable reaching after fact and reason.” In: Keats, J. (1958). The Letters of John Keats 1814–1821. (Vol. 1) (H.E. Rollins, ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 193.  ] 

Far from being an amoral free-for-all, liberalism is, in fact, extremely difficult and constraining, far too much so for those who cannot endure contradiction, complexity, diversity and the risks of freedom.[footnoteRef:44] [44:  Shklar, J. N. (1984). Ordinary Vices. Cambridge Mass.: Harvard University Press, 5.] 


The “negative capability” of citizens—democratic natives—is reflected in their ambivalent attitudes toward institutions and the political order. William Connolly has termed this the “politics of paradox,” which enables an individual’s continued sense of discomfort in society and their ambivalent position in relation to the democratic political order to be politicized. On the one hand, there is an understanding among individuals that standards, regulations, and restrictions are needed to protect society and maintain the political order. However, at the same time, the political order provides channels for individuals to express a skeptical and ironic position toward the existing norms and sociopolitical order, so that arbitrariness and injustice can be identified.[footnoteRef:45] In the democratic political order, citizens participate in shaping the boundaries and limitations of their own freedoms, and at the same time, they are permitted to “take a step back” and question these limitations. It is notable that democracy is the only political order that recognizes the right of citizens to self-defense, reflecting citizens’ awareness of their own imperfections as well as those of the political order. Indeed, as Montaigne noted: “Our structure, both public and private, is full of imperfections.”[footnoteRef:46] Citizens criticize the society, culture, and political order in which they exist, but also share in building these constructs. Only in democracy is there recognition of the constructive power of the dual agent role that citizens play in relation to the political order. The wisdom of this “balance from duality” lies in the fact that it allows citizens to contribute from themselves but not of their selves (to paraphrase Montaigne) and to be a partner without becoming a part. The ability to demonstrate ambivalence toward the democratic political order is a civic virtue that enables citizens to behave as alert political agents—aware, but also distant and reserved. Bolstered by this tolerance for ambivalence, the citizen—and the political order—relinquishes the desire for absolute solutions, the illusion of the possibility of absolute autonomy and self-sufficiency, and the longing for a political order free of conflicts. In fact, tolerance for ambivalence is a necessary virtue in the creation of what the American poet Walt Whitman referred to as the “composite democratic individual,”[footnoteRef:47] since democracy is the only political order that requires citizens to become partners in limiting their own freedoms. 	Comment by Susan: See prior comment about democratic natives	Comment by Susan: Ironic is the correct translation- do you possible mean cynical? Do  your readers need an explanation of what irony means in this context, as this is an unusual use of the word	Comment by JJ: Is this what is meant here? I am not sure how this follows with the flow of ideas here, maybe it needs a bit of explanation? Unless I am missing something

SD  - please see suggested change/connection [45:  Connolly, W. E. (1991). Identity/Difference: Democratic Negotiations of Political Paradox. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 93–94.  ]  [46:  Montaigne, M. (1958). The Complete Essays of Montaigne. (D. M. Frame, Trans,). Stanford: Stanford University Press, III, 1, 599. (Original publication 1580).]  [47:  Chowers, E. (2004). The Modern Self in the Labyrinth. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 120. ] 

Interestingly, a political system’s ability to contain its citizens’ ambivalence actually indicates its robustness rather than posing a threat to it. On the face of it, it would seem possible to argue that a humble democracy undermines itself by allowing its citizens to adopt attitudes and practices that might jeopardize their commitment and obedience to the political order. In this sense, democracy has no need to create external enemies because it has its own, homegrown, foes. This stands in stark contrast to a totalitarian political order, which, having no room for internal contradictions, divisions, or tensions, must create external enemies.[footnoteRef:48] In fact, the democratic political order ensures its own stability precisely because it takes into account the complicated emotional tendencies of its citizens. Rather than imposing impossible limitations on human psychology, democracy is a political order that  institutionalizes it.[footnoteRef:49] In contrast, a political order that does not recognize ambivalence and that demands the unqualified commitment of its citizens, will ultimately not only harm individual freedoms but also undermine its own foundations, since no political order has the power to create such a citizen. A political order that imposes impossible limits on individual psychology will not be able to endure for long. 	Comment by Susan: This might be a good place to use ironically rather than interestingly. Or even curiously	Comment by JJ: Is that a reference to this

https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9780203848807-13/humble-democracy-need-new-thinking-aging-ideal-john-keane

