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 American Political Science Review Vol. 86, No. 3 September 1992

 POSTMODERNISM AND THE PUBLIC SPHERE

 DANA R. VILLA Amherst College

 T he idea of the public sphere, of an institutionalized arena of discursive interaction, is central
 to democratic theory and practice. The modern age has, however, witnessed the erosion of a
 public realm distinct from the state and the market. In response to this erosion, public realm

 theory, notably the work of Arendt and Habermas, attempts to theorize the minimal conditions
 necessary for a discursive realm free of structural coercion or manipulation. The resulting normative
 conception of the public sphere has come under sharp attack by postmodern theorists, including
 Foucault, Lyotard, and Baudrillard, who question the basic presuppositions of public realm theory. I
 examine their objections and show how the public realm theory of Arendt can be viewed as motivated
 by concerns similar to the postmoderns'. Against Habermas, I argue that Arendt's public realm theory
 is less concerned with the question of legitimation than with the theorization of an agonistic political
 subjectivity.

 A s a motto, "the recovery of the public realm"
 captures, more or less adequately, the primary
 goal of Hannah Arendt's political philosophy

 and the critical theory of JUrgen Habermas. Both
 Arendt and Habermas see the public sphere as a
 specifically political space distinct from the state and
 the economy, an institutionally bounded discursive
 arena that is home to citizen debate, deliberation,
 agreement, and action. Yet they also see this sphere
 as overwhelmed by the antipolitical forces unleashed
 by modernity. For Arendt, the modern rise of "the
 social" effaces what was once a strong distinction
 between the public and the private and tears down
 the boundary between the realms of necessity and
 freedom (1957, 33-49). The result is that the public
 sphere is "devoured" by "household" concerns-the
 maintenance of life and economic reproduction-and
 politics is reduced to the function of "household
 administration," a function fulfilled by the state (pp.
 45-47).

 For Habermas, modernity is essentially an epoch of
 rationalization, as Weber described it. Yet this ration-
 alization is one-sided. The universalization of instru-
 mental rationality-its application to all spheres of
 social life-converts practical/political questions into
 technical ones (Habermas 1970, 96). The result is the
 destruction of the space of democratic decision mak-
 ing, a realm now "colonized" by technical-adminis-
 trative imperatives (Benhabib 1986, chap. 7; Haber-
 mas 1985, 1989).

 Reacting to these trends and the withdrawal of the
 political in the modern age, Arendt and Habermas
 refined their respective conceptions of the public
 sphere in order to provide rigorous criteria for deter-
 mining a genuine public realm. By insisting upon the
 distinctiveness of this realm and the kind of interac-
 tion that occurs within it, Arendt and Habermas are
 able to elucidate the necessary minimal conditions for
 (to use Arendt's phrase) "the sharing of words and
 deeds"; that is, by theorizing the conditions neces-
 sary for uncoerced deliberation and decision amongst
 diverse equals, Arendt and Habermas provide an

 ideal of the public sphere that serves to highlight the
 forms of asymmetry, coercion, violence, and commu-
 nicative distortion that presently characterize our
 public realm.

 I shall examine Arendt's and Habermas' related
 conceptions of the public realm and postmodern
 theory's skeptical response to them. Increasingly,
 poststructuralist, or postmodern, theorists have
 raised objections to the fundamental presuppositions
 of the type of project Arendt and Habermas are
 engaged in. I shall examine what I consider to be the
 three most basic and forceful objections raised by
 poststructuralism/postmodernism against Arendt
 and Habermas. The first, originating in the work of
 Foucault, I shall refer to as the power objection, which
 radically questions the idea(l) of a coercion-free space
 of deliberation by retheorizing the nature of power in
 the modern age (Foucault 1977, 1980a, 1980b, 1982).
 The second objection, the epistemological, finds its
 most forceful formulation in the work of Lyotard,
 who challenges the very possibility of a unified,
 consensus-based public realm in an age that has
 witnessed the death of legitimating metanarratives
 and the corresponding fragmentation of the discur-
 sive realm into irreducibly heterogeneous language
 games (1984, 1985, 1988). The third objection, the
 ontological, in some ways the most telling, can be
 derived from the work of Deleuze or the populariza-
 tion of certain Deleuzian themes in Baudrillard (Bau-
 drillard 1983; Baudrillard 1988, chaps. 5, 7; Deleuze
 1980). This objection questions the peculiar reality
 attributed to the public realm as a "common space of
 appearances" (Arendt), a world without transcenden-
 tal or metaphysical support yet available to all its
 citizens/inhabitants. From the point of view of
 Deleuze or Baudrillard, the Arendtian conviction that
 "appearance . .. constitutes reality" betrays a "nos-
 talgia for reality," for a world well lost (Arendt 1957,
 57; Baudrillard 1988, chap. 7). This nostalgia appears
 to permeate Arendt's entire project (the analysis of
 modernity in terms of "worldlessness"), and Haber-
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 mas is able to evade it only by offering an abstractly
 procedural account of discursive rationality.

 While these objections are powerful, I believe they
 are also answerable, at least from the point of view of
 Arendt's project. Indeed, I will argue that the appar-
 ently clear opposition between Arendt and Habermas
 on the one hand and poststructuralism/postmodern-
 ism on the other has been overdrawn thanks, in large
 part, to the polemical stance taken by Habermas in
 The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity (1987). In that
 work, Habermas creates a stark opposition between
 communicative and subject-centered reason, be-
 tween the paradigms of mutual understanding or
 intersubjectivity and that of the philosophy of con-
 sciousness (chap. 11). In his view, neither Hegel nor
 Marx succeeded in extricating themselves from the
 "horizon of the self-reference of the knowing and
 acting subject"; but then, neither do such critics of
 the philosophy of consciousness and the modern
 project as Heidegger, Derrida, and Foucault. All
 remain, from the Habermasian perspective, either
 caught up in the metaphysics of subjectivity (Hegel
 and Marx with their demiurgic conceptions of self-
 externalizing subjects) or endlessly tracing the tran-
 scendental/empirical bounds of the "humanist" par-
 adigm (Heidegger, Derrida, Foucault). According to
 Habermas, the postmoderns, like their predecessors,
 fail to effect the transition to "the paradigm of mutual
 understanding" and remain locked within an ex-
 hausted episteme (pp. 295-96, 310).

