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ABSTRACT: Recent conflicts both wthin Europe and be-
tween Europe and the Lhited Sates suggest that Eirope' s
current political arrangenents need to be adjusted. F. A
Hayek and Jirgen Habermas argued, albeit on very dif -
ferent grounds, for European political integration. Their
argunents ultinately are not persuasive, but a “United
Sates of Europe” can be justified-en the basis of its
contribution to European security.

In Decenber 2001, the European Qouncil at Laeken de-
cided that European integration could proceed no further
wthout a constitutional convention to reexanine the Eu-
ropean Lhion's political institutions. This decision was
taken in response to two different challenges. Frst, the
BU faced the probl emof incorporating as many as thirteen
new rmenbers, nost of themforner conmunist countries.
Second, the European Lhion faced a crisis of popul arity.
Voters in a nunmber of European countries had expressed
their dislike of the post-Mastricht BJ in a nunber of
enbarrassi ng referendum defeats. Euroskepticism in
other words, was show ng signs of spreading, nuch |ike
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soccer hool iganism fromEngland to the Gontinent. Sone-
thing had to be dore.

The nandate of the constitutional convention, which
was chaired by the forner French President, Valéry
Ascard d Estaing, was both broad and narrow It was
broad in that it sought “to propose a new franework and
structures for the European Lhion.” Yet it was narrow
inthat it did not grapple wth the fundanental question
rai sed by Euroskepticism Mist there be a European
| evel of governnent? For Euroskeptics, the answer to
that question is an enphatic No. They fear that a “Uhited
Sates of BEurope’-the hidden agenda, so they believe, of
all supporters of European integration—would be unde-
nocratic, excessively bureaucratic, and destructive of
national diversity.

Wil e conceding that the idea of a unitary European
polity is not at present politicaly feasible, | wll contend
that such a polity is nore desirable than is wdely recog-
nized. Europe's current divisions, cruelly exposed in the
conflict over Irag, call for greater political integration,
not less. This can be seen by taking a critica look a two
very different—ndeed, two dianetrically opposed—nor -
native theories of political integration:. F. A Hayek's
classical liberal rationale for an interstate Eiropean fed-
eration, and Jirgen Habernmas’'s soci al -denocratic argu-
nent for a European constitution. Wile neither theory is
adequate to the task of justifying a Lhited Sates of Ei-
rope, the argunents of Hayek and Habernmas point the way
to a nore satisfactory justification.

Hayek’ s Defense of European Integration

Hayek took up the question of European integration in his
1939 article “The Economc nditions of Interstate Fed-
eralismi (in Hayek 1948). Wiile his essay predated the
current process of Eiuropean integration, a process initi-
ated by the Schunann plan in 1950, the argunent of the
essay nonethel ess illumnates the current debate on Euro-
pean political and economic integration. |ndeed, Hyek' s
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paper, as we shall see, bears on an issue that still sepa-
rates pro- and anti-Europeans today: the ability of a
nul tinational polity to secure social justice.

Hayek’'s 1939 essay is particularly concerned wth the
economc inplications of interstate federation. In a nan-
ner that has now becone commonpl ace, he identifies the
gains to prosperity that will result froma common eco-
nomc regi ne. An econony undi vided by barriers to trade,
he points out, wll realize trenendous economies of scal e
and of what economsts now call unhindered “conparative
advantage.” The greater prosperity that will result from
these economies will, in turn, make Europe nore power -
ful and | ess vul nerabl e to external attack.

Hayek al so offers, however, a nore controversial, clas-
sically liberal rationale for an econonically unified Ei-
rope. Hayek’'s aimin this part of his paper is to show that
the nultinational character of an interstate federation
wll prove conducive to the liberal project. Hs point of
departure is the observation that an economcal ly unified
interstate federation wll permt “the free novenents of
nen and capital between the states of the federation”
(Hayek 1948, 258). In such a federation, there wll be a
single narket, and the prices of goods wll vary only by
the costs of transport. Labor and capital nobility wll
furthernmore prevent the states in the federation from
i mposi ng costs on business or industry that exceed the
costs inposed by other states. It wll thus be necessary
“to avoid all sorts of taxation which would drive capital
and |abor el sewhere” (ibid., 260). Federation, in short,
w ll inpose severe constraints on the federated states’
capacity to enact interventionist and protectionist poli -
cies.

e obvious way for states to overcome these con-
straints would be for themto transfer regul atory aut hor -
ity fromthe statal (or national) level to the federa (or
supranational) level. Atransfer of this sort, however, is,
so Hayek argues, unlikely to succeed, because suprana-
tional regulation is much nore difficult than national
regulation. Hs argunent here is inportant. For Hayek,
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the foomof solidarity built into the idea of a shared na-
tionality exercises a bal eful influence on econonic policy.
As he puts this point:

In the national state, current ideologies nake it com
paratively easy to persuade the rest of the commnity
that it is in their interest to protect “their” industry
or “their” wheat production. . . . The decisive consid-
eration is that their sacrifice benefits conpatriots
whose position is famliar to them (Hayek 1948, 262)

Inan interstate federation, in contrast, feelings of feder-
ation-wide solidarity are inprobable. “Is it likely,”
Hayek asks, “that the French peasant wll be . . . wlling
to pay nore for his fertilizer to help the British chenical
i ndustry?” (Hayek 1948, 263). A supranational federa-
tion wll not be able to pursue either protectionist or re-
distributive policies, because the citizens of that federa-
tion wll lack the international solidarity necessary to
sustai n such palicies.

Hayek' s argunment in support of an interstate federation
can be seen as a nirror inage of his argument agai nst the
nation-state. Hostility to the nation-state—and a fortiori
to nationalismis a recurrent thene in Hayek’s work. In
the present context, nationalismand the nation-state are
dammed for their tendency to sustain state planning, pro-
tectionism and redistributive welfare policies. These
harnfiul policies are easier to enact in a nation-state, be-
cause of the “conparative honogeneity, the common con-
victions and ideal s, and the whol e conmon tradition of the
peopl e” (Hayek 1948, 264). Because it would | ack such a
honogeneous cul ture, Hayek expects an interstate federa-
tion in Europe based on a conmon narket to generate an
econony governed by classically liberal principles.
Hayek's conclusion is that “there would have to be |ess
government all round if federation is to be practicabl e”
(ibid, 2686).

Notwi thstanding the fact that Hayek wote his defense
of aninterstate federationin anintellectual and political
context that was very different fromthat prevailing
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today, his argunents are gernane to the present debate
on European integration. Paradoxically, though, such
argunents are nore likely to be heard today from so-
cial -denocrati c opponents of European integration than
fromits libertarian proponents. A nunber of social-
denocratic theorists (e.g., Mller 1995) have noted the
dependence of the nodern welfare state on a shared sense
of solidarity anchored in the idea of a nation. These so-
cial denocrats fear that European political and economc
integration wll yield a narket cut |oose fromthe polit -
ical policies that have tenpered what they perceive as
the narket’s destructive tendencies. Euiropean integra-
tion, in short, wll triunph at the expense of social
justice (Mller 1998).

Leaving aside, for the nonent, the nerits of the very
different normative perspectives adopted by Hayek and the
social denocrats, | want to consider a puzzle that arises if
we accept the conclusion that European integration i s good
for free-narket capitalism The puzzle is this: Wy do
nmany pro-narket parties and politicians oppose European
integration? Margaret Thatcher can serve as an exanpl e
here. She was a fervent adnirer of Hayek’s econom c
witings, yet a vehenent critic of European integration.

O one level, the puzzle can be answered easily. The
postwar process of European integration created a very
different type of interstate federation than that which
Hayek had in mind in his prewar essay. Thatcher (1994)
feared that her own efforts to destroy social denocracy in
Britain woul d be jeopardi zed by a European project to re-
constitute social denocracy at the supranational |evel. But
to acknowedge this point is to suggest that Hayek's 1939
essay puts too nuch weight on the role of national soli -
darity in sustaining protectionist and interventioni st
state paicies.

Hayek’'s 1939 essay specifies just one nechani smthat
mght conceivably yield protectionist policies: nationa -
ism Fomthis perspective, the solidarity felt by nem
bers of a common nation encourages themto tolerate a
lower level of overall prosperity so that some of their
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nunber can escape the costs of di sadvant ageous econonic
conpetition. But clearly this is not the only nechani sm
t hrough whi ch protectionist policies emerge. (onsider, by
way of exanple, the situation of farners in both Europe
and the Lhited Sates. On both sides of the Alantic, farm
ers are protected agai nst foreign conpetition and are pro-
vided wth various governnental subsidies—n the case of
Europe, by BUwide agricultural protectionism (Thisis
one of the nost inportant respects in which the Frst
VWrld is protected fromwhat would otherw se be a far
nore |aissez-faire version of globalization, which would
be far nore beneficial to the Third Vérld.) Gontrary to
Hayek’ s assunption, national solidarity can hardly ex-
plain this state of affairs. Wile Awricans nmight possess
a robust sense of national solidarity, Biropeans, at |east
gua Europeans, do not—ust as Hayek predicted. Wiy,
then, do European politicians go on supporting BJ agri -
cul tural subsidies? Presunably the answer is that farm
ers constitute an electorally inportant segnent of the
vote in many EU countries. Gvernnments appease farners
because they fear the el ectoral consequences of subjecting
themto narket conpetition, not because the electorate of
the BJ as a whole (or even of each country as a whol €)
endor ses the subi si di es.

The organi zation of producer groups in support of self-
serving, narket-constraining policies provides an alter-
native to nationali smas a nechani smthrough whi ch pro-
tectionist policies mght energe. Adam Smth ([1776]
1976, 266-67) warned his readers of precisely this
mechanismin The Walth of Nations. For Smth, ner-
chants presented a particular threat in this respect, both
because their sectional interest did not coincide wth the
general interest, and because they were the best equi pped
to ensure that their sectional interests won out.1 If this
line of argunent is correct, then the critical question for
classical liberals to ask when confronted with the
prospect of interstate federation is this: Are interest
groups nore likely to succeed in their advocacy of protec-
tionist policies inaninterstate federation or in a nationa
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state? Thatcher and other classically liberal critics of
European integration naintain that such policies are nore
likely in an interstate federation. Hayek, so it woul d
seem thinks that they are nore likely to succeed in an
unfederated nation-state.

Inaddition to national solidarity and sectional interests,
a third nechanismthat night yield protectionist policies
is the ideal of social justice. For better or worse—thyek
(1976) clearly thinks for worse—politically significant
actors wll often favor policies that constrain the narket
inthe interests of that ideal. For nmany European social
denocrats, the postwar success of Eirope resides in its
ability to force the narket to subnmit to politically im
posed constraints. The citizens of Europe s postwar deno-
cratic nation-states now expect their governnents, as
Fritz Scharpf (2000, 121) puts it, “to prevent nass
unenpl oynent . . . ; to prevent extrene poverty that
woul d force persons to |ive bel ow socially acceptable | ev-
els of incone and |ife chances; and to assure a fair sharing
of burdens and tax benefits.”

The attenpt to force the narket to conformto the dic-
tates of social justice has been sharply criticized by clas-
sical liberals. Hayek (1976, ch 9) argues that the desire
for social justice represents a misguided attenpt to apply
the distributive principles that nake sense in snal | face-
to-face coomunities to the inpersonal context of a great
nodern society. This is to suggest that “socia justice” is
sinply another nane for national solidarity, which in
turn is local solidarity wit large. Haek's argument here
is, | think, mstaken. The nenbers of a great nodern so-
ciety mght seek the policies described by Scharpf sinply
because they wsh to insure thensel ves agai nst the costs
of failure in the market order. Fromthis perspective,
protectionist policies arise because politically significant
act ors—whet her citizens, political |eaders, or admnis-
trative officialsbelieve that they will fare better in a
polity that protects agai nst economic distress. As Scharpf
(2000, 30) puasiit:
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The democratic state . . . derives its clamto legiti-
macy froma comitnent to the public interest and to
distributive justice, and governnents are constrai ned,
through the nechanisns of electoral accountability, to
orient their policies toward the interests of the broad
nmgjority of its voters. They are therefore under politi -
cal pressure to protect groups in the el ectorate agai nst
the | osses caused by structural change, to prevent
mass unenpl oynent, to regul ate |abor markets and
production processes in the interests of the workers
affected, and to achieve a normatively defensible dis-
tribution of incones.

Leaving aside for the nonent the question of whether
governnents are justified in their pursuit of socia jus-
tice, the point to grasp here is that this pursuit need not
owe anything to the nechanismof national solidarity. The
pursuit of social justice provides a distinctive route to
protectionist policies. This being the case, an argunent
that seeks to defend interstate federation on the grounds
that it wll thwart national solidarity is unpersuasive,
because it fails to consider the alternative nechani sns
through which protectionist policies can succeed. Bven if
we share the classical liberals’ aninus towards protec-
tionist policies, we thus have no basis for thinking that
such policies are less likely to succeed in an interstate
federation than in a nation-state. The argunent of Hayek's
1939 essay fails, in short, to provide a convincing justi -
fication for Buropean political integration.

Haber mas’ s Def ense of the European Project

Mbst defenders of the project of European integration
today tend, unlike Hayek, to be social denocrats. Gten
they believe that social justice can be nore securely
housed in an integrated Europe than in any of Europe’ s
nati on-states. Perhaps the best exanpl e of such a belief is
to be found in Jurgen Habernmas’s recent witings
(Habermas 1998; 20013 2001b). These works provide
an illumnating point of contrast to those of Huyek. Mre
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generally, they highlight the pitfalls of pinning the case
for European integration on any substantive conception of
justice, whether classically liberal or socia denocratic.

Habermas’s recent witings on European integration
begin wth an acknow edgenent that the European proj ect
is desperately in need of a conpelling justification, if it is
to “nobilize political support around . . . political union
(Habermas 2001h 8). Hhbernas rightly points out that
argunents that worked when Europe was in its formative
stage no longer suffice. “Neither of the two original no-
tives for integration” —ending interstate war and con-
trolling Gernman power—now provide “a sufficient justi-
fication for pushing the European project any further”
(ibid, 7), Habermas wites.

Notwi t hstandi ng his recognition of the enornous
transfornation entailed by the project of constructing a
unitary BEuropean polity—a Federal Europe, as he terns
i t—+Habermas al so enphasi zes the conservative di nen-
sions of this project. A Federal Europe is necessary,
Habermas argues, in order to defend the achi evenents of
the European nation-state.

To understand Habernmas’'s account of these achi eve-
ments, it isinportant to note the sociol ogical and nor -
mati ve standpoints from which his theory proceeds.
From a sociol ogi cal point of view Habermas assunes
that religion and tradition are spent forces that are no
longer viable as bases of social integration. And nor -
matively, Habermas (1996 and 1998) is coomtted to
a formof what he terns “Kantian Republicanism”
according to which the subjects of any legitinate
polity nust be able to recogni ze thensel ves as the au-
thors of the laws of that polity. The great achi evenent
of the European nation-state, Habernas maintains, is
that it secures a formof integration anchored in the
laws and practices of constitutional denocracy. The
European nation-state has been ai ded here by two fur-
ther factors, one of which Habernmas considers posi -
tive, the other negative. The welfare state is the posi -
tive factor; it provides the ordinary citizen with a set
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of social rights and, nore generally, ensures that the
capitalist econony operates in accordance with the
public interest. Exclusionary nationalism in contrast,
is the negative factor. Wile a feeling of national soli -
darity has helped in securing identification wth the
denocratic constitutional state, this feeling of national
solidarity has often been bol stered by invidious con-
ceptions of ethnic and cultural superiority. The nega-
tive consequences of nationality are apparent, so
Habernas believes, both in the wars of the twentieth
century and in the present difficulties that BEurope' s
nation-states confront in integrating cultural mnori -
ties (Habernas 1998, 116-117).

Habermas wants to conserve the beneficial features of
the nation- state—denocratic norns and the welfare
state—wahile rejecting the harnmful features—nvidi ous
versions of nationality. He believes that this aimcan be
reached by neans of a Federal Europe because integra-
tion around denocratic norns needs only a thin form of
constitutional patriotism not a thick national identity
grounded in a shared history, culture, or ethnicity. 2
Mre inportantly, he believes that this aimis neces-
sary, because globalization has rendered the nation-
state obsd ete. 3

By gl obal i zati on—a concept that plays a central role in
his argunent for European integrati on—abernas has
in mnd a cluster of processes that presents probl ens
and risks that the nation-state, acting either singly or
col laboratively, can no longer solve. As he puts it, “the
gl obalization of commerce and communi cation, of eco-
nonc production and finance, of the spread of technal -
ogy and weapons, and above all of ecologica and mlitary
ri sks, poses problens that can no |onger be sol ved
wthin the framework of nation-states or by the tradi -
tional nethods of agreenent between sovereign states”
(Habermas 1998, 106).

The constraints inposed by gl obalization, Habernas
contends, have produced negative consequences for the
soci al -denocratic welfare state. The increase in in-
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ternational conpetition has led to higher unenpl oy-
nent; the increase in capital nobility has di mnished
the tax base that states use to finance their socia poli -
cies; and, nore generally, globalization has encouraged
a shift towards a neoliberal social nodel. The upshot is
that the nation-state is no longer able to sustain the
soci al -denocratic rights that are necessary if citizens
are to recogni ze thensel ves as the authors of their
laws. If citizens are to gain political control over
gl obal economic forces, they can now do so, Habernas
contends, only at the European or transnational |evel.

In Habernas's earlier witings on Europe, during the
1990s, the claimthat globalization has rendered the
nation-state obsol ete served as his principa justifica-
tion for the European project. Mre recently, Habernas
(2001h 8) has offered an additional —perhaps even an
alternati ve—ustification. Rather than invoking eco-
nom c argunents for Europe, Habermas (2001b 8)
now thi nks that Europe nust appeal to shared val ues and
an “affective attachnent to a particular ethos . . . a spe-
cific way of life.” Fortunately, he argues, Europe al -
ready possesses a specific way of life: its coomtnent to
social, political, and cultura inclusion. Europe, in
other words, has a distinct identity grounded in its com
mtnent to social justice. This identity sets Europe
apart fromthe Lhited Sates.

Habermas is not alone in thinking that Europe enbod-
ies aunique and noral |y attractive formof life. Thisis a
comon refrain of many European critiques of Ameri -
can-led globalization (e.g., Hitton 2002). In Haber -
nas’ s altoget her nore sophisticated version of this ar-
gunent, a Federal Europe is necessary to protect
Burope’s solidaristic way of life fromthe ravages of a
neol i beral global econony. No single nation-state can,
he contends, achieve this goal .

Qitics of Habernmas’s defense of the European project
typically focus on what has cone to be known as the “no
denmos thesis” (Gimm 1996; Wiler 1999). Snply
stated, the critics contend that European political inte-
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gration is inpossible, because BHirope |acks a denos—a
politically self-conscious and bounded citizenry. In the
absence of such a denmbs, BEurope cannot secure the pre-
condition of a Kantian republic: citizens who think of
thensel ves as both the authors and the addressees of the
| aw

Haber mas has responded to this criticismeffec-
tively, 1 think-by taking note of the growth of a Eu-
rope-wi de “public sphere.” But even granting that
Habermas is right on that point, there remains a nore
fundanental challenge to his argunent. This chal | enge,
which centers on the idea of social justice, brings
Habermas's viewinto confrontati on wth Hayek’s.

Haber nas vs. Hayek on Social Justice

Habermas’ s claimthat European integration can be jus-
tified in terns of its contribution to socia justice in-
vites at least three different criticisns. The first con-
cerns the very idea of socia justice, which, according to
Hayek, is both philosophically incoherent and unattain-
able in a nodern society (Hayek 1976). The second con-
cerns the adequacy of Habermas' s argunent about the
i npact of globalization on social denocracy. And the
third concerns the propriety of appealing to a conception
of social justice, however sound in principle, to justify
the particular project of Eiuropean integration. Let ne
consi der each of these criticisns in turn.

For classical liberals such as Hayek, “social” justice
is a perversion of the concept of justice, which can
apply only to individual conduct (Hayek 1976). If ths
argunent is correct, then Habernas’s view is fatally
flaned. SO it is worth considering the grounds of Hayek's
objectionto socia justice in nore detail.

A its nost general level, Hyek's objection rests on
the clamthat a just distribution of benefits and burdens
requires a state capable of effecting that distribution. As
a classical liberal who believes in a limted gover nnent
capable of enforcing the rule of lawa Rechtstaat, in
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ot her words—Hayek, unlike the anarchist, has no objec-
tionto the state as such. It is the state that takes on re-
sponsibility for a redistributive social-welfare sys-
tema Sozia staat +hat poses a probl em

Hayek relies upon two different argunents to condenm
the Sozialstaat. Frst, he contends that any state that
seeks to redistribute benefits and burdens nust, ipso
facto, dimnish individual liberty. Hayek does not pos-
sess a natural -rights theory of liberty. Thus he cannot,
like sone other classical liberals, clamthat a social -
denocratic welfare systemviolates individual rights.
Instead, he sinply maintains that individuals wll have
less freedomin a Sozialstaat than they would have in a
Rechtstaat , and that this is undesirable, albeit not a vio-
lation of rights.

The second argument Hayek enpl oys agai nst the
Sozi al staat concerns its effects on the free market.
Hayek won a Nobel prize for noticing that the narket is
“the only procedure yet discovered in which inforna-
tion wdely dispersed anong nillions of nen can be ef -
fectively utilized for the benefit of al” (Haek 1976,
70-71). The Sozial staat does not allow this inforna-
tion-providing function of the market to operate
unchecked. A free narket inforns people through the
nmechani sm of prices. A Sozialstaat, in contrast, com
mands peopl e through the mechani sm of coercion. A
nmarket order, so Hayek naintains, cannot be preserved
vhile inposing on it a pattern of remuneration defined
by social justice. Hayek fears that governnent inter-
vention in the narket to achi eve the goal s favored by so-
cial denocrats can only lead to a directed or command
econony and thence to mass poverty (Hayek 1976,
6 8-69).

Hayek' s arguments against social justice would, if
true, be highly danagi ng not only to Habernas’'s case for
European political integration, but also to the many in-
tellectual s who claimthat Europe enbodies a nore hu-
nmane nodel of society than such countries as the Lhited
Sates. Yet neither of Hayek’s argurments against the
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Sozia staat is altogether convincing. The claimthat the
Rechtstaat is more conducive to liberty than the Sozial -
staat is, at best, a provocative suggestion. Judgnents
about the relative scope of individual freedomin differ-
ent social systens are notoriously difficut to substan-
tiate. They always seemto founder on the probl em no-
ticed by Isaiah Berlin (1968, 130): “there are nany
i ncormensur abl e ki nds and degrees of freedom and .
they cannot be drawn up on any single scale of nagni -
tude.” Hayek’s work |acks any convincing solution to
this problem(Gay 1998).

Hayek’'s contention that the pursuit of social justice
undernines the narket order is simlarly problenatic.
Hayek first advanced this line of argunent in The Road to
Serfdom (1944), which was witten during the Second
VWrld Wr. In a sense, Hyek has been refuted by the
performance of postwar European econom es. During
this period, European nation-states have nanaged to
conbi ne a high level of economc growth wth a high
level of social expenditure. Furthermore, the econonies
of those advanced industrial states wth high levels of
social expenditure (e.g. Siaeden) have not, contrary to
Hayek’ s expectations, perforned substantially worse
than those wth low levels of social expenditure (e.g.
Bitain). Analy, there is little truth to Hyek's sug-
gestion that social denocracy | eads ineluctably to a com
mand or planned econony. |ndeed, European countries
have, in recent years, nanaged to sustain their commt -
nent to social -wel fare expenditure while concurrently
privatizing nmany of their state-owned industries. These
consi derations suggest that Hayek's argunments agai nst
the Sozial staat are largely incorrect.

The fact that Hayek's case against social justice is un-
convi nci ng does not nean, however, that Habermas is
right to base his justification of Eiropean political in-
tegration on socia justice. For Habernas's argunent to
succeed, there nust be sone good reason to believe that
the social -denocratic welfare state is sustainable only
at the European supranational |evel. But Habernas’s
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argunents in support of this claimare weak. Indeed, he
relies here on a nunber of causal clains concerning the
inpact of globalization on the welfare state that are hard
to square wth the facts.

Two of Habernmas’s cl ains deserve particul ar
scrutiny. Frst, he argues that “national governnents
today are increasingly conpelled to accept pernanently
high unenploynent . . . for the sake of international
conpetitiveness” (Habernmas 1998, 157). And second,
he asserts that “economic gl obal i zation obviously has an
inmpact on the shrinking tax base the state uses to fi -
nance its social policies” (Hbermas 20013 7 7).

The first claimsuggests that European countries face
progressively higher rates of unenpl oynent because of
international conpetition. This wdely shared idea is
problenatic for a variety of reasons. Hrst, it fails to
regi ster the divergence in unenpl oynent rates wthin
Europe: relatively lowin Britain and the Netherl ands;
higher in France and Gernmany; and very high in Spain.
Internati onal conpetition al one cannot explain this di-
vergence, because international conpetition, if it is a
cause of unenploynent at all, is obviously not the sole
cause. A nore plausible candidate for a nonocausal the-
ory of European unenpl oynent is inflexible |abor nar-
kets. Bven many Gernan social denocrats have cone to
the conclusion that Germany’s highly regul ated | abor
narkets are a principal cause of Gernany’'s relatively
hi gh unenpl oynent .

A second problem with Habernas’s argument con-
cerning unenpl oynent is that even if it were correct,
it is difficut to understand how European politica in-
tegration could provide any sol ution. Eastern European
countries, many of which (such as Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic) are about to becone full nem
bers of the BJ are now a principal source of |owwage
conpetition for Vst European industry. Further Eu-
ropean political integration wll not protect, say, Ger-
man workers from seeing their enployers flee to
Pol and. Even in the case of conpetition from outside
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Europe—the third-world agricultural sector, for in-
stance—+t is not obvious that a “lhited Sates of Eu-
rope” can or ought to protect its domestic producers.
Soci al denocrats such as Habermas are conmitted to
inproving the naterial conditions of the least well-
off, whatever country they inhabit. It is difficult to see
how a policy that protects the wel fare of European
producers at the expense of Third-Vrld producers,
which is essentially what the GCommons Agricul tural
Policy manages to do, can be justified on social - deno-
cratic grounds. Insofar as international conpetition
works to the advantage of the globally least well-off, a
social denocrat would be hard pressed to sustain an
objection to international conpetition, no natter what
its inpact on the wages and enpl oynent figures of Eu-
ropean countri es.

Habermas’ s cl aim concerning the inpact of global -
ization on the tax base of Europe s nation-states is al so
nor e conpl i cated t han
he suggests. How nuch noney is available to a state to
fund its welfare systemis a function of both the over -
all Goss National Product and the proportion of QG\P
the state can extract in taxes. A variety of factors af -
fect a state's capacity to tax, only one of which is the
threat of flight by the individual, group, or conpany
that is to be taxed.

O the face of it, globalization does constrain the
state’'s capacity to tax, if only because it increases the
possibilities for flight. It is inportant to recognize,
however, that the state can tax payrolls, consunption,
property, and estates, not just individuals and corpo-
rations. Al of these taxes are not equally vulnerable to
flight. QGobalization may nean only that the state has
to shift its revenue-raising activities onto the |ess-
nobi | e taxable entities. The state’'s ability to enpl oy
these options is likely to depend as nuch on the wil -
ingness of electorates to inpose, and to bear the cost
of, taxation as on the threat of flight. For sone reason,
voters appear to be nmuch less wlling to approve of
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high taxation today than in the earlier postwar period;
hence the recurrent popularity of populist anti-taxa-
tion political parties and candidates (Van Creveld
1999, 336-414). But surely it is unlikely that the
voters thensel ves are notivated by the (erroneous)
inpression that raising any taxes woul d doom their
countries’ international conpetitiveness.

This brings us to another problem wth Habernmas’' s
first argunent. Bven if he were right about the inpact
of globalization on the European Sozialstaat, the Soziad -
staat isitself atopic of considerable controversy wthin
Europe. Wil e nost Europeans accept sone conception of
social justice, the institutional enbodi nent of social
justice in a Soziadstaat (wth the tax burdens that en-
tails) remains deeply controversial. |ndeed, differences
over whether to radically reformthe social-wel fare
system produce sone of the key political cleavages in
European countries. In light of these differences, it
nakes little sense to view social -welfare protection as
the principa raison d étre for a yet-to-be-constructed
Eur ope.

Haber mas recogni zes the probl emhere. Thus he gques-
tions whether his own argunent is not weakened by its
partisan commtnent to social -denocratic val ues. He
sets this concern aside, however, on the grounds that
“broad political nobilization [in support of a European
constitution] wll not happen at all if there is no polar-
ization of opinions” (Habermas 2001h 13). But this
response is, | think, inadequate. The pol arization of
opi nions should not be the route to a Federal Europe. Po-
larization is not a good road towards unity. If a pditi -
caly integrated Europe is to be justified at al, it nust
appeal to values that all Europeans can share.

To appeal to values that can be shared—which is not
the sane as appealing to values that all Eiropeans do in
fact share—+s to follow a line of argunent that Haber -
mas’ s own philosophical witings have done nmuch to
nmake respectable. Like John Raw s, Habernas draws a
distinction between an abstract conception of norality



18 Qitical Review\ol. 15, Nos. 1-2

(“the right,” in Raws’s termnol ogy) and a nore
concrete conception of ethical life (“the good’).
Habernmas is critical of those who seek to justify the
basic constitutional framework of a polity by appeal -
ing to concrete conceptions of ethical life. No single
conception of the good can, he argues, legitinately
claimauthority over the multiplicity of groups and
subcultures that inhabit late nodern societies. But if
Habernas is correct in counseling us against any di-
rect appeal to substantive conceptions of the good, then
his own appeal to a distinctively European formof sol -
idarity seens out of place. It is not just that Eiropeans
do not all accept this conception of solidarity; this
conception is sonething that they ought to be free to
accept or reject.

The argunent for European political integration woul d
be far stronger, then, if it were grounded in those basic
values or norns all BEuropeans nust accept as a condi -
tion of their status as free and equal citizens wo seek
mut ual | y acceptabl e terns of social cooperation. 4

Beyond Hayek and Haber nas

If we reject Hayek’'s brand of classical |iberalism and
Habernas’' s brand of socia denocracy as inadequate to the
task of justifying a constitutional transformation, is
there an alternative?