I think this term was coined by John Keane? If so, consider citing it and possibly providing a brief explanation in a fn.	Comment by Susan: Unrealistic? Unreasonable? [48:  Žižek, S. (1995). Looking Awry. Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 166, 168. ]  [49:  Nussbaum, M.C. (2001). Upheavals of Thought: The Intelligence of Emotions. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 401–2. ] 

Democracy, in its humble incarnation, is strengthened by the discovery of its ability to contain the ambivalent attitudes of its citizens in relation to boundaries and authority. Indeed, it is the existence of ambivalence—which combines skepticism and irony with commitment and participation—that guarantees a dynamic political sphere. In place of blind obedience, which destroys political life, the combination of commitment and distance, agreement and disagreement, participation and an “ironic wink,” enliven the political sphere.[footnoteRef:50] In this sense, ambivalence and the ability to tolerate it, both on the part of the individual and the political order, contain a spark for political action, a spark that is kindled by the power of the individual’s sense of unease.	Comment by Susan: See previous question about irony [50:  Ezrahi, Y. (1999). The Irony Between Right and Left. The Seventh Eye, 18, January. (Hebrew).] 

The disappearance of a feeling of discomfort or, alternatively, a non-ambivalent position towards the political order may serve as a warning sign that individuals have assimilated into the political order to such an extent that they are no longer aware of the limitations on their freedom. Reaching such a point may also signal that irony and skepticism have distanced the individual from society and the political order, and that indifference and alienation have usurped the ambivalence that indicates the existence of intense, opposing emotions, attitudes, and desires toward the political order. However, in times of crisis and revolution, when the balance between skepticism and trust is shaken, we experience what may be termed “epistemological moments,” when common sense is fractured. Now, in place of a non-reflective public trust based on shared imaginaries, a new insight emerges that undermines the existing political order and its symbols. Like the little boy in Hans Christian Andersen’s folk tale The Emperor’s New Clothes, who famously blurts out that the “emperor is naked,” Ezrahi argues that the public may also suddenly see the gap between the imagined splendor of the emperor and his status as a demigod, and his flesh-and-blood human existence. One may also recall Edmund Burke’s words in the wake of the beheading of Louis XVI and the dragging of Marie Antoinette’s mutilated body through the streets of Paris, that “a king is but a man, a queen is but a woman.”[footnoteRef:51] Following the experience of the French Revolution, Burke concluded that “All the pleasing illusions which made power gentle and obedience liberal […] are to be dissolved.”[footnoteRef:52]	Comment by JJ: I found a direct citation for this so I found one

The sources are

https://britlitsurvey2.wordpress.com/2017/03/09/make-france-great-again-burke-the-french-revolution-and-conservatism/

	Comment by JJ: This is the actual quote in the original from here
https://revolution.chnm.org/items/show/321

I don't think we can cite Burke directly in the text and then just have a secondary source for the quotes, hence adding these sources in the fns	Comment by JJ: For spelling of the names of Hebrew authors
https://yedion.yvc.ac.il/yedion/fireflyweb.aspx?prgname=Show_Teacher_Card&arguments=-N1867,-AE,-N9998

https://www.runi.ac.il/en/faculty/hzubida/ [51:  Burke, E. (2012). Reflections on the Revolution in France. In: D. Damrosch, K. Dettmar, S. Wolfson, and P. Manning (eds.). The Longman Anthology of British Literature: The Romantics and Their Contemporaries. 5th ed, vol. 2A, Pearson Education, 119.]  [52:  Burke, E. (1860). The Works of Edmund Burke, 3 vols. New York: Harper & Brothers, 488–91. Available at: Liberty, Equality, Fraternity: Exploring the French Revolution, accessed October 18, 2023, https://revolution.chnm.org/d/563; Ezrahi, Y. (2010). The Vision of the Democracy of the Enlightenment and the Postmodern Challenge. In: David Makelberg and Hani Zubida (eds.), Democratic Arrangements in the New Public Sphere. Jerusalem: Israel Political Science Association/ Association for the Study of Politics.] 