 This mapping of the world of modern/postmodern
 theory neatly locates Arendt's work on the intersub-
 jective side of the divide. I shall question the ade-
 quacy of this mapping, suggesting that the Arendtian
 theorization of the public realm harmonizes in unex-
 pected ways with the critics of the strong normative
 conception of the public sphere. This invites a re-
 thinking of the relation between public realm theory
 and postmodernism/poststructuralism (see my earlier
 discussion, Villa 1992).

 ARENDT, HABERMAS, AND THE
 NORMATIVE CONCEPTION OF THE
 PUBLIC SPHERE

 In his appreciation of Hannah Arendt's contribution
 to the theorization of power, Habermas emphasizes
 how she "dissociates the concept of power from the
 teleological model of action" (1983, 173). Contra Max
 Weber, who "defined power as the possibility of
 forcing one's own will, whatever it maybe, on the
 conduct of others," Habermas argues that Arendt
 "understands power as the capacity to agree in
 uncoerced communication on some community ac-
 tion" (p. 171). Habermas is referring to Arendt's "On
 Violence," where she draws a rigorous distinction
 between power, (defined as "the human ability not
 just to act, but to act in concert") and strength, force,
 and violence- all of which are uniquely instrumental
 (Arendt 1968b, 143). This definition points to a model

 of action quite different from the teleological one,
 whose means-end structure makes the achievement
 of a pregiven goal the organizing principle of all
 action. In contrast, Arendt understands action as
 "the sharing of words and deeds" among equals. In
 Habermas' formulation, action is essentially commu-
 nicative. On this model-the communicative versus
 the teleological or instrumental-"the parties are ori-
 ented toward agreement and not just toward their
 respective success" (1983, 173). Political power-the
 power to act together, to act in concert-is generated
 through the common action of individuals whose
 interaction is structured in accordance with norms of
 reciprocity, respect, and equality and for whom
 agreement or consensus stands "as an end in itself for
 all parties" (p. 175).

 This reading of Arendt's theory of action and
 concept of power stresses the parallels between her
 reassertion of the Aristotelian distinction between
 praxis and poiesis and Habermas' fundamental dis-
 tinction between communicative and instrumental
 action. It focuses upon the dialogical dimension of
 Arendt's understanding of politics and asks us to
 view her notion of the public sphere as one that sets
 the basic conditions for what Habermas refers to as
 "coercion-free communication." This is important;
 for unless political action as communication is coer-
 cion-free, the consensus that issues from it will have
 no binding force: it will simply be another expression
 of insidious or overt violence. Habermas sees the
 delineation of the public sphere presented in
 Arendt's Human Condition as a phenomenologically
 inspired attempt to "read off the general structures of
 unimpaired intersubjectivity in the formal properties
 of communicative action or praxis" (Habermas 1983,
 175). Unsurprisingly, Habermas interprets Arendt's
 conception of the public realm as a prefiguration of
 his own "ideal speech situation"-the counterfactual
 elucidation of the formal conditions of coercion-free
 communication, abstracted (so he claims) from the
 very structure of communicative action (1987, 315).
 Theory functions, in both cases, to uncover the gap
 between current practice and the implicit telos of
 communicative interaction, the reaching of a "ration-
 ally motivated agreement" (p. 315).

 While I shall argue that the "consensus" model of
 politics Habermas attributes to Arendt is problematic,
 one must acknowledge that Habermas does capture
 an important dimension of Arendt's theorization of
 the public realm, as I have argued elsewhere (Villa
 1992). In The Human Condition and On Revolution
 Arendt consistently emphasizes the idea of the public
 realm as a space of "tangible freedom"-a space that
 is physically separate from those of work and labor,
 bounded or constituted by law, and that can serve as
 an arena or stage for political action. Not only coer-
 cion and violence but all relations of hierarchy or
 command are excluded from this sphere. The public
 realm is the space of freedom precisely because it
 creates an artificial equality among persons whose
 individual talents make them naturally unequal and
 because it preserves the human condition of plurality
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 by relating and separating persons simultaneously.
 The public realm is that artificial "world" common to
 us as citizens, an "in-between" that makes both
 equality and individuality possible (1957, 7, 26, 52;
 1963, 31-32).

 Here we encounter the seemingly irreducible spati-
 ality of the public realm as conceived by Arendt.
 Unless this sphere has the power to gather us to-
 gether, to remove each of us from the private while
 simultaneously guaranteeing each of us a distinct
 place in this "common world," genuine politics is not
 possible. Where this sphere is invaded by matters
 and ends that are not essentially open to debate,
 plurality is effectively neutered and the public realm
 loses its three-dimensionality: the "world" ceases to
 be constituted from a variety of perspectives (1957,
 55; see Villa 1992, 286-87). Where this space is forc-
 ibly collapsed or eliminated (as Arendt argues it is
 under totalitarianism), the "boundaries and channels
 of communication between individual men" are re-
 placed by "a band of iron which holds them so tightly
 together that it is as though their plurality had
 disappeared into One Man of gigantic dimensions"
 (Arendt 1968c, 164). The space between individuals is
 destroyed, with the result that action is no longer
 possible. So long as the spatial dimension of the
 public realm is preserved and the "boundaries and
 channels of communication" remain intact, freedom
 in the distinctively Arendtian sense is possible.