Mbst of the values that Europeans today take for
granted—i berty, denocracy, naterial prosperity, and so
forth—-do not offer very pronising grounds upon which to
construct an argunent for European political integration.
Europeans can be free, self-governing, and prosperous in
a Burope of nation-states, so these values do not seemto
support European political integration.

The one exception to this generalization is the value of
security. And there are sone good reasons to think that
European political integration can be justified on that
basi s.

Security certainly offers a nuch | ess controversial
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point of departure than social justice. For nost people,
security is a fundanmental value. John Stuart MII
([1861] 1993, 56) gives one reason:

Al other earthly benefits are needed by one person, not
needed by another; and rmany of themcan, if necessary,
be cheerfully foregone, or replaced by sonething el se;
but security no hurman bei ng can possibly do w thout; on
it we depend for all our inmunity fromevil, and for the
whol e value of all and every good, beyond the passing
nonent .

Mre to the point, security is one of those values that all
Europeans nust accept if they are sincere in their com
mtnent to what Habernmas and all denocrats val ue as
mut ual | y acceptabl e conditions of socia cooperation.

This still leaves open the question of what formof se-
curity is necessary in Europe today. In its earliest
stages, the project of European integration was often
justified on the grounds that it would enhance security
by reducing the risk of war between European states.
Sone commentators (e.g., Mancini 2000) still appea to
this type of security as the rationale for European po-
litical integration. But this line of argunent does not
seemvery pronmising. Not only is war between European
states highly unlikely, but Europeans possess—n the
formof their current political and economc arrange-
ment s—adequat e saf eguards agai nst i ntra- Eur opean
mlitary conflict. If there is to be a security-based jus-
tification for Buiropean political integration, it wll have
to focus upon nore credible threats of war.

It isnot ny amhere to provide a catalogue of all the
dangers to European security that coul d conceivably
arise in the future. It wll be sufficient to focus on two
of them

The first threat cones, of course, fromterrorism
Traditionally, terrorismwas thought of as politicaly
noti vated vi ol ence directed by nongover nnental organi -
zations against the state, its infrastructure, or its peo-
ple. Terrorism in other words, was the weapon of the
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weak. In the wake of Septenber 11, the traditional view
of terrorism rmust change. dven the overwhel ning
power of the Wst—and of the Lhited Sates, in particu-
| ar—eur understandi ng of “the weak” nust expand. In
sone respects, all the world is now weak in conparison
tothe Vést. Nb state acting rationally wll challenge the
VWst in a conventional or nuclear war; such a state
woul d be destroyed. Instead, we can expect the Vést’s
eneni es—whet her those enenies be states (such as Iraq
or North Korea) or nongovernnental agencies (such as
A (ueda)—+to enploy terrorism Terrorist tactics wll
be aided by the fact that given current technol ogy, dan-
gerous weapons are cheap, snall, and easy to enploy. If
R chard Rei d—+he *“Shoebonber”—-had not been stopped
by an alert flight attendant, he nmight well have becone
the poster-child of this newera of terrorism

The second threat to European security comes from
the Lhited Sates. Thisis not to say that the Lhited Sates
has any interest inamlitary attack on Europe. Nor does
the Lhited Sates have any interest in reduci ng Eiurope to
a dependent colony. The Lhited Sates poses a threat to
European security for no other reason than that the
Lhited Sates is nowthe worl d' s only superpower. Wiile
sone observers like to describe it as a “benign power”
that other states, including those in Europe, have little
reason to fear (Kupchan 1998), anyone who takes secu-
rity seriously nust think otherw se. Overwhel m ng
power is always a threat, regard ess of wio possesses it.
Prudence dictates that states faci ng overwhel ming power
ought to forma balancing coalition against the over -
whel ningly powerful. The alternative strategy is to
forma dependent relationship with the overwhel mngly
powerful state. But a dependent relationship is hard to
justify on security grounds, because it |eaves the de-
pendents with few opti ons when the overwhel mngly
powerful perceive their interests to be incongruent
wth those of their dependents.

The two threats described here are structural. They
arise out of basic features of the international system
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such as the distribution of power and the level of tech-
nol ogi cal devel opnent. For sone “realist” scholars of
international relations, the tendency of states to bal ance
agai nst the domnant power in the international state
system occurs as if in accordance with an iron |aw
(Vltz 1979). Fomthis perspective, it is sinply a
matter of tine before Europe—the only potentia super -
power rival to the Uhited States—forns a bal anci ng
coalition (Vdltz 1993, 1998). But this viewis overly
determnistic. It wongly assunes that the international
system inposes only one option on states. There is no
necessary reason why states, being conposed of people
wth values, nust take the “realist” course and privi -
lege security above all other values. Nor is there any
reason to think that a bal ance-of -power strategy is the
best means of achieving security, even if that value is
pararmount. Canada, for instance, does not bal ance
against the Lhited Sates. Europe coul d conceivably take
Ganada’ s path. Indeed, even sone realist scholars allow
that since the Lhited Sates |acks “a hegenonic im
pul se,” the BEuropeans have no reason to forma bal anc-
ing coalition against it (Mearsheiner 2001, 382).

The absence of a hegenoni ¢ inpul se on the part of the
Lhited States does not, however, nean that European
countries should adopt a Ganadian strategy. It is suffi-
cient to recognize the presence of fundanental differ-
ences of interest between the Lhited Sates and Europe.
Insofar as these differences are nerely econonmic, they
mght be handl ed by various international institutions.
But when the differences involve matters that affect se-
curity, international institutions wll prove insuffi -
cient.

Vé are already seeing increasing tension between the
Lhited Sates and Europe on a wde variety of issues,
most pronminently war against lraq (also see Valt
1998; Kupchan 2002; Lieven 2002). These tensions
have even called into question the role of NaToas the or -
gani zation that handl es Europe’s security needs. And
there is no obvious reason to think that ~atow !l sur-
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vive the era of Anerican prinacy even if it survives the
current unpl easantness. The danger for Europe is that
NATO IS not an aliance of equals, but an organi zation that
masks Europe’s total nilitary dependence on the ULhited
Sates (Kagan 2003). There was no nore graphic dis-
play of this dependence than the Bal kan wars of the
1990s, which the Europeans proved powerless to end
w thout Anmerican |eadership and nilitary invol venent
(Simms 2001).

There are two particul ar disadvantages of nmilitary
dependence. The nondependent (in this case, the Lhited
Sates) nay either underval ue or overval ue various se-
curity threats to the dependent. In an era in which ter-
rori smhas becone the nmajor threat, these probl ens of
evaluation will likely become nore salient. The Fench
and Gernan governnents, for instance, clearly believe
that the Lhited Sates has overval ued the threat that Iraq
w | enpl oy weapons of nass destruction. And in the fu-
ture, the Lhited Sates and Europe wll perceive threats
differently not sinply because of subjective differences
in perception, but because of objective differences in
exposure to various threats. Here it is inportant to
recogni ze that the Uhited States renains an of fshore
power; it has no enenies on its borders. No | ess inpor -
tantly, nost European countries contain |arge unassim
ilated Muslimpopul ati ons. Europe cannot afford to adopt
foreign policies likely to radicalize these popul ati ons.

There is nothing terribly controversial in the claim
that Europe needs to develop its own foreign and mlitary
policy. Fonano Prodi recently stated that one of the ains
of BEuropean integration is to “create a superpower on the
BEuropean continent that stands equal to the Lhited Sates.”
Even Tony B air, considerably nore Euroskeptical than
Prodi, has said that Europe needs to becone a superpower
W thout becomng a superstate. There is, however, an im
portant fact about the Lhited Sates that the advocates of a
non-nation-state European superpower tend to overl ook:
the Lhited Sates itself is anatiotstate.

This fact is, in sone respects, the reason that the Lhited



Sates is able to act so nuch nore effectively than Europe
in foreign and mlitary affairs. Inagine how ninble US
foreign policy would be if it had to be discussed and rati -
fied by al 50 state governors. Inagine the power of a
Lhited Sates dependent for its weapons on procurenent
bills that had to be approved by all 50 state legislatures.
It is worth nentioning these counterfactuals for two rea-
sons. Hrst, sonething like themwould be “factuals” in a
European polity that eschewed conpl ete sovereignty. And
second, a nodified version of these counterfactuals pre-
vailed in the Lhited Sates before it became a dom nant
power .

The latter point needs further corment. It is a com
nonpl ace in the sociological literature that the nodern
nation-state owes its origins toits relative superiority as
a war-fighting institution (e.g., Tilly 1990). Hre it is
vorth recalling the variety of different political organi -
zations in early-nodern Europe: city-states, dynastic
ki ngshi ps, trading |eagues, and territorially dispersed
enpires (Spruyt 1994). It is not self-evident why the
nation-state won out over these alternatives. But it did.

Hobbes’ s political theory hel ps us understand why.
Levi at han describes a territorial state wth a single | ocus
of political authority. Hbobbes conceptualized this state as
an inpersonal sovereign that exercised its authority on
behal f of the popul us. The nation-state, which energed
only inthe late eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries in
Europe, was, to all intents and purposes, Hobbes’s
leviathan, but wth one inportant addition: the popul us on
behal f of which soverei gnty was exercised inagi ned itself
as a distinctive natio (QGeenfield 1992). This natio
(whose etynol ogy signifies “birth’) was variously con-
cocted out of cultural, ethnic, and civic el enents. But the
upshot of this concoction was that the nenbers of the
nodern nation-state shared a common identity, Hayek's
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”

“honogenei ty,” which was useful in generating loyalty to
the war-fighting projects of the state.

Nationalist loyalties nade it possible for a centralized
locus of political authority to raise noney and nake rapi d
decisions. For Hendryk Spruyt, this feature of the sover -
eign nation-state explains nuch of its success over its
conpetitors. Such states, Spruyt (1994, 185) argues,

won because their institutional |ogic gave them an ad-
vantage in nobilizing their societies resources. Sover-
eign authority proved to be nore effective in reducing
economc particularism . . . Central admnistration
provided for gradual standardization of weights and
neasures, coinage and jurisprudence. . . . Internation-
ally, sovereign authorities were also better at credibly
coomtting their nenbers. They provided a clear and
final decision-naking authority which could bind their
subj ect s.

The fact that the nation-state was so nuch nore suc-
cessful than its conpetitors encouraged political elites
around the world to take it as a nodel. In the nineteenth
century, Gernman political elites sought to restructure
their society on the French pattern. And in the twentieth
century, the nation-state served as the tenplate for the
former colonial territories of Africa and Asia (Davidson
1992).

The story of the rise of the nation-state as the quintes-
sentially nodern unit of political sovereignty has a par-
ticularly revealing Anmerican chapter. For nuch of its
history, the Lhited Sates | acked the centralized decisi on
naki ng apparatus that characterizes the nation-state. In-
deed, Tocqueville nade this observation a central organi z-
ing thene of his Denocracy in Anerica. He thought that
Arerica had succeeded in conbining denocratic equality
with individual liberty wthout being crushed by the
“imrense tutelary power” of a leviathan-like state
(Tocqueville [1840] 1945, 292). The Anerican
leviathan was a late blooner. Qily far along in the nine-
teenth century—nitially in response to a devel oping in-
dustrial econony—did we see the energence of a central -
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ized Anerican state. And only after the Lhited Sates had
centralized power could it play an effective international
role (Zakaria 1998).

Those who believe, along with Prodi and Bair, that
Europe can becone a superpower w thout becoming a
superstate nust overl ook these |essons drawn fromthe
rise of the nation-state. They seemto believe that Ei-
rope can project power outside its borders even in the
absence of a centralized decision-naking authority or a
common political identity. But the Lhited Sates wll re-
mai n nuch nore powerful than Europe as long as its na-
tional identity allows it to narshal resources nore ef -
fectively and nake decisions nore rapidly. If BEirope is
going to becone a superpower, it wll have to develop a
nore centralized decisi on-naki ng sovereign buttressed
by a coomon identity. The alternative is for Europe to
remain a weak and dependent power, at nost a nere
auxilliary to its Amwerican guardi an.

* * *

If security is the rationale for further European inte-
gration, then the project nust be carried farther than
Hayek envisions. A unitary Hiropean polity is a precon-
dition for BEiurope to devel op the capacity for an i ndepen-
dent foreign and nilitary policy.

This is a conclusion simlar to that of Jirgen Haber -
mas, but one that does not rest upon a controversial
conception of social justice. Insofar as the BJ renains a
decentral i zed intergovernnental organization, it wll
renai n dependent on the Lhited Sates. The current dis-
cord between the Lhited Sates and Europe suggests that
dependence cannot provide a healthy basis for a rela-
ti onshi p.

NOTES

1. As Snith (1987, 286) put the point in aletter to | a Rochefou-
cald in 1785: “In a Country where clanour always intim -
dates and faction often oppresses the Gvernnent, the regul a-
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tions of Commerce are commonly dictated by those who are
nost interested to decei ve and i npose upon the Public.”

2. For critiques of Habernas’s argunent concerning the adequacy
of a thin, unenotive constitutional patriotism conpare Lar-
nore 1996, 205-21, and Mller 1995, 163-65.

3. “In view of the subversive forces and inperatives of the
world market and of the increasing density of worldw de net -
wor ks of conmmuni cati on and conmer ce, t he
external sovereignty of states . . . is by now. . . an anachro-
ni sni (Habermas 1998, 150)

4. For a nore detailed defense of this claim see ny forthconing
Justifying European Integration, ch 3.
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Vat t hew VWi nshal

MEANS, ENDS, AND PUBLI C | GNORANCE | N
HABERMAS' S THEORY OF DEMOCRACY

ABSRACT: According to the principles derived fromhis
theory of discourse ethics, Hbernas's nodel of delib-
erative denocracy is justified only if the public is ca-
pabl e of making political decisions that advance the
common good. Recent public-opinion research denon-
strates that the public s overwhel mng ignorance of
politics precludes it fromhaving such capabilities, even
if radical neasures were taken to thoroughly educate the
public about politics or to increase the salience of pali -
ticsinther |ives.

Habermas’ s theory of deliberative denocracy is intended
for times like these. In Between Facts and Norns
(1996, 2-3), he explains the rel evance of his project:

The devel opnent of constitutional denocracy al ong the
celebrated “North Atlantic” path has certainly pro-
vided us with results worth preserving, but once those
who do not have the good fortune to be heirs of the
Founding Fathers turn to their own traditions, they can-
not find criteria and reasons that would allow themto
di stinguish what is worth preserving fromwhat shoul d
be rej ected.

Wien such countries as Afghani stan, Canbodia, and Iraq
attenpt to rebuild after wars, failed regimes, or coups,
they nust decide, as Habernmas says, which institutions
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are “worth preserving and what should be rejected.” In
light of the success that nodern, industrialized denoc-
raci es have achi eved, these “failed states” mght ook to
adopt denocratic institutions. However, when states try
to establish denocratic institutions too quickly, the
transitions generally fail, partly because they | ack civil
societies wth a strong coomtnent to the legiti nacy and
appropri ateness of denocratic institutions (Mssing
2002). Hhbermas attenpts to create the foundati on for
such a coomtnent with his theory, albeit a conpl ex
and phi | osophi cal foundati on.

The rel evance of Habernas's theory of denocracy al so
extends to states that al ready have established denocra-
tic institutions. By providing a philosophical justifica-
tion for denocracy, his theory explicates the “norna-
tive core” or the underlying ideal of real-world
denocracy, which can also be used to evaluate the ade-
quacy and legitinacy of extant denocratic practices
(Habermas 1994, 3). Seyla Benhabib (1994, 41-42)
makes a simlar point when she discusses her under -
standing of the purpose of Habernasi an denocratic the-
ory:

I understand such a theory to be el ucidating the already
inplicit principles and logic of existing denmocratic
practices. Anong the practices which such a theory of
denocracy can el ucidate are the significance of deliber-
ative bodies in denocraci es, the rational e of parlianen-
tary opposition, the need for a free and independent
nedi a and sphere of public opinion, and the rational e for
enpl oying najority rul e as a deci si on procedure.

Since Habermas's theory explicates what underlies
denocracy, it can be used to critically assess existing
denocratic institutions. As Mchael Rosen (1994, 4)
puts it, Habernas devel ops a theory of denocracy so that
he can act as “both defender and critic of denocracy.”

I . HABERVAS S DI SCOURSE
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THEORY OF DEMOCRACY

Habernas’s theory, which he calls a “discourse theory
of denocracy,” can be broken down into two conponents:
his theory of discourse ethics, and his nodel of deliber -
ative denocracy. Dscourse ethics is a theory about the
ethical inplications of the presuppositions that people
nust nake when they participate in a discourse. Delib-
erative denocracy is a procedural nodel of politics that
favors universal and unconstrai ned deliberation about
i ssues of public concern, rather than the nere collec-
tion of independent opinions through voting. | wll ex-
anine Habermas’'s justification for and nodel of denoc-
racy by probing the rel ati onship between these two
conponent s.

D sti ngui shi ng between di scourse ethics and the delib-
erative nodel can be difficult and confusing, because
they both focus on the inportance of discourse or com
nmuni cation. But ny central argunent is that they do not
necessarily fit together. Habernas asserts that his
nodel of deliberative denocracy follows fromhis theory
of discourse ethics. | wll challenge this assertion by
arguing that it is an enpirical question whether or not
di scourse ethics justifies deliberative denocracy.
Habernas inplicitly nakes enpirical clains about the
mass public’'s ability to becone politically know edge-
able, vhich | wll contest by surveying recent enpirical
research about the mass public’s ignorance about poli -
tics. If Habermas’s nodel of deliberative denocracy does
not, in fact, followfromhis theory of discourse ethics,
then discourse ethics may justify a totally different,
nondenocratic form of governnent, defeating Haber -
mas’'s goal of producing a universally conpelling justi -
fication for and nodel of denwocracy.

Wiy Denocratic Deliberation Muist Take P ace

The general goal of Habermas's project of discourse
ethics is to develop a just nethod of resolving noral
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conflicts ina pluraistic society, in wich the authority
of one set of sacred texts or other authorities does not
enjoy universal and politically legitimting support
(Rehg 1994, 33).

Habernas's prinary target is ethical skepticism
vhi ch hol ds that norns cannot be consi dered objectively
right or wong in the same way that enpirical clains
can be true or false. As a self-proclained ethical cogni -
tivist, Habernmas disagrees with this assessnent of rea-
son's futility in the reaAlmof norality. H argues that a
skeptical conception of norns is inconsistent wth our
under standi ng and experience of the justifiability and
non-arbitrariness of norns. He wites:

Wien enpl oyi ng nornati ve utterances in everyday life,
we raise clains to validity that we are prepared to de-
fend against criticism Wen we discuss noral -practi -
cal questions of the form “Wat ought | to do?” we
presuppose that the answers need not be arbitrary; we
trust our ability to distinguish in principle between
right and wong ones. (Habernas 1990, 56.)

Even though Habermas observes that we understand
and experience norns as being objectively right or
wong, he does admt that norns cannot be proven to be
true or false in the sane way that enpirical clains can.
“Nornative statenents cannot be verified or falsified;
that is, they cannot be tested in the sane way as de-
scriptive statenents” (1990, 54). Fomthis fact,
skeptics conclude that the justifiability of norns is an
illusion, and that nornative statenents are really ex-
pressions of subjective experience. Moral or nornative
statenents, according to this thinking, would be nore
accurately expressed with other types of sentences,
which cannot make clains to truth and cannot be de-
fended by rational argunents.

In response, Habermas (1990, 56) nmaintains that
even though normative statenents cannot be right or
wong in the sane sense that enpirical or descriptive
statenents can be true or false, norns do make clains to
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validity that are “analogous to truth cla ns.” Rather
than disniss the intuition that norns are justifiably
valid or invalid, which our experience confirns,
Habernmas attenpts to explain the neaning of this expe-
rience of noral truth, or nore accurately, nornative
rightness (ibid.). To achieve this goal, he investigates
how peopl e devel op a belief in a norms noral rightness.
“It is only their claamto general validity that gives an
interest, a volition, or a normthe dignity of noral au-
thority” (ibid, 49). According to Habernas, believing
inanorms claimto “general validity” is synonynous
wth thinking that others wll believe that it is valid as
vell, or in his wrds, that it holds intersubjectively. H
further concludes that such a belief in a norms inter-
subjective validity, or noral rightness, rests on the
rational argunents that support or justify the norm
The sense of an obligation to follow a norm cones from
the belief that other rational people, given our reasons
for upholding the norm would agree that it is justified,
or right, and hence would follow it if they were in the
sane situation. “To say that | ought to do sorething
means that | have good reasons for doing it” (ibid., 49,
enphasis original), Habernmas wites; and “valid norns
nust deserve recognition by dl concerned” (ibid., em
phasis original).

These insights | ead Habernmas (1990, 66) to posit his
O scourse Principle: “"Qily those norns can claimto be
valid that nmeet (or could neet) wth the approval of all
affected in their capacity as participants in a practical
discourse.” He believes that this principleisinplicit in
our acceptance of a normis validity claam In order to
think that sonething is valid, you nust think that it is
not sinply your perspective that nakes it seem con-
vincing, but that other rational people, if g ven the sane
supporting reasons, would also think that it is valid;, in
other words, the source of a norms notivating power is
the sense that its validity |ies beyond onesel f.

In essence, Habermas is providing a discourse-cen-
tered definition of objective validity. Wile it nay seem
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li ke conmon sense to argue that when we accept a norm
we inplicitly believe that the normis objectively valid
or justified, it is novel to define objective validity as
the result of an actual discourse. The crucial connection
inthis viewis between the quality of the supporting
reasons and their potential to generate universal sup-
port for a normanong other people. G course, one coul d
carry out an independent and isolated thought experi -
ment to test if a reason were strong enough to generate
such support, but the only way to determine, for cer-
tain, if an argunent woul d convince others to support a
normis to enter into an actual di scourse.

Only an intersubjective process of reaching under -
standing can produce an agreenent that is reflexive in
nature; only it can give the participants the know edge
that they have coll ectively become convinced by sone-
thing. (Habermas 1990, 67)

The DO scourse principle, which defines validity as the
product of an actual discourse, raises an inportant
question: what constitutes such a di scourse? Habernas’ s
answer to this question eventually leads himto posit a
second principle, the principle of Uhiversalization,
which states that a normis valid if

all affected can accept the consequences and the side
effects its general observance can be anticipated to
have for the satisfaction of everyone’'s interests (and
these consequences are preferred to those of known al -
ternative possibilities). (Habermas 1990, 65)

Habermas arrives at this principle by analyzing the
unavoi dabl e, and hence uni versal or necessary, presup-
positions that peopl e nust nake about the conditions of a
discourse in order to believe that the results of that dis-
course are valid (1990, 81). He argues that one nust
presuppose that the followng conditions are fulfilled:

1. Bvery subject wth the conpetence to speak and act
is allowned to take part in a discourse.
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2a. everyone is allowed to question any assertion
what ever ;

b. everyone is allowed to introduce any assertion
vhat ever into the di scourse;

c. everyone is allowed to express his attitudes, de-
sires, and needs.

3. No speaker nay be prevented, by internal or ex-
ternal coercion, fromexercising his rights as laid down
in(l) and (2). (Ibid., 89.)

To assenble this list, Habermas relies on the work of
Karl-Qto Apel and R Aexy, who argue that those who
participate in a discourse but do not nake these presup-
posi tions engage in performative contradictions.

The basic prenmise of these conditions is that in order
to think that a result is accurate, or valid, you nust
propose that you are taking into account all and not ex-
cluding any relevant data, which nust be produced by
peopl e in some formof discourse. It would be unrealistic
to assune that one had considered all relevant data if
certain people were excluded from presenting their
points of view or were coerced into staying quiet.
Habermas (1990, 91-92) calls his three necessary
presuppositions “rul es of discourse” because even
though they do not constitute a discourse in the way that
rules of a gane constitute the gane, these conditions
need to be fulfilled, as nuch as possible, in order to
produce a valid resul t.

Habernas sinply clains that the principle of Uhiver-
salization “follows” fromthese rules (1990, 93). For
the purpose of ny essay, though, it is necessary to ex-
pl ore the preci se nechani smof this derivation.

The only way, | believe, to derive the principle from
these rules is to inagine an ideal discourse including
every affected and conpetent person. The nwost i npor -
tant condition that nust be realized in order to nake a
discourse ideal is not a conplete fulfillnent of the three
rules, although that still nust occur, but rather, that
participants nust have conpl ete know edge of the ex-
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pected effects of the normin question upon their inter-
ests.

Habermas hints at this ideal requirenent in the first
rule by restricting discourse to only those “wth the
conpetence to speak and act”; simlarly, he later refers
to the inclusion of only those wth “the capacity to take
part in argunentation” (Habermas 1990, 89). A -
t hough he does not explicitly define “capacity” or
“conpet ence” as having conpl ete know edge of the ef -
fects that a normis expected to have for one’s interests,
wthout such knowedge, it would be illogical to assune
that a noomw || indeed satisfy the interests of each in-
di vi dual .

For instance, if a discourse followed the three rules,
but all participants did not have an adequate anount of
know edge of their interests or of whether the general
observance of a norm woul d advance their interests,
then a valid norm according to the principle of Univer-
salization, could be reached only as a result of chance or
good fortune, because sone participants woul d not have
adequate neans to ensure that the outcone of the dis-
course benefitted them According to the basic prenise
of the three rulesthat all relevant data nust be con-
sidered in order to confer validity on a di scourse—we
would not deemthe results of such a discourse valid. If
al the conditions of an ideal discourse are fulfilled, then
it islogica toclamthat the resulting norm satisfies
not only the O scourse but the Uhiversalization princi-
pl e because the only way to secure universal consensus
woul d be to construct a normthat was expected to advance
everyone’s interests.

Bui I ding the denmanding requirenent that everyone be
conpl etel y know edgeabl e about his interests into the
picture of an ideal discourse, and hence into Habernas' s
explication of the principle of Uhiversalization, is not
problematic in itself. A this point, Habernas does not
need to consider the public’s practical ability to obtain
and utilize political information, because di scourse
ethics is a descriptive noral theory: it describes and
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reconstructs the principles that are inherent in basic
conmuni cati on and our conmon under st andi ng of
norality. Through his analysis of an ideal discourse that
we nust all regard as valid, Habernas ai ns to show t hat
everyone al ready accepts the principle of Uhiversaliza-
tion, which essentially states that valid norns nust
consi der and advance everyone’'s interests equal ly. How
ever, to then argue that discourse ethics justifies his
nodel of deliberative denocracy does require Haber mas
to nake enpirical clains. He nust be able to prove that
his nodel of deliberative democracy has the potential to
create policies that satisfy his principle of Uhiversal -
ization, since only those policies could be considered
vdid

Denocratic Deliberation in Theory and in
Practice

Wthout explicitly referring to themas such, Habernas
does indeed nake enpirical clains of this type so as to
justify his nodel of deliberative denocracy. He contends
that in properly structured denocratic institutions, the
only influential force wll be the “force of the better
argurent.” In other words, people will be persuaded
only by rational argunents and not by factors external
tothe quality of those argunents, such as threats of vio-
lence. | interpret this as a claimabout the instrunental
rationality or desirability of discursive outcones: bet -
ter or nore rational results wll be produced through
di scourse that approxi mates Habernas' s ideal denocra-
tic nodel .

Benhabib (1994, 32) interprets the claamin this
way too. “According to the deliberative nodel, proce-
dures of deliberation generate legitinacy as well as as-
suring sone degree of practical rationality.” Benhabib
argues that deliberation wll produce nore rational de-
cisions for three reasons. Hrst, deliberation inforns
its participants of positions and ideas of which they
were previously unaware. Second, when peopl e partici -
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pate in a deliberation, their preferences become nore
clear to themand they becone nore capabl e of wei ghing
their preferences against those of others. And third,
when people need to articulate reasons in support of
their preferences, they begin to appreciate what counts
as a better argunent and to adopt “the standpoint of all
involved” (ibid, 32-33). It is inportant to recogni ze
that all three of Benhabib's clains are enpirical, so
that if they can be disproved by enpirical data, her jus-
tification of actual denocratic discourse | oses it cogency.

Haber mas’ s di scussi on of the tension between facts and
norns, or between facticity and validity, provides nore
support for Benhabib’'s attribution of practical or in-
strunental rationality to the deliberative nodel. “Be-
tween facts and norns,” the title of Habernas's recent
book, refers to the tension between the social force of
norns or laws and the actual reasons why they are im
pl emented (Rehg 1996, xi). Wen rules are forned
t hrough communi cative action or discourse, they
achieve their social force or enforceability through the
solidarity or understanding that the communi cation cre-
ates; in other words, people foll owthe | aw because they
know why it is in place and agree wth the nornative
rationale for its existence. Inreaity, though, nost peo-
ple followlaws because of their sheer socia facticity; if
they don't follow the law, they mght suffer some
penal ty.

Moreover, other forces of social integration, nanely
the narket and bureaucracy, have becone nore power -
ful than conmmuni cative action, which neans that peopl e
have | ess understanding and control over the forces that
i nfl uence them Habermas’s goal, through his delibera-
tive nodel, is to alter the bal ance of power between
these forces of socia integration. He wites:

A radi cal -denocratic change in the process of legitina-
tion ains at a new bal ance between the forces of social
integration so that the social-integrative power of soli -
darity—the “communicative force of production”—ean
prevail over the powers of the other two control re-
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sources, i.e., noney and adninistrative power, and
therew th successfully assert the practically oriented
demands of the lifeworld. (Habernas 1992, 444)

If this were where Habernas' s anal ysis ended, his ad-
vocacy of conmunicative action would seemto rest on a
belief that people should have nore control over their
lives because such control is anintrinsically good thing.
A closer reading of Habermas’s work, though, reveals
that his desire to resolve the tension between facticity
and validity is grounded in a belief that doing so wll ad-
vance the common good by producing rational nornms and
| ans—n that they w il advance the comnmon good.

Haber masi an Denocracy as Instrunental |y
Val uabl e

This interpretation, that Habermas bases his advocacy of
the deliberative nodel on a belief that it wll produce
rational outcones that are instrunental to the conmon
good, may be controversial, but it is well supported by
his writings.