Ezrahi’s thought does not stop here. This current book can be seen as the third stage of the “journey to the depths” that has allowed him to proffer an original explanation for the epistemological collapse of the Enlightenment and the democratic backsliding we are witnessing today. Ezrahi’s argument here reveals a new layer that goes beyond his previous ideas. Not only did science and democracy unite to shape a shared epistemology, and not only does the political imagination express these epistemological principles and translate them into the common sense shared by all partners in the political order, but these phenomena are themselves the results of a cosmological infrastructure that feeds the political imagination, which in turn creates the political present. The original contribution of this book therefore, beyond that of other studies that identify the imagination as a constitutive force of the social and political collective, lies in understanding the relevance of the cosmological shift of recent decades to the reshaping of the political imagination and the current crisis in democratic politics. Ezrahi also argues that the political and social imaginations—like the one revealed in the imagined communities that Benedict Anderson identifies as the basis for the existence of the nation state, [footnoteRef:53] and like the social imagination outlines by Charles Taylor in his studies,[footnoteRef:54] and like the imaginaries of a particular political order (e.g., democracy or monarchy) —grow on a cosmological substratum, the most basic level of the collective imagination. 	Comment by JJ: “Of our time" not needed here   - you already use current and it makes the long sentence even longer [53:  Anderson, B. (1991). Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism. Verso, London / New York, Revised Edition.]  [54:  Taylor, C. (2003). Modern Social Imaginaries. Durham: Duke University Press, 2003. 
] 

Indeed, cosmologies are a fundamental layer of imagination. Often unconscious, they include the shared perceptions of a particular culture or civilization regarding the origins of the cosmos, its foundations, and the dynamics of the interrelationships between its various components in space and time. A cosmology is, by its very nature, a stable and continuous infrastructure, one that produces and shapes basic concepts and images of time, causality, authority, interhuman relationships, and relationships between humans and the animate and inanimate worlds. The cosmological fabric has a constitutive effect on shaping the collective political imagination and the nature of the political regime. For the most part, humans operate according to the hegemonic cosmological imaginary of the society into which they were born. Even though this imaginary is what shapes people’s modes of thought and their personal and collective existence, they usually have no direct access to it. By tracing the roots of the naturalistic modern Western cosmology, which is characterized by a “foundational dichotomy between Nature and Culture, world and humanity,” Ezrahi establishes the central argument of his book—that the naturalistic modern Western cosmology that began to take shape from the beginning of the seventeenth century was the precondition for the existence and formation of democracy in the West. The dissolution of this cosmology in the final decades of the twentieth and the beginning of the twenty-first centuries has inevitably been reflected in the erosion of the foundations of modern democracy. 	Comment by JJ: This is actually a quote from the book, page 9 of what you sent me, fn shouldbe added
To establish his argument, Ezrahi relies on the anthropological studies of Phillipe Descola, which point to our—that is, naturalistic Westerners’—ontological-cosmological blindness, by demonstrating the existence of alternative cosmologies. While the naturalistic system makes a clear distinction between Nature and Culture, and humanity and world, there exist totemistic and animistic cosmologies in which humans are an inseparable part of Nature, the animal kingdom, and even the inanimate world. In these cosmologies, the whole of existence is animated, and the mind permeates everything. The deep recognition that the firm foundations on which we experience and perceive the world are not necessary also has profound implications for shaping our political imaginaries. 	Comment by Susan: Inevitable?
In this book, Ezrahi traces the cosmological transition that has taken place in Western culture, from the monistic, hierarchical, religious cosmology of the Middle Ages, which situated God at its head, to the modern, secular, dualistic, anti-hierarchical cosmology which began to take root in the seventeenth century. The political imagination of the Enlightenment is umbilically linked to this cosmological upheaval, and is based on an alternative “Holy Trinity” of science, progress, and freedom. Inspired by the ideas of the Enlightenment, the recognition of the individual as agent—an idea that stands at the cornerstone of the voluntary human exercise of democratic politics—took shape.[footnoteRef:55] However, toward the end of the twentieth century, the new Holy Trinity of science, progress, and freedom that had nourished the epistemology of the democratic political imagination began to fade, as a result of another shift that had occurred in the wake of scientific and technological developments. This time, the shift was from the modern dualistic cosmology to a postmodern secular monism, which blurred the boundaries between the dichotomies of Nature/Culture and humanity/world. 	Comment by JJ: I found a full citation here
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23446197 [55:  Ezrahi, Y. (2008). The Self (as) Fulfilling Prophecy. Zmanim: A Historical Quarterly, 6–10. 104. (Hebrew). ] 