 Richard Bernstein has argued that Arendt's depic-
 tion of the public realm in terms of plurality and
 equality results in a normative conception of politics
 that is virtually indistinguishable from that of Haber-
 mas (1983, 182-223; 1986, 221-37). Plurality and
 equality open a space of deliberation oriented toward
 mutual agreement in which the "force of the better
 argument" (Habermas) can carry the day. Bernstein
 glosses Arendt's claim that "debate is the very es-
 sence of political life" by offering, as a characteriza-
 tion of what happens in the Arendtian public space,
 that politics

 involves "no rule," the mutual and joint action grounded
 in human plurality and the isonomy of citizens where
 individuals debate and attempt to persuade each other.
 Persuasion, not force or violence, is the quintessence of
 political life. Persuasion is not the manipulation of others
 by image-making. Persuasion involves free, open debate
 among equals in which we seek to form, clarify and test
 opinions. (1986, 224)

 This gloss has the effect of identifying Arendt's
 public realm with an arena of communicative ration-
 ality in which opinion is gradually purified through
 the "non-coercively unifying, consensus-building
 force of a discourse in which participants overcome
 their at first subjectively biased views in favor of a
 rationally motivated agreement" (Habermas 1987,
 315). While Arendt formally eschews Habermas'
 moral cognitivism, Bernstein points out that this
 reading finds support in her Kantian theory of "im-
 partial" political judgment (1983, 216-23; 1986, 228-
 31).

 If Bernstein reveals a fundamental continuity be-

 tween the Arendtian and Habermasian conceptions
 of the public realm, Seyla Benhabib reinforces that
 assimilation by arguing that Arendt's concept of
 plurality must be seen in opposition to the Hegelian-
 Marxian model of a "supersubject" externalizing and
 reappropriating itself, a model that reduces plurality
 to transsubjectivity (1986, 243-44). The phenomenon
 of plurality, the basic constitutive condition of poli-
 tics, is covered over by the "work model of action"-
 Hegel's and Marx's version of the traditional teleo-
 logical concept. By emphasizing intersubjectivity and
 the communicative conception of action, the phe-
 nomenological ground of politics is recovered: "The
 communicative model of action does justice to the
 experiences of human plurality, . . . for communica-
 tion is the medium through which plurality is re-
 vealed. In acting and speaking we show who we are
 and our differences from each other" (p. 244). The
 public realm, understood as a discursive space char-
 acterized by symmetry, nonhierarchy and reciproc-
 ity, both presupposes, and makes possible, plurality
 and so provides the opportunity for a politics based
 on mutual recognition and respect for difference.1

 Postmodern Objections to the Normative

 Conception of the Public Realm

 The account of public realm theory so far offered
 dwells on the similarities between Arendt and Hab-
 ermas. In turning to postmodern objections to this
 type of theory, I shall continue to ignore, for the time
 being, the substantial differences between them.

 Foucault's work can be understood as a sustained
 critique of public realm theory and its normative
 presuppositions. As has been widely noted,
 Foucault's theorization of modern disciplinary power
 begins with what Nancy Fraser has called a "brack-
 eting of the problematic of legitimacy" (1989, 19;
 Taylor 1984). By setting aside the fundamental liberal
 distinction between legitimate and illegitimate
 power, Foucault brings to light the "local, continu-
 ous, productive, capillary and exhaustive" character
 of modern power (Fraser 1989, 32; see Foucault
 1980b, 93-108, 119). Power's "tightly knit grid of
 material coercions"-its various microtechniques for
 the production of docile bodies and self-surveilling
 subjects-remain invisible so long as we treat it as
 sovereignty (Foucault 1980b, 105). Yet it is just this
 anachronistic model of state power based on contract
 and intended for the preservation of rights that liberal
 theory asserts again and again by its imposition of the
 legitimacy problematic. In so doing, the liberal para-
 digm-the "juridical apparatus"-conceals the in-
 creasingly insidious forms of modern discipline and
 domination (Foucault 1980a, 81-91).

 Neither Habermas nor Arendt relies upon the
 discourse of rights to make their critical points, nor
 can either be accused of holding a "sovereign model"
 of power. Both point to the possibility of a posi-
 tive-as opposed to a merely negative or repressive-
 power, a power that arises from communicative in-
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 teraction, from "acting together, acting in concert"
 (Arendt 1968b, 143; 1968c, 172).2 The negative or
 repressive aspects are located elsewhere, and identi-
 fied with strength, violence, hierarchy, and so on.
 However, from the Foucauldian point of view, this
 positive conception of power is too clean. It is anach-
 ronistic, a democratic analogue to the state-centered
 liberal model. Both models of power-the positive
 one proposed by public realm theory and the nega-
 tive one upheld by liberalism-blind us to the consti-
 tutive workings of modern power and its fundamen-
 tal role in the production of subjects. Thus, the liberal
 "bounding" of negative/repressive state power
 through the notion of rights finds its mirror image in
 public realm theory's specification of the necessary
 formal conditions for "unforced agreement." In other
 words, the public realm theory of Arendt and Hab-
 ermas simply shifts the "power-free zone" of liberal-
 ism (power understood as legitimate coercion) from
 the private realm to the public, redefining power now
 as to the "ability to act." Indeed, insofar as the public
 realm is purified of subjective/strategic interests, it is
 more rigorously coercion-free than the "power-free"
 private sphere of liberalism. In both conceptions,
 however, the error is to pretend that we can use
 power without its using us.

 The severe limitations of public realm theory in
 coming to grips with the nature of modern power are
 most apparent in its naive reliance upon conditions of
 symmetry, nonhierarchy, and reciprocity as adequate
 guarantees of a "coercion-free" space. As Fraser
 points out, in a "fully 'panopticized' society, hierar-
 chial, asymmetrical domination of some persons by
 others would have become superfluous; all would
 surveil and police themselves" (1989, 49; see Dews
 1987, 157, 160-61). Foucault enables us to see how
 hierarchy and asymmetry (the two primary villains
 according to public realm theory) are not essential to
 the smooth functioning of disciplinary power. The
 formation of autonomous individuals-their subjecti-
 fication-is not so easily detached from their subju-
 gation (Foucault 1977, 29-30; 1980b, 98). Thus, while
 it is possible to imagine the realization of the ideal
 speech situation, this would be nothing more than
 the achievement of "pseudoautonomy in the condi-
 tions of pseudosymmetry" (Fraser 1989, 49).3 A
 Foucauldian would therefore insist that public realm
 theory deal with the normalizing character of com-
 municative action. The criterion of consensus is too
 blunt an instrument for this task, since it leaves
 unexamined the self-surveillance of the civically vir-
 tuous citizen (who has internalized the hegemonic
 conception of the public good) or communicatively
 rational agent (who has internalized the hegemonic
 conception of what constitutes "the better argu-
 ment") .