Frst, Habernas establishes the connection between
conmuni cative action, or discourse, and rationality. He
wites, “The theory of conmunicative action intends to
bring into the open the rational potential intrinsic in
everyday conmmunicative practices” (1992, 442).
Next, he nakes it clear that rationality refers not just
to the rationality of the procedure, but of the outcones
as vell. He wites that “the burden of proof shifts from
the norality of citizens to the conduci veness of specific
processes of the denocratic formation of opinion and
wll, presuned to have the potential for generating ra-
tional outcones, of actually leading to such results”
(ibd, 446). FAnally, he explicitly defines these “ra-
tional outcones” as outcones that advance the cormmon

goodk:
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The discourse-centered concept of denocracy places
its faith in the political nobilization and utilization of
the comuni cative force of production. Yet, conse-
quently, it has to be shown that social issues liable to
generate conflicts are open to rational regul ation, that
is, regulation in the coomon interest of all parties in-
volved. (lbid, 447.))

Thus, the success and justification of Habernmas' s nodel
of deliberative denmocracy depends on its ability to pro-
duce instrunental |y rational results, in the sense of re-
sults that advance the common good.

In order to claimthat the nodel does indeed achieve
this goal, Habermas nust assune that peopl e have the
ability to make instrunental ly rational argunents that
actual |y advance their interests. This assunption is |ess
questionabl e in the real mof discourse ethics, where the
information required to nake such decisions is not very
conplex and is, by its nature, accessible to everyone. In
the realmof politics, however, infornation and deci -
sions can be far nore conplex; intricate and controver -
sial theories and a great deal of conplicated infornation
must be used to determine whether a tax policy wll
have a particular economc effect or whether it is
worthwhile to spend nore noney on national defense. To
claamthat an instrunentally rational outcone wll be
produced by denocratic deliberation or discourse re-
quires one to assune that the public is either very well
infornmed or that it is capable of beconing adequately in-
f or ned.

[1. PQLITICAL | GNCRANCE

Wiile thinkers as far back as FAato have considered the
inplications for denocratic theory of the public’s linted
know edge of politically relevant infornation, the con-
tenporary discussion of this issue originates wth Vel ter
Li pprann’s Public pinion (1922). The amazi ng i nsi ght
and influence of this work, which contenporary political
scientists such as John Zaller also recognize (1992, 6),
becone obvious in light of subsequent public-opinion re-
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search. Hghty years ago, however, wthout the assistance
of nodern research techniques, Lippmann anti ci pated
nost of today' s inportant findings and theories.

Li ppmann i nvestigated the public’ s understandi ng of
politics because he recognized that a denocracy can serve
the interests of its citizens effectively only when those
citizens have adequate and accurate know edge of the world
beyond their personal experiences (Lippman 1922,
314). The level and accuracy of the public’ s know edge
had not been previously investigated, Lippmann believes,
because earlier defenders of denocracy were concerned
that revealing the public’'s inability to nake inforned de-
cisions would undernmine belief in the equal dignity of
people (ibid., 313). Lippmann argues that |ikew se, de-
fenders of denocracy tend to neglect nany of the inpor -
tant interests that a government shoul d advance because
they excessively enphasi ze peopl e s interest in self-gov-
ernnent and sel f-determination as ends in thensel ves.

But as a natter of plain experience, self-deternination
is only one of many interests of a hunan personality.
The desire to be the naster of one’s own destiny is a
strong desire, but it has to adjust itself to other
equal |y strong desires, such as a desire for a good life,
for peace, for relief fromburdens. (1bid., 310-11))

Li ppmann bel i eves that due to the public's lack of know -
edge about politics, these other strong and conmon inter -
ests nay well be sacrificed by proponents of denocracy
who act as if collective self-determnati on were the only
good thet thereis.

According to Lippnann, if we are to deternine whet her
other inportant interests are being sacrificed, we nust
investigate the nature and content of the source of denoc-
ratic political decisions, nanely, public opinion. O
course, it is an enpirical and controversia claim which
nmany schol ars have chal l enged, that public opinion does
i ndeed control nodern denocratic governnents. To assess
Habernas’ s di scourse theory of denocracy enpirically,
though, | amnore interested in the general ability of the
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public to becone inforned and to nmake inforned deci -
sions, rather than in whether their opinions do affect
policy, as denocratic theory hol ds that they shoul d.

The epistenmic general ability of the public is also the
focus of Lippnann’s work. He concludes first that the
common understanding of public opinion as a unified and
coherent wll or consensus is incorrect; it is nerely an
illusion or sinplification that politicians and political
commentators utilize (1922, 194). Wat these political
anal ysts commonly describe as “Public Qpinion,” which
they derive fromelection results and surveys, is, in fact,
a collection of many different and sonetines contradic-
tory opi nions, which Lippnann calls “the pictures inside
the heads” of people regarding public affairs (ibid., 29).

Then, |ike Habernas, Lipprmann investigates the neth-
ods of effective speakers and politicians so as to under -
stand how peopl € s distinct opinions are thought in the ag-
gregate to formthe consensus that, to Lippnan, is largely
an illusion. By analyzing a speech by Charles Evans
Hughes, in which Highes attenpts to mininmze divisions
among Republ i cans, Li ppmann concl udes that in order to
avoi d overt conflict and create the senl ance of unity, ef-
fective politicians enpl oy general statenents and ideas
that are vague enough to apply to a variety of people or
correspond to many different types of internal pictures.
To formthese different pictures in the first place, how
ever, Lippmann argues that people filter already incom
plete reports of events nediated by sources like the press
or friends, who convey this inconplete information by
using sinplistic stereotypes (1922, 79).

Peopl e nust use stereotypes, Lippmann believes, in
order to inagi ne conpl ex events and integrate new infor -
nation into their established i naginings of the world. De-
scribing the source and function of these stereotypes,
Li pprann wri tes:

For the nmost part we do not first see and then define,
we define first and then see. In the great bl ooming con-
fusion of the outer world we pick out what our culture
has al ready defined for us, and we tend to perceive that
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whi ch we have picked out in the form stereotyped for
us by our culture. (lbid., 81.)

This practice of defining situations before actually expe-
riencing themtroubl es Li ppnann because it causes peopl e
to develop pictures in their heads or opinions about the
vorld that do not correspond to reality.

Sill, Lippmann (1922, 88) understands that it is
“economical ,” and hence inevitable, for people to rely on
stereotypes to understand the world; it requires too nuch
tine and effort to develop a detailed and uni que under -
standi ng of each event. Such an individualized understand-
ing is desirable when it is attainable, and Li ppmann rec-
ogni zes that people do indeed attain this deeper and nore
accurate understandi ng of events and other people in their
i medi ate personal relationships (ibid., 88-89). Thus,
al though elininating stereotypes about the wder world is
not practicable or necessarily desirable, since they can
be, on occasion, both economcal and useful (ibid., 90),
Li ppmann believes that it is possible to nake our under -
standi ngs and opinions about what he calls the “invisible
wor | d”—the world beyond our inmedi ate personal expe-
riences—hore realistic and accurate (ibid., 314).

Li pprann argues that there are two conpl ementary
ways to nmaintai n the accuracy of our opinions. Hrst, peo-
ple may rely on experts, who have nore conpl ete and re-
alistic understandings of the invisible world (1922, 31).
Second, the performance of public officials nay be objec-
tively neasured and recorded, so that peopl e can receive
the feedback necessary to decide whether an official is
successful or not at advancing their interests (ibid.,
314).

Mbst of Lippnann’s insights into the fornation and na-
ture of public opinion have been confirned by contenpo-
rary enpirical research. As early as 1964, Fiillip Gn-
verse, in “The Nature of Belief Systens in Mass
Publics,” supported Lippmann's claimthat a unified and
coherent public opinion does not exist. Anthony Downs de-
vel oped Li ppmann’s argunent about the rational notiva-
tions for relying on stereotypes in An Econonmic Theory of
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Denocracy (1957). Samuel Popkin, and Arthur Lupia and
Mat t hew McQubbi ns, further investigated (and cel e-
brated) the use of stereotypes in The Reasoni ng Voter
(1991) and The Dernocratic Dlemma (1998), respec-
tively. Mchael Delli Carpini and Scott Keeter advanced
Li ppmann’ s argunent about the inportance of educating
the public in What Anericans Know about Politics and
Wiy It Matters (1996). Intherest of Part Il, | wll in-
vestigate these and ot her approaches to and expl anati ons of
the public’ s understandi ng of politics.

Gonverse on the Uninforned Public

Gonfirmng many of Lippnann's observations, Converse
produces a general description of how nenbers of the
nass public think about politics. Acrucial prenmise of his
theory is that the distribution of politically relevant in-
formation in a nodern soci ety resenbles a pyramd, wth
an infornation scale on the x axis and a percentage of the
popul ation on the y axis (Gnverse 1964, 256). A snall
group of people at the top of the pyramd is relatively
well informed, while a rmuch |arger percentage of the
popul ation, represented by the wde base, is relatively
i gnorant .

Li ke Lippnann, Qonverse realizes that elite political
actors, the group at the very top, and the nass public,
whi ch conposes the rest of the pyramid, have fundanen-
tally different understandings of politics. To (onverse,
this is because of “differences in the nature of [their]
bel i ef systens” (ibid., 206). The crucial difference be-
tween their belief systens, or their collections of beliefs,
is that elites organize their beliefs wth a certain ar-
guabl e consi stency around abstract, conpl ex ideas or
principles, while the mass public organizes its beliefs
around perceptions of group interests or of sinple and
concrete objects (ibid., 213). For instance, a nenber of
the cognitive elite's belief in education reform mght be
influenced by his position on free-narket economcs or
federalism which are abstract principles, vwhile a |ess
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inforned citizen's belief on the sane issue is nore |ikely
to be influenced by his experiences as a student or his ob-
servations of his child s school .

By surveying a cross-sectional sanple of the elec-
torate, onverse concluded that nearly 85 percent of the
public did not (as of 1956) have an accurate understand-
ing of the standard belief systens that Anerican political
elites use, such as liberal and conservative ideol ogi es
(1964, 218). H argues that the cause of this ignorance
is the way that belief systens are transnitted through
society. According to Gonverse (ibid., 211), a snall
group of “creative synthesizers”—presunably theorists
such as Karl Marx and Adam Smith-eonbi ne beliefs and
principles into “packages,” the conponents of which are
then presented as | ogically bel onging together in “natural
whol es.” The two aspects of these packages or belief sys-
tens, “what goes with what” and why they go together,
nust then be transnitted to others (ibid., 212). The sec-
ond, logical conponent is nore difficult to transmt or
communi cate than the first because it invol ves abstract
and conplex principles that are hard to understand and
explain (ibid.). Qonverse argues that those peopl e who
receive the nost politically relevant infornmation, the
cognitive elites, are nore apt to accept w de-ranging,
“standard” belief systens or ideol ogi es because the com
plex and abstract principles that organize and underlie
those systens are nost likely to reach them(ibid., 213).
The nmass public, on the other hand, which receives nuch
less information, will develop “narrower” and nore in-
dividual |y eccentric belief systens, because unlike the
elites, they do not have know edge of the abstract princi -
ples that connect and “constrain” the beliefs of people
who are nore politically sophisticated (ibid). Thus, for
Gonverse, the correlation between politically rel evant
know edge and belief system conplexity is explained by
information transmssion: standard belief systens are
conposed of conpl ex principles that are hard to transmt,
so only those who pay enough attention to politics are
likely to understand and enpl oy them
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Per haps anot her pl ausi bl e expl anation for this correl a-
tion between infornation awareness and bel i ef -system
conpl exity is that having a conpl ex and w de-rangi ng be-
lief systemallows people to integrate and digest nore in-
formation. Sill, this explanation begs the question of why
such a snal | proportion of the popul ation accepts conpl ex
belief systens. Gonverse shows that “the ordering of in-
dividuas on this vertical infornation scale is largely due
to education” (1964, 212). If indeed education affects the
amount of ideological training that peopl e receive, then
high levels of education nay explain the correlation be-
tween high infornati on awareness and conpl ex bel i ef
systens (ideol ogies). nh the other hand, there may be an-
other factor, such as intelligence, that explains the cor-
rel ation between education, information awareness, and
bel i ef - system conpl exi ty. Regardl ess, onverse’s finding
that there are extrene differences between how elites and
the mass public understand politics has been consistently
confirmed (Somn 1998, 417).

Qonverse (1964, 213) recognizes that nost well-in-
forned political analysts and journalists are not aware of
how politically unsophisticated the general public is be-
cause political elites usually interact wth other people
who, as nenbers of the cognitive elite, have simlarly
conpl ex belief systens. Like Lippnann, Qonverse argues
that this overestimation of the nass public’s know edge of
politics causes elites and anal ysts to routinely nmisinter -
pret nass political events. The nost common msinter-
pretation occurs when elites attribute actual voter sup-
port, in the foomof an election or a poll, to their own
conplex policy positions. “Here it is difficult to keep in
mnd that the true notivations and conprehensions of the
supporters nay have little or nothing to do wth the dis-
tinctive beliefs of the endorsed elite’ (ibid, 249). Mre
nodern research confirns this tendency to misinterpret
election results; for instance, while nmany Republicans
and political analysts believed that Ronald Reagan's 1980
election victory represented the nass public’s acceptance
of his conservative agenda, exit polling indicated that vot -
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ers sinply did not like President Carter, and that they
blamed himfor the country’ s poor econom c perfornance
and for the Iran hostage-crisis (Friedran 1998, 398;
Popkin 1991, 4). Asinmla and nore recent instance of
msinterpretati on occurred when the new Republ i can na-
jority, led by New Gngrich, attributed their 1994 | and-
slide victory to the mass public’'s acceptance of their
platform the “ontract with Anerica’; in fact, the na-
jority of voters did not know what the “Contract” con-
tained (Friednan 1998, 398).

If Gonverse is right and the nass public is overwhel m
ingly ignorant of the opinions and policy preferences of
elite political actors, how does it nake decisions in the
voting booth? Qonverse’s answer is that nost people use
heuristics to sinplify their decisions and form opini ons
about particular issues that have nore imediate rel e-
vance to them Heuristics, |ike Lippmann’s stereotypes,
are infornmation shortcuts or decision-nmaking tools that
are intended to allow people to nake rational decisions
wthout taking the tine to consider all of the relevant in-
formation. Gonverse (1964, 217) discovered that (as of
1956) people nost commonly relied on the “nature of the
tinmes” heuristic; a person who uses this shortcut bases
his voting decision on a candidate s “tenporal association
in the past with broad societal states of war or peace,
prosperity or depression.” Thus if the econony is per-
formng well or the country has been successful in a war,
then this type of voter wll typically support the incum
bert .

The other preval ent technique that people use to make
political decisions is to focus on a single issue. Bven
though it is econonical to describe the nass public’'s po-
litical opinions as either liberal or conservative, (n-
verse (1964, 245) argues that it is nore accurate to de-
scribe the “fragnentation of the mass public into a
pl ethora of narrower issue publics.” “lIssue publics” are
conposed of snall groups of people who form an opinion
on a particular issue that inmediately concerns them
(ibid, 246). For instance, people who have strong opin-
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ions about abortion but do not |ocate those opinions wthin
a broader belief systemconstitute an abortion issue pub-
lic. Wile elites or ideologically “sophisticated” people
woul d recogni ze the putative relationship between this
issue and others, (onverse believes that nost people do
not possess such a “global " perspective on politics (ibid.,
246-247).

The nany people who have sinple and narrow beli ef
systens may align thensel ves wth a particular party due
to the party’s position on their prinary issue of concern.
Aternatively, Qonverse recognizes that nany people align
thensel ves wth a particular party because of the groups
that the party tends to support. For instance, peopl e who
support unions woul d joi n whichever party al so tended to
support unions. Wiile it nay be accurate to attach a party
| abel to such people since they will be nore likely to vote
for a candidate of that party, Gonverse (1964, 216) ar-
gues that their belief systens are still very different
fromthose of the elites of their party. The crucial differ-
ences are an understanding of the conceptual and princi -
pled foundations of the party’s positions, and, in turn, a
grasp of the party's actual positions on particul ar issues.
For instance, while what (onverse calls a “group inter-
est” voter may know that Denocrats tend to support her
group, she will likely not know what the Denocratic
party position is on issues that do not directly concern
her group, or even on issues that directly affect her
gr oup.

To further establish the nmass public’'s ignorance of
substantive policy nmatters, Qonverse exanines the sta-
bility of survey respondents’ opinions over tine. Uhder-
lying this approach is the theory that high response in-
stability, which he neasures by asking peopl e the sane
question at different tines, indicates the absence of real
and inforned opinions. Lhless an inportant intervening
event occurs that causes people to reconsider their
stances, we woul d expect those peopl e who have strong and
infornmed opinions on an issue to provide consistent and
stabl e responses (onverse 1964, 241). H wites that
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“the evidence seened clear that extrene instability is as-
soci ated wth absence of infornation, or at least interest”
(ibid, 245). Gnverse' s data show that party affiliati ons
were stably aligned wth opinions about issues that di-
rectly affect a group, such as school desegregation during
the 1950s, but that opinions on policies that have an in-
direct effect or are nore conpl ex, such as federal housi ng
or federal control over utilities, exhibited a | arge anount
of instability (ibid.,, 240).

Gonverse explains this finding by theorizing that peopl e
do indeed have real opinions about particul ar groups, but
that in nost instances, they do not have enough inforna-
tion to relate those preferences to particul ar issues and
thus cannot form neani ngful opinions about them (ibid.,
241). Incorporating his group-interest explanation of
party affiliation, Qonverse argues that people are usualy
nore attached to a party than to the positions the party
supports. “The party and the affect toward it are nore
central wthin the political belief systens of the nass
public than are the policy ends that the parties are de-
signed to pursue” (ibid., 241). This finding is paradoxi -
cal, because the sole purpose of a political party is to ad-
vance its policy preferences, which he refers to as
“policy ends” (ibid., 240).

Gonverse (1964, 242) argues that the attitude insta-
bility data provide convincing support for a nore general
bifurcation of the public into two groups: well-inforned
elites who have stable opinions over tine, and the unin-
forned public that does not have opinions on nost issues
and thus provides neaningl ess responses to surveys. In
perhaps his nost fanous passage, he wites that “large
portions of an electorate do not have neaningful beliefs,
even on issues that have forned the basis for intense po-
litical controversy anong elites for substantial periods of
ting” (ibid., 245).

Gonverse does admit that this two-group nodel is occa-
sionally an oversinplification. Response instability can
soneti nes be produced by a third group that thoughtfully
reconsiders its stance on an issue. Sill, he contends that
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this third potential group constitutes a snall proportion
of the popul ation. Wthout an understandi ng of the “con-
textual infornation” regarding an issue, or of the under -
lying principles that constrain a standard belief system
it is inpossible for nost voters to predict a party’s
stance on particular issues. Thus while it is likely that
nany people wll clamto belong to a political party and
nay even vote consistently for candidates fromthat party,
they will likely be unable to deliberate rationally about
the candidates’ stances on particular issues, which is
what Habernas's deliberative nodel of dernocracy re-
Qui res.

| have exanmined (onverse’s essay in such extensive
detail because alnost all nodern public-opinion re-
search can be understood as responding to or building
upon it. Mst researchers have focused on Converse’' s
clamthat the mass public |acks neani ngful opinions on
nmost issues, which is commonly referred to as his
“nonattitudes” theory. Qhers have attenpted either to
expl ain away, excuse, or provide solutions for the
shocki ng anmount of ignorance that his and subsequent
studi es have reveal ed.

The Uni nforned Public

Regardl ess of the direction or approach that they even-
tually take, alnost all nodern treatnents of the public's
understanding of politics start wth nverse-like find-
ings of w despread ignorance. Mbst scholars begin by
defining the requisite anount of know edge that citizens
nust possess in order to govern thensel ves effectively.
W Russell Neurman (1986, 197) argues that political
know edge consists of “political figures, issues, struc-
tures, and groups.” Mchael Delli Garpini and Scott
Keeter (1996, 65) simlarly hold that adequately in-
forned citizens should know the “rules of the gane, the
substance of politics, and the people and parties.” Sill,
sone researchers, who advocate the “constructionist”
approach, argue that establishing such an ideal standard
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of rational citizenship unnecessarily sets nost voters
up for failure, leads to a pessinmistic viewof the public,
and does not create neani ngful insights about the politi -
cal behavior of nost citizens. Instead, according to the
constructionist school, it is nore val uable to ask “how
do peopl e becone infornmed about the political world
around them and how do they use infornation they have
acqui red?” (Neunman quoted in Delli Carpini and Keeter
1996, 18).

In order to assess Habernas's justification of the de-
liberative nodel enpirically, though, it is inportant to
consider traditional neasures of the public’ s know edge
inaddition to constructionist questions, because if a na-
jority of the public has shown a consistent inability to
retain mnina anmounts of politically relevant infor-
nation, we nay be able to conclude that in the absence of
a miraculous solution to the probl em of public igno-
rance, Habernas’s discourse theory does not justify de-
liberative denocracy. | wll therefore discuss the com
nmon and consistent findings of w despread ignorance
before expl oring theories that dismss the inportance of
these findings and others that attenpt to rebut Gon-
verse’' s nonattitudes thesis.

According to data that Delli Garpini and Keeter col -
lected fromthe Roper Center archives, the National
Hection Sudies, and the authors’ oann 1989 Survey of
Political Knowedge, the public’s know edge of political
i ssues and “people and players” resenbles the Con-
versean pyramd; however, the public's know edge of
general institutions and processes, or what they call the
“rules of the gane,” resenbl es a di anond, where snall
groups of people at the tips of the diamond know very
nuch about very little, and the ngjority in the nmdd e of
the di anond have some know edge about nany things
(Celli Garpini and Keeter 1996, 68). Sill, alok a the
actual nunbers reveals that |arge proportions of the
Anerican public are ignorant of absol utely fundanent al
rules, issues, and people. In 1986, for exanple, only
55 percent of the survey sanpl e knew the substance of
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the Brown v. Board of Education decision; in 1983, only
50 percent knew that accused people are presuned in-
nocent; in 1986, oly 41 percent could define the Bl
of Rohts; in 1952, oly 36 percent could define a pri -
nary election; in 1986, oly 30 percent understood the
substance of Roe v. Véde; in 1952, a nere 27 percent
could nane two branches of government; in 1989, only
20 percent could nane two First Amrendnent rights, and
only 2 percent could nane two Fifth Amendnent rights
(ibd, 70-71).

Sone schol ars argue that such survey findings are in-
significant because they test only the public s know edge
of political trivia, which does not reveal the public's
ability to nake rational decisions (Popkin 1991). In
response, survey researchers such as Delli Carpini and
Keeter argue that information is a necessary prerequi -
site for rational political decision-naking. “For the
vote to serve as a reasonabl e first approxi nation of the
public wll, as a useful nechanismfor selecting public
leaders, and as a credible check on the behavior of those
| eaders, voters need to have at |least sone mininal in-
formation regarding all three” (Delli Carpini and
Keeter 1996, 50)

Delli Garpini and Keeter appear to be concerned with a
limted form of denocracy where the public sinply
“sel ects | eaders” and “checks” their performance.
Habermas’ s nodel of deliberative denocracy, however,
requires that citizens deliberate about particular poli -
cies that affect their interests, or at l|least about how
el ected state personnel should deternine policies that
wll affect particuar interests. Thus, to assess the fea-
sibility of Habermas’s ideal, it is inportant to deter -
m ne whether the public can becone know edgeabl e
about particular policy issues in addition to the institu-
tions and processes of governnent.

Delli Garpini and Keeter present sone striking statis-
tics that directly reveal the public’'s lack of know edge
of substantive issues: in 1964, oly 61 percent of the
survey sanpl e knew that the Lhited Sates was a nem
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ber of NnaTo, and only 41 percent knew that Russia was
not; in 1965, only 60 percent knew that excise-tax
legislation had passed that year; in 1987, oly 58 per-
cent could locate the Persian Qulf; in 1984, only 48
percent knew the unenpl oynent rate; in 1980, oly 45
percent knew a najor cause of air pollution; in 1985,
only 42 percent knewthe inflation rate; in 1985, only
31 percent could define affirnative action; in 1979,
only 30 percent could identify the two countries in the
SALT treaty; in 1981, oy 19 percent coul d define sup-
ply-side econonmics; in 1989, a nere 18 percent knew
what proportion of the popul ation |ived bel ow t he
poverty line; and in 1984, onlly 8 percent knew what
proportion of the federal budget was spent on Social Se-
curity (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996, 80-81, 84).
Snilarly, using data fromthe 1980 National Hection
Survey, Neunan found that only 4 percent of the popu-
lation could associate at |east one specific “actionabl e
policy position” with each candidate in the Reagan-
Carter election (1986, 2 6).

Sone observers nay di scount these di scouraging sta-
tistics by instead pointing to Delli Garpini and Keeter's
nmore optimistic findings: 99 percent of the popul ation
could identify the president in 1986, 96 percent knew
that the US is a nenber of the UN in 1985, 88 per-
cent knew that the Whited States is a denocracy in
1988, 86 percent knew the level of the nini num wage
in 1984, ad 78 percent knewthat the Soviet Lhion was
a communi st country in 1948 (Delli Garpini and Keeter
1996, 70-71, 74-75, 80-81, 83). Wile these sta-
tistics prove that the public is not absolutely ignorant of
politics—er nore precisely, ignorant of the nost obvi -
ous and general political facts—+he anount of know edge
revealed is still far below the mnimal |evel that
Habernas’ s nodel requires. For deliberations to pro-
duce valid policies, the participants nust possess a fa-
mliarity wth and understandi ng of the issues bei ng
discussed, so that they can nake decisions that protect
and advance their interests; being able to identify the
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Pesident of the Lhited Sates does not tell you if a par-
ticular tax policy is good or bad for the econony. The
conclusion that the public |acks necessary know edge is
borne out consistently by an exam nation of Delli
Carpini and Keeter’'s and Page and Shapiro' s exhaustive
statistica tadles.

The Mith of |ssue Publics

In response to such discouragi ng neasures of the public's
overall knowedge of politics, one may be tenpted to find
solace in nverse’'s theory of issue publics. According to
this theory, people do not need to be inforned about every
aspect of politics as long as they are inforned about the
issues that affect themthe nost. Recent research by Neu-
man and Delli Garpini and Keeter, though, challenges the
exi stence and desirability of such groups.

To test whether people who are affiliated wth a par -
ticul ar denographic group pay nmore attention to or
know nore about an issue that has specia significance
for that group, Neunan investigates unenpl oyed peo-
pl e s opinions about the government’s unenpl oynent
and redistributive welfare policies, using neasures of
opinion stability and responsi veness as proxies for po-
litical knowedge. In both instances, he finds that, coun-
terintuitively, “those who have not experienced unem
ployment are nore likely to express opinions and are
slightly nore likely to have stable opinions” (Neunan
1986, 69). As he nentions, this finding may result
from other factors that contribute to unenpl oynent,
such as education (ibid.). Smlarly, when Neuman in-
vestigates the effect of age on opinions about Social Se-
curity, he again finds that the denographic factor in
guestion, which the theory of issue publics predicts
shoul d influence opinions and know edge, did not have
any effect (ibid., 70).

Sill, sone researchers have produced studies that
appear to affirmthe existence of issue publics. For in-
stance, using data froma tel ephone survey of 143 peo-
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ple in Suffol k Gounty, New York, Shanto lyengar (1990,
164) concludes that blacks know nore about civil
rights than whites and thus constitute an issue public;
or that, in his words, they selectively focus on the “do-
main” that affects them However, Ilya Somn undercuts
the strength of this conclusion by pointing out that
lyengar tests only whether peopl e can identify Thurgood
Marshal I, the NMACP, and the term“affirnati ve action”
(ibd, 183; Somin 1998, 428). As Sonin argues, “It
isnot at all clear that a voter wose knowedge is |lim
ited to elementary facts of this sort can cast an inforned
vote on conpl ex i ssues.”

Wiile Somin concedes that being affiliated wth a de-
nmogr aphi ¢ group nay cause soneone to | earn nore about
that group’s history or culture, lyengar’s data do not
indicate that it causes people to becorme nore inforned
about particular issues. This failure to find denograph-
ically based issue publics is surprising, especially if
one accepts the assunption that voters are at |east
partly notivated by self-interest, because a concern for
sel f-interest should notivate peopl e to becone nore in-
forned about issues that disproportionately affect them
A plausible explanation for these data, one that renains
consistent wth the self-interest assunption and the po-
litical ignorance data, is that nost people are sinply
unaware of the issues that disproportionately affect
t hem

Neunan al so anal yzed respondents’ opi nions over tine
on issues that they had identified when answering the
open-ended question “which issues are of special con-
cern to you?” This was the sane nethod that Converse
(1964, 246) used to develop his theory of issue
publics. Athough an initial analysis of the data, |ike
Gonverse’s, appears to endorse the existence of issue
publics, Neunan discovers a flawin this nethod. Peopl e
vwho are likely to have opinions about an issue of special
concern are also likely to have opinions on nany unre-
lated issues (Neuman 1996, 72). Ater contralling for
the total nunber of issues nentioned by each person
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surveyed, Neurman does not find any evidence to endorse
the exi stence of issue publics.

Delli Garpini and Keeter also thoroughly investigate
the possibility of issue publics and cone to the sane
conclusion as Neunan. Wsing the 1989 Survey of Politi -
cal Know edge, which was expressly designed to test for
dormai n-speci fic know edge, they find that even though
traces of support for issue publics exist, nost of the
data support a “unidi nensional” conception of political
know edge (1996, 142). They discover “that, for ex-
anpl e, while know edge about the Lhited Nations is a
good predictor of know edge about other aspects of in-
ternational relations, it is anost as good a predictor of
know edge about racial issues, economic issues, and, ul -
timately, of general know edge about national politics
itself” (ibid., 147).

Bven though the bulk of the survey data refutes the
i ssue-public theory, Neuman (1986, 73), one of its
leading critics, argues that it is possible that current
research nethods are responsible for failing to detect
their existence. Ohe possibility, he contends, is that
issue publics are so snall that nass sanpl e surveys
cannot neani ngful | y anal yze t hem

But even if issue publics do exist, in order to qualify
as engagi ng in a Habermasi an political process, the pub-
lic would need to possess a nmuch | arger range of know -
edge than issue publics would allow because only if
everyone is inforned enough about their interests that
they can bring theminto the discourse can the best ar-
gunent—+. e., the best policy or cand date-be chosen.