Ezrahi argues that the collapse of the dualistic cosmology that had stood at the cornerstone of modernity has deeply affected how citizens—that is, democratic natives—perceive and understand politics. He shows how the five anchors of the democratic political imagination, some of which he previously identified in Descent of Icarus—the invention of the individual as a political agent, political causality, the emergence of public facts, the formation of the norms of visibility and transparency, and the objectification of public policy through science, technology, economics, and law—have been undermined by this cosmological shift.[footnoteRef:56] Finally, Ezrahi identifies signs that a new monistic cosmology—one very different from that of the Middle Ages—has now begun to form in the void that was created as a result of the undermining of the dualistic naturalistic cosmology. [56:  Parts 2 and 3 of Ezrahi’s current book outline how the naturalistic cosmology centered on the Human/Nature dichotomy established the epistemological anchors of the Enlightenment, while part 4 of the book is, as it were, a lateral inversion of these first parts, where Ezrahi follows the disintegration of these anchors as a result of the undermining of the dualistic naturalistic cosmology. ] 

As part of this new cosmology, which I have called “Humanature,” humans came to the realization that they are an inseparable part of Nature, and that their attempts to control it in order to “advance” it—as humanity believed it had been doing for centuries—have brought about the destruction of Nature and humanity alike. The climate crisis is perhaps the most tangible example of this. While it is still too early to predict what epistemology and what political imagination might emerge from this new monistic cosmology, it is possible to identify phenomena that can teach us both about the promises and the challenges inherent in it. At best, this is a “humble” cosmology, which views humans as part of the world and of biological and physical processes, albeit with the ability to create and heal other humans thanks to developments in genetics, and to produce artificial intelligence that occasionally surpasses even their own understanding (for example, the phenomenon of deep learning). However, humanity has an obligation to be responsible and humble in how it makes use of these new abilities, so as to avoid bringing about its own annihilation. In light of the scientific and technological developments that are posing a challenge to the dichotomies that had been an integral part of the old dualistic cosmology (and an unshakeable part of modern epistemology), such as the distinction between animate/inanimate, human/artificial, predictable/non-predictable, we must adopt what Jasanoff has called the “technologies of humility,” and reshape the rights, duties, obligations, and needs of living beings in relation to the law and the state.[footnoteRef:57] 	Comment by JJ: אדמטבע
See earlier note

I see now that this is something the author has coined, so it won't be in the book ☺️ I suggest we translate it this way to reflect the Hebrew, since it is original. As it is a coining I suggest we explain this the first time the author uses it, way up top at the start of this essay	Comment by JJ: ההבטחה 	Comment by JJ: Is this what is meant? Maybe "what might be"?	Comment by JJ: Is this what is intended here per the quote in the fn or do you want a more literal translation of expected/unexpected	Comment by JJ: Please note how we have to cite this properly (quotation from a video).

This is APA style but it is the same principle for everywhere

https://apastyle.apa.org/style-grammar-guidelines/references/examples/youtube-references

To cite the words of individuals featured in a video, name or describe the individual(s) in your sentence in the text and then provide a parenthetical citation for the video. For example, the Asian Boss video is an interview with the director general of the International Vaccine Institute; you should provide details about who spoke and what they said in the text of the sentence and then cite the video using the parenthetical citation shown.
Provide the specific date on which the video was uploaded.
Italicize the title of the video.
Include the description “[Video]” in square brackets after the title.
Provide the site name (YouTube) and URL of the video. [57:  Jasanoff further noted that: “As biology crosses conceptual boundaries that have long been foundational to legal thought—between life and non-life, human and non-human, individual and collective, predictable and non-predictable, we see coming into play a profound rethinking of the rights, duties, entitlements, and needs of living entities in relation to law and the state.” John Templeton Foundation. (2023, January 10). The Recentered Human. [Video]. YouTube. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oV6OQtUw-zE] 