 The second type of postmodernist objection to the
 normative conception of the public sphere also fo-
 cuses upon the ideal of consensus-but from an
 epistemological, as opposed to a power, perspective.
 Habermas' strategy for rescuing practical/political
 questions from technocratic usurpation- for preserv-

 ing the public realm from system colonization-can
 be reduced to two basic theoretical moves. The first,
 which draws on Arendt's distinction between acting
 and making, involves distinguishing between two
 types of rationalization in modernity: system and
 communicative rationalization (Habermas 1970, 92-
 97; Habermas 1985; Wellmer 1985, 35-66). This dis-
 tinction enables us to view the "disenchantment" of
 practical discourse in the modern age as a process
 separate from, yet parallel to, the growth of purpo-
 sive rationality: communicative rationalization consists
 in the growing endorsement of the principle that
 validity claims can and ought to be redeemed only
 through the medium of reflexive speech. The refer-
 ence to traditional grounds of validation, which pre-
 sume a prediscursive legitimacy, is no longer possi-
 ble.

 The appeal to communicative rationality (to legiti-
 mation through open dialogue and consensus)
 works, however, only if Habermas is able to convince
 us that this rationality is universal (and so able to
 guarantee the possibility of reaching a genuine agree-
 ment) yet nonsubstantive. Otherwise, he is open to
 the Nietzschean/Weberian objection that any nonin-
 strumental concept of reason is dogmatic. Habermas'
 deployment of what he believes is a philosophically
 viable procedural account of rationality enables him
 (so he claims) to take full account of the "disenchant-
 ment of the world" and the modern separation of
 value spheres, while avoiding the Nietzschean or
 Weberian conclusion that will or decision is the only
 possible source of meaning in a disillusioned age
 (Benhabib 1986, 258-263; Habermas 1973, chap. 7). A
 proceduralist account of discursive rationality enables
 escape from the polytheism of values-Weber's
 "warring gods"-that characterizes postmodernity.
 As long as there are standards of argumentative
 rationality implicit in speech, we will be able to
 distinguish a genuine consensus from a false one and
 decisions based on reason from those based upon will
 or coercion-right from might.

 Lyotard, in particular, is sympathetic to the Hab-
 ermasian attempt to escape the universalization of
 functionalist reason, the legitimation of knowledge
 by power. Indeed, his analysis of the principle of
 "performativity" in The Postmodern Condition mirrors
 much of the standard Frankfurt School critique (1984,
 xxiv, 47). Nevertheless, he is extremely skeptical of
 Habermas' attempt to transfer formal rules for what
 constitutes a genuine consensus from the scientific
 or theoretical community to the sphere of politics

 (p. 30).
 Lyotard is, first, dubious about the Habermasian

 picture of the legitimation of scientific discourse (the
 privileged model of argumentative rationality). "Par-
 alogy," or "permanent revolution," is opposed to
 consensus (1984, 60-67; Rorty 1985). Second, and
 more important for my purposes, he points out how
 Habermas' attempt to avoid an irreversible fragmen-
 tation of the public sphere by providing a procedural
 mechanism that mediates between the "warring
 gods" and specifies the formal properties of the
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 "better argument" is, in fact, parasitic upon an En-
 lightenment metanarrative of emancipation. This
 metanarrative, Lyotard asserts, was capable of inte-
 grating the language games of science and politics
 through its deployment of consensus via open debate
 as the criterion of legitimate knowledge and institu-
 tions (1984, 32, xxiv). Yet once this metanarrative
 comes under suspicion (and, as Lyotard famously
 defines it, postmodernity is "incredulity toward met-
 anarratives"), the idea that a model of argumentative
 rationality and agreement derived from science can
 provide context-independent criteria of validity is
 itself cast in doubt.

 The Habermasian end run around decisionism and
 the "polytheism of values" depends upon the avail-
 ability of a metadiscourse that could, potentially,
 render the "heteromorphorous" language games of
 social life-each with its own context-dependent
 rules of legitimation, competence, and application-
 commensurable. Against the assumption that "dis-
 course" holds the key to identifying context-indepen-
 dent criteria of validity, Lyotard states that "there is
 no reason to think that it would be possible to
 determine metaprescriptives common to all of these
 language games or that a reasonable consensus like
 the one in force at a given moment in the scientific
 community could embrace the totality of metapre-
 scriptions regulating the totality of statements circu-
 lating in the social collectivity" (1984, 47; see also
 1985, 58). Habermas cannot conceive of legitimation
 in terms other than a "search for universal consen-
 sus." As a result, he must assume "that it is possible
 for all speakers to come to agreement on which rules
 or metaprescriptions are universally valid for lan-
 guage games" (Lyotard 1984, 47).

 For Lyotard, this assumption reduces the irreduc-
 ible heterogeneity of language games. It is an attempt
 to neutralize the "diversity of discursive species,"
 each subject to its own set of pragmatic rules. More-
 over, Habermas assumes that "the goal of dialogue is
 consensus," that "humanity as a collective (univer-
 sal) subject seeks its common emancipation through
 the regularization of 'moves' permitted in all lan-
 guage games, and that the legitimacy of any state-
 ment resides in its contributing to that emancipation"
 (ibid., 65-66). This assumption not only does violence
 to the heterogeneity of language games, it does
 violence to the heterogeneity of the players-their
 plurality-by subjecting all to a regime of discursive
 practice designed to overcome what Lyotard sees as
 the agonistic dimension of those games (p. 10). The
 spontaneity, initiation, and difference that character-
 ize agonistic speech are repressed as a model of
 Kuhnian "normal science" is imposed upon the pub-
 lic sphere. Because of this flattening, antiagonistic,
 antiinitiatory character of the consensus model, Lyo-
 tard concludes that "consensus has become an out-
 moded and suspect value" and opts instead for a
 "pagan" politics that breaks decisively with all at-
 tempts to ground action and practical decision in a
 theoretical discourse of justice or legitimacy (1984, 66;
 1985, 19-43, 28).