Somin's general discussion of the issue-public theory
adunbrates the point. Hrst, he points out that because
many political issues affect specific groups in obscure
or indirect ways, the rel evant issue publics nay not be-
come adequately informed (Somin 1998, 428). This
echoes (onverse’s concl usi on about “group-interest”
voters: people tend to have strong and stabl e opini ons
about issues that affect specific groups in obvious ways,
such as segregation, but not on conplex issues that af -
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fect groups in indirect ways. Somin advances as one ex-
anpl e Peter Ferrara and John (Goodman’s research on
Social Security. They find that since African Anericans
have a lovwer life expectancy than whites, while the So-
cial Security payroll tax rate is the same for both
groups, the programconstitutes a “naj or hidden redis-
tribution fromblack workers to white retirees” (ibid.,
429). According to the issue-public theory, those who
care nost about or are nost affected by this inequality
should learn the nost about it and | ead the |ess inforned
in efforts to reformthe system but wthout access to
the Ferrara/ Godnan study, it is unlikely that the nost
affected people wll recognize that they are, in effect,
neners of an issue public in the first place.

Somn (1998, 429) aso points out that the genera
interest wll not be advanced if separate, snall groups
control specific issues. “If each specific issue area is
controlled by a subset of the electorate wth a special
interest, while these sane subsets renain ignorant of
general ly applicable issues, the outcone nay well be a
process of nutually destructive rent-seeking that
| eaves each group worse off than it woul d have been had
there been no issue publics in the first place.” “Rent-
seeking,” a termthat Somin borrows from econonics,
occurs when a group attenpts to secure uni que benefits
for itself at others’ expense. If snall groups control the
areas in which they have a special interest but do not
care about or are unaware of how their actions affect
others’ interests, it is unlikely that policies wll be
produced that satisfy the principle of Uhiversalization.

Shortcuts to Irrational ity

Mst of the initial reaction to onverse contended that
nmany voters do indeed think about political issues and
cone to firmeconcl usions about them Qe of the nost pop-
ular challenges to Converse, that of Samuel Popkin
(1991), celebrates the insights of Anthony Dows's An
Economc Theory of Dermocracy (1957), which, at first,
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appear to support Gonverse by offering a rational -choi ce
theory of why people are so ignorant of politics. Dows's
theory, in brief, isthat it is rationa for voters to be ig-
norant of politics because the cost of beconing i nforned
(which he defines as spending one’s limted resource of
time on gaining infornmation) outweighs the benefit of
casting an inforned vote, since each person’s vote has
such a statistically snall effect on the outcone in any de-
cent-sized el ectorate. Notably, this analysis does not rely
on the assunption that voters are selfish. Bven a nenber
of the electorate who is conpletely altruistic would have
nore of a positive inpact on another person’'s life by
using his limted tine to directly help her than by using
it to becone infornmed enough about political issues to
know whi ch way to vote.

Wi le Downs may be correct that it is instrunentally
irrational to becone inforned and, by extension, even to
vote, Jeffrey Friednan (1998, 407) argues that this
coherent reasoning cannot explain the public’s igno-
rance of politics, because nillions of people do indeed
vote in elections wth very large electorates. If people
were to think in the instrunentally rational way that
Downs’ s theory describes, and thus consciously choose
to remai n i gnorant because they recogni ze the insignifi-
cance of their vote, they would “necessarily have [had]
to recogni ze their ignorance, and this woul d [have] de-
prive[d] themof the ‘attitudes’ necessary to notivate
themto vote.” |If people were anare that their vote
woul d not nake nuch of a difference and/or that it woul d
not serve their ends (whether selfish or altruistic) to
becone politically well inforned, then they probably
woul d not vote. However, since so rmany peopl e do i ndeed
vote and consider their action neaningful, we can con-
clude that nost people do not think about voting—er
about acquiring political information—as Downs sug-
gests that they do.

I nstead, Friednman argues that nany people mnust
overestinate the inportance of their vote if, as we ob-
serve is the case, they are notivated to vote (1998,



407). Cognitive psychol ogi sts have confirned the
human tendency to msinterpret probabilities (Tversky
and Kahneman 1974). Wiile such findings nay partly
expl ain why many peopl e overestinate the practical
i npact of their vote, probably another significant
source of people s exaggerated eval uation of the weight
of their vote is the popul ar dogna that each vote counts
and is inportant—a nessage that al nost everyone | earns
early in school and one that is constantly reinforced
over the course of their lives in mass denocraci es.

Sill, FAiednman (1998, 407) naintains that overes-
timating the inportance of one's vote cannot, by itself,
generate the notivation to vote: peopl e nust al so bel i eve
that they are well inforned. However, researchers such
as Popkin and Lupia and MQubbi ns, who have been in-
fluenced by Downs's theory, argue that the public does
possess an adequate anount of know edge to notivate
their votes. They agree that it is instrunentally irra-
tional to invest large anounts of tine in gathering po-
litical information, but they contend that by relying on
informati on shortcuts or heuristics, nost people can
and do nake instrunentally rational politica decisions.
Qonverse also realizes that nany peopl e use heuristics
to make political decisions—he even identifies the
promnent “nature of the tines” and “group identifica-
tion” heuristics—but he does not endorse the public's
reliance on them as Popkin and Lupi a and MQubbi ns do.

In The Reasoning Voter, Popkin (1991, 21) seeks to
“redeemthe voter from sone of the blanme heaped upon
himor her by contenporary criticismof the electoral
process.” The criticismthat Popkin attenpts to rebut is
that voters cannot nake rational decisions due to their
political ignorance. However, while he provides a de-
scription of how voters in Anerica tend to nake their
decisions that is insightfu enough to be useful to a po-
litical strategist (heis hinself a Denocratic Party con-
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sultant), he fails to acconplish his goal of defending the
quality of voter reasoning. Instead, he raises even nore
questions about the public’'s ability to nmake instrunen-
tally rational decisions, questions that, in turn, further
undermne Habernmas’s justification of deliberative
denocr acy.

Popkin (1991, 16) acknow edges that Downs’'s the-
ory, cognitive-psychol ogy research, and data from (-
lunbia Lhiversity's first studies on presidentia cam
pai gns, which were perforned during the 1940s, prove
that voters do not retain nuch of the infornation that
the nedia and politicians present to them and that they
only selectively use the information that they do pos-
sess. But he argues that to conpensate for their lack of
information, voters essentially use two types of short -
cuts: they draw generalizations fromcues or inages, and
they rely on the opinions of other peopl e who appear to
be better inforned (ibid., 16-17).

A large body of cognitive-psychol ogy research sup-
ports Popkin's claimthat al nost everyone, regardl ess
of education level, uses heuristics to nake political and
nonpol itical decisions alike (Popkin 1991, 70). Just as
much research, though, denonstrates the dangers and
bi ases that certain shortcuts can consciously and uncon-
sciously cause, such as racial and gender stereotyping
(Henderson-King & N shett 1996; Banaji & Geenval d
1994; Bem 1981). Thus the inportant question is: do
the shortcuts that the ngjority of peopl e use cause them
to make instrunentally rational decisions? If Popkin's
account of voter reasoning is accurate, the answer is
that they do not.

Popkin (1991, 72) argues that one common deci si on-
nmaki ng technique is to connect a snall anount of infor-
mation with preconceived stereotypes or “scripts.”
Gogni tive psychol ogi sts refer to this shortcut as deciding
by “representativeness,” because people who use this
techni que base their decisions on how well a person or
policy represents or resenbl es their preconceived i deas
about what a conpetent person or effective policy is
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(ibid., 74). For instance, we commonly devel op opin-
i ons about sonebody’ s conpetence or intelligence based
on the college she attended. People infer a significant
factual claimregarding the person’s intelligence or
conpetence froma single piece of information, because
they use the script that intelligent, capable people at -
tend certain colleges. Popkin argues that peopl e assem
ble “causal narratives” by conbining different scripts
activated by small pieces of infornation, or what cogni -
tive psychol ogists call “cues” (ibid., 72).

Popki n di scusses two instances—President Cerald
Ford's failure to shuck a tanal e, and the aborted attenpt
to rescue Anerican hostages in Iran—n which voters
apparently used this technique. In the first case, during
his 1976 canpaign, Ford attenpted to gain support
from Mexi can- Anerican voters in Texas by attending a
rally in San Antonio where he was served a tanal e
(Popkin 1991, 1). Because this was his first tine eat -
ing a taxa e, he mstakenly took a bite into it wthout
renmoving the corn husk, or “shucking” it. Popkin ar-
gues that voters who were concerned about how Ford' s
policies would affect Hspanics correctly inferred from
this event that Ford would not be a good president (ibid.,
111). The second event that Popkin discusses is the
1980 mlitary nission that failed to rescue 55 host ages
in Iran, because defective helicopters crashed in the
desert (ibid., 4). Popkin argues that Jimnmy Carter |ost
the 1980 election partly because voters bl aned himfor
this foreign-policy failure and interpreted it as a sym
bol of America s broader weakness and Carter’s incom
petence (ibid., 111).

The striking thing about Popkin's “scripts” is that
they are indistinguishable from Li ppnrann’s “stereo-
types,” which he used to suggest how badly i nforned
voters are about matters wth which they have no direct
experience. A candidate’s famliarity with an ethnic
group’s food is a poor substitute for informati on about
that candidate’s policies tonard that group, and a single
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nechani cal failure is not an accurate neasure of a pres-
ident’s conpetence or a country’s nilitary power.

Popkin (1991, 78) adnits that people ignore rele-
vant factual inforrmation when they rely on inferences
and narratives, which are created by scripts and cues,
to nake deci si ons.

The infornmation about votes, offices held, and policy
positions taken in the past does not generate a full
story and may not even be joined with the personal
data. Narratives are nore easily conpiled and are re-
tained longer than facts. MNarratives, further, require
nore negative i nfornmati on before they change.

Popki n is describing a cognitive technique that encour -
ages irrational decision making, in that people focus on
personal data instead of relevant factual data, and in that
their opinions, which are based on personal data, are
difficut to change, especially wth factual data. Popkin
believes that the shortcut of retaining personal data and
ignoring relevant political data is so prevalent that it
should be called “Geshamis law of political inforna-
tion” (ibid., 79). Notably, Geshamis |aw hol ds that bad
noney drives out good.

Popkin adnmits that this “law of infornation recep-
tion is potentially discouraging, because “personally
uninspiring politicians wth a career of solid accom
plishnents get bypassed in prinmaries for fresh new
faces wth lots of one-liners but no record of accom
plishment” (ibid.). However, he thinks that people can
still nake rational politica decisions because they al so
use another type of infornmation shortcut, which he be-
lieves is a better “proxy for political records” (ibid.).

This second type of shortcut invol ves relying on a bet -
ter-inforned person’s understanding and eval uation of
inportant information (47). People use this shortcut
when they follow the advice of opinion |eaders, such as
tel evision experts, newspaper editoria boards, and po-
litical parties. According to Popkin, this shortcut works
because voters have real opinions about general issues
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and group interests but lack detailed infornation about
how particular policies relate to those opinions. Thus
they adopt the positions of those |eaders or parties that
share their basic views on general issues and group in-
terests. Lupia and MQubbins (1998, 5) simlarly cel -
ebrate this shortcut because they believe that it allows
peopl e to nmake the sane “reasoned choices” that they
woul d have nade if they had conpl ete know edge of the
consequences of their actions or policies.

This process of del egating decision-naking authority
to those wth nore infornation, according to Lupia and
MQubbi ns, solves the “denocratic dilemma,” which is
that “the people who nay be called upon to nake rea-
soned choi ces nay not be capabl e of doing so” (ibid., 1).
If Popkin and Lupia and MQubbins are right to think
that followng the advice of experts all ows peopl e who do
not possess sufficient anounts of infornation to nake
instrunental |y rational decisions, then it is plausible
that policies satisfying the principle of Lhiversalization
coul d be produced by soci ety-w de del i berati ons.

However, while this heuristic works in theory, it is
inconpatible with reality because the necessary condi -
tions for its success do not obtain. Popkin and Lupia and
MQubbi ns seemto be on firmground in suggesting that
peopl e do have real opinions about the general interests
that they would like the government to advance, and that
many people do in fact rely on this shortcut to nake
their political decisions—@nverse offered both of these
conclusions in 1964. Sill, as both Somin and Fiedman
mai ntai n, unless people invest |arge anounts of tine and
effort into researching different opinion |leaders (de-
feating the whole purpose of blindly followng the cues
those leaders send out), it is nuch nore difficult than
Popkin (1991, 425) and Lupia and MQubbins (1998,
409) assune to choose which opinion | eaders to fol | ow

To nake the decision between conpeting opinion | ead-
ers nmore efficient and less tine consumng, Popkin and
Lupia and MQubbi ns suggest that peopl e should fol | ow
| eaders who have simlar interests to theirs, whichis a
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foomof the first type of heuristic: a significant claim
about the quality of soneone’s opinions is inferred from
a small cue, her visible interests. If political debates
were only about choosing one group’s interests over an-
other group’s, this heuristic m ght be effective—-as-
suning that voters could identify the | eaders who shared
their interests, which, unfortunately, they probably
lack the information to do (Somn 1998, 425). That
probl em asi de, however, nost political debates are
about choosing the neans to achieve wdely supported
ends. For instance, the education policy debate is about
how to inprove education, not about whether inproving
it is desirabl e—some people think that vouchers wll
work, and others believe that schools need nore funding.
The crine control debate is about how to reduce crine,
not about whether reducing crine is desirabl e—sone
peopl e think that prevention works, and others believe
that deterrence works better. The econonic-policy de-
bate is about howto inprove the econony, not whether a
heal t hy econony is desirabl e—sone peopl e think that
governnent intervention is necessary, and others be-
lieve that free narkets are nore effective. And even de-
bates about the governnent’s budget priorities gener-
ally invol ve agreed-upon ends—or instance, those who
advocate redirecting noney fromthe nilitary budget to
education do not argue that national security is an unde-
sirable end, but instead nake the enpirical claimthat
the nation can be secured nore efficiently and wth | ess
noney. There are differences in opinion about the neans
to achieve these and other ends, but for the nost part,
al nost everyone al ready agrees on the ends, so it is gen-
erally not possible to distinguish between opinion |ead-
ers by virtue of their possession of different interests.
G course, sone political debates are indeed contests
over ends, such as the inportance of individual rights
and the proper role of the governnent, but these prin-
ciples becone inportant only at the elite level; Qon-
verse's research shows that the vast ngjority of the
public is unaware of these ideologically driven debates.
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Mbst peopl e care mainly about how governnent affects
their welfare and the wel fare of others, and nost politi -
cal debates that achieve public salience are about howto
i nprove the welfare of the country and achi eve the com
nmon good. The interests that should be served are taken
for granted; the question is usually about the best neans
to those ends, and w se choi ce of opinion |eaders on such
questions requires substantive know edge of the accu-
racy of their views about the best neans—but if voters
had that kind of know edge, they woul dn't need opi ni on
leaders inthe first place

Beyond relying on opinion | eaders, such as nedia
talking heads, Popkin argues that it is rational for peo-
ple to align thensel ves wth a particular party and then
unquestioningly follow that party’'s positions. But it is
just as difficut for people to choose a party wsely as to
choose an opinion | eader. A nost every party attenpts to
appeal to a ngjority of voters by nmaking sinlar clains
about advancing the common good. This is not to say that
real differences do not exist between political parties;
rather, Qonverse's research suggests that nost voters
do not understand these differences. Popkin clains that
“both parties and voters have found ideol ogy val uabl e as
a shortcut or cost-saving device” (51). However, he
does not present any evidence to prove that voters un-
derstand different ideologies, and he conpl etely ignores
the overwhel ning data that proves that nost people are
not even aware of ideol ogy. Wiile nany people do affili -
ate thensel ves and vote with particular parties, Qn-
verse's research suggests that nost people s party af -
filiations are unrelated to the positions that their
parties support, of which the voters are blissfully un-
aware. Further, Somn (1998, 422) raises the objec-
tion that unless parties have strict enforcenment necha-
nisns that force their nenbers to vote a certain way,
there wll be differences even wthin parties over nany
issues. President Qinton's support of welfare reformis
a recent exanple. This flexibility reduces the rational -
ity of voting for a party’'s candi date, because that candi -
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date nmay not share the party’s opinions on certain im
portant issues. But nost inportantly, Somin al so points
out that sinply know ng what a party’s stance on a par -
ticular issue is does not help one understand the likely
consequences of that stance. Wthout know ng the conse-
quences of a particular policy position, people cannot
make an instrunental ly rational decision about whether
it advances their interests.

Sill, Lupia and MQubbins (1998, 55-58) argue
that certain institutional features can nake rational
choices nore likely: nanely, nechanisns that expose
the incentives and interests of politicians or speakers
and verify their statements and proposal s. Because
Lupi a and MQubbi ns anal yze this issue al nost exclu-
sively at a theoretical |evel by focussing on nodel s,
they ignore much of the political ignorance data and
make many sinplifying assunptions that do not corre-
spond with reality. They assune that revealing the in-
centives and interests of elites wll prevent corrup-
tion or the intentional deception of the public. But they
overl ook the possibility that speakers may sincerely
advocate ineffective policies not because they are cor -
rupt or liars, but because they thensel ves are igno-
rant of the policies’ effects.

Al defenses of heuristics rely on people’'s ability to
verify the reliability of the heuristic—+n this case, the
statenents and proposal s of speakers. If an easily
grasped neasure of success and failure existed, such
that all experts agreed that soneone’ s proposal s coul d be
| abel ed “R ght” and soneone else’s could be | abel ed
“Wong,” then people would be nore likely to nake ra-
tional decisions, assunming of course that they paid at -
tention to these labels. However, inreaity, political is-
sues, being conplicated, are contested even
anong—ndeed especi ally anong—rel ati vely know edge-
adedites.

Beyond the enpirical objections to the claimthat in-
formation shortcuts allow the public to nake instru-
mental |y rational decisions, perhaps the nost inpor -
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tant reason why they fail to support Habernas's justi -
fication for deliberative denocracy cones from
Habermas hinsel f. When the public reasons with
shortcuts and relies on the opinions of elites, its deci -
sions are nerely reflexive and uncritical reactions,
the type of behavior that Habernas seeks to overcone.
He might clamthat deliberation will nake peopl e | ess
reflexive and uncritical, but unless people deliberate
wth experts who do not use heuristics and are able to
communi cate the necessary infornation, “delibera-
tion” wll nerely be discussions of alternative over -
sinplifications of the world—a phenormenon w th which
any observer of real-world politics should be thor -
oughly famliar. People already have the opportunity
to deliberate wth experts, by reading news nagazi nes
and newspaper editorials and watching in-depth tele-
vision reports, but the political ignorance data reveal
that nost people neither take advantage of these op-
portunities nor retain the information when they do.
Deliberative denocracy is justified by Habernas’'s
di scourse theory only if having the public participate
inthe deliberative political process is the best way to
produce policies that satisfy the principle of Uhiver-
salization. If the public does not have the necessary
infornation to make instrunental ly rational decisions
that advance the common good, and if it, at best, fol -
lows the opinions of elites, then allowng it to partici -
pate does not nake rational policies nore |ikely. Thus,
unless the public’s political know edge |evels can be
i nproved, Habermas cannot justify deliberative
denocr acy.

[11. 1'S DEMOCRACY AN “CPEN’ SOC ETY?

Wiile the nass public's political ignorance has been
wel | established and confirmed by many studies, its
cause is still a nmatter of intense debate. Oice the possi -
bility of doing without information, for instance by
usi ng shortcuts, has been found wanting, the debate
about causation becones critical because its answer de-



68 Qitical Review\ol. 15, Nos. 1-2

termnes whether or not political ignorance can be
renedi ed, and thus whether Habernas's nodel of delib-
erati ve denocracy can be revived. Sone schol ars main-
tain that ignorance is caused by adjustable institutional
and social factors, while others believe that it is in-
evitabl e, because of inmmutable characteristics such as
the linmts of human intelligence or the conpl ex nature
of political information. In this final section, | wll
focus on Delli Garpini and Keeter’'s optimstic view and
John Zaller’ s | ess sangui ne findi ngs.

Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996, 179) argue that
three factors—otivation, ability, and opportunity—de-
termine how little people learn about politics. Wiile
notivation and ability nmight appear to depend on the in-
dividual, Delli Garpini and Keeter argue that these fac-
tors, inadditiontothe availability of and opportunity to
obtain information, depend prinarily on social and
structural conditions, such as education, soci oeconomnc
status, gender, and race (ibid., 188-211). The nost
informed Anerican voters are 71 percent nale, 93
percent white; 31 percent high incone, 53 percent
mddl e income, and 16 percent |ow incone (ibid.,
173-74). Onhthe other hand, the least inforned group is
31 percent nale, 56 percent white, 33 percent black,
60 percent |low incone. The vastly different conposi -
tions of these two groups clearly denonstrate that soci al
factors, such as race, gender and incone, are tied in
sone way to political knowedge, just as they are tied to
other inportant social resources (ibid., 271).

Delli Garpini and Keeter (1996, 271) naintain that
underlying the effects of incone, race and gender, is ed-
ucation, which is “the strongest single predictor of po-
litical knowedge.” They argue that education renedies
all three sources of ignorance. It enhances cognitive
ability, which nmakes people nore likely to understand
political information. It notivates people to obtain in-
fornati on by exposing themto, and cultivating an inter -
est in, politics. And it directly explains politics and
provides people wth political and contextual i nforna-
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tion (ibid, 190-93). Thus, one of their central recom
nendations is to nake higher education nore avail abl e
to everyone by naking it nore affordable. “QGeater
gover nnent support for students could be the nost sig-
nificant single step toward greater civic literacy—and
civic equality” (ibid., 278). They also argue that pri -
mary and secondary schools shoul d focus nore on poli -
tics and provide students wth a nore realistic view of
the “conflictual nature of politics” (ibid., 279).

The goal of these solutions is to nake the majority of
the public resenble the cognitive elite in their aware-
ness and understanding of politics. Qonverse s find ngs
about the rigidity of elite belief systens and Zaller’s
nore recent research, however, raise inportant ques-
tions about the desirability of this goal. Wiile nenbers
of the cognitive elite possess nore know edge about po-
litical issues than the rest of the public, Gnverse finds
that their beliefs are also nore “constrai ned” by the
i deol ogi es they use to organize this know edge—bel i ef
systens that “creative synthesizers” have presented as
“natural” packages (1964, 248). Paradoxically, then,
wth political know edge cones dogmatism wth politi-
cal ignorance cones rel ati ve open-nindedness, as “ide-
ological constraints in belief systens decline wth de-
creasing political information.”

I deol ogy constrains beliefs by limting the ideol ogue’ s
opi nions about particul ar substantive issues to only
those that his education has taught himfit wth his gen-
eral ideological orientation. A conservative ideol ogue
wll tend to be constrained to support a tax cut, wile a
liberal ideologue will be constrained to oppose it. By re-
quiring opinions to remain consistent wth fundanental
principles or convictions, ideologies help people order
their beliefs about nmany conpl ex issues around sinple,
central thenes. Thus, ideology functions |ike any other
heuristic: it (over-) sinplifies the otherw se conpl ex
world. Wiile the sinplification that a reliance on ideol -
ogy produces hel ps nenbers of the cognitive elite form
opi nions and organi ze infornati on about nmany unrel ated
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issues, it also elimnates the need to i ndependently ana-
lyze the nerits of conpeting positions, because it pro-
vides a prepared set of beliefs. The success of Haber -
mas’ s nodel of deliberative denocracy, however,
requires citizens to identify the best argunent by per -
forming the type of analysis that a reliance on ideol ogy
pr eenpt s.

This raises a critica question: Is the fornation of a
constrai ning ideol ogi cal perspective the necessary re-
sult of increased political attentiveness? Zaller (1992,
45) suggests that it is. “If citizens are well inforned,
they react nechanically to political ideas on the basis of
external cues about their partisan inplications, and if
they are too poorly inforned to be anare of these cues,
they tend to uncritically accept whatever ideas they en-
counter.” A central insight of Zaller's research is that
politically inattentive or unanare peopl e tend to uncrit -
icaly (albeit open-mndedy) accept nost of the infor-
mation that is presented to them while peopl e who pos-
sess nore political know edge are capabl e of perceiving
the rel ati onshi ps between the information and their es-
tablished opinions, and tend to close their minds to in-
formation and argunents that conflict wth their pre-
dispositions (ibid., 36; 44).

These findings suggest that even if ways were found to
make the public become nore politically inforned, such
as inproving education—er radically restructuring so-
ciety to give politics a nore promnent place in people s
daily lives, comranding nore of their attenti on—
Habernmas’s goal of deliberative denocracy would still
not be justified, because the nmass public would renain
i ncapabl e of naki ng deci si ons that advanced the conmon
good. Wiile they would be relatively better inforned,
Zaller’'s and onverse's research inply that they woul d
also be nore ideological, and thus nore resistant to op-
posi ng viewpoi nts, precluding the possibility of forning
a uni versal consensus around the best argunent.

Denocratic nodel s that derive political |egitinmacy
frompublic deliberation tend to oversinplify the
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process of assenbling peopl €' s interests. The significant
cognitive obstacle of figuring out how to connect one' s
interests wth particuar policies is rarely discussed.
Perhaps this oversight occurs because supporters of
these nodel s are thensel ves i deol ogues who bel i eve that
nost political debates have obvious and sinpl e answers.
Nonet hel ess, future research shoul d exanmine the trou-
bling rel ationshi p between ideology and politica know -
edge. If this relationship is inescapable, due either to
the limts of human intelligence or to the conpl ex na-
ture of political infornation, then political theories that
rely on the nass public to nake col | ective deci sions that
advance the common good are probably hopel ess as ra-
tionales for any denocracy that can exist in the real
vor | d.
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Rei han Sal am

HABERMAS VS. WEBER ON DEMOCRACY

ABSTRACT: Haber nas endor ses denocracy as a way to res-
cue nodern life fromthe economc and bureaucratic
conpul sion that Véber saw as an inescapabl e condition
of nodernity. This rescue nission requires that Haber -
mas subordi nate denocracy to people's true interests,
by liberating their political deliberations fromincur -
sions of noney or power that could interfere wth the
formation of policy preferences that clearly reflect
those interests. But Habernas overl ooks the opagque na-
ture of our interests under conpl ex nodern conditions,
and the difficulty of even know ng what the nodern state
i s doing+et alone judging whether what it is doi ng
serves our interests well. These overl ooked sources of
public ignorance buttress Vg¢ber's nore pessinistic
under st andi ng of denocracy, and like the theatrics sur -
roundi ng popul ar soverei gnty, public ignorance both
enabl es and nasks the autonony that allows state offi -
cials and non-state opinion |l eaders to shape public pol -
i cy undenocratical ly.

The classical view of denocracy as rule by the people
leaves little roomfor state autonony. If denocratic poli -
tics involves nothing but the collection and transl ation of
public preferences into public policy, the state is little
nore than a passive device that facilitates the process, a
vast playing field on which extant, fully forned social ac-
tors vie for privileges and imunities. If, however, as
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Theda Skocpol (1985, 9) maintains, states “fornul ate
and pursue goals that are not sinply reflective of the de-
nands or interests of social groups, classes, or society,”
then if we are to gain a realistic understandi ng of denoc-
ratic states, we nust first find sound aternatives to the
classical viewalternatives that take into account both
the nal leability of public opinion and the possibility that
state personnel can operate “behind the backs” of an ig-
norant public, and behind the facade of public control over
state acti ons.

Following the work of Mirray Edel man and others in
the tradition of “postnodern political science,” | nain-
tain that nodern denocracy is less a formof self-legis-
lation, i.e., an instrunent that secures voter control of
public policy, than it is an elaborate series of public
rituals that legitinate bureaucratic rule. M approach,
designed to interrogate settled understandi ngs of politi -
cal denocracy, reflects an attenpt to appreciate the
limts placed on self-rule by public i nconprehension of
politica natters, and public ignorance of the theories
needed to understand and effectively govern conpl ex so-
ceties.

| begin wth a consideration of Jirgen Habernas’s no-
tions of “communi cative action” and “communi cative
pover,” the foundational prenmises of his discourse the-
ory of denocracy. Gfered as a nornative ideal that avoi ds
the pitfalls of liberaismand republicanism the dis-
course theory derives its appeal fromits direct chall enge
to the “colonization of the lifeworld’—the inperialism
of noney and power that, Habernas believes, threaten to
under mne communi cative sources of social solidarity.
Habernas affirns a denocratic politics that harnesses
comuni cative power in the formof |aw for purposes of
regul atory countersteering agai nst commercial power
(w thout succunbing to bureaucratic power). In a sense,
Habermas's theory is an attenpt to redeemthe denocra-
tic faith entbedded in the classical view a faith under-
mned by the realist critiques of Pareto, Mbsca, Mchels,
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and nost pertinently, Max Wber (Habermas 1975,
123).

I wll examne each of the three normative alterna-
tives Habernas descri bes—iberal, republican, and dis-
course-theoretic—n light of public-opinion research.
The brief survey of literature concerning public igno-
rance and inconprehension that follows suggests that
Habernas’ s cure may be worse than the disease, because
“the col onization of the lifeworld’ is unavoi dable, irre-
pressible, and irreversible. lIgnorance is not incidental
to nodern denocratic states; rather, it is endemc, an
effect of hierarchizing processes that are essentia to
state efficacy. Uhder these conditions, denocratic poli -
tics can only serve a prinarily syniolic function.

If we try to take up Habenas's insights but | eave be-
hind his inchoate optinism we are left wth a nodified
version of Veber's theory of denocracy as bureaucratic
rule, to which popular allegiance is achi eved by hook or
by crook.

Haber mas and \Weber

As the promse of the Enlightennent was realized in in-
dustrial capitalismand the dranatic materia progress
it nade possible, a profound sense of alienation energed
(at least anong intellectuals). Faced wth the specter of
Marx, a generation of social thinkers, led by Max
Wber, turned a critical eye toward the foundations of
noder n soci ety.