Ezrahi’s trilogy, therefore, does not present us with a linear journey, but rather a “journey to the depths” that is, retrospectively, parallel to the path traversed by Western cosmology. In this current book, the last of the trilogy, Ezrahi dives to the depths in search of the cosmological roots of the alliance between science and democracy that is the focus of his investigation in Descent of Icarus, and of the political imagination that grew from that alliance, a development to which he devoted the second book in the trilogy, Imagined Democracies. Here, Ezrahi engages in an original and thought-provoking discussion, where hope is intermingled with fear, regarding the future of democracy and Western culture in general. At the foundation of this current book is Ezrahi’s unique conceptualization of the essence of democratic political order, the roots of which can be found in the idea of eclectic pluralism, first discussed in Descent of Icarus.[footnoteRef:58] This is a social modus in which there is no final consensus, but rather a cross-fertilizing dynamic between different visions based on multiplicity, diversity, and difference. Eclectic pluralism is at the foundation of a political order that, in my view, is endowed with intellectual humility (humble democracy). This humility emerges from a sense of disillusionment with the phantasm of the Enlightenment, blind faith in the power of science, and the pursuit of instrumental rationality and consistency. Relinquishing the aspiration to create a homogeneous society makes it possible to realize a Utopian freedom that is not constructed in accordance with an a priori image of the perfect regime. 	Comment by JJ: Since we go to the trouble of explaining this a lot in the first bit of the essay, let's reprise it here. 	Comment by JJ: I am not sure that this works metaphorically, since has Western culture taken a journey to the depths as I have understood you mean it? If not then the journeys aren't really parallel (they can reflect each other, but calling them parallel suggests a sort of spatial trajectory along the same lines, while I don't think that is what you are saying).

I think here the intention is to recall the earlier discussion of afterwardsness so maybe we can say that this thought journey reflects or holds a mirror to as it were, the journey undertaken by Western culture over the past several decades	Comment by JJ: What is  Ezrahi, 1996, p. 87 t? It can't be Descent because that was published 1990--it's confusing to refer to Descent in the text and then cite something else in the fn

The only 1996 work I can see cited is this one

 Ezrahi, Y. (1996). Modes of Reasoning and the Politics of Authority in the Modern State. In: David R. Olson and Nancy Torrance (eds.). Modes of Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 7.


Is this what is referred to? Anyway a clearer reference us needed here	Comment by JJ: הכרעה 

Is this what is meant here [58:  Ezrahi, Y. Descent, 283–90; Ezrahi, 1996, p. 87.   ] 

At the level of the individual, humble democracy allows citizens to experience a variety of aspects of the human experience, not just the rational, but also the emotional—including the possibility of tolerating the existence of conflicting desires within an individual. To acknowledge the existence of conflicting desires is to allow true inner freedom. This is not the same as Rousseau’s idea of the social contract, which, although also originating in the desires of individuals, is ultimately unable to contain the possibility of the existence of conflicting desires within an individual without submitting to a unified, general will.[footnoteRef:59] On a political level, humble democracy limits our ability to realize entire models of society according to one worldview or another, and is therefore based on the principle of the decentralization of power. Ezrahi’s view regarding the basic dynamics of democratic politics matured in his later thinking, after he developed his ideas of political imagination. According to Ezrahi’s concept, democracy can be viewed as a “constructive Utopia” in which, while each person and group has what might be called the “right to dream,” there is a limit to the ability of individuals and groups to realize a collective, coherent, and uniform vision. Ezrahi argues that:	Comment by Susan: Is this correct? Otherwise, to what does “it” refer to?	Comment by JJ: This footnote needs more information, including a proper reference to Blander 2007 
 [59:  Ensuring the internal unity of the individual is the purpose of the convention through the creation of social unity, embodied in the existence of a political body guided by the general will. Despite the recognition of the possibility of the existence of conflicting ideas in an individual (as a citizen and as a person), the purpose of the social contract, as well as of other efforts by Rousseau (for example, in Emile) is to eradicate ambivalence in the individual. See Blander, 2007.   
[THIS SHOULD BE A NEW SEPARATE FN NOT INCLUDED IN 59] “Everything that destroys social unity is worthless. All institutions that put man in contradiction with himself are worthless.” Rousseau, J.-J. (1994). The Social Contract. In: R.D. Masters. and C. Kelly (Eds.). The Collected Writings of Rousseau, Vol. 4. Hanover: University Press of New England, 219.] 

Democracy is a political system that does not tolerate ideological hegemony and therefore encourages every individual and every group to promote their dream of their desired society through peaceful means. Of course, however, due to the multitude of dreams and the dispersion of political power in democracy, no individual or group can expect their dream to come true.[footnoteRef:60]	Comment by JJ: This has been translated to English per the fn, but I cannot access the book, I would find the original English translation and use that

Also page numbers needed here [60:  Ezrahi, Y. (2015). Democracy as a Constructive Utopia. In: Michal Shamir (ed.), The Elections in Israel 2013, London: Routledge. ADD PAGE NUMBER.] 