 From Lyotard's perspective, the fragmentation of
 the public sphere-the emergence of discordant lan-
 guage games that results from the postmodern death
 of totalizing metanarratives-opens the way to forms
 of political practice and judgment freed from the
 tyranny of science or episteme (1984, 28-29; 1985, 27,
 58). "Paganism"-Lyotard's code word for an anti-
 foundationalist politics of opinion, of judgment
 "without criteria"-rescues the political by unmask-
 ing the ideal of a grounded consensus and the
 theoreticist/Platonist constraints it implies. Lyotard's
 epistemological rejoinder to the Habermasian con-
 struction of the public sphere parallels Foucault's
 objection in its bracketing of the legitimation proble-
 matic. (Lyotard sees this problematic as encompass-
 ing any attempt to derive the political from the
 theoretical, the just from the true, even where
 "truth" is seen as a function of consensus; see 1985,
 25.)5 Public realm theory conceals the disciplinary
 underside of "acting together" and covers over the
 antiagonistic, antiinitiatory implications that flow
 from the regularization of moves in any language
 game.

 The final objection to public realm theory raised by
 postmodernism is ontological, so-called because it is
 directed against the specific reality claimed for the
 public sphere and the objects within it. It is more
 directly applicable to Arendt's theory, which presents
 us with what could be called an ontology of the public
 realm. Eschewing Habermas' attempt to delineate the
 public sphere in terms of a specific form of interaction
 and the rationality appropriate to it, Arendt defines
 the public phenomenologically, as a "common space
 of appearances." Plurality has a constitutive, as well
 as a consensual, dimension. Deliberation and debate
 from a diversity of perspectives constitutes a "shared
 world of appearance," a world whose reality is a
 function of incessant speech about that which lies
 between us (Arendt 1957, 50-58). From Arendt's
 point of view, that which "appears in public and can
 be seen and heard by everybody" is "real." This
 conviction is expressed in her dictum that "for us,
 appearance-something that is being seen and heard
 by others as well as ourselves-constitutes reality"
 (p. 50).

 In making this claim, Arendt is self-consciously
 aligning herself with Nietzsche's undermining of the
 Platonic metaphysical distinction between appear-
 ance and reality (1977, vol. 1, 10). But where Nie-
 tzsche sees this distinction as expressing an ascetic
 devaluation of life, Arendt sees it as expressing a
 philosophic hostility to politics. Her desire to "save
 the phenomena"-her insistence that meaning and
 reality reside in the appearances, not behind or above
 them-follows Nietzsche's revaluation of the world
 of becoming (Villa 1992, 287-88). However, Arendt
 backs away from the conclusion Nietzsche drew
 when he traced the nihilistic logic set in motion by the
 institutionalization of the Platonic distinction, the
 two-thousand-year process by which the "real world
 becomes a fable": "We have abolished the real world:
 what world is left? The apparent world perhaps?
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 ... But no! with the real world we have abolished
 the apparent world!" (1979, 41). For Nietzsche, try as
 we might to divorce it from any transcendental sig-
 nified, our concept of appearances is irreducibly
 metaphysical. To presume, as Arendt does, that one
 can hold onto an "objective," shared world of ap-
 pearances once all anchors to a transcendental reality
 are cut loose is, ultimately, to remain entangled in the
 web of metaphysics.

 Arendt believes that the reality of the world, of a
 common space of appearances, is guaranteed so long
 as this in-between is the arena for spirited debate and
 deliberation. Where public spirit and "care for the
 world" animate a community, Arendt believes, the
 senses communis remains strong, providing a nontran-
 scendental ground for action and judgment (1957,
 208-9, 274-85; 1968a, 221; 1982, 66-72). Such a "com-
 mon feeling for the world" transcends the local,
 concretely contextual nature of Aristotelian ethos. At
 the same time, it makes no claim to providing a
 cognitive ground for moral/political judgment. Yet
 this "feeling for the world" is vulnerable, the easy
 victim of the modern subjectification of the real that
 Arendt traces in The Human Condition (1957, chap. 6,
 esp. 280-88). Hence the mournful Arendtian leitmotif
 of modern "worldlessness," the peculiar alienation
 from the world that accompanies the withering away
 of "common sense."

 Here Deleuze's interpretation of Nietzsche and
 Baudrillard's theorization of simulacra show us how
 the "loss of the world" remains trapped within the
 logocentric/metaphysical logic of the sign. From this
 perspective, Arendt does not overcome the terms,
 she merely inverts them. The Arendtian public
 sphere is a space of genuine appearances, of signs
 whose play and self-referentiality is restricted by their
 being "seen and heard by everyone." This implies
 and preserves an opposition between an authentic,
 real in-between and its inauthentic, manipulated
 counterpart-the former both condition and result of
 action and speech, the latter nothing more than the
 proliferation of signs/images that only serve further
 to destroy our feeling for the world. Baudrillard's
 point is that this way of looking at things (of seeing
 the "world" as increasingly "dimmed-down" or cov-
 ered over) does not make a final break with the
 representational episteme. Postmodernity, on the
 other hand, has left the "order of appearance" be-
 hind: "reality" (including the reality of appearances
 Arendt wants to preserve) is presently generated as a
 simulation effect. The "decisive turning point," Bau-
 drillard states, is "the transition from signs which
 dissimulate something to signs which dissimulate
 that there is nothing" (1988, 170). Arendt's ontology
 of the public realm prevents us from seeing just how
 well and truly lost the world is. Her nostalgia for the
 "world," for worldliness, is a nostalgia for a common
 referent-a nostalgia that power is able to exploit for
 its own ends, in order to "rejuvenate the fiction of the
 real" (ibid., 178).