Véber sought to conprehend the underlying dynamc
of nodernity, “rationalization.” He held that human
freedomis gravely threatened by the i nescapabl e | ogi c of
rationalization. The classical viewof denocracy as self-
governnent is anong the first casualties. Decades |ater,
Habermas was faced with the conparabl e chal | enge of
considering the contradictions that define life under late
nmodernity. In nmany respects, he sought to contend wth
the same issues, including alienation in the face of na-



Sal am - Habernas vs. Weber 77

terial progress, that faced Veber at the dawn of the
twentieth century.

During the postwar period, however, industrial capi-
talismand bureaucratic governance had been irrevoca-
bly transforned by the advent of the welfare state and
nass denocracy. In terns of sheer detail and conpl ex-
ity, the governing institutions of the netropolitan Vést
had progressed fromthe baroque to the rococo, as (it
was thought) the nanagenent of class conflict had noved
tothe center of political life. Mreover, socia differen-
tiation, including the pluralization of forns of life as
vell as a highly articulated division of l|abor, had in-
creased so nmuch that the real mof deep cultural consen-
sus had contracted, just when the welfare state’s need
for political coordination expanded. A the sane tine,
the realmof deliberation divorced frommateria con-
cerns, which Habermas (anmong others) considered an
essential neans of effecting both consensus and coordi -
nation, seened to be under assault.

To address the origins of these phenonena, Habernas
takes Wber’s nodel of rationalization as his point of
departure. At the same tine, he transforns it. For
Haber nas, nodern society is essentially Janus faced: it
is an organic whol e conposed of system (the econony
and the state) and lifeworld (personal life and the non-
state public sphere). Mreover, he contends, rational -
ization itself is a dual phenonenon, one that affects sys-
temand lifeworld in distinct and even contradictory
ways. From these prenises, Habernas derives a subtle
theory of social evolution that recognizes the contribu-
tions of nodernity while appreciating the dangers it
poses.

Despite his often profound sociol ogi cal pessimsm
Habermas’s nornative optimsmultinately offers hope
for denocracy, however frail, against Veéber’'s dark
prenoni ti ons. For Habernas, robust “comunicative
action” can redeemthe cl assical view
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V¢ber vs. Habermas on Modernity

Weber (1946, 51) identified rationalization wth the
“disenchantnent of the world'—that is, the extent to
whi ch nonrational assunptions have been displ aced and
traditional forns of noral consciousness eroded. In the
prenodern world, actions tend to be sanctioned either by
tradition or as ends in thensel ves. But the *non-coer -

cive, unifying power of collectively shared convictions”

(Habermas 1985, 301), enbodied in the certainties of

religion and netaphysics, are fatally undernm ned when
actions cone to be seen as instrunental to the agent’s
ends; instrunental rationality is placed “at the service of

a nerely subjective self-assertion” (ibid.). Véber's
vivid description of bureaucratic procedures suggests a
systenmic rationality governed by its own strategic im

peratives rather than by external legitination through—
as Habermas woul d prefer—denocratic dial ogue (ibid.,

307). Likewse, the capitalist depl oynent of science
achi eves boundl ess naterial advancenent, yet it cannot

answer the question of val ue.

Quoting Tol stoy, Véber wites that “science is nean-
ingl ess because it gives no answer to our question, the
only question that is inportant to us: ‘Wat shall we do
and how shall we live?” (Wber 1946, 143). In
Vber's rationalized world, there is no way to adjudi -
cate anong the contending val ues toward which instru-
mental |y rational bureaucratic and econom c behvior
mght be directed. The background consensus that does
exist in the wake of rationalization is, for VWber, so
thin as to be powerless against the clains of purposive
strategic action.

Bventual |y, technical superiority establishes itself as
the ultinate val uethe |ogical conclusion of Wber’s
portrayal of societal rationalization. A that point, the
“iron cage” of nodernity is conplete: individuals are
captive to the prerogatives of the aninate nachine, a
kind of normfree sociality that calculates to no end. In
the econonmic realm the accumul ation of wealth (“the
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spirit of capitalismi), which initialy had the purpose
of alleviating theologically induced anxiety about one’ s
salvation (“the Protestant ethic”), is rendered point -
less by the decline of religious convictionbut we are
povwerless to drop out of the relentless rationalization of
our lives first spawed by religious anxiety, since that
would be a prescription for personal poverty. In poli-
tics, simlarly, instrumentally rational bureaucratic
inperatives trunp “the popular wll,” which, under
conditions of specialization, is nore nyth than reality.

Wi | e Wber’s nodel suggests that cultural rational -
ization ineluctably leads to societal (institutional) ra-
tionalization, paradigmatically represented by the rise
of capitalism Habernas holds that cultural rationaiza-
tion is a distinct phenonenon that offers a cognitive
gain. This cognitive gain manifests itself in the “bour -
geoi s public sphere,” an autononous real min which
rational debate is, as it were, the nedi umof exchange—
and a realmthat, in theory, night be nobilized agai nst
institutions of domnation. Were \Weber sees cultural
rationalization nerely as part of a broader process of
di senchant rent | eading to nore el aborate forns of social
integration, Habernas sees the rationalization of world-
views as an essential step forward, toward a nore re-
flexive and sel f-critical approach to val ues and presup-
positions. Wiile Véber believed that di senchantnent
would lead to a loss of neaning and (even nerely in-
strumental) norality, Habernas maintains that nean-
ing and norality can now be arrived at through “com
nmuni cative action.” Athough cultural rationalization
results in the differentiation of val ue spheres (aes-
thetic, erotic, intellectual, political, economc), this
disunity does not represent confusion; rather, it neans
that people have learned to distinguish anong different
validity clains.

As a result, Habernas, in narked contrast to Veber,
is quite sangui ne about the enancipatory potential of
rationalization in the lifeworld: while it does erode tra-
ditional authority, it allows communicative rationality
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to recreate a freely arrived-upon noral consensus. Thi s
contention is rooted in Habernas’ s understandi ng of so-
ciety as both “systenf and “lifeworld.” For Habernas,
the failure to recognize the distinction between system
and lifeworld is the source of countless flaws in the
work of other social theorists, including Wber. Ratio-
nalization can, in fact, enhance hunan freedom pro-
vided that the integrity of the lifeworld is respected.

The @l oni zation of the Lifeworld

The lifeworld is the background of shared neaning that
provides the basis for ordinary synbolic interaction.
Al conmmuni cative actors function wthin the |ifeworld,
and as communi cative actors they cannot step outside of
it. It is “the transcendental site where speaker and
hearer neet, where they reciprocally raise clains that
their utterances fit the world (objective, socia, or
subj ective), and where they can criticize and confirm
those validity clains, settle their disagreenents, and
arrive at agreenments” (Habernas 1985, 126).

The lifeworld is predicated on a specific formof ac-
tion-rationality, communicative action. In communi ca-
tive action, people seek mutual understanding through a
cooperative process of interpretation ained at arriving
at an intersubjectively determned agreenent. People
engage in truly conmuni cative (as opposed to strategic)
action only when their intent is to achieve such an in-
t ersubj ecti ve consensus.

For Habernas, the notivation to engage in commu-
nicative action derives fromthe nature of language it -
self: internal to the use of language (by definition a
synbol i ¢ phenonenon) is the need to have validity
clains redeened. For language to be intelligible, it nust
be predicated on an intersubjective consensus. The life-
world serves as the realmin which comunicative ac-
tion produces “culture, society, person” (Habermas
1985, 138). Qilture concerns itself wth the trans-
m ssion of meani ng; society manufactures norns and
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social solidarity, thus constructing “the legitinate or -
ders through which participants regulate their nem
berships in social groups” (ibid., 138); and personal -
ity is the articulation of one’s identity through the
nmastery of |anguage and norns.

As the sphere of speech and |anguage, the lifeworld
precedes all others. The integrati on of society, however,
needn't be predicated solely on communi cative action.
System the other elenent of nodernity, “bursts out of
the horizon of the lifeworld (Habermas 1985, 173).
Exenpl i fied by bureaucracy and by the narket in capi -
talist societies, systemmay be defined as the “norm
free regulation of cooperative contexts” (ibid., 150).
Its results derive not fromthe process or orientation of
action, as does the intersubjective consensus of conmu-
nicative action, but from the consequences of action.
Gonsequent | y, Habernas di sti ngui shes between soci al
integration and systemintegration:

The forner attaches to action orientations, while the
latter reaches right around them In one case the action
systemis integrated through consensus, whether nor -
mativel y guaranteed or communicatively achieved; in
the other case it is integrated through the nonnornative
steering of individual decisions not subjectively coordi -
nated. (Ibid.)

Haber nas argues that only by understandi ng both sys-
temand lifeworld can the integrati on of a nodern soci ety
be grasped. Social evol ution nanifests itself differently
for systemand lifeworld: the devel opnent of systemis
nmeasured by its increasing conplexity and “steering
capacity,” while that of lifeworld is neasured by its in-
creasing rationality. Inthe early stages of a society, ac-
cording to Habernas, there is only lifeworld; gradually,
systemand lifeworld are differentiated fromone anot her
as “system nechanisns get further and further de-
tached fromthe social structures through which social
integration takes place” (ibid., 154).

In nodern societies, this detachnent and differentia-
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tion are nanifest in the “delinguistified nedia of com
muni cation” enployed in systemc mechani sns: noney
and power. Wthin the system action is oriented toward
achi evi ng maxi num possi bl e success in terns of noney
and power. The distinctive aspect of this type of success
isthat it is deinguistified As such, it does not generate
the sane validity clains as does “success” in lifeworld
interactions.

There are correspondingly two ways to integrate a so-
ciety or, to use Habernas’s termnol ogy, two nodes of
soci ation: strategic (or systenic) consensus, and inter -
subj ective consensus. |ntersubjective consensus is his-
torically prior to its systenic counterpart, and Haber -
mas fears that it nay be undermined by the growh of
the system This fear parallels Wber's fear of relent -
less societal rationalization, and yet it is not the sane
In Habermas's view, the system does not directly
threaten the individual’s freedom rather, it does so
through the “col oni zation” of the lifeworld.

Habermas’ s nost val uabl e contribution to our under -
standing of contenporary social realities may be to
focus attention on how the exercise of power shapes
hunan perception and behavior. In | ooking upon the col -
onization of the lifeworld as a perversion of nodernity’ s
enanci patory potential, however, he fails to confront
the extent to which such colonization is inextricably
bound up wth nodernity and the managenent of social
conpl exi ty.

As societies grow nore conpl ex, so does the pressure
for an achieved consensus. As a result, the nenbers of
nodern soci eties nmay choose—+ndeed (as Véber woul d
argue) nust choose—+to avoid the risk of dissensus by hi -
erarchizing the process of agreenent: that is, either by
enpl oying specialists and privileging specialized forns
of know edge—an out cone al luded to by Véber in his re-
fl ections on bureaucracy and sci ence—er by transferring
action coordination from “consensus formation in |an-
guage . . . over to [delinguistified steering nedia.” Both
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choi ces undernmine the process of denocratic wll forna-
tion and the lifeworld fromwhich it derives.

According to Habermas, specialization and the use of
money and power “do not nerely sinplify |inguistic
cormmuni cation, but replace it wth a synolic general -
ization of rewards and punishnments,” such that “the
lifeworld contexts in which processes of reaching un-
derstanding are always enibedded are deval ued in favor
of nedia-steered interactions; the lifeworld is no | onger
needed for the coordination of action” (ibid.). This
transfer of action coordination represents the “techni -
cization of the lifeworld” (Habermas 1985, 183), an
integral elenent of the colonization of the lifeworld. It
results in the creation of “normfree social structures
jutting out fromthe lifeworld” (ibid., 185). Athough
these structures remain |inked to conmmunicative prac-
tice through the | aw

the institutions that anchor steering nechani sns such
as power and noney in the lifeworld could serve as a
channel . . . for the influence of the systemon commu-
nicatively structured contexts of action. . . . They
function as a base that subordinates the lifeworld to the
systemc constraints of material reproduction and
therefore ‘nediatizes’ it. (lbid.)

Increases in systemc conplexity lead to inperialistic
pressures on the lifeworld, these pressures, in turn,
create lifeworld subsystens that act destructively upon
the lifeworld and its logi c.

In theory, the lifeworld can inpinge upon the system
but in practice this does not happen. Systenic organi za-
tions are able to disconnect thensel ves fromthe real m
of culture and personality; consequently, these organi -
zations are “neutralized against the lifeworld’ (Haber -
mas 1985, 309). Systenic organi zations are not cont
nmuni catively structured; to the extent that language is
used wthin them it is constrained through the use of
steering nedia and hierarchy. In short, they are im
mune to penetration by the lifeworld, while the far
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nore nal l eabl e structures of conmunicative |ife are not
i mmune to bei ng underm ned by noney and power.

Haber mas accepts many of Vdber's assunptions re-
garding bureaucracy, including (at least inplicitly) his
characterization of bureaucracies as ainhess nachi nes.
The colonization of the lifeworld can occur only when
cultural rationalization has progressed to the point
vhere traditional authorities are weak and culture, so-
ciety, and personality have been differentiated; where
rel ati onshi ps between systemand lifeworld are regu-
lated through differentiated individua roles; and where
political and economic life are defined by the rewards
and puni shnents of delinguistified steering media
(Habermas 1985, 356).

The Wl fare Sate as Functional for Gapitalism

According to Habermas, one exanpl e of the col onization
of the lifeworld is the welfare state. As infal ances in
the capitalist systemenerge, the logic of systeminte-
grati on—er system survival —demands the managenent
of conflicts. A ongside nass denocracy, the welfare state
energes in an effort to nollify protest against perceived
econonmic injustices: the norns of consunerismare in-
ternalized by those who would otherw se resist the
regi ne.

Utinately, the welfare state derives froma strategic
orientation for, in essence, it represents the intrusion
of noney into communicatively structured social life.
Haber mas bel i eves t hat

this is even the nodel case for the col onization of the
lifeworld that is behind the reificati on phenonena in ad-
vanced capitalist societies. . . . The functional ties of
nmoney and power rnedia becone noticeable only to the
degree that elenents of a private way of life and a cul -
tural-political formof life get split off from synbolic
structures of the lifeworld through the nonetary redef -
inition of goals, relations and services, |ife-spaces and
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life-tinmes, and through the bureaucratization of duties
and rights, responsibilities and dependenci es.

The wel fare state is bureaucratic as well as capitalistic
because it requires a class of experts whose authority is
necessarily antagonistic to the free decisions of individ-
wd s.

Veber cones to a very different concl usion regardi ng
the welfare state. In discussing the ains of the prop-
ertyless nasses in the realmof political action, he con-
tends that they desire not “cal cul abl €” adj udi cation and
admni stration; rather, the “Kadi-justice” they denand
is informal -eommuni cative, as it were. For \Wber
(1946, 221), the logic of the welfare state, entryonic
inhisownting is antithetical to the fundanental pre-
cepts of bureaucracy, for it is based on “irrational
‘sentinents.’” Habermas and Veber agree, however,
that nass denocracy and the bureaucratic state are al -
lied to one another; noreover, both are disturbed by the
“bureaucrati c desiccation of the political public
sphere” (Habermas 1985, 323). Veber worried that
bureaucratic-legal domnation would lead to a cata-
strophic collapse in legitinacy: wthout religious-
met aphysi cal worldviews to legitimate it, a regine
would struggle to justify its rule to no avail. Habernas
recogni zes this possibility but attributes it to the cd o-
nization of the lifeworld by systeminperatives that
drain communicative rationality fromthe private and
political public spheres of life, replacing it wth delin-
guistified steering nedi a.

Uhl i ke VWber, Habermas refuses to | ook upon these
systenic inperatives as anything other than an inposi -
tion. Yet Habermas believes they can be overcone by
communi cative action rather than the nachi nations of
power: this is the source of Habernasi an opti nism

Denocracy as a Solution, Not a Probl em

By problematizing Véber’'s progression from cul tural



to societal rationalization, Habernas suggests that there
is an aternative to the iron cage of end-1ess instrunen-
tal rationality. A the sane tine, particularly when
di scussing the prospects for neaningful political dis-
course under |ate nodernity, Habernas betrays a soci o-
logical pessimismnot entirely dissinmlar to that of
VWeber. Habernmas’s path to pessimsnm however, is
nore indirect, for it passes through the “col oni zation of
the lifeworld” by capitalist and bureaucratic systens,
an outcone that coul d have been avoided and can still be
resi sted:

The transposition of communicative action to nedia-
steered interactions and the defornation of the struc-
tures of a danaged inter-subjectivity are by no neans
predeci ded processes that nmight be distilled froma few
global concepts. . . . The fact that in welfare-state nass
denocraci es class conflict has been institutionalized and
thereby pacified does not nean that protest potential has
been laid to rest. (Hibernas 1985, 392)

Habermas’s optim smis grounded in energing con-
flicts inthe netropolitan Vst that transcend cl ass con-
flicts over naterial distribution;, these conflicts, by
contrast, take place in the lifeworld. The post-1950s
protest novenents that exenplify these conflicts are
struggl es over “the grammar of forns of |ife” (Haber-
mas 1985, 392). H sees in thema promising attenpt
to correct the colonization of the lifeworld. Unlike
Vber’ s noderns, prostrate before the inel uctabl e wave
of bureaucratization, Hbernas thinks that we can re-
sist and that resistance is not futile. Wth the aid of
conmuni cative reason, we can turn the tide. For this to
occur, however, commnicative reason, and its exer-
cise, nust flow from a communi cative power that can
animate or, at the very least, coherently endorse sys-
temc change.

As in the classical view of denocracy, meaningful
self-governnent is Habernas’s aim For Wber, the
object of denocratic politics is not denocratic wll-



formation, nor is that arealistic goa. In contrast to bu-
reaucratic elites, the nmass public is al ways susceptibl e
to enotional and irrational influences, and is thus the
eneny of sound policy naking (Wber 1994, 230). Re-
sponsi bl e | eadership, not “popul ar sovereignty,” is
Wber's political goal (Gepley 1999, 191-227). Re-
sponsi bl e | eadership derives not fromthe politically
passive nass public, but froma politician who “re-
cruits his followng and wns over the nass by ‘dena-
gogy’” (ibid., 228)—a perspective later found in the
work of Joseph Schunpeter (1950). (onstituencies,
like consent, are nanufactured. Rationally organized
parties, which is to say bureaucratized parties, are the
nmost effective bulwark against the “denocracy of the
street” (VWber 1994, 231), perhaps Ve¢ber’s great est
fear. Wber asks only that bureaucratic rule be subject
to a “mnimal right of co-determnation” (G epley
1999, 207), so as to secure wlling sacrifices fromthe
publ i c.

Wile VWber’'s view |l acks the ronance of *“popul ar
sovereignty,” it does reflect key insights concerning the
nmass public’'s politica conpetence under nodern condi -
tions. An ever-nore intricate societal division of |abor,
and the concomtant increase in denmand for narrow ex-
pertise, suggests that the nass public is profoundy ig-
norant of the natters wth which experts are fanliar
(see, e.g, Qnverse 1964; Page and Shapiro 1992; and
Somin 1998).

Wth its “nechanistic” understanding of denocracy,
VWber' s approach is, according to Habernas (1975,
97), inadequate because it is relentlessly instrunen-
talist: if legitinacy clains are conceived “as . . . enpir -
i cal phenonen[a] wthout an i mmanent relation to [nor -
nmative] truth,” they cannot be tested on the basis of
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their norality. Rather than sacrifice the possibility of a
substantive nornative critique of legitimation clains,
Haber nas abandons Véber’s enpiricismand instead of -
fers the discourse-theoretic nornative ideal predicated
in part on an understanding of “communi cative power.”
For our purposes, the inportance of Habernas’'s work
lies in the idealization of denocratic possibilities to
which this nornative approach |eads. By sidesteppi ng
the question of public ignorance of means (effective
policies) in favor of the question of the legitinacy of the
(nornative) ends toward which they should be directed,
Haber nas overl ooks the issue of whether his ideal is
realizable in a world of inperfectly inforned individu-
ds

Three Mddel s of Denocracy

In lieu of enbracing either a liberal o a republican
nornative ideal, Habernas builds a nodel situated be-
tween the two that eschews both the nostalgia of the lat -
ter and the atomistic individualismof the forner. Each
of the three nodel s offers a different perspective on the
role of politics, a perspective that in turn inforns its
assunpti ons concerning the appropriate scope of poli -
ticsincollective life (Habernas 1998, 240).

The liberal view maintains that the denocratic
process all ows society, “a systemof narket-structured
interactions of persons and their |abor” (Habernas
1998, 239), to exercise sone control over the state,
that is, over a set of institutions designed to secure cal -
lective goadls. As in Vber’s theory, the liberal view
characterizes politics as elite contestation over the
levers of administrative power; citizens, inforned by
public struggles between self-interested groups, ex-
press preferences through their votes, as in the nar-
ketplace (ibid., 243). For liberals, politics is strategic
action oriented toward victory, not communicative ac-
tion oriented toward nutual understanding; to the vic-
tors go access to administrati ve power (at least until the
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next el ection in which voters, |ike consuners, can pun-
i sh an underperfornming “brand” retrospectively). The
liberal viewis less demanding in this respect than the
republican alternative. The outcones of the denocratic
process are not paramount for liberals as |ong transpo-
litical rights—H berties that exist prior to and i ndepen-
dent of state inperatives—are protected, securing a do-
mai n free of external conpul sion. This nakes the state a
doubl e-edged sword that protects against private vio-
lence and yet threatens to gather illegitinate public
force against legitinate private purposes (ibid., 241).
Admini strative power is, at root, seen as a source of
disruption that nust be controlled lest it undernmine the
settled rules that govern society; the denocratic process
is but one of several instrunents designed to nininize
this disruption (ibid., 247)—albeit a very inportant
one.

Lhder the liberal view “society” is not lifeworld and
system rather, it is a narketplace that is entirely a
creature of systemic inperatives. The state, according
to the logic of this schena, is nothing nore than the
guardian of society (ibid., 246), ardetha leaves little
if any room for “communicative power.” In |ooking
upon voting as a narket-like process, an arena of
strategic action designed to express personal distribu-
tive preferences, liberalismreflects the “inperialism
of the systeni Habernas rejects.

Habernas’ s di scourse-theoretic viewis far closer to
the republican nornati ve nodel . Rather than | ook upon
soci ety solely as systemand the denocrati c process as a
neans of surveillance designed to keep the state from
i npi ngi ng on that system the republican view enbraces
denocracy as “an ethical discourse of [collective] self-
understanding” (ibid., 246) that, through communi ca-
tive neans, literally constitutes society. As such, the
role of politics is far broader than under the libera in-
terpretation, and is far nore crucia: participation in
public life, understood as the practice of self-legisla-
tion, generates solidarity, a horizontal phenonenon dif -
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ferent from hierarchizing admnistrative power and
fromthe delinguistified, individualistic pursuit of eco-
nomc or political self-interest (ibid., 240).

Political opinion- and wll-fornation are at the heart
of the republican view Qnsequently, rights of political
participation are pararmount; unlike liberal rights
agai nst coercion, republican participation rights estab-
lish “the possibility of participating in a conmon prac-
tice, through which the citizens can first nake them
selves what they want to be” (ibid., 241). Wereas the
liberal view!looks upon politics as a series of deal s nade
anong conpeting societal interests, the republican view
“preserves the radical denocratic neaning of a society
that organizes itself through commnicatively united
citizens” (ibid., 244).

For the republican, deliberation relies on a “cul tur -
ally established background consensus, which is reju-
venated through the ritualistic reenactnent of the
founding act” (ibid., 246). Inavery real sense, for ex-
anpl e, the American, Canadian, and British constitu-
tions are a kind of “organic law " instruments of gov-
ernnent that, over tinme and to varying degrees, have
acquired an alnost nythol ogical aspect. Like
Durkheims totem god, constitutions and other state
synibol s have served as a kind of sacred center for pa-
triotic ritual and a foundation for quasireligiously con-
structed identities in nany post-traditional societies
(see Mrvin and Ingle 1999). In a sense, the constitu-
tional order creates a space in which identities relative
tothe state are articulated (or, of course, |eft unarticu-
| ated).

Wth the rise of “the politics of recognition,” how
ever, the assertion of collective identities in denocra-
tic constitutional states has fatally undermined the re-
publ i can vision of a conprehensive “culturally
est abl i shed background consensus” (see Habernas
1994). Though Habernas is synpathetic to the repub-
lican view he concludes that it is too idealistic, since
its effect is to construct society as an agent, “a social
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whol e centered in the state and concei ved as a goal -ori -
ented subject wit large” (Habermas 1998, 248).
Moreover, republicanismis predicated on a virtuous,
disinterested citizenry and a mistaken belief that poli -
tics is primarily concerned wth self-understanding
(ibid, 244). Wile Habernas acknow edges that col -
| ective self-understandi ngs concerning nationality and
tradition are inportant, conditions of pluralismsee to
it that subcultural and subsocietal interests and val ue-
orientati ons cannot al ways be resolved in a unified way.
Wth the advent of cultural pluralism conpron ses
based on relative cal cul ati ons of power take precedence
over achi eving genuine, substantive consensus (ibid.,
245). In building conpronise in a diverse society,
procedural fairness comes before ethical or cultural
authenticity, lest the interests of cultural ninorities
be conpl etely subsuned. For Habernas, therefore, the
real i sm concerning the balancing of interests that is
integral to the liberal view nust |eaven the republican
Vi ew

However, Habernas’'s di scourse-theoreti c nodel does
not 1ook upon politics as a collection of dependent vari -
ables in systemc processes, as do liberal s (Habernas
1998, 248). Rather, Habernas focuses on the “ hi gher -
level intersubjectivity of conmmunication processes that
unfold in the institutionalized deliberations in parlia-
mentary bodies . . . and in the infornal networks of the
public sphere” (ibid.). These processes are to be in-
trinsically rational as the products of popular will, but
also instrunental to the diverse interests of people in
pluralistic societies. Habernas deenphasi zes the sub-
ject, be it the republican-national nacrosubject or the
liberal subject animated by private interests, in favor
of communi cative procedures. Habermas’'s nodel pre-
serves the state-society distinction that is part of the
liberal view but it also looks upon “civil society” as a
noneconom c or nonsystemc space that is as distinct
fromthe narket as it is fromthe state (ibid.). The
state/soci ety dichotony is replaced by a “normative de-
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mand for a new bal ance between the three resources of
nmoney, admnistrative power, and solidarity from
vhi ch nodern societies neet their need for integration”
(ibid.). Qllective decisions are not to be nade through
the denocratic process so as to advance economic inter -
ests, to legitinate bureaucratic rule, or to secure social
solidarity; rather, the process is neant to “guarantee a
rational treatnment of political questions” (Habermas
1996, 170). It is to be “rational” in that it produces
answers that are acceptable to all parties (ibid, 38),
but unlike in the liberal view it requires deliberative
procedures that allow all salient questions to be raised;
W thout such procedures, a fair bal ance of interests nay
not be achieved (ibid., 170).

Haber nas uses the discourse-theoretic viewto affirm
an antisystempolitics that seeks to expand aut ononous
public spheres, the crucial source of social solidarity,
through legislative and other neans. This neans repudi -
ating the neoliberal argunent that the only alternative
to unbrid ed administrative power is econonmic |iberal -
ization, defined as the expansion of the narket process
at the expense of state control. Popular sovereignty is
understood as placing legislative powner in the hands of
all citizens;, parlianentary representation is a pruden-
tial concession to the need for face-to-face deliberation
on natters of public concern, a concession that nust not
sacrifice broad participati on—which is sacrificed by
econonmic liberalization, i.e., depoliticization.

For Habernmas's approach to be viable, however, in-
formal opinion-formati on anong menbers of a denoc-
ratic majority nust be “transforned into administra-
tively utilizable power” (Habermas 1998, 249). Law
is the nedium through which this transformation of
conmuni cation into power is to be achieved: rights of
political participation, essential to both the republican
and discourse-theoretic idealizations, “refer to the
legal institutionalization of a public opinion- and will-
formation termnating in decisions about policies and
| ans” (Habermas 1996, 151). The exercise of political
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participation rights allows communicatively generated
normati ve premses, products of the lifeworld, to be-
cone conprehensi bl e in the noney-steered econony and
the power-steered administration: |aw serves “as a
hi nge between systemand lifeworld’ (ibid., 55-56), a
true | anguage of power.

And so we are led to the question: under nodern condi -
tions, to what extent can the genesis of |aw derive from
nonhi er ar chi cal / nonpat ernal i sti ¢ communi cati ve pro-
cedur es?

As Rcardo Baug (1999) argues, Habernas fails to
offer a realistic account of how a donination-free dis-
course is to occur, choosing instead in his nore recent
work to explore the nornative basis of law and of the
constitutional state—a lacuna that leaves difficult, and
perhaps intractable, questions unresolved. It is true
that while identifying the capacities that politics nust
have if it is to limt the independence of systenic
power—n particular, the ability to “ferret out, iden-
tify, and effectively thenatize latent problens of social
integration (which require political solutions)”
(Habermas 1996, 358)—+abernas acknow edges t hat
the achi evenent of such capacities faces barriers that
are nigh inpossible to overcone (ibid., 358-59).

This realismis aso reflected in his wariness of de-
nocrati c control, as opposed to bureaucratic-regul atory
countersteering, of the narket. This is because Haber -
nas ‘can inagine the attenpt to arrange a soci ety deno-
cratically only as a self-controlled |earning process’
(quoted in Haug 1999, 156). Such a process woul d cal |
upon participants to understand and make difficult
tradeoffs of fairness for efficiency and vice versa, and
Habernas |eaves little doubt that the conditions for a
dom nation-free discourse about such issues are not
being fulfilled at present. Thus, after characterizing the
soci al consequences of the neoliberal turn in the netro-
politan West as an unbridl ed disaster, Habernas
(1998, 123). concludes that contenporary political
realities may “undernmine the legitinacy of the proce-
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dures and institutions of the denocratic constitutional
state.”

Wiether this is as far as one’s doubts about the prac-
ticability of Habermas's view should go, however, de-
pends on a set of falsifiable clains (Habernas 19986,
373), perhaps the nost inportant being that the public
sphere, as a “warning systemwth sensors that . . . are
sensitive throughout society” (ibid., 359), can nean-
ingfully curb the exercise of administrative power; and
that denocratic constraints on adninistrative paternal -
ismare, on both nornative and enpirica grounds, de-
sirable. Wich is to say, in part, that what the denoc-
ratic warning systemsenses are violations of true social
interests, and that the solutions endorsed by the denbs
really address those violations. Qherwse, the conmu-
nicative wll-fornati on Habermas so prizes would be
much ado about not hi ng—er worse, as Véber hinted.