Essentially, democracy confers on individuals and groups the “right to dream” and to strive in non-violent ways to realize their dreams, albeit with the knowledge that there will always be a gap between the ideals of the individual/group and reality. Democratic politics attempt to achieve compromise without compromising the life of the individual, and their purpose is to ensure the continued existence of the individual as a free political agent. The idea of the “right to dream,” and the recognition that the ability to realize a complete, uniform, coherent, and total vision is limited, echoes Lefort’s diagnoses regarding the nature of democratic society, which beyond providing certain answers, also enables questions to be asked:	Comment by Susan: Encourages?
Democratic society is instituted as a society without a body, as a society that undermines the representation of an organic totality […]. Democracy is instituted and sustained by the dissolution of the markers of certainty. It inaugurates a history in which people experience a fundamental indeterminacy as to the basis of power, law and knowledge and as to the basis of relations between self and other, at every level of social life […] without the actors being aware of it, a process of questioning is implicit in social practice, that no one has the answer to the questions that arise.[footnoteRef:61]	Comment by JJ: I checked it and it is questions not question [61:  Lefort, C. (1988). Democracy and Political Theory. Cambridge: Polity Press, 18–19.] 

Life in a democratic society requires compromise and balance, but also, I would add, the civic virtue of tolerating internal ambivalence and contradictions. Indeed, the ability to tolerate internal and external contradictions is the key to democratic life and tolerance toward others. The recognition that there are others within the self, what Freud called the uncanny, allows one space for living and tolerance towards others from the outside.[footnoteRef:62] This is also the meeting point between the democratic concept that Ezrahi sketched and the Freudian idea of the self that I explore in my work—the recognition that the ambivalence embedded within the self is an expression of humanity’s commitment to the truth. The love for the truth of the self is the ethical code that accompanies the life of the individual. However, this truth, from both a psychoanalytical and a democratic point of view, is not an absolute truth that demands that one achieve a complete knowledge of one’s self. The self is created through a process of discovery that involves invention. Although the self discovers the horizons embedded within it, these are not predetermined—rather, it is the very process of human discovery that creates these possibilities and their meaning in the first place. In other words, one does not discover an a priori inner self, but can uncover more and more previously unknown possibilities through a process of exploration and deconstruction. Like the democratic order, the self does not aspire to an absence of internal tensions.[footnoteRef:63] The ultimate aim is not an inner life free of conflict, but a modest shift in the relations between the various authorities of one’s inner life that allows the self to be in a state of constantly becoming (werden) as Castoriadis emphasizes.[footnoteRef:64] This constant state of becoming, the lack of any a priori meaning, the ability to contain inner conflict and contradictions from which we derive tolerance for “strangers within” and “strangers without,” is shared by the self as described in Freudian theory and in the democratic political order. This is freedom to create meaning, but this freedom requires us to tolerate disillusionment and have the courage to examine the present. It requires us to abandon our aspirations for a conflict-free social order[footnoteRef:65] and our ambitions for a glorious, holistic politics that would endanger the very existence of the individual. As Ezrahi argues: 	Comment by JJ: 	Comment by JJ:  the ref really needs a link.	Comment by JJ:  שהוא בגדר המצאה.	Comment by Susan: Potential?	Comment by JJ: I think the fn needs some more explanation, including what are the two different translations of Freud's famous declaration? I would not assume that ALL readers will know... [62:  Blander, D. (2012, July 12). About the Stranger in Our Midst. Hebrew Psychology website. (Hebrew).]  [63:  Schafer, R. (1976). The Psychoanalytic Vision of Reality. In: A New Language For Psychoanalysis. New Haven: Yale University Press, 52. ]  [64:  Castoriadis, C. (1987). The Imaginary Institution of Society. Cambridge Mass.:MIT Press, 128. Castoriadis discusses the meaning of Freud’s famous declaration “Wo es war, soll ich werden” as teaching that psychoanalysis does not have a predefined purpose, rather it aims to enable a person to outline and develop their autonomy and give meaning to their life. In this context, he also offers a different translation of this declaration that differs from James Strachey’s, which emphasizes the constant becoming of the self.]  [65:  Chowers, The Modern Self, 187.] 