 REDRAWING THE MAP: RESPONSES
 AND REPOSITIONINGS

 I began by suggesting that the relation between
 public realm theory and postmodernism/poststruc-
 turalism was more complex than Habermas' mapping
 of it allowed. By starkly opposing the paradigm of the
 philosophy of the subject and that of mutual under-
 standing, Habermas can present postmodernism/
 poststructuralism as the coda to an exhausted project,
 the closure of subject-centered reason, rather than
 what comes after (1987, 296). Public realm theory
 stands, in contrast, ready to aid in the positive
 realization of the modern project, abandoning total-
 izing critique for the new paradigm.6

 The danger of this polemical opposition is that it
 blinds us to the possibility of a different configura-
 tion. Once we detach Arendt's conception of the
 public realm from the problematic that Habermas
 constructs, a more complex articulation of public
 realm theory and postmodernism/poststructuralism
 becomes possible. If we step back from the issues of
 legitimation and consensus, Arendt's theory reveals a
 narrative structure that hooks up, in unexpected
 ways, with the concerns of postmodern/poststructur-
 alist critics.

 With respect to Foucault's power objection, one
 must first acknowledge that Arendt and Foucault are
 simply talking about different things when they use
 the word power.7 True, Arendt's related concepts of
 violence, strength, authority, and so on are scarcely
 suited to capture the mechanisms that Foucault
 wants to investigate. Nevertheless, it is obviously
 inappropriate to presume a common referent here
 and then to argue that one theorist is right, the other
 wrong. More important, however, is that Habermas
 is wrong to treat Arendt's definition of power ("the
 ability to act together, to act in concert") as implying
 a consensus-centered conception of the public realm.
 From Arendt's point of view, plurality is not just a
 condition, but also an achievement of political action
 and speech: these activities give public expression to
 difference. The theory of political action presented in
 The Human Condition takes as its ideal an agonistic
 subjectivity that prizes the opportunity for individu-
 alizing action (1957, chaps. 2, 4). Contra Habermas,
 Arendt views action as an end in itself: its value in no
 way hinges upon the formation of a rational general
 will. Like Foucault and Lyotard, she fears that the
 regularization/rationalization of communicative ac-
 tion leads to the creation of docile subjects.

 This concern about the denaturing consequences of
 a regularized, consensual politics comes across most
 strongly in Arendt's analysis of postrevolutionary
 American politics in On Revolution. Here she traces
 how the advent of a representative system transforms
 the public sphere, substituting voting and judicial
 decision making for spontaneous, agonistic action
 (1963, chap. 6). The loss of the "revolutionary spirit"
 yields a routinized politics of interests and general
 welfare: actors are transformed into clients who are
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 more or less effective in persuading a de facto oligar-
 chy to favor their particular interests. The overall
 effect of the representative system is, from Arendt's
 perspective, virtually to eradicate the public space for
 agonistic action and to redirect political or public
 energies to the pursuit of private or social goals. The
 result is an essentially passive, depoliticized citizen
 body.

 The regularization of politics (the containment of
 its spontaneous, popular, and agonistic dimensions)
 by the mechanism of representation points us to that
 larger, peculiarly modern threat to the public
 sphere-the rise of the social. With the emergence of
 this inclusive, hybrid realm in the modern age, the
 conditions of possibility for either a genuine public or
 private sphere are undermined. Moreover, the ubiq-
 uitous functionalization that accompanies the rise of
 the social imposes its own constraints on agonistic
 political action. As Arendt puts it:

 It is decisive that society, on all its levels, excludes the
 possibility of action, which formerly was excluded from
 the household. Instead, society expects from each of its
 members a certain kind of behavior, imposing innumer-
 able and various rules, all of which tend to "normalize"
 its members, to make them behave, to exclude sponta-
 neous action or outstanding achievement. (1957, 40)

 It is here that Arendt's concerns most nearly inter-
 sect with Foucault's. Once we see Arendt's public
 realm as a space for agonistic action denatured by the
 normalizing power of the social, we can make sug-
 gestive connections to the Foucauldian story about
 the take-off of disciplinary power in the modern age.
 Arendt hardly shares Foucault's desire to develop a
 politics of everyday life. Nevertheless, they are both
 concerned to tell the story of how an essentially
 theatrical space (the agonistic public realm of Arendt,
 the premodern public realm of spectacle in Foucault)
 is colonized by a new form of disciplinary or "social-
 izing" power, a power that substitutes an institution-
 ally dispersed and normalizing regime of panoptic
 visibility for a centralized space in which action is seen
 and heard by all. The telos of this transformation, for
 both Arendt and Foucault, is the better preservation,
 cultivation, and management of the state's most
 precious resource, its populace. There is, I would
 suggest, a direct line to be drawn from Arendt's
 conception of the state as "national household" to
 Foucault's notion of biopower (Foucault 1980a, 140-
 43; 1988).

 Foucault and Arendt are linked, moreover, by a
 concern to preserve forms and spaces of popular,
 spontaneous action ("counter-power") from en-
 croaching bureaucratic structures. (Compare, for ex-
 ample, Arendt's emphasis on the spontaneous, pop-
 ular nature of revolutionary action in On Revolution to
 Foucault's defense of direct forms of popular justice
 in PowerlKnowledge; see Arendt 1963, chap. 6 and
 Foucault 1980b, 27-32.) Reading Arendt and Foucault
 in this manner suggests that Arendt's highly specific,
 exclusive notion of political action is not contradicted
 by Foucault's account of power. Rather, they present

 complementary narratives about the closure of the
 space for action in the modern age. From this stand-
 point, the Foucauldian concept of "resistance"-of
 local struggle against power/knowledge regimes-
 can be seen as a successor concept to Arendt's notion
 of political action. Where the space for action is
 usurped-where action in the strict sense is no longer
 possible-resistance becomes the primary vehicle of
 spontaneity and agonistic subjectivity.8