The heart of the matter is that Habernas is not a re-
publ i can who val ues denocratic wll fornation solely as
anendinitself, and wo thus equates equal participation
inwll formation with rationality. Gher ends are
served by an egalitarian process of wll-formation: the
resulting policies are, Habernas thinks, instrunental |y
as well as intrinsically rational, because the concerns
brought to the communi cative table by various partici -
pants are real concerns about their real interests (see
Vi nshall 2003).

Publ i c 1 gnorance and Haber masi an Politics

Wen power is delegated to political representatives and
admni strative bodi es, public awareness and pressure
are needed to secure a governnent that is responsive to
the eval uative preferences of the nass public. An unre-
sponsi ve state threatens to becone a tyranny of experts,
the machi ne-1i ke regi ne domnated by systenic inper-
atives agai nst which Habernas warns. As Ilya Sonin has
argued in these pages (1998, 413-58), a Habernasi an
nodel of deliberative politics would have to go beyond
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the “naked preferences” of the mass public; instead,
citizens would have to actively engage in a dial ogue
predicated on nutual recognition and the assunption of
inpartiality, requirenents that demand a great deal of
know edge.

Somn denonstrates, however, that even the |evel of
know edge required for a far less robust formof denoc-
racy (the formsuggested by the liberal ideal), including
know edge of “which policies wll promote their pref-
erences and how candidates stand in relation to them
(ibid, 440), appears to be far beyond the grasp of nost
nmodern voters, including the nost highly educated. This
suggests that the prospects for any substantive realiza-
tion of collective self-rue are grim As Shanto |yengar
summari zes recent literature on voter conpetence, “the
low level of political know edge and the absence of ideo-
logical reasoning has lent credence to the charges that
popul ar control of governnment is illusory” (quoted in
Lupia and McCubbins 1998, 3). QGhers, including
Veber, have made sinilar argunments concerning the
ability of even elected officias to nonitor and control
bureaucratic authorities.

Not all analysts, however, are quite so pessimstic. In
The Denocratic Dilemma, Arthur Lupia and Matthew
McCubbins (1998) argue that “limted information
need not prevent people from nmaki ng reasoned choi ces”
(ibid., 4). Lupia and MQubbins maintain that voters
can use sinple cues as substitutes for encycl opedic
know edge. However, Lupia and MQubbins offer a very
limted criterion for the success of the denocratic del e-
gation of power: nanely, that the voter’s “personal ex-
perience allows her to distinguish beneficial from
detrinental agent actions [or that the voter] can obtain
this know edge fromothers” (ibid., 12).

This nodel can be no defense of deliberative politics,
even if “informational shortcuts” do suffice for Iiberal
politics, and not only because it is predicated on the
scarcity of cognitive resources that can be devoted by an
i ndividual deliberator to public affairs. BEven worse,
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Lupia and McQubbins nust appeal to individual s’ re-
liance for their shortcuts on “others,” establishing a
cognitive hierarchy that is the béte noire of Habernas’s
di scourse-theoretic ideal. In Lupia and MQubbins’s
nodel , action coordination and consensus are effected by
informational elites who transmt cues to the general
publ i c.

Toput it mldy, this approach requires a great deal of
trust in the opinion |leaders, be they public ideol ogues or
ostensi bl y know edgeabl e acquai ntances; and, particu-
larly in light of the ever-present possibility of prefer-
ence falsification (see Kuran 1995), this trust nay
well be msplaced. If the “asymmetry of infornation
between | eaders and followers” (Somn 1998, 424),
accepted by the partisans of informational shortcuts as
an effective vehicle for self-rule, is as predoninant as
the enpirical evidence suggests, then there is likely to
be a divergence of interests between the opinion | eaders
and the | ed.

Since followers are often unable to nonitor their
leaders, this state of affairs is ripe for abuse. For ex-
anpl e, opinion | eaders may have an incentive to “exac-
erbate intergroup hostilities” (Somn 1998, 425), an
out cone that simultaneously harns followers and rein-
forces the prestige and authority of |eaders. Qonversely,
i deol ogi cal heuristics, including partisan affiliation, can
be undernmined by collusion anong political parties. As
Somin argues (ibid., 423), such efforts to reduce the
flow of information spare ideol ogical presuppositions
chal | enge from inconveni ent facts—sonething instantly
recogni zabl e to any observer of nass politics. As areal -
world exanple, Sonmin cites the nanner in which the
first nodern-style party systemin the Lhited Sates
removed slavery fromthe political agenda (ibid.). In a
simlar vein, one can point to the broad consensus con-
cerning the virtues of a nmixed econony in the postwar
netropolitan Vést. Hforts to undermne the consensus
fromthe nargins have proven to be prohibitively ex-
pensive, both in noney and in tine.
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Even non-hi erarchi cal voting shortcuts take advant age
of whatever information seens to be at hand, however
irrelevant it nay be. An electorate may vote retrospec-
tively (Horina 1981), basing decisions not on infor -
nmation about a candidate’s actual policy views or per-
formance in office, but on general perceptions of, for
exanpl e, the state of the econony that may, in fact, bear
little relation to the policies that were pursued by the
officials being retrospectively blaned or credited. (In-
deed, determining the causality of various economc
phenonena proves chal |l enging even to those who spe-
cidizeinthediscipline [Somin 1998, 426]).

Sone schol ars, including Benjanmin |I. Page and Robert
Y. Shapiro (1992), have argued that uninforned votes,
randonty distributed across candi dates, “cancel each
other out” (Somin 1998, 429), thus alowng the in-
formed votes to deternmine the outcone. But precisely
because nost voters seemto use informational short -
cuts, a truly randomdistribution is precluded (ibid.,
430); consequently, uninforned voters can easily carry
the day. Bven to achieve the Veberian goal of instru-
mentally rational policies, “there is no real substitute
for voters who are adequately inforned at the individual
level” (ibid., 431)—a condition that al so nust be ful -
filled if the conmunicative fora are to be free of dom -
nation. @ven the scope of governnent in contenporary
nodern denocratic states, however, even the nost so-
phisticated voter wll face enornous obstacles in seek-
ing to be truly well inforned about the uses and abuses
of adninistrative power so as to subordinate “systemi
to “lifeworld.”

Assuming that the obstacles to becomng well-in-
forned can be overcone (a questionabl e assunption, to
be sure), Sonin identifies an even nore fundanental
barrier to votes that reflect people s true interests
(ibid,, 435-6): though all night benefit froman in-
forned el ectorate, individual voters have little incen-
tive to becone inforned because no single vote is likely
to prove decisive (ibid., 436). But the collective-action
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expl anation of public ignorance faces its own Véterloo if
its reasoning is applied, beyond incentives to becone
vell inforned, to incentives to vote. Wy do sone citi -
zens vote at all, despite the fact that anindividua’s vote
is highly unlikely to alter an out cone?

Somn (1998, 433) hypot hesi zes that peopl e overes-
tinate the likelihood that their vote wll nake a differ-
ence. Hwever, acquiring the political infornation nec-
essary to be well inforned is far costlier than voting. So
peopl e rational |y renain ignorant, even though they ir -
rational ly vote.

Somin contends that there is a sinple corrective for
high informational burdens that preclude neani ngful
public participation and sound deci si on-naki ng: reduce
“the nunier of issues to be decided by government to a
I evel voters would find nore nanageabl e’ (ibid.); that
is, mnimze informational burdens by linmting the
scope of denocratic decision naking. Suffice it to say,
this solutionis politically inpracticable and, as Jeffrey
Friedman (1998) naintains, would quite possibly be
futile anyway. To nmake sense of the “paradox of voting,”
Friedman argues that the premise of voter rationality
nust be abandoned: a rational voter who renai ns igno-
rant because she is aware of the costliness of acquiring
adequate information would, by virtue of this aware-
ness, be deprived “of the ‘attitudes’ necessary to noti -
vate her to vote” (ibid., 407). Yet mllions of peopl e do
vote, and nany of them nake efforts to inform them
selves paliticaly.

To explain nass participation in the face of the coll ec-
tive-action problemthat would confront any individual
voter, if, as Somin assunes, voters realized the in-
significance of their votes, Fiedman turns to Schum
peter. Instead of focusing solely on the notivation to ac-
quire information, Schunpeter points out that the
infornation that is the coin of the political rea m usu-
aly isnot “clearly interpretabl e feedback from public
decisions” (Brainard 1967, 411-25). In the absence of
the direct feedback that derives fromprivate decisions,
unnedi at ed by second-hand reports and theoretical con-
structs, “informed political decisions would require
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unattai nable levels of theoretical and enpirical know -
edge” concerning the consequences of various public
policy choices (Friedran 1998, 409)—even when de-
nocratic decision making is linmted in scope, as per
Sonin's proposal. But voters need not be aware that
vhen naking political decisions, they lack the feedback
necessary to be well inforned. They can falsely believe
that they are well inforned, and this false belief could
adequately notivate themto vote—+f one of the things
about which they are blissfully ignorant is that sinple
mat henati cs shows that in any large electorate, their
vote al nost certainly won't matter.

Wil e they disagree, then, over whether voters’ igno-
rance is notivated gy their awareness of the depth of
their ignorance, and their consequent recognition of how
costly it would be to informthensel ves adequat el y, both
Somin and Friednan inplicitly naintain that a Haber -
nmasi an public sphere, a “warning systemwth sensors
that . . . are sensitive throughout society” (Habernas
1996, 359), is utopian. Sonmin's hypothesis suggests
that the sensors are notivated to absorb very little in-
formation, preventing them from being sufficiently
sensitive. Friednan (1998), in turn, denies that the
sensors coul d detect the rel evant phenonena at all, even
if notivated to do so, wth the possible exception of a
particul arly egregi ous phenonenon such as an econom c
crisis. Indeed, he attributes what sensitivity to negative
outcones there is prinarily to systenic el enents, in-
cluding the cogni zabl e feedback of the private narket -
pl ace, rather than to denocratic processes (Friednan
2000, 121ff.). Both he and Sonmin concl ude, however,
that in politics, hierarchies of knowedge are unavoi d-
able, as does David Gepley (1999, 198-99).

The hsol escence of D scourse-Theoretic
Denocr acy

Like Friednan, Gepley rejects Somn' s contention that
a smaller government would in itself secure adequate
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popul ar control of the state by reducing the need for
know edge hierarchies. In doing so, he introduces a
prenmise left unexplored by Somin. Informational bur-
dens for voters wll not be reduced by limted govern-
ment, he argues, because all issues affecting collective
liferemain, if only inplicitly, “on the table”; any de-
cision to privatize decision nmaking can potentially be
reversed, provided that willful naorities renain sov-
ereign. onsequently, infornational burdens can be re-
duced only if society itself is sinplified. The New Eng-
land town neeting, viewed as an ideal by denocrats of
such different political orientations as Robert Putnam
and Charles Mirray, is effective only when concerned
wth a fewsinple issues, prinarily because it governs
relatively sinple coomunities. Ghe nmight add that the
honmogeneity of these towns precludes class conflict and
deep cultural differences, short-circuiting the need for
conflict nanagenent by neans of state power in the first

pl ace.
The “restoration” of this Eenic state is, as should be
obvious, for all intents and purposes inpossible in

nodern denocratic societies. Wthout a bapti smof rev-
olutionary violence that woul d create a nonnarket soci -
ety that could sustain only a fraction of the world s cur -
rent population (Mses [1920] 1935)—er sone other
gl obal catastrophe-societal conplexity is essentially
irreversible. As a result, nodernity, wth its plural -
ization of forns of life and el aborate division of |abor,
permanently forecloses the possibility of neaningful
sel f-governnent. The Habernasi an question of whet her
conpl ex societies are still capable of denocratic rule
has to be answered resoundingly in the negati ve.

And yet increasing social conplexity is not an au-
t ocht honous phenonenon to which the state sinply re-
sponds. As exenplified by the legal structuring of the
capitalist narketplace, social conplexity is driven in
large part by state inperatives. Wether by design or as
an uni ntended consequence of countless strategic cal cu-
lations, the state confounds conprehension. As a result,
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denocratic politics in practice bears little resentl ance,
even incipiently, to the nornative ideals described by
Haber nas.

Denocratic Politics as Theater

If self-rule is beyond our grasp, how should we | ook
upon denocratic politics? Benedict Anderson (1996, 2)
defines the nation as “an inagined political comunity .

because the nenbers of even the snallest nation wll
never know nost of their fell ow nenbers, or even neet
them or even hear of them yet in the nminds of each
lives the inmage of their communion.” Beyond the New
Engl and town neeting, not just the nation but nodern
denocratic politics in general can best be described as a
product of our collective inagination. The project of the
deli berative denocrats might be understood as an at -
tenpt to inagine a neani ngful and broad-rangi ng con-
versation anmong ordi nary nen and wonen nuch like the
vi gorous disagreenents that characterize scholarly en-
deavors at their best. The denocrati c communi on, un-
derstood in these terns, requires a social space that is
effectively isolated fromadmnistrati ve poner and self -
i sh bargai ni ng.

In the absence of the epistenmic and other conditions
necessary for such a communi on, however, nodern de-
nocratic politics cannot be such a conversation in any-
thing but the theorist’s inagination; instead, it is a kind
of theater in which the roles, if not the outcones, are
assi gned.

Like the theater, denocratic politics is a pageant of an-
i mating nythol ogies that give the process gravity and
reinforce its legitinacy. As Edelnan (1964, 190) puts
it, “The settings of fornal political acts help ‘prove’ the
integrity and legitinmacy of the acts they frane, creating
a senbl ance of reality from which counterevidence is
excluded.” Gonflict in stable netropolitan societies, as
intense as it often seens, is contai ned through ritualiza-
tion. Sounding a Vberian note, Edelnman (1971, 9) con-
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tends that public policies in a nodern denocratic soci ety
“derive their salience and neaning less fromtheir in-
strunental effects than fromthe cues they generate”—by
whi ch he neans the ways in which different social
groups, often created as clients of state privilege or ob-
jects of state surveillance, are notified of changes in
their status. The confounding state is not, as in the lib-
eral nornative idealization Habermas describes, sinply
a neans of translating public preferences into public
policy. Instead, the successful denocratic state, inits
nyriad nanifestations, is enabled by the theatrical form
taken by denocratic politics to nanage conflict and
achieve its personnel’s various goal s—even when those
goals are not congruent wth those of the people they are
supposed to represent. Behind the curtain of the voting
booth, the state can largely do what its personnel want it
to do. The public’'s ignorance of what the state is actually
doing affords the state its autonony, and the public' s ig-
norance is facilitated by theatrical denocratic pageantry.

As for the notion of domination-free politics, Edel nan
(1988, 10) describesit as

an optimistic view. . . of how discourse night becone
enanci patory in a society wthout capitalism or gov-
ernnental or corporate or nmilitary hierarchies; but it
provides little hope that political language in the world
we inhabit can becone sonething nore than a sequence
of strategies and rationalizations.

Edel nan, in looking upon nodern denocratic politics as a
kind of ritualized conflict structured by the state, offers a
bri dge between Véber’s view of how denocracy shoul d
be—ranaged by crafty denagogues—and the realities of
the denocratic present.

As if to confirm Edel ran’s dark portrayal of denoc-
racy, Law ence Jacobs and Robert Shapiro (2000),
after presenting a detailed analysis of President Qin-
ton's health-care reformefforts and the dissol ution of
Newt G ngrich’s Republican “revol ution,” concl ude that
US politicians across the political spectrum enpl oy
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techni ques designed to stifle public criticismw thout
bei ng responsive to public opinion. In contrast to the
critical publicity sought by partisans of deliberative
denocracy, designed to stimilate a rational and critical
debate anong citizens, Jacobs and Shapiro believe that
nani pul ative publicity has instead cone to the fore, al -
though in their viewthis trend is relatively recent in
its origins and reversible (ibid 309-10). Jacobs and
Shapiro therefore call upon public officials to be nore
responsive to the public’'s preferences and denands
(ibd, 323-24).

However, relying on an apparent allegiance to the
classica principle of popular sovereignty and a prag-
matic desire to secure the stable operation of govern-
nent, Jacobs and Shapiro spend relatively little tine
justifying their proposal. Ater al, if manipulation is
avoidable in contenporary political contexts, surely it
is to be avoided;, indeed, if nenbers of the public are
capabl e of exercising their critical faculties in the ab-
sence of governnent nanipul ation, perhaps the dis-
course-theoretic ideal can be achieved. The authors aim
to “chal | enge the | ong-standi ng bias anong elites agai nst
gover nment responsi veness to public opinion” (ibid.,
295) (a bias that is hard to find outside the pages of
| ong-dead theorists such as Wber and Schunpeter).
Jacobs and Shapiro therefore dismss the disquieting
evidence that while citizens may have coherent prefer -
ences (Zaller 1992, 310-32), they very rarely have
preferences that are well inforned. In doing so, the au-
thors reinforce what is in fact the wdely held and un-
controversial belief that denocracy, as conventionally
understood, can work, if only we “threw the buns out.”
This is, to say the very least, a confiorti ng suggesti on—
but it largely ignores the state as an aut ononous actor.

Wiether or not one believes that “the public reacts
sensibly to events and avail abl e infornmati on” (Jacobs
and Shapiro 2000, 307), Jacobs and Shapiro fail to ad-
equatel y address the possibility of a state that can ignore
publ i c opi nion because the public, distracted by denoc-
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ratic theater, is unanare of the divergence between its
preferences and actual state policies. Nor do Jacobs and
Shapi ro adequately consider the even nore radically
statist possibility that public preferences thensel ves
are not “rational reflections of their interests and their
noral upbringing and therefore . . . stable and continu-
ing’ (ibid, 3), but rather that

individual s positions on public issues are nobilizable

rather than fixed. . . . Governnental activities are
t hensel ves potent influences upon change and nobiliza-
tion of public attitudes; and . . . the significant “out -

puts” of political activities are not particular public
policies labeled as political goals, but rather the cre-
ation of political followngs and supports: i.e., the evo-
cation of arousal or quiescence in nmass publics. (Edel -
man 1988, 4)

In a classic recent study, John Zaller (1992) but -
tresses Edel man's claimby denonstrating that political
elites play a crucial role in the process of opinion- and
will-formation by providing cues in anbiguous cir -
cunstances. But Zaller expands the scope of Edel man's
entirely state-centric theory of opinion ranipul ation
by including anong those who send decisive cues to the
electorate non-state political figures, such as candi dat es
who have not yet won public office but who convey sig-
nals about the opinions their party's followers shoul d
hold. In this way (despite his own protestati ons—see the
Epilogue to Zaller 1992), Zaller brings us back to
Vber’ s denmagogue-centric theory of opini on shapi ng.

V¢ber’ s Theory of Denocracy Revisited

Habernas’ s obj ection to VWber’s theory of denocracy is
based in large part onits failure to transcend cont enpo-
rary realities. Wber's is a theory utterly bereft of a
denocratic ideal beyond that of “a pluralismof elites,
replacing the sel f-determ nation of the people”
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(Habermas 1975, 124) wth the elites’ own determ -
nation of public policy.

Characterizing this “theory of domnation” as reflec-
tive of “cynicismand self-pity” (ibid., 123), Haber-
mas fails to give Wber his due. Habernmas might have
| earned from Veber to appreciate the possibility of an
i nherent tension between socia conplexity and the de-
nocratic rule that conplexity ensures will not be ade-
quately infornmed. Hs own appreciation of this tension
undergirds VWber’s support for universal suffrage
along lines that would be famliar to Edel nan: instead of
securing voter control of public policy, universal suf-
frage, aong wth the ritual of voting itself, cenents the
allegiance of the nass public to the program of the po-
litical leadership (Wber 1994, 125-26).

For Wber, political systens are called upon to pro-
vi de responsi bl e | eadership for the | ong-term steward-
ship of nodern societies (Gepley 1999, 208). To
achieve this end, bureaucracy is essentia, but bureau-
crats cannot face the political consequences of their ac-
tions, in large part because this woul d paral yze them
and keep themfromperformng their crucia tasks. In-
stead, responsible political |eaders, denagogic stewards
of the bureaucracy, accept responsibility, mnimzing
adnmini strative reckl essness (at least in theory) (ibid.,
212). Wber does not enbrace elite-led denocracy
sinply because the alternatives are presunptively un-
justifiable; instead, he believes that it is the best
net hod of securing political |eadership that is “respon-
sible” to the peopl€ s objective interests (ibid.)—wahich
Haber nas hi nsel f bel i eves can be achieved nerely by
nmeans of a denocratic conversation free of systenic
barriers to the equal expression of individual s’ (appar-
ently self-evident) interests. Habermas sinply takes no
account of the prospect, already underscored by Véber,
of a gap between peopl e s subjective political prefer-
ences and their objective interests—a void created by
public ignorance and filled by denagogues who, ideally
(in Wber's view, wll let the bureaucratic experts
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come up wth the best neans for achieving the public
interest.

Though Veber's interpretation of denmocracy is far
narrower than Habernas's, and far less anbitious, it
renains salient in an inperfect world in which citizens
are necessarily incapable of makinng sound judgnents
concerni ng policy questions because of the lack of inter-
pretabl e feedback from public policy. Wing Edel man's
conception of denocratic politics as the creation of po-
litical followngs, as nodified by Zaller, we return to
Wber’'s far |less starry-eyed view of the nature of
denocracy, given nodern conditions that require a grasp
of such conpl ex phenonena as capitalist econonies.

In such a world, the prospects for authentic sel f-gov-
ernnent are grim In his attenpt to redeemthe classical
denocratic faith in the rule of the peopl e, Habernas iden-
tifies social conditions for a domnation-free di scourse
characterized by substantive cognition and cognitive
equal ity that cannot, under the infornational burdens in-
troduced by nodernity, be fulfilled. Vber's view in
contrast, accepts that nodern political denocracy bears
little resenl ance to the classical denocratic faith. In-
stead, he recognizes that at its best, it is nothing nore
than the nost pal atabl e and sound version of elite rule.
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Tom Hof f man

THE QUI ET DESPERATI ON OF
ROBERT DAHL'S (QUI ET) RADI CALI SM

ABSTRACT: Robert Dahl’s denocratic theory has been re-
nmar kabl y consi stent over the course of his long career.
Wi | e Dahl has naintained a narkedly unronantic view
of nodern denocracy, and can best be read as an i nma-
nent critic of its libera variant, he has steadily clung to
certain radical aspirations, even as their prospects have
vaned. Dahl’s often-unnoticed radicalismlies in his de-
sire to see denocracy break out of the institutional
bonds of the liberal state. Reviewng his career forces
one to consider the ultinately utopian character of his
qui et radicalismand the significance of its apparent
failure. Paradoxically, Dahl’s call for the extension of
denmocracy into the econom c sphere woul d be |ess
utopian if it were noreradical at its foundati onthat is,
if his basic premses would lead himto seriously ques-
tion citizens' existing preferences.

Robert Dahl —+the great anal yst of denocracy in twentieth-
century political science-has occasionally dissented from
the priorities of his discipline as well as those of the
broader |iberal-denocratic political culture in which it
is enbedded. In the nmain, however, his oeuvre is rightly
seen as an authoritatively representati ve voice of both
Amrerican political science and American political culture.
In Toward Denocracy: A Journey (Berkeley: Institute for
Governmental Sudies, 1997), the renarkable stability
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of his comtnents and interests over tine is the only
aspect of his career displayed nore clearly than this fun-
danental |y representative quality. Thus, while the col -
lection's subtitle (“Reflections 1940-1997") surely
intends “reflection” to denote serious thought or consid-
eration, it mght be taken as well in the word s other
sense: as an inmage cast from or mirrored back to, its
original source.

Hre, | wll only tangentially discuss Dahl’s relation-
ship to the academc discipline he so profoundy influ-
enced inthe last half of the century. 1 The natter of Dahl’'s
relationship to the liberal-democratic culture of his na-
tive Lhited Sates during the sane period, however, turns
out to be at least as interesting and conplicated. Gontrary
to the still-common viewthat Dahl’s thought was radical -
ized at sone tine inthe 1970s—when he finally acknow -
edged the political inequality inplicit in the pluralist
conception of denocracy he had pioneered two decades
previ ousl y—Bahl was deeply concerned wth politica in-
equality and was a genuinely radical 2 thinker fromthe
start. The essays that nake up Toward Denocracy3 reveal
an anal yst steeped in the values of Anerican political cul -
ture, but Dahl derives fromthose val ues a uniquely radi -
cal perspective that is a consistent presence throughout
his career. 4

In this essay, | inquire nore closely into the nature of
this often-unrecogni zed radicalismto show how it coex-
ists wth an affirmation of wdely shared Amrerican polit -
ical values. In fact, Dahl's work taken as a whol e provi des
clear support for Mchael Vélzer’'s claimthat “radical
detachnent [is] . . . not a prerequisite of socia criticism
not even of radical socia criticisni (1987, 37). Instead
of relying on detachnent or an appeal to transcendent or
transcul tural val ues, Dahl generates his radical i smnore
quietly, by giving priority to some values inplicit in
Anerican political culture rather than others. It is Dahl’s
w llingness to push his notion of denocracy to its |ogica
limts that provides himwth critical distance fromthe
realities of contenporary liberal capitalism
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Wile Dahl’s radicalismdisplays itself nost clearly in
hi s advocacy of workpl ace denmocracy, the sane val ues are
at work in his support for other institutional extensions
of denocracy: nanely, his argunent—presented in vari -
ous forns over many years—for the creation of nultiple
level s of denocratic authority wthin the state (i.e., au-
tononous denocratic units bel ow the level of the national
state); and his |ong-expressed concern that international
organi zati ons sonehow be reconciled wth the ideal of de-
nocratic control. In each case, Dahl’s radicalism ex-
presses his desire to extend the normative principles of
denocrati ¢ deci sion naki ng beyond the bounds of the state
as traditionally conceived by l|iberal theory—nto the
econony, as well as to institutions above and bel ow the
nation-state |evel .

Dahl has terned his hoped-for extension of denocracy’s
reach its potential “third transformation.” In this
schema, a “first transfornation” led to the achi evenent
of denocracy in the formof the ancient city-state, while a
second—+wo thousand years |ater—broke through the
limts of all previous structures and beliefs by deliber-
ately applying the idea of denocracy to the large domai n of
the national state” (Dahl 1989, 312).5

Astriking thing about Dahl’s vision of a radicalized lib-
eral denocracy is its desperate predicanent as the new
century dawns. Two years after producing his nost up-
to-date argunent for the third transformation in A Pref -
ace to Econonic Denocracy,® Dahl admitted that hopes for
such a transfornation are, in fact, utopian. “Uopian,” he
explained, not in the sense that “lI would expect these
structures to inaugurate a perfect denocracy, whatever
that mght be, nor because they are beyond hunan reach,”
but “only because | amnot able to point wth confidence to
the historical forces that are likely to bring them about”
(TD, 657). Sognificantly, Dahl has been silent on the
natter of historical forces ever since. In his recent work
he has had nothing further to say about how his vision
mght be realized under current conditions.

It has only been in Dahl’s very latest witings, how
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ever, that he has seened to signa a loss of confidence in
the radical vision itself. A the sane tine, the broader
novenent for workplace denocracy has faded in signifi-
cance since the early 1980s as the Left’s attention has
shifted el sewhere. These devel opnents nake Dahl’s aspi -
rati ons appear even nore hopel ess. Despite hinsel f, then,
Dahl remains essentially a radical denocratic theorist of
the liberal nation-state.

The confessed utopi anism of Dahl’'s prescriptions im
nedi ately raises an inportant question. |Is Dahl’s radical -
ismreally utopian nerely because of the (in his viewun-
fortunate, but perhaps correctible) nature of
contenporary |iberal denocracy—er because of a failure
of his theoretical inagination? Is there in fact no desir-
able route toward the “third transfornati on” of denoc-
racy fromits contenporary formin the liberal nation-
state, or is Dahl sinply unable to discern such a route? It
seens to ne that Dahl’s basic justificatory assunptions
seriously hinder his ability to theorize a transition to the
kind of radical democracy he wants. h the other hand, as
the more general waning of the noverent for workpl ace
denocracy indicates, the problemdoes not lie solely wth
Dahl or his theories. Therefore, after describing Dahl’s
commonl y overlooked radicalismand its limts, | wll
consider nore generally the dimmed prospects in today' s
world for workpl ace denocracy and the other practical
el ements of Dahl’s radicalism and whether these
prospects are to be regretted.

Schunpet eri ani sm Hayeki ani sm and Dahl’ s
Qitics

M understanding of Dahl as a consistently radical thinker
runs counter to his reputation in several ways. dnce the
appearance of A Preface to Denocratic Theory (1956) —
and particularly since Who Governs? (1961)—Bahl has
been a favorite target of the Mirxian and parti cipatory
denocratic Left, who see in his work a surreptitious ide-
oogica justification of the status quo. In a classic assess-
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nent of such criticisns, Qentin Skinner (1973, 288)
calls it a “commonpl ace” that pluralist theories of
denocracy such as Dahl’'s have “the status and character
of a conservative political ideol ogy.”

Dahl’ s schol arship is suspect in the eyes of nany radi -
cals prinarily because of a nuniber of theoretical posi-
tions he has held over the course of his career. These po-
sitions popul ate essays from each of the six decades of
work represented in Toward Denobcracy, and are ex-
pressed as well in his nany book-length works, includ-
ing, nost recently, How Denocratic is the American CGon-
stitution? (2001).

First of all, Dahl accepts a Schunpeterian view of
mnimal citizen participation in |arge denocracies. This
vi ew expects | ess civic engagenent fromthe average citi -
zen as the size of the denos increases, and consequently
judges the participatory ideal of classical city-state
denocracy to be unrealistic and inappropriate in the op-
eration of the nodern nation-state. This viewis stated di -
rectly ina 1955 essay:.

I think we nust conclude that the classic assunptions
about the need for total citizen participation in denoc-
racy were, at the very least, inadequate . . . . It would
be nore reasonable sinply to insist that sone mni nal
participation is required, even though we cannot specify
with any precision what this mnimum nust be. (TD,
818.)