[F]lesh and blood are no infrastructure for redemptive politics, the vulnerable human body and the life of the individual are the first thing that is in danger when spiritual politics gives a sublime justification for the use of physical force for the moral and ideological engineering of society and the sculpting of history.[footnoteRef:66]	Comment by JJ: The ref in the fn really needs more detail e.g. an editor which I cannot find. [66:  Ezrahi. Y. (1983). The Voice of the Individual and the Voice of the Many. In: Truth, Free Debate, and Democracy: A Discussion in Memory of the Late Emil Greenzweig. Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 13–14. (Hebrew).] 


There are no guarantees for the continued existence of the democratic political order. As Ezrahi writes, drawing on Lefort, at the core of the democratic system is an empty space, in which there is no power, no religion, no ideology, and no doctrine. In the democratic political order, this empty space serves as a protection as well as a limitation on the individual. It protects the individual from the possibility of being subjected to a collective idea and violent force, but it also limits the possibility of realizing a collective, coherent, uniform vision.[footnoteRef:67] This void, which enables the freedom and creativity of the individual and the collective imagination, is shared by politics and music, as described by Ezrahi and Ruth HaCohen (Pinczower) in their joint book, Composing Power, Singing Freedom: [67:  Ezrahi, Y. Imagined Democracies, 193–94.] 

If so, similarly to music, the political system hardly ever knows a moment of respite whereby it can be defined from without, or be granted an integrative characterization. Always something bustles, sizzles, fades, turns worlds around and inside out. Even in the great cadential moments of politics, such as at the decisive time of an election campaign—even then, the arena is open to countless alliances, coalitions, interventions and reshufflings. This stems from the fact that, like music, political power springs out, in a certain sense, from a semantic void. This void or vacuity enables and even calls for an alternation and fluid connection with narratives and contents that grant it justification and validity in the dynamic configurations of the political system. This empty space enables political movements and competing ideologies to temporarily fill it through a rotation that allows for each group to give precedence to its values and positions until the dwindling of legitimation and power will compel it to vacate the scene to its rivals who overcome it.[footnoteRef:68] 	Comment by JJ: I would remove this as it’s not needed for the quote [68:  Ezrahi, Y. and HaCohen, R. (2017). Composing Power, Singing Freedom: The Interplay of Music and Politics in the West (Hebrew). Jerusalem: Van Leer Institute and Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 175–76.] 


This description also hints at signs of the depletion of the democratic spirit. When there is an attempt to fill the void with a fixed concept that cannot be challenged, or when the current majority behaves as if they will always hold primacy and power, and actively seeks to change the rules of the game to ensure this, the entire democratic vitality described above is in danger—as is the creative human spirit and the intellectual institutions that enable its expression (music, art, academia, civil society).
Today, when democracy and democratic values, in particular human dignity and freedom, face their most serious threat since the eve of World War II, there are nevertheless buds of optimism. Israel, Hungary, Poland, Russia, Turkey, and the United States have seen the mobilization of a broad cross-section of the public, who, disillusioned with the myth that democracy is a given, are prepared to fight for it. In a way, these developments echo what Ezrahi envisions in his book. Under the new, monistic cosmology of Humanature, there is a sense of disillusionment among humanity, not only in relation to our ability to influence Nature (which is currently manifested first and foremost in the climate crisis and in our efforts to mitigate it) but also in relation to the political order. Humanity recognizes that democracy is its own creation, not a gift from God or an immutable law of Nature. While it might be under threat, it is nevertheless within our power to build and fortify it. Perhaps we are witnessing the end of democracy in its Enlightenment incarnation, but this is not necessarily the end of democracy per se. Indeed, Ezrahi teaches us that democracy can be saved through a moral-political epistemology of freedom, one that is liberated from naturalistic cosmology and instead nurtures a new imaginary based on the monistic cosmology of Humanature. Democracy is in a constant state of becoming. As Ezrahi declares at the end of his book, it is still a promise. 	Comment by JJ: So this phrasing is based on this bit from page 229 of the book

Such a move would reflect the enduring power of a political ontology derived from moral epistemology rather than from naturalistic cosmology. 	Comment by JJ: As above comment

I believe that democracy can be saved by replacing a naturalistic with a moral-political epistemology that would reflect the recognition that in our time we need to direct our faith onto a new imaginary	Comment by JJ: I've used the same phrasing as in the book btw