 The reading I have just sketched moves Arendt's
 public realm theory from the legitimation problematic
 to that of agonistic subjectivity. The "structures of
 unimpaired intersubjectivity" that Habermas stresses
 give way to a performance-centered conception of
 action framed in terms of a narrative about the
 closure of the public space in the modern period. This
 displacement reveals similar continuities with Lyo-
 tard's project. A consistent theme in Arendt's work is
 the hostility of truth to politics. At no point in her
 thought on the nature of political action does she
 embrace moral cognitivism or indicate a belief in
 theoretical criteria that could distinguish a genuine
 from an inauthentic consensus. For Habermas, the
 Arendtian repudiation of the will to truth in politics
 is evidence of an anachronistic (Aristotelian) concep-
 tion of theory (1983, 194). This objection, however,
 surely misses the point. The reason that Arendt
 sees "a yawning abyss between knowledge and opin-
 ion that cannot be closed by rational argument" is
 that her conception of political action is antiteleolog-
 ical (p. 194). Like Lyotard, she disputes the Haber-
 masian assumption that "the goal of dialogue is
 consensus." Her account emphasizes action as an
 end in itself-the performance, as opposed to the
 product, of praxis.

 Arendt, then, shares Lyotard's generally agonistic
 conception of speech. For both, "to speak is to fight,
 in the sense of playing, and speech acts fall within the
 domain of a general agonistics" (Lyotard 1984, 10; see
 Arendt 1957, 41-42). Moreover, her emphasis on the
 initiatory dimension of action ("to act . . . means to
 take an initiative, to begin") parallels Lyotard's focus
 upon the speaker's ability and need to create new
 moves, invent new criteria (Arendt 1957, 177; Lyotard
 1985, 61). Arendt views the obsession with forming a
 rational general will as inevitably normalizing and
 destructive of plurality. In order to preserve this
 plurality from the regularizing force of consensus and
 theory, she endorses a "pagan" politics of opinion, of
 judgment "without criteria." Lyotard's slogan that
 there can be no "derivation of the political from the
 theoretical" captures the spirit of Arendt's own ve-
 hement anti-Platonism (Lyotard 1985, 26-27).

 But if Lyotard's idea of a politics founded "on the
 basis of opinion" seems largely derivative of Arendt,
 there remains one seemingly irreconcilable differ-
 ence. Lyotard celebrates the fragmentation of the
 public space; he glories in the heterogeneity this
 fragmentation produces. The only criteria of legiti-
 macy he recognizes are local and context-specific,
 first-order narratives, as opposed to metanarratives!
 metadiscourses. In Just Gaming, this position brings
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 him very close to identifying the Aristotelian idea of
 an ethos as the sine qua non of a politics "without the
 Idea of Justice" (1985, 26). Arendt, whose own theory
 of political judgment presents a similar mix of Aris-
 totelian, Kantian, and Nietzschean elements, avoids
 the relativist consequences of postmodern pluralism
 by appealing to the Kantian idea of a senses communis,
 a common feeling for the world, which provides a
 nontranscendental basis for judgments making a uni-
 versal claim of validity (Arendt 1968a, 220-21; see
 Villa 1992, 301-2). Lyotard views the appeal to the
 senses communis as an act of bad faith: the withering
 away of common sense in postmodernity means,
 simply, that "there cannot be a senses communis"
 (1985, 14). According to Lyotard, there is no escaping
 the fact that we "are in the position of Aristotle's
 prudent individual, who makes judgments about the
 just and the unjust without the least criterion" (ibid.).

 As in the case of Foucault, the opposition here is
 less dramatic than it first appears. Arendt does not
 dogmatically assert the existence of "a common feel-
 ing for the world" in a last-ditch effort to avoid
 acknowledging the inescapable fragmentation of the
 public sphere. If, as with Foucault, we see Arendt as
 essentially providing a narrative about modernity,
 then we also can see that she hardly disputes the
 postmodern assertion that reliance upon the senses
 communis is no longer possible. The last part of The
 Human Condition is an extended meditation on how
 the energies of modernity have worked to dissipate
 our feeling for the world. The "worldliness" presup-
 posed by the senses communis is not a distinguishing
 characteristic of the animal laborans and the late mod-
 ern polity. Indeed, Arendt would go further than
 Lyotard on this score: the "blurring of boundaries"
 effected by the modern rise of the social destroys the
 integrity of language games and local contexts. The
 ground necessary for anything approximating an
 ethos is lacking (Arendt 1957, chap. 2, sec. 6 and
 chap. 3, sec. 17).

 This brings us, finally, to the ontological objection.
 If, as I have suggested, Arendt's public realm theory
 shares the Foucauldian/Lyotardian concern with the
 preservation of agonistic subjectivity-if we see her
 as calling for a politics that stresses plurality, differ-
 ence, spontaneity, and initiation against the regu-
 larizing apparatus of consensus-then the relation
 between her theory and poststructuralism/postmod-
 ernism is quite different from that suggested by the
 Habermasian mapping. Can a similar "shift" be ef-
 fected with respect to the ontological objection? I
 would answer no: here we confront the insurmount-
 able difference between Arendt's public realm theory
 and postmodernism. This difference is not, as some
 might suggest, the result of a misplaced foundation-
 alism or realism on Arendt's part. Rather, it is a
 question of profoundly different attitudes toward a
 single phenomenon, the "de-worlding of the world"
 (to use Heidegger's phrase). Arendt mourns what the
 postmodern celebrates, the loss of certain ontological
 dimensions of human existence (action, the shared

 public world, the self as performance). The postmod-
 ern blurring of boundaries, the effacement of any
 meaningful distinction between the authentic and the
 inauthentic-reality and its simulacra-renders the
 Arendtian idea of the phenomenal integrity of a
 distinctly political realm simply nostalgic.9 Arendt
 chooses, if not to recover the public realm, at least to
 preserve its memory. The "affirmative nihilists" of
 postmodernity wish to have done with such guilty
 nostalgia, viewing it as one more symptom of essen-
 tialism. There is a choice here, but it is not the one
 offered by Habermas. It is the choice between a
 politics of mourning and a politics of parody, a

 politics that remembers the res publica and a politics
 engaged in the endless subversion of codes.'