Qver the years Dahl repeatedly and adamantly presses
this point. Unlike Schunpeter ([1942] 1976, ch 21),
Dahl bases his criticismof the classical participatory
i deal al nost exclusively on one sinple consideration:
time. Any large population’s attenpt to denocratically
deliberate very quickly runs up against the 24-hour day.
As Dahl notes ina 1984 essay,

even if spatial barriers to communi cation can in principle
be elimnated by el ectronic neans, the limts set by tine
are inexorable. You can easily see howdrastic these Iim
its are by a sinple arithnetic exercise. You need only to
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mul tiply the number of nessages a highly participatory
process coul d reasonably be expected to produce, by the
average tine you assume a neani ngful political message
requires. (TD, 109)

In On Denocracy (1989, 109), Dahl presents these cal -
culations to denonstrate a “law of tine and nunbers” ac-
cording to which “the nore citizens a denmocratic unit
contains, the less that citizens can participate directly in
gover nnent deci sions and the nore that they nust del egate
authority to others.” In After the Revolution? (1970),
he uses the sane considerations as a basis for his argu-
nent agai nst the New Left’s call for the creation of gen-
uine participatory democracy in the Uinited States.
Denocracy in the nodern nation-state is not, and cannot
be, inclusive, deliberative denocracy.

The second factor that produced the inpression that
Dahl was, at first, a conservative is that, in the context of
the Cold War, he pursued a long-term project that
hei ghtened the distinction between the Véstern |iberal
states and Eastern-bloc authoritarian regines, and did so
interns of a state’s proxinmity to a nornative ideal that
was originally derived froman interpretation of the
Vestern bloc’s denocratic principles.? Dahl hinsel f
seens not, however, to have considered his project in
ideological terns; he was nerely engaged in an effort to
di stinguish systens that were approxinations of denoc-
racy (in his term “pol yarchies”)8 from non-denocratic
states. Sill, many critics experienced such distinction-
draw ng as self-congratul atory and inherently ideol ogi cal .
Miny leftist social theorists of the period-rost vocal ly,
the early Frankfurt School thinkers—sought to blur the
differences between the Wst’s liberal orders and East -
ern-bloc totalitarianism for argunentative effect. In
anal yses of this sort, nass consuner society, for exam
ple, could be painted as nerely totalitarianismof a dif-
ferent variety, where the depersonalizing inperatives of
instrunental rationality, supported by a ubiquitous
“culture industry” (Horkheiner and Adorno [1944]
1972), produce a “one-dinensional” mnd incapable of
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critical reflection, let alone resistance (Marcuse
1964).°

But Dehl asserts that the Véstern liberal states—+m
perfect as they are—+epresent a real advance down the
road toward the denocratic ideal, fundanentally distin-
gui shing them fromother regines, including those of the
forner East bloc. He insists upon this, in part, by devel -
oping over the years a definition of denocracy that does
not require direct citizen participation in governing, but
only that there be institutional ly adequate opportunities
and protections for formng and expressing individual
preferences regarding collective decisions, and that each
individual’s expressed preferences be taken equally into
account. True to its libera roots, this definition of ideal
denocracy is realized in a set of procedural rights, not in
a substantive state of affairs. In Isaiah Berlin's (1969)
terns, denocracy, for Dahl, is the achievenent of a set of
negative, rather than positive, freedons. Beginning al -
ready in the opening chapter of his dissertation, Dahl em
barked on this project (TD, 21), ad 58 years later, his
On Denocracy begins with a sinmlar presentation of
defining criteria. The sane intellectual project figures
heavily in Polyarchy (1971) and plays a significant ar-
gunentative role in A Preface to Denocratic Theory
(1956), as wel as in Denocracy and Its Qitics (1989)
(which largely reproduces the definitive account arrived
a inhis 1984 essay, “Procedural Denocracy”).

Wiile his critics did not always notice, Dahl avoi ded any
claimthat Véstern liberal states had actual |y achi eved
the status of “denocracy” (according to his criteria).
But, in a roundabout fashion, he nmade sonething akin to
such a claim Aongside his ideal notion of denocracy, he
posited a set of less denanding institutional criteria, de-
scri bing somet hing much closer in conception to a
Schunpet eri an nodel of rule by conpeting elites. Dahl
linked this “pol yarchy” nodel to the nore stringent ideal
of denocracy by contending that polyarchy represented
the best approxi nation of the denocratic ideal, given the
serious practical limtations presented by the scale of the
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large, nodern nation-state. The practices and constitu-
tions of the Wéstern liberal states qualified themas pal -
yar chi es—and thus as actual achi evenents of denocracy in
its second transfornation, the nation-state form

Athird inportant reason for Dahl’s reputation as any-
thing-but-radical stens fromhis association with the
behavi oralist novenent in political science, and wth a
positivist orientation toward socia phenonena general ly.
Dahl held to certain positivist tenets, including, at tines,
a tone of scientific detachnent and an observational i st
epi stenol ogy. This provoked the nost heated criticisns of
his career, in the so-called “community power” debate
that swrled around his study of New Haven in Who Gov-
erns?10 Qitics of behavioralismworried about serious
limtations inplicit in the positivist orientation that
would, in turn, give any analysis generated fromit an
i deol ogi cal bias. For exanple, in the community power
debate, Dahl and other behavioralists insisted that such
concepts as “power” be conceptualized in terns capable
of enpirical operationalization. Hs critics wondered how
if power were understood solely in terns of observable
actions, “non-decisions,” or the unobservable linmta-
tions of the policy menu, could be properly recogni zed as
(indirect) exercises of political power (Bachrach and
Baratz 1962; Lukes 1974). Fueling the rancor of this
debate was the larger, still ongoing, controversy wthin
acadenmic political science concerning the adequacy, and
the precise neaning, of a scientific approach to the study
of pditics.

Fnally, Dahl has consistently expressed a suspicion of
centralized state power as a threat to denocracy, and he
aired this suspicion even during the welfare state’ s post -
war expansi onary phase (which he supported nonet he-
less). Polyarchy required at least a condition of interest-
group pluralismand sone type of narket econony, so as
to adequately decentralize power and decision naking.
Dahl’s theoretical views on this point were thus at odds
wth prevailing opinion on the left during at |east sone
inportant nonents in his career.
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Dahl took seriously—at a tine when nmany socialists did
not—the argunents of F. A Hayek and Ludw g von M ses
concerning both the problem of economc calcul ation
under socialismand the central state’'s threat to the sur-
vival of an open society. Dahl’s first published article ap-
peared in P an Age, a journal produced by the National
Econonic and Social P anning Association, whose ms-
sion—the design of nmethods and formul ation of policies
for the nore effective organization of our society” (TD,
Xi )—gi ves sone sense of the technocratic, statist orienta-
tion that prevailed in the Awrican Left (and in the social
sciences) of the 1940s. Dahl’'s essay rejecting the nodel
of a command econony was at odds wth this technocratic-
progressivist orthodoxy, endorsing instead the then-novel
and | esser-known decentralized market socialism of
Gskar Lange and ot hers.

dngy, any of these positions mght have served to cast
Deahl as antiradical, but his critics have often gone on to
draw connections that portray these positions as all of a
piece, conprising a broad ideol ogical defense of the lib-
eral-capitalist order. Sinner’'s argument is an exanpl e
of this type of critique. It is couched in terns of speech-
act philosophy, specifically the insight that ostensibly
descriptive labels (e.g., “denocracy”) in truth perform
a nornative-eval uative function. In the case of denoc-
racy, one might say the word legitinates as well as de-
narcates. 11 Skinner uses this insight to condenm Dahl’s
positivism referring to himas an “enpirical theorist of
denocracy” and charging that the “pivot” on which
Dahl’s theory “swngs inescapably in a conservative di -
rection” is his (positivist) conmtnent “to construct an
‘operational’ definition of denocracy,” which leads him
in turn, “to abstract a definition of denocracy fromthe
political experience of existing ‘polyarchies’ (1973,
300). In other words, according to inner, Dahl’'s posi -
tivismdictates that his distinction between denocracy and
nondenocracy is drawn on the basis of an ideal inspired
by the practices of Wstern-bloc states. 12 Then Ski nner
connects the Schunpeterian elitist view of denocratic
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possibilities to Dahl’s positivism noting that the concep-
tion of denocracy that Dahl abstracts fromexisting lib-
eral systens is, in fact, overly pessimstic in accepting
“the sufficiency of only two criteria for applying the
term that free and regular elections should be held;, and
that there should be continuous political conpetition for
the peopl e s vote” (ibid.) This

guarantees that the existing arrangenents of a nurnber
of political systens cannot fail to be treated as com
nendabl e. For the idea of an operational definition that
entails a nunber of existing polyarchies, notably the
Lhited Sates, cannot fail toenbody . . . [Dahl’s] nini -
mum version of the denocratic ideal. The speech act
potential of the termdenocracy then neans that, when
it is applied to describe such existing polyarchies, the
act of commending their arrangenents is thereby per-
fornmed. (Skinner 1973, 300)

| offer Skinner’s argunent here not because it provides
a particularly acute ideol ogical characterization of Dahl,
but because it shows how critics could plausibly paint
himas a (liberal) conservative by linking various of his
positions. Mre inportant, it illumnates how Dahl’s de-
nocratic ideal energes as a kind of immanent construc-
tion fromhis early work taken as a whol e.

Dahl as a onsi stent Radi cal

inner, and critics like him are correct in pointing out

that many of Dahl’'s views nake his theory hostile to im

portant radical approaches. There are, however, many
vways to be a radical. Wile Dahl’s thought nay be at odds

wth promnent nodes of left-wing criticism this does

not nean that it is incapable of ultinately generating its

own radical -left critique. It is capable of doing so and
does, but—as a look at four of Dahl’s views nay indicate—
the starting point for his radicalismlies in a closer-

than-usual synpathy wth the Anverican political culture
o histine
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Hrst, Dahl’s rejection of the participatory denocrat’s
ideal as inappropriate inthe large nation-state, and (sec-
ond) his procedural, rights-based definition of denoc-
racy, cohere wth a liberal and consunerist conception of
politics that sone have identified as a distinguishing fea-
ture of Anerica's public philosophy (Sandel 1996; Han-
son 1985, ch 8). Third, Dahl’s positivism resonates
w th the broader twentieth-century American cel ebration
of technical achievenent and scientific reason. And fi -
nally, his suspicion of planning and of centralized power
has had an even nore distingui shed pedigree in Amrican
political culture, even if sonewhat dininished inthe im
nedi at e postwar peri od.

In conparison to nany other critics of liberal denoc-
racy, Dahl, then, is an apologist. A the sane tine, he of -
fers a vision of his own that inplies a deep concern about
inequality and an inplicit call for a radical restructuring
of society inthe service of that end. So while Dahl articu-
lates and defends (nany of) his culture’s political val ues,
heisasoaradca criticof itspoitica redities.

The notion that Dahl could at once hold to the basic val -
ues of his tine and place while still being a radical critic
appears paradoxi cal only, | think, when we have already
assuned away the very possibility that inmmanent cri -
tique—er what Charles Taylor (1989) has called “the
rhetoric of understandi ng’—might be radical. Athough it
nay appear at first blush to be of nerely semantic im
portance, the issue of whether Dahl truly deserves to be
called radical may reveal a common predi sposition toward
one node of socia criticism That is, the tendency to deny
Dahl this appellation nay stemnot only from his stands
on a handful of nornative and net hodol ogi cal natters, but
nore deeply on an inplicit rejection of Vélzer’'s claim
(nentioned earlier) that “radical detachrnent [is] . . . not
a prerequisite of social criticism not even of radical so-
cia criticismi (1987, 37).

Even many of Dahl’s critics have been wlling to reap-
praise his ideological credentials based on his work of the
pest 20 to 30 years. David Hld (1987, 201ff) and John



Hof fman - Dahl’s Desperate Radical i sm 121

F. Minley (1983), for exanple, have hel ped propagate
the view that Dahl's thought has progressed through two
distinct phases—that there were essentially two Dahls: an
early, conplacent pluralist theorist, and a later "neo-
pluralist” who finally cane to appreciate the force of the
Mrxian-left critique of his earlier views. According to
Manley (1983, 369), Dahl’s radicalismfirst expressed
itself in his essays fromthe late 1970s and in Di | emmas
of Puralist Denocracy: “The persistence of inflation and
unenpl oynent,” Manley wites, “the forced retrench-
nent of the so-called welfare state, and the deepening of
gross inequalities . . . have noved such leading pluralists
as Dahl . . . far to the left.” Garole Patenan simlarly
characterizes Dahl’s intellectual traectory, but instead
points to his Afiter the Revolution? (1970) as the nonent
in vwhich he effected a “radical nodification” of his the-
ory, in a “significant concession” to his critics (1973,
216; see also Shwartz 1991, 314). Such “two Dahls
t heses” have becone the conventional w dsom

But Dahl is not a late-blooming radical. Neither has he
noved deci sively anay fromany of the four positions that
contributed to his reputation as a straightforward |ib-
eral -denocrati c apol ogi st .

Dahl, for one, resists the idea that he undervent a nid-
career shift tothe left. Denying that he regards “intell ec-
tual consistency over a long life as necessarily a virtue,”
he nonethel ess attests to seeing “nore consistency in ny
work, taken as a whole, than sone of ny readers evidently
do” (TD, 7-8).

Indeed, at tines | feel alnost enbarrassed when | con-
sider how many of the najor thenes and orientations in
ny later work were already present in ny conpleted
Ph.D dissertationt . . . | findit both fascinating and puz-
zling that even sone friendly critics see A Preface to
Denocratic Theory and Who Governs? as sonehow at
odds with ny other work. | do not. (lbhid)

Wiere nany have percei ved an ideol ogical shift, the Dahl
o the 1970sbuilding on the sane positions, and thus
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continuing to reflect promnent values of his political
culture—was sinply elaborating a vision of political rad-
icalismtoward which he had | ong been predi sposed. But at
about that tine (the 1970s), Dahl’'s authorial voice be-
cane nmarkedly nore straightforward in advancing his
nornative ains in programmatic terns.

It is undeniable that such books as A Preface to Denwoc-
ratic Theory (1956) and Who Governs? (1961)-al ong
wth the essays he wote through nuch of the 1960s—are
colored by a substantive nornative perspective. Sill,
those witings were offered prinarily as works of analy-
sis and description. By contrast, After the Revol ution?
(1971), along wth D lemas of Pluralist Denocracy
(1982), A Preface to Econonic Denocracy (1985),
much of Denocracy and Its Qitics (1989), and the bul k
of his essays of the sane period, unnistakably articul ate
full-throated nornative prescriptions. It is nost accu-
rate to see this not as an idedogica shift a al, but as a
natural progression on Dahl's part fromusing a radical
orientation as a basis for description toward using a radi -
cal vision as the basis for prescription. Specifically, one
is left wth the inpression that a clear, confident asser-
tion of Dahl’s radical values anaited the maturity of his
analysis of nodern conditions, particularly the refine-
nent of his understanding of nodern “pol yarchy.” Uti -
nately, the formthat Dahl’s radicalismtakes is dictated
by his sense of the possibilities and limtations inherent
in large-scal e nodern denocraci es. A deepeni ng of denoc-
racy coul d be achieved either by exploiting nore fully the
potentialities of polyarchy, or by supplenenting pol -
yarchal denocracy wth sites for collective deci sion nak-
ing that are not subject toits inherent limtations.

The Gontent of Dahl’s Radicali sm

By including many inportant early essays, Towards
Denocracy reveal s that the ideal of economc denocracy—
far fromoriginating in a post-pluralist “turn” in the
1970sa 1980s—was a consistent, if sonewhat inchoate,



presence in Dahl’s thought fromthe start. The three early
publications that are drawn fromDahl’'s 1940 Yde dis-
sertation—On the Theory of Denocratic Socialism”
“Marxi sm and Free Parties,” and “VWrkers’ Gontrol of
Industry and the British Labor Party”—present the nain
features of a political radicalismthat would fully bl ossom
only after he had sized up the denwocratic possibilities and
limtations of polyarchy.

The first of these essays (TD, ch 29) offers an extended
criticismof central-state socialismand an argunent for
the superiority—prinarily due to its greater conpatibil -
ity wth denocracy—ef a decentralized, narket socialism
Better than either “authoritarian socialismi or capital -
ism Dahl concludes, narket socialism “can satisfy a
nunber of aspirations: the desire for worker-control in
nanagenent, the col | ective supervision of the econony by
the denocratic state, an expandi ng econony, full enploy-
nment”—and what is nore, it can do these things while
permtting “the extensive decentralization of power and
control that is a necessity of democratic practices” (TD,
583).

The second essay, originally published on the centenary
d The Communi st Manifesto, faults Mrx and Engels for
produci ng an antidenocratic formof socialism According
to Dahl, Mrxismfails as an adequate theory of denocratic
soci alismby presuming to have solved the riddl e of polit -
ical conflict. By assuming “that group conflict stens from
a class structure, which by definition is elimnated when
social ownership is conpletely substituted for private
owner ship,” Mrxi smnegl ects to provide any phil osoph-
ical support for—among other things—ajority rule, tol -
erance of pluralism or political parties (TD, 273).13

The third essay drawn from Dahl’s dissertation identi -
fies the British Labour party’s fateful rejection of
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wor ker sel f-nanagenent in favor of Fabian elitismin the
lae 1930s and early 1940s as another significant anti -
denocratic nonent in socialist history (TD, ch 30). The
intraparty debate preceding this nove illustrates a | arger
fact about socialist thought: it has “l ong contai ned two po-
tentially contradictory doctrines concerning the control
or nmanagenent of productive enterprises under a socialist
regine.” Qhe doctrine was “the idea of worker’s control,
the concept that under socialismworkers wll no |onger
be nerely passive victins of the productive process, but
direct participants in the control of productive enter -
prises.” The other was “the idea of central control on be-
hal f of the entire coomunity” (TD, 585, enph. original).
As between these two socialist ideals, it is clear where
Dahl’s loyal ties | ay.

Each of these early works show Dahl engaged in a
searching criticismof socialismnotivated by a concern
that it be achieved in a decentralized way consistent wth
denocracy. 14 If his very first essays are explorations of
problens within socialism subsequent witings adopt a
nore detached, often functionalistl5 tone (e.g, TD, chs.
31, 40, 42). Sill these early essays, too, show a Dahl
who—eontrary to critics charges—was sensitive to the
dilerma of unequal political resources and to the presence
of privileged groups within the pluralist system In an
essay from 1955, for instance, he identifies the busi ness
corporation as the prine exanple of the kind of hierar-
chical structure—resistant to denocratic control —+hat
nar ks American soci ety.

Here, as elsewhere in witings of this period (e.g., TD,
ch 55), Dahl relies on the anal yses of radical economsts
Adolf Berle and Gardiner Means. Beginning in the 19305
they had warned against the dangers of accel erating eco-
nom c concentration in Anerica, acconpanied by the
energence of a corporate-nanagerial class that was in-
creasingly exhibiting its autonony from both owner-
sharehol ders and the broader public. Thus, in an essay
publ i shed the year before his ostensibly conpl acent plu-
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ralist classic, A Preface to Denocratic Theory, Dahl
wites:

The fact is, | think, that at the nonent we do not quite
know our way out of this dilenma. It is perfectly clear
that business corporations wll exercise decisive influ-
ence on the second half of the twentieth century, at |east
wthin the Lhited Sates, and therefore indirectly on the
whole world. It is not at al clear howthis influence will
be controlled by the Anerican society and used nmore or
less within the limts set by the donminant val ues of the
greater nunber of adults in the society. (TD, 819)

Aong the sane lines, Dahl in 1959 (TD, ch 55) urges
political scientists toinitiate a serious scrutiny of busi -
ness corporations (both their internal structure of gov-
ernance and their influence on the external political sys-
tem), while another essay of the same year shows him
still concerned with the problens of achieving “collective
deci sions about econonic matters” in the context of com
pl ex, nodern societies (TD, 616).

Dahl ' s Soci al i sm

The advocacy of worker-managed market socialismin
Dahl's earliest essays (those drawn from his disserta-
tion), along with his subsequent critique of the busi ness
corporation as an obstacle to Anerican denwocracy, crys-
tallize into a full-blown radical vision by the late 1960s
and early 1970s. In After the Revol ution? Dahl —adopti ng
a fatherly second-person voi ce—addresses the New Left
and the “somewhat worrisome” fact “that during the
course of the last few years, revolution has swftly be-
cone an in-word in the United States” (1970, 3).16
Careless talk of an Anerican participatory democracy is
hopel essly and unhel pfully romantic, given the inherent
limtations of polyarchal denocracy. As if to establish his
radical credentials with youthful readers, however, he
offers an alternative vision, which includes calls for
greater wealth and inconme redistribution; the establish-
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ment of a worker-managed corporate econony; and the
enpover nent of |ocal governnents, especially at the
nei ghborhood and nediumsized city levels, to serve as
venues where a nore fully participatory form of denoc-
racy might realistically be practiced (1970, ch 3).

Dahl had already articulated the last of these three el e-
mentsl? inhis 1967 Awerican Political Science Associ a-
tion presidential address, “The Gty in the Future of
Denocracy” (TD, ch 21)—a work every hit as radical, in
its own quiet vay, as After the Revolution? In the presi -
dential address he urges his colleagues to take up the idea
of recreating city denocracy, “only consistent this tine
with the inperatives of nodern technol ogy, the existence
of representative governnents ruling over huge popul a-
tions and territories, and the extension of constitutiona -
ismand the rule of lawto vast areas of the earth-dlti -
nately, perhaps, to the globe itself” (TD, 414). In these
nodern “denocratic cities,” citizens—hile not likely to
achieve the Aristotelian ideal of ruling and being ruled in
turn—right exhibit “a degree of participation so great
and so fairly spread about that no one feels neglected and
everyone feels, wth justice, that his viewoint has been
pretty fairly attended to” (ibid., 414).

It is wong to think that the AP.SA address is con-
cerned only with reinvigorating city-sized denocracy,
however. This speech represents Dahl’'s first effort to
think beyond the scale of the nation-state, and thus to
specul ate about how the operation of polyarchal denoc-
racy mght be deepened and suppl enented through the
creation of institutions that are both smaller and larger.
Dahl urges that political scientists “begin to think about
appropriate units of denocracy as an ascending series, a
set of Chinese boxes, each larger and nore inclusive than
the other, each in sone sense denocratic, though not al -
ways in quite the same sense, and each not inherently |ess
nor inherently nore legitinmate than the other” (TD,
393). If nore participatory subnational denocratic sites
are needed, so is the extension of denocracy to interna-
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tional decision-naking processes. “In any case,” accord-
ing to ahl,

it would surely be a sign of hubris to assert that the
ideals and institutions of denocracy have reached or wll
reach their final destination, and their fulfillnent, in the
nationstate. (Ibid., 387)

Hence, every day it becones “nore reasonable to see the
nation-state as a transitory historic form to foresee that
the nation-state wll sone day cease to exist as an au-
tononous unit, just as the city-state did’ (ibid.) when
denocracy underwent its second transfornation.

A conpr ehensi ve radi cal vision-shaped by dissatisfac-
tion with nation-state denocracy—energes out of both
After the Revolution? and Dahl’s AP SA address. It is
radi cal because of the deep structural and cultural
changes it would require in pursuit of a nore perfect
denocracy—ncluding a rejection of the traditional Aner-
ican liberal distinction between public and private
spheres. A the sane tine, Dahl’s ultinate justification
for denocracy renai ns recogni zably liberal in character;
denocracy is called for because of our cormitnent to the
principle of equality of interests, conjoined wth an ac-
ceptance of the antipaternalist proviso that “in the ab-
sence of a conpelling showng to the contrary an adult is
assuned to understand his or her interest better than an-
other” (TD, 426-27; d. TD, 84).18 The presunption
agai nst paternalistically second-guessing an adult’s per -
ception of her interests helps Dahl fend off the nerito-
cratic or guardianship alternative to denocracy, which he
considers “the greatest challenge to denocracy, both his-
torically and in the present world’ (ibid., 69). This pre-
sunption also, | believe, contributes to a genera reluc-
tance on Dahl’s part to question existing preferences,
even when those preferences work against the enactnent
of his vision and denocracy’ s perfection.

Dahl's radicalismnay be rooted in values i manent in
his political culture, but he has chosen to enphasi ze sone
of his culture’s values rather than others. This is what
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provides himwth the critical distance fromthe status
quo that nakes his vision truly radical. Dahl ultinmately
pl aces greater stress on the ideal of collective decision
naki ng, and less on other val ues—particularly those im
plicated in wealth creation, higher living standards, and
nmaterial consunption. Hs guiding ideal, the notion of
“procedural denocracy,” is, he acknow edges, founded on
a viewthat gives “priority to political ends over eco-
nomc ends, to liberty equality and justice over effi -
ciency, prosperity and growth” (TD, 740).

In the nodern world, Dahl believes, polyarchy is nec-
essary but not sufficient for a genuinely denocratic soci -
ety-ene that nore perfectly instantiates this equality of
interest-bearing individuals. Increasingly, problens wll
present thenselves at the supranational |evel, while
other issues woul d best be addressed in snal |l er-scal e de-
nocratic units that offer citizens greater opportunities
for effective and roughly equal participation. Suprana-
tional governance is called for because technol ogical de-
vel opnent increasingly generates problens (e.g., pollu-
tion and arns control) that are beyond the reach or
concern of any one nation-state. But again, a thoroughgo-
ing comitnent to the equality of interest-bearing indi -
vidual s, according to Dahl, neans that policies addressing
such problens should be arrived at democratically; the
same logic that justifies denocratic processes in the na-
tion-state applies to the processes of international orga-
ni zati ons.

Besides justifying this institutional set of denocratic
“Chi nese boxes,” the logic of denocracy al so applies to
the econonic structures within any given nation-state.
The largest economc structures, at |east, should be
opened to direct, collective direction, thereby reducing
the material and political inequalities that nark the social
context of polyarchy, and extending the activity of self-
governnent to the workaday world, closer to nost citi-
zers.

The call for econonmc or workplace denocracy is the
central elenment in Dahl’s prescription. Wrkpl ace
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denocracy, |ike the enpowernent of subnational denoc-
ratic fora, would serve to enrich pol yarchy by providing
new participatory opportunities to the average citizen.
Even nore than participation in local government, it
woul d “extend denocracy to a crucial sphere of |ife where
a great nmany persons are subject to hierarchic control s”
and would “help to distribute the gains from property
ownership nore widely” (TD, 550). Indoing soit wuld
“cone closer than any other feasible system. . . to the
Jeffersonian i deal of a denocracy in which a wde distrib-
ution of property and econonic i ndependence would help to
create a body of substantially equal citizens” (ibid.). The
cause of equality would al so be advanced, since it is to be
expected that worker-managers would radically flatten
the huge wage differentials that nark corporate capital -
ism(Dahl 1985, 106).

Not only can the workpl ace-denocracy el ement of his
vision be traced back to the very beginning of Dahl’'s ca-
reer, but it is in its support that he devel ops his nost
sustai ned argunents in later years, culnmnating in a
book-length treatnent in A Preface to Econonic Denoc-
racy. He provides no simlarly extended treatnent of ei-
ther sub-national or international denocracy, even if he
does take up these thenes again and again in his essays.
H s advocacy of workplace denocracy is al so the nost
recogni zably radical feature of his vision, accounting for
his reputation as a late-bloonming, radicalized pluralist
denocrat, or “neo-pluralist” (Held 1987, ch 6). Wth
his (renewed) call for econonic denocracy, Dahl’s voice
joined a chorus of left denocratic theorists who were
alive to such schengs inthe 1970s and early 1980s1°

Dahl’s plan for workplace denocracy, like his vision
nore generally, is both radical and i manent. By assert -
ing his vision, Dahl is, in effect, asking the (polyarchal)
citizenry of the Lhited Sates to use its currently unex-
ploited political resources to assune a nmuch greater—and
nore direct—+ole in collective self-rule. He is asking
Arericans to becone nore political, and to claimfor
thensel ves nore of the political responsibilities that are
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routinely delegated to elites under a strictly polyarchal
system Athough he does not dwell onit, the reaization of
wor ker denocracy would entail a breathtaking restruc-
turing of Anerican governnent and society, regardl ess of
whi ch of the various incarnations of his argunent is con-
si dered—hi s advocacy of Gskar Lange's “factor market”
socialismin his first publication, the brief argunent
presented in After the Revol ution?, or the nore el aborate
account in A Preface to Econonic Denocracy.

Mbst basical ly, the reigning conception of property
rights would be drastically revised; private ownership
rights would be abridged so as to fully accommodate the
needs of the larger public. Dahl’s view of property rights
as inferior to the political rights of collective self-gov-
ernment (TD, 744-46) is consistent wth the view ex-
pressed in the famous footnote 4 of the US. Suprene
Qourt’'s Carolene Products . v. Lhited Sates decision
(1938), but his view goes beyond any subordination of
the status of property rights that the Gourt, or the
broader Anerican political culture, has yet accepted.

The Suprene Gourt was nerely arguing that the judi -
ciary has less warrant to protect property rights than to
protect the integrity of electoral-denocratic processes,
and that the definition and protection of property rights
should instead be left up to legislatures created by those
denocratic processes. Dahl (TD, 746), on the other hand,
argues for the Anerican polyarchy to positively assert its
right of self-governnent at the expense of traditionally
concei ved private-property rights. By recognizing the
“absurdities in extending Locke on private property to
ownership or control of the nodern busi ness cor pora-
tion” (ibid.), the Anerican public shoul d accept the view
thet

any large economic enterprise is in principle a public
enterprise. It exists not by private right but only to
neet social goals. Questions about these socia goal s,
and the conparative advantages and di sadvantages of
different forns, are properly in the public domain,
matters for public discussion, choice and decision, to be
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determned collectively by processes that satisfy the
criteria of procedural denocracy. (lhd, 746-747)

In other words, a regine of strict property rights nay be
appropriate for snall-scale capitalism but not for nod-
ern, corporate capitalism Large organizations, especially
corporations in which owership rights have effectively
been detached from actual nanageria control, should no
longer be treated as private at all.