 Notes

 I thank Bill Connolly, Fred Dolan, Bob Gooding-Williams,
 Tom Dumm, and Austin Sarat for their comments and criti-
 cisms.

 1. In a recent essay, Benhabib (1992) contrasts Arendt's
 model of an agonistic public space to Habermas' "discursive"
 model. Having previously argued that Habermas' theory of
 communication does justice to the phenomenon of plurality
 (Benhabib 1986), she attempts to show how the agonistic
 dimensions of Arendt's conception presuppose untenable
 distinctions (e.g., between the social and political) and exclu-
 sions. The upshot of both treatments is that Habermas ab-
 sorbs what is valuable in Arendt's public realm theory, while
 avoiding its more "anachronistic" (Greek) features. In con-
 trast, I believe Habermas has radically foreshortened the
 phenomenon of plurality and that the expression of this
 phenomenon demands something like Arendt's agonistic
 conception of political action. Cf. Connolly 1991.

 2. In this regard, see the interview between Foucault and
 Rabinow, Charles Taylor, Martin Jay, and Richard Rorty
 (Foucault 1984, 373-80). Foucault is asked to comment upon
 the "Arendtian/Habermasian" conception of power (p. 377).
 His response is minimal: he admits the need to hold onto the
 notion of "consensual politics" as a regulatory principle, a
 statement that echoes his view in "The Subject and Power"
 (1982), where he takes a stand against nonconsensual power
 relations while remaining wary of the concept of consensus
 fiberhaupt. He fudges the question with specific regard to
 Arendt by stating: "It seems to me that in many of the
 analyses that have been made by Arendt, or in any case from
 her perspective, the relation of domination has been con-
 stantly dissociated from the relation of power. Yet I wonder
 whether this distinction is not something of a verbal one"
 (p. 378).

 3. It should be added that Fraser rejects this possibility.
 4. Hence, Foucault's ambivalent or ironic attitude toward

 the notion of consensuality. See n. 2: See Dumm 1988.
 5. This bracketing leads Seyla Benhabib to mount a criti-

 cism of Lyotard parallel to Fraser's critique of Foucault. See
 Benhabib 1984, 114-15.

 6. In fairness to Habermas, it should be noted that this
 mapping (at least as regards public realm theory) has been
 largely accepted by poststructuralist/postmodernist critics.

 7. Janicaud (1992) points out that the critique Habermas
 offers of Foucault's theory of power substitutes the German
 macht for the French pouvoir, thereby eliding the distinction
 between puissance (strength) and pouvoir (power). This elision,
 similarly found in the English translation, facilitates the
 critique of Foucault as "normatively confused," a charge
 made by Habermas (1987), Fraser (1989), and Taylor (1984).
 But, Janicaud points out, pouvoir is typically reserved for
 "specific juridical-political forms and moralities" (1992, 284).
 Thus, while Foucault and Arendt use power to designate two
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 different phenomena (the juridical-disciplinary apparatus
 and concerted popular action), there is hardly the generalized
 conflation of power, strength, violence, and so on in Foucault
 that some of his critics charge. As Foucault makes clear in a
 number of places (esp. 1982, 220), he is sensitive to the kind
 of distinctions Arendt makes in "On Violence"; indeed, he
 considers them essential. The fact that he prefers to call
 popular action, a la Arendt, "counter-power" needs to un-
 derstood against the background of his thesis concerning the
 ubiquitous, capillary, and productive nature of disciplinary
 power.

 8. I should note that for Arendt, resistance is a form of
 action (1968a, pref.).

 9. There is an obvious parallel here to Derrida's charge that
 Heidegger, while deconstructing the metaphysics of pres-
 ence, nevertheless betrays a nostalgia for presence in his
 employment of the metaphorics of nearness and farness (of
 Being). See Derrida 1976, 22, 143; Derrida 1980, 130, 133. For
 a response to Derrida's critique, see White 1991, 65.

 10. Fraser (1990) offers a critique of the Habermasian public
 sphere along quasi-Lyotardian lines, one that suggests an
 alternative beyond the purely mournful or subversive atti-
 tudes I have sketched. Arguing that the accordance of nor-
 mative status to a singular, comprehensive public sphere
 enables domination via discursive means, Fraser opts for a
 more flexible theorization of the public sphere that makes
 room for a plurality of competing publics. This move from a
 strong normative conception to a more phenomenological
 account has the virtue of expanding our view of available and
 politically relevant discursive spaces by including "subaltern
 counterpublics" as crucial alternative forms of publicity. Fra-
 ser believes that participatory parity is better achieved by the
 cultivation of multiple publics that interact agonistically,
 rather than by the attempt to encompass all within one
 deliberative paradigm. Whether or not one finds Fraser's
 attempt to split the difference between postmodernism and
 public realm theory persuasive, it does serve to highlight one
 important consequence of Arendt's shift away from the legit-
 imation problematic. Once this shift is made, the idea of the
 "public sphere" ceases to function in an essentially normative
 capacity. No longer setting the standards for genuine agree-
 ment or a just being-together (except in a minimal way, e.g.,
 the prohibition of force and violence), public realm theory, in
 Arendt's hands, transforms itself into narrative, telling a story
 that keeps alive the memory of an agonistic public realm. If
 we overcome Arendt's nostalgia for an integral public realm,
 narratives such as those offered in The Human Condition and
 On Revolution can be seen as enabling us to identify, and see
 as significant, practices and spaces that would otherwise be
 overlooked: wherever we find agonistic spontaneity, resis-
 tance, and theatricality, there we find a political practice. The
 result is the cultivation of an agonistic political ethos that
 avoids claiming more for "subversive practices" than these
 practices can bear but that also eschews the alternative of
 mournful withdrawal.
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