Aleitnotif in Dahl’s work is his insistence on the im
portance of size or scale. Mydern nation-state denoc-
racy—pol yarchy—+s denocracy practiced on a new,
grander scale. It requires different principles, because it
offers different possibilities and |abors under different
linmtations than smal |l er-scal e democracy. Sze is deci -
sive in the matter of property rights as well. Qhce again,
this view has a distant analog in Amwrican constitutional
jurisprudence—particularly in Minn v. Illinois’s
(1877) notion that state regulation is justified when a
busi ness activity is promnent enough that it becones
“affected with a public interest.” But Dahl, in providing
the legal /noral basis for his vision of workpl ace denoc-
racy, would use that basis to justify nore than regul ati on
when it comes to large business. In his hands, it woul d
justify a najor alteration in the assignnent of property
rights and effective control.

Though workpl ace denocracy is central, all three ele-
nents of Dahl’s vision are connected by his desire to nove
both the theory and the practice of nodern denocracy
radical ly beyond its polyarchal form Uhlike nationalist,
conservative, or comunitarian argunents for federal -
ism an enbrace of participatory ideals and a search for
their proper outlet fuels Dahl’s call for subnational
denocracy. Hs argunments for supranational denocracy
are likewse notivated not by a neoliberal desire to facil -
itate world narkets, but by a concern to naintain justice
and collective palitical control in the face of a seemngly
inexorabl e process of international, and even global, in-
tegration. Gven these close connections, it is instructive
to look briefly at some significant problens that beset
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these affiliated elenents of his vision before considering
the fate of his call for workpl ace denocracy.

The Failure of Dahl’'s Radical M sion

Snce Dahl’'s theory of polyarchy itself was founded on a
cl ear-eyed recognition of the ways in which size con-
strains denocracy, it is not surprising that his initial
hopes for a “third transformati on” of denocracy (from
the nation-state to the international |evel) soon cool ed.
Qntrary to the spirit of his AP SA address, in 1982 the
focus of Dahl’s theorizing returned squarely to the na-
tion-state. In Dlemas of P uralist Denmocracy (1982,
16), he observed that “no unit larger than a country is
likely to be as denocratically governed as a nodern pol -
yarchy.” The followng year, however, he signal ed that
this situation nay nerely be a contingent one, since as a
matter of “purely theoretical reasoning from denocratic
principles, it appears to be inpossible to establish that
the city-state, the country, a transnational system or
any other unit is inherently nore denocratic or other-
w se nore desirable than others” (TD, 427.).

A dozen years later, Dahl allowed that “a sort of
transnational polyarchy might gradually cone into exis-
tence” in the European Lhion, even if el sewhere the req-
uisite “political structures and consciousness are |ikely
to remain weak in the foreseeable future” (TD, 438).
Later still, he deened it “highly unlikely” that interna-
tional political parties, a sense of broader civic nenier -
ship, and other “crucial requirenents for the denocrati -
zation of international organizations” (1998, 117) wll
devel op, so that while “denocratic processes may occa-
sionally set the outside limts wthin which the elites
strike their bargains, to call the politica practices of in-
ternati onal systens ‘denocratic’ would be to rob the term
of al its neaning” (ibid).

In these passages, spanning the early 1980s through
the laae 1990s, Dahl hesitantly retreats froma positive
vision for denocracy at the supranational level, as his
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princi pl es-hermed in by his acceptance of the “law of
tinme and nunbers” (1998, 109)-eontinue to informhis
negative attitude toward these unfortunately necessary
international institutions. A one tine Dahl’'s critics nay
have felt that he risked overlegitinating the Vést's lib-
eral regines by using his concept of polyarchy to distin-
guish them fromtheir rivals. Such a nove seenmngly
amounted to a kind of conpl acency about regines that the
critics felt were far fromauthentically denocratic. Dahl,
inhis very latest witings, has cone to express a strictly
anal ogous concern about international organizations,
whi ch—he now states quite definitivel y—=we shoul d
openly recognize . . . wll not be democratic” (1999,
23). Gven this view associating the practices and insti -
tutions of international organizations too closely wth the
ideals of democracy is not only nistaken but dangerous.
There is “no reason to clothe international organi zati ons
in the mantl e of denocracy sinply in order to provide
themwth greater legitinacy” (ibid., 32), since doing so
woul d diminish the odds that national |eaders and citizens
Wil maintain a proper wariness toward them

If the processes that Dahl initially envisioned as usher -
ing ina “third transfornmati on” of denocracy instead ap-
pear increasingly likely to “lead not to an extension of the
denocratic idea beyond the nation-state but to the victory
in that domain of de facto guardianship” (1989, 320),
the strengthening of subnational denmocracy forns part of
the sol ution. The failure of denocracy at the supranati onal
level “need not lead inevitably to a w dening sense of
pover | essness provided citizens can exercise significant
control over decisions on the snmaller scale of matters”
surrounding local policy (e.g., streets, parks, schools,
and city planning). The existing Anerican system of fed-
eralismcannot work in these terns, however, because its
prinary subnational units “are too big to allow for nuch
inthe way of civic participation” and are “infinitely less
inportant to citizens of that state than any denocratic na-
tion-state toits citizens” (TD, 411). The city is the ap-
propriate arena for participatory democracy—hot the
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province or the nation-state. So denocratic theorists need
to reconsider and reformulate federalismas a legitinate
and increasingly rel evant mechanism for furthering
denocracy (TD, ch 22).

The Failure of the People to Be Foliticized

It isironic that Dahl would turn so hopefully to the nod-
ern city only six years after publishing an enpirical
anal ysis of a contenporary nediumsized city in Who
Governs? There, he had found that New Haven—with a
1950 population of 164,443 (1961, 329)—exhibited a
pluralist, elite-led politics that, inits relatively |ow
level s of citizen engagenent and participation, was a m -
crocosm of pol yarchal denocracy. The typical citizen of
New Haven, Dahl had noted, was a largely apolitica Homo
civicus; only an exceptional few could be counted anong
the active or attentive Hono politicus (ibid, ch 19).
Wth this characterization of the citizenry, Dahl noves
beyond his standard argunent that time inexorably linits
participation in |arge-scal e denocracy and enbraces the
Schunpet eri an view that nmost people sinply do not pre-
fer political participation, evenif tine for their deliber-
ative contributions were available. “It would clear the air
of a good deal of cant,” according to Dahl (ibid., 279),

if instead of assuming that politics is a nornal and nat -
ural concern of hunan beings, one were to make the con-
trary assunption that whatever |ip service citizens nay
pay to conventional attitudes, politics is a renote, alien,
and unrewarding activity. Instead of seeking to explain
why citizens are not interested, concerned, and active,
the task is to explain why a fewcitizens are.

To be sure, New Haven's political system like that of
the Lhited Sates generally, was not doninated by any
“powver elite”; the conpetition of interest-group plural -
ismhel ped assure this, as did the fact that “even Homo
civicus (under the prodding of rival political |eaders) can
be counted on to rise briefly out of his preoccupation wth
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apolitical goals and enpl oy sone of his resources to smte
down the political nman who begins to deviate noticeably”
fromthe legal -denocratic norns of the political culture
(1961, 226). Sill, such a systemof “mnorities rule”
(1956, 132) is hardly ideal (denocratically) and is a
far cry fromthe vision of the “denocratic city” Dahl in-
vokes in his AP.SA address. The fact that New Haven falls
so neatly within the popul ation range of “somewhere be-
tween 50,000 and 200,000” that he estinates as optinal
for the realization of the great denocratic city (TD, 406)
only underlines the distance standing between parti ci pa-
tory reality and his aspirations. It also suggests that—
above and beyond the effects of what mght be called the
“natural” limtations of size and tine—+t is the typical
citizen's “preoccupation wth apolitical goals” that pre-
vents the deepening of polyarchy into a richer form of
denocracy. This failure+esulting fromcitizens value
choi ces rather than any inherent structural lintations—
resenpl es the failure of international -1evel denocracy in
that both outcones are contingent states of affairs; nei-
ther are dictated by anything in the logic of Dahl’s theory.

Dahl does not so rmuch as nention New Haven when ex-
tolling the denocratic possibilities of the nedi umsized
city in his APSA address—er in any of his subsequent
presentations of this thene. Athough the inconpatibility
of New Haven's reality wth his vision calls out for ex-
planation, Dahl has surprisingly little to say about it.
Wiat he does say seens strangely anbival ent, since he is
typicaly reluctant to criticize citizens' apolitical pref -
erences, even inplying a certain synpathy with them |If
his vision of extending denocratic practice to the work-
place and to participatory subnational venues is to be
nore than nerely utopi an specul ati on, however, it would
seem i ncunbent upon himto uncover the causes of this
pervasi ve apoliticismand explain how and on what basis,
libera citizens can be expected to abandon it so as to cre-
ate and enbrace the kinds of richly denocratic institu-
tions he proposes.

Lest it be thought that the characterization Dahl pro-
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vides in Who Coverns? is either an aberration or a re-
flection of the younger Dahl’s greater skepticismor con-
servatism it should be noted that a 1992 essay presents
the very sane image of “occasional, intermttent, or
part-tine citizens,” for whom“politics is not the center
of their daily lives” and of whom “one might wonder why
it should be” (TD, 215). In fact, though, Dahl’'s own vi -
sion woul d require that citizens nake politics, if not ex-
actly the center of their daily lives, certainly a nmuch
nore significant part of themthan they now prefer. If he
cannot see why politics should be so inportant to the typ-
ical citizener at least howit could be nade to seemim
portant—then he wll not be able to discern a political
path to his radicalized denocracy, and in any case it be-
cones uncl ear why that shoul d be our goal .

The Denocrat’'s D | emma

The theoretical bind Dahl seens to be inis this: his radi -
calismconsists of a desire for denocracy and its associ -
ated values to be a substantially hei ghtened presence in
the lives of nodern citizens. (pportunities for denocratic
activity should be nanifold and ready at hand for al. Yet
the very argunent that Dahl relies upon to justify denoc-
racy, particularly as against guardi anship, pivots on an
antipaternalist deference to existing preferences, ex-
pressed in his clamthat “in the absence of a conpelling
show ng to the contrary an adult is assuned to understand
his or her interest better than another” (TD, 426-27).
Anericans, at least, currently show no great |ikelihood of
preferring—n any great nunber—-nstitutions, such as
wor kpl ace denocracy, that woul d radical |y deepen and en-
rich polyarchy, particularly if it would entail the sacri -
fice of sone significant level of the nateria wealth, eco-
nomc growth, and mlitary security that people do val ue.
A notivational deficit, then, |loons over Dahl’'s hopes for
the perfection of collective self-governnent. Unless
pronpted by sone economic or mlitary crisis, or by an
acute sense of injustice, most Americans—and probably
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nost citizens of liberal consurmer societies el sewhere—
are not likely to want to exert their energies in conpl et -
ing the journey to which TD s subtitle refers—ror, ac-
cording to Dahl’s antipaternal i st premses, shoul d they.

Wi le by no neans giving an adequate exploration of it,
Dahl at |east acknow edges the probl em presented by ex-
isting preferences in After the Revolution?, where he
agai n underscores citizens' linmted political interest
(1970, 42-48). Dahl renminds his readers that in choos-
ing political participation, the citizen necessarily forgoes
other values. An individual's participation in politics is
thus costly; their “tine nmight be used in doing songthing
el se—eften, in fact, sonething a great deal nore interest -
ing and inportant” (1970, 44). Those interested in
deepeni ng denocracy tend to forget this sinple truth be-
cause, “like other performers (including teachers, mn-
isters, and actors), politicians and political activists are
prone to overestinate the interest of the audience in their
perfornance” (ibid). It follows that any serious call for
partici patory denocracy nust take into account the likely
preference ordering of citizens. Mre often than denocra-
ticideaists would like to admt, citizens will find the op-
portunity costs of direct participation sinply too high and
wll prefer apolitical pursuits instead.

The Myth of Hono Politicus

Sone brief renarks in After the Revol uti on? are about as
close as Dahl ever comes to an examnation of the political
situation presented by the relative scarcity of Homo
paiticus. The Anerican working class cannot be expected
to lead the call for a denmocratic restructuring, because
“along wth the officia domof the trade union novenent,”
the worker is “deeply ingrained with the old private
property view of econonmic enterprise” (1970, 134).
Furthernore, “affluent American workers, like affluent
workers in nany advanced countries and the niddle class
everywhere, tend to be consunption-oriented, acquisi-
tive, privatistic, and famly-centered,” leaving “little
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pl ace for a passionate aspiration toward effective citizen-
ship in the enterprise (or perhaps even in the state!)”
(ibd, 134-35). 20

Wth this in mind, Dahl (ibid., 110) colorfully con-
cludes that the “greatest obstacle to denocratization” in
the Lhited Sates

is not that bugbear with which the Left, old and new is
invariably so obsessed, an elite of wealthy nen, or even
that mlitary-industrial conplex so much referred to
these days, but rather the mlitary-industrial-
financi al - | abor - f ar m ng- educat i onal - pr of essi onal - con-
suner-over and under thirty-1ower/mddl e/ upper class
conpl ex, that, for want of a nore appropriate nane,
mght be called the Amrerican peopl e.

Dahl makes this clai mwhile acknow edgi ng that genui ne
and persistent inequalities can, and do, discourage “the
Ameri can people” from assumng a greater role and
pushi ng their denocracy beyond pol yarchy. He does not
deny that forces counter to further denocratization exist.
Sill, “in advanced industrial or postindustria societies,
particularly if they are governed by pol yarchies,” polit-
ical resources are available to citizens of all means
(ibid., 109). These resources are great conpared wth
those available at other historical nonents, when peopl e
achi eved spectacul ar denocratic transfornati ons. The re-
sources available to the ngority are certainly adequate to
construct participatory denocracy in the workpl ace and
in cities; so responsibility for denocracy’s inconplete-
ness nust lie wth the people. There are no insurnount -
able objective barriers. The truly significant barriers
are subj ecti ve ones.

Dahl returns to this point in the opening lines of his
inportant essay, “Qn Renoving Certain |npedinments to
Denmocracy in the Lhited Sates” (1977). It is, he says,
“our consci ousness, both individual and collective” (TD,
729), that is deficient and that should be blaned for the
denocratic shortcomings of the Lhited Sates. “Wth a
peopl e, as wth a person,” he avers, “it is asign of ws-
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domand maturity to understand and accept limts that are
inposed by nature’s laws and the scarcity of resources .

Bt to accept as real, limts that are inposed only by
our minds, is not wsdombut self-inflicted blindness”
(ibid., enph. added).

Certainly nmany denocratic theorists would part com
pany with Dahl’'s view that the najor inpedinents to
further denocratization lie only in the nminds of pol -
yarchy's citizens. 21 This difference of opinion can proba-
bly be related, in part, to the decades-ol d debate over the
status of polyarchy and to Dahl’s | ong-standing i nsistence
that it represents a legitinate—f inconpl ete-denocratic
achi evenent .

To hold that polyarchy is self-limting, that substantial
structural inpedi nents or elite resistance can effectively
bar the further denocratic progress of the citizens of
pol yarchies, would be to signal not only the utopi ani smof
Dahl’s hopes for a third transfornmation, but al so perhaps
the fundanental hol | owness of the second transfornation' s
realization (in the formof pol yarchy).

At sone nonents, Dahl hinself seens to inply such a
view such as when he refers to an “extraordinary ideo-
logical sleight of hand” by which Anmerica s nineteenth-
century regine of strong private property rights, “which
inthe agrarian order nade good sense noral ly and politi -
cally, was shifted over intact to corporate enterprise”
(TD, 737). If this “transfer of the Lockean view to the
corporation” (ibid, 738) realy was effected by sleight
of hand, then it does seemthat sonething other than the
peopl € s own minds is at work in limting denocracy’ s
reach.

But el sewhere in the sane essay Dahl provides a nore
benign inage of a late nineteenth-century Anerica in
whi ch a nunber of alternatives to the new order—agrari -
ani sm anarchism socialism individually owed con-
suners’ and producers’ cooperatives, selective govern-
nent ownership, economc regulation, limts on corporate
size, monetary schenmes, enforced conpetition, and many
others—were put forward, fairly debated, and finally
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pretty nmuch defeated (TD, 731). A the end of this
process, in the twentieth century, the Lhited Sates was
left wth a political culture distinguished by its “ideol og-
ical narrowness” (1970, 119) and a citizenry operating
“Wth a patch over one eye and nyopia in the other,” un-
able to “see the whole range of possibilities” (ibid.,
118) for a nodern econony, including options such as
wor ker control .

But if ideological sleight-of-hand didn't prevent the
vigorous consideration of the alternatives that were put
forvard in the last decades of the nineteenth century, then
Dahl has no account of why they were rejected and the new
corporate order was enbraced. BEven nore problematic is
the fact that Dahl discusses Anerica's inability to nove
beyond pol yarchal denocracy solely in ideational terns,
as the product of a clash of phil osophies from which an
eventual |y hegenonic “historical coomitnent” (ibid.,
730) energed. This is surely an excessively rationalistic
picture. It leaves out serious consideration of the “con-
S u m p t i o] n -
oriented, acquisitive, privatistic and fanily-centered”
passions that were at least noted in After The Revol ution?
Al of Dahl’s discussions of the failure of citizens to em
brace econom c denocracy after 1970 approach the
problemas an ideational one, distinct fromthe issue of
desire.

By and large, Dahl seens to assune that if Anerican
citizens were only nmade aware of the possibility of
wor ker sel f-managenment, they would enbrace it. But at
least as inportant as the presentation of ideal s—and of
i deol ogi es—are the passions, enotions, custons, and
habits through which an individual adopts one nanner of
life, wthits attendant val ue-orientation, rather than an-
other. Political theorists may construct argunents
denonstrating the seenming coherence or consistency of a
life that includes political participation in the workpl ace
and the local community, but unless citizens pal pably de-
tect sonething satisfying about such participation, they
are likely to remain unmoved, and the theory is likely to
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renmain utopian (as well as incoherent, if it rests ulti-
nately on the people’s right to choose whatever they de-
sire).

The rel ationship between ideol ogy and notivating pas-
sions is a conplex one, to be sure. Gertainly citizens' de-
sires are shaped or forned by the reigning ideol ogy of
their native political culture. Ohthe other hand, their de-
sires just as surely deternine the attractiveness any
given ideology wll hold for them and the likelihood of its
acceptance by an individual or collectivity. A the very
least, Dahl’'s theory should explore how existing social
and political structures nmight predispose individuals ei-
ther to value or to discount political participation. Wile
Dahl has doggedly asserted—agai nst ronmanti ¢ denocrat s—
the limtations that tine and nunbers (of citizens) exert
on potential participation, and has even renarked on the
common predi sposition of polyarchal citizens to apoliti -
cism he has never really addressed the effects of struc-
tural differentiation—especially as generated by the com
pl ex division of labor that characterizes nodern
soci ety-en a citizen's tendency to participate, or even to
obtain political know edge and understanding. 22 Certainly,
he has not pursued this issue as it pertains to his radica
aspirations. Thus, Philip Geen (1979, 354) isrigt to
charge that Dahl “has not perceived the necessity for a
structural account of why sone peopl e voluntarily becone
Hono politicus and others do not.”

That is not to say that the Mrxist-inspired approach
that Geen (1985) adopts for his ow structural account
is correct. Geen blanes the capitalist class structure for
inducing differential political notivation in polyarchies,
but it seens likely that the problemis a deeper one, not
just a natter of capitalismversus socialism Ay econony
attenpting to take advantage of efficiencies of specializa-
tion and social differentiation would likely generate dif -
ferentials of political power and notivation, to sone de-
gree. N klas Luhnmann (1982) even suggests that the
public/private ownership distinctions that economc
denocracy would try to transcend are in fact required for
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the nai ntenance of sone degree of freedomin the context
of nodern social differentiation. Uhfortunately, Dahl en-
gages none of these probl ens.

Arelated lacuna in Dahl’s theory lies in its failure to
confront what Benjamn Constant ([1819] 1988) recog-
nized as a distinctive “liberty of the noderns”—the “en-
joynent of security in private pleasures” (ibid., 317).
The appeal of this enjoynent nmay not conflict wth the
achi evenent of polyarchy, if, as Gonstant indicates, nod-
erns achieve their liberty in “the guarantees accorded by
institutions to these pleasures” (ibid.). However, nodern
liberty and the perfection of denocratic practices nay be
percei ved as mutual |y exclusive rival goods once citizens
have becone coniortable wth their achi evenent of guar -
antees, or protections, under polyarchy. Uhfortunately,
as Dahl refines his call for a radicalization of denocratic
practices in A Preface to Econom c Denocracy, he re-
frames his argunent in a way that only further obscures
the problemthat apolitical preferences pose. The argu-
nent in After the Revol ution? for workpl ace denocracy
(along with the other elenents of Dahl’s radical vision)
proceeds al ong broadly consequentialist lines. Vérkers’
control and a socialist narket are justified because the
soci ety that incorporates them has, arguably, nade the
best tradeoffs—e.g., between the desire for efficiency,
sel f-governnent, and the clains of conpetence (1970,
104). Afewyears later, when Dahl revisits his plan for
wor kpl ace denocracy in A Preface to BEconom ¢ Denocracy
(see also TD, ch 33), he offers “a stronger justification,
with a nmore Kantian flavor,” according to which “if
denocracy is justified in governing the state, it nust al so
be justified in governing econonmic enterprises; and to say
that it is not justified in governing economc enterprises
istoinply that it is not justified in governing the state’
(TD, 643). But exactly how is this argunent a
“stronger” one? It is logically nore systenatic, perhaps,
and certainly nore dognatic, but its rigid structure
serves only to cloud the issue of existing preferences and
of any potential political transition to a deepened denoc-
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racy. The “Kantian” argunent is nore forceful, but also
nore hernetic and utopian. In fact, the later approach is
not so nuch a newargunent as it is a narrowng of the ol d
one. Dahl here excludes consideration of the principles he
saw as conpeting with the tenet of autononous self-rule
in Aiter the Revolution? No real tradeoffs are admtted
since a near-val ue nonismis asserted. Phil osophers nay
indulge in such argunents, but citizens typically |ead
their lives in pursuit of many val ues and goods. An indi -
vidual life, like the politics of a conmunity, involves a
constant process of conparison and nutual adjustnent
between conpeting values, and if individuals, as citizens,
are entitled to indulge their preferences, regard ess of the
consequences, then why should they follow Dahl in “pre-
ferring” autonony to everything el se?

Participatory Denocracy vs. Reality

The two volunmes of Toward Denocracy are nost val uabl e
in tracing the geneal ogy of Dahl’'s fundanental concepts
and coomitnments, and in providing sone clues as to why
his often-unnoticed radicalismtakes on an increasingly
utopi an character over tine. But the fate of Dahl’s vi -
sion—ts failure to connect wth the politics of recent
decades and, hence, its noribund and internal ly inconsis-
tent condition—+s not a unique one. The high hopes ex-
pressed by many in the 1970s and early 1980s for a
bl ossoning of denocracy beyond the boundaries of the
traditional liberal state, particularly in the workpl ace,
have | argel y been di sappoi nt ed.

The problens | have identified as internal to Dahl's
theory are clearly not the whole story. The ideal of
wor ker - managed nar ket socialism has suffered broader
setbacks attributable to political and intellectual trends
in both the forner Eastern bloc and in the Vést. In trying
to understand this broader failure, | believe there are
sone inportant |essons to be |earned from Dahl’s case.
Gonversely, recent devel opnents in the wder world of
nar ket soci al i smprovide additional considerations useful
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to anyone wshing to assess the viability and attractive-
ness of Dahl’'s theory. The lessons, so to speak, can be
drawn in both directions.

Recent trends related to worker-managed narket so-
cialismprovi de reasons for pessimismabout the econonic
and political efficacy of Dahl’s vision. Wile synpathetic
theorists continue to hold up worker nanagenent as a de-
nocratic ideal, and sone even continue to provi de new ar -
gurents for it (e.g., Howard 2000; Hlernan 1990;
Bardhan and Roener 1994), the enthusiasmof the liter-
ature of the 1970s and early 1980s, to which Dahl con-
tributed, has significantly noderated since that tine as a
nunber of anal ysts have expressed second thoughts. In his
study of the political effects of plywod cooperatives in
the Lhited Sates—especially the effects of participation
in co-ops on workers’ political attitudes—Edward G een-
berg (1986, 169) somewhat reluctantly concl udes that
his findings “nust surely disappoi nt the hopes and expec-
tations of denocratic Left advocates of workpl ace denoc-
racy.” A study of urban cooperatives in Israel (Russell
1995) reaches simlarly negative conclusions. Mre sig-
nificant, perhaps, is an examnation of the wdely touted
Mondragén cooperatives of Spain that portrays the Basque
region's enterprises as virtual Potenkin villages (Kas-
mr 1996). Like Geenberg and Russell, Sharryn Kasnir
cones to the subject froman initially synpathetic |eft-
wing orientation, but while Dahl had held up Mbndragon
along wth the plywod cooperatives as “stunning suc-
cesses” (1985, 131), a decade later Kasmir finds a
largely apathetic workforce that fails to identify wth the
cooperative, and that is subject to nanipulation by a self-
generated “nanagerial " cl ass.

Dahl (1985, ch 4) a so | ooked hopefully to the Mei dner
R an, a proposal advanced in the 1970s to provide financ-
ing to individual worker-governed firns through Saedi sh
national tax recei pts. The plan was intended, in part, to
hel p counter the often-recogni zed tendency of worker-
nanaged firns to favor wage increases and job retention
over needed capital reinvestnent and workforce expan-
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si on—the so-called “self-extinction forces” (Qunn
1984, 47) to which such firns are prone. Whfortunately,
the Snedish Social Denocrats failed to endorse the Meid-
ner plan and it never becane part of the Swnedi sh nodel
(S lverman 1998, 70).

Events in the forner Eastern bloc nay have had an even
greater inpact than any of these devel opnents on denoc-
ratic theorists’ enthusiasmfor worker nanagenent. Hin-
gari an econonist Janos Kornai —the “one |iving econonm st
who could claimto have influenced the mnds of a whol e
generation living under conmmuni sm” according to Daniel
Yergin and Joseph Sanislaw (1998, 281)—describes his
ow intellectual journey away from the narket-sociali st
third way as resulting not fromany purely economc or
abstract argunentation: instead, “what changed nany of
our nminds was a series of political traunas and disillu-
sionnents” (Kornai 1995, 29). According to Kornai, the
utimtely fatal problens of narket socialismare prob-
lens of political econony, rather than economic vision;
they becone apparent largely in the “realization” stage,
as political incentives and tendencies show thensel ves,
pl ayi ng havoc with normati ve and economic theory. Dahl’s
endorsenent of market socialismis predicated on his be-
lief that it would decentralize pover in a way that is con-
sistent wth denmocratic freedom Kornai, in contrast,
clains that his experience as an erstwhile narket-social -
ist reforner convinced himthat “a sinple concl usion can
be drawn: there is no real decentralization wthout private
owner ship” (1995, 14, enph. original).

This is true, according to Kornai, not because of any
winkle in economc theory, but because of practical po-
litical realities and pressures, such as those felt by gov-
ernment officials in the face of worker-owned firns’
unique problens (e.g., the self-extinguishing tendency).
Managers, too, operate differently than those in a pri -
vately owned context: “A General Mdtors nmanager has an
exit: he o shecanquit . . . . Thereis no red exit for a
conpany nanager under narket socialism since ulti-
nmately there is just one enployer, the state” (Kornai



1995, 14). Mst inportantly, though, are the political
pressures on government officials, who, under narket-
socialist reforns, had in principle agreed to |et narket
signals guide firng’ behavior. In fact, though, Kornai
wites, “profitability fail[ed] to becore a natter of life
and death or a central target of the firmbecause the bud-
get constraint [was] still fairly soft” (Kornai 1992,
489).23 The narket’s signals can only becone hard con-
straints “if the firmis really separate fromthe bureau-
cracy, t hat is, if it is sel f-
evidently left toitself intines of trouble. The only way of
ensuring this separation autonatically and spontaneously
is by private ownership” (ibid., 494-95).

Wi | e these experiences suggest sone of the serious
probl ens confronting the worker self-nanagenent i deal
as a guide to real-world reforns, the nost significant
problem | believe, is the one highlighted by the trajec-
tory of Dahl’'s own career. The fact is that citizens in both
East and Wést have increasingly asserted the val ues of
hi gher standards of living, nateria consunption, and de-
fense, and have seened to signal their wllingness to forgo
the perfection of denocratic ideals in exchange for these
things. This fact nust give pause to any honestly self-re-
flective democratic theorist whose support for an ever-
deepened denocracy is founded on an antipaternalist sup-
port for popul ar sel f-determnation, wherever the peopl e
nay want to go.

The fate of Dahl’s radicalismthus mght inspire denoc-
ratic theorists to focus | ess on spinning out argunents for
the superiority of denocratic self-rule, and to turn nore
attention to the enoti ons, passions, and desires that noti -
vate actual citizens.

Sdnce the 1980s, nmany denocratic theorists—particu-
larly on the Left—-have already begun to focus on the pas-
sionate wel I springs of political val ue-fornation by shift -
ing their enphasis onto issues of nationalism identity
politics, and the politics of new social novenents. The
nore pervasive desires at the root of consunerism and
nodern liberty, in contrast, have not been so careful ly



examned. A best, the tendency has been nerely to note
t he ant agoni sm between t hese desires, on the one hand, and
the val ues of genuine denocratic theory, on the other; or
to dismss such desires as unanbi guously negative. The
fate of Dahl’'s radical aspirations nmay stand as a testanent
to denocratic as to need for a nore nuanced appr oach.

NOTES

1. See Ware 1998 for a review of Toward Denocracy that fo-
cuses on what the collection reveals about Dahl’s place in the
discipline of political science. It is worth noting here, how
ever, that Dahl can best be taken as an imnmanent critic of his
academc discipline (as vell as of his society). The clearest
illustration of this cones inhis 1961 essay, “The Behavi oral
Approach to Political Science: Bpitaph for a Mnunent to a
Successful Protest”—reprinted in the final section of To-
ward Denocracy-where he critically appraises the “behav-
ioral revolution” (of which he was an inportant part) from
the standpoint of its own enpirical-scientific orientation.

2. Mchael Howard (2000, xi), pondering the appropriateness of
various labels applied to the political left today, deens radi -
cd a “sort of weasel word, because one can be radical in any
direction, and it |eaves open the question of what one stands
for when one has grasped things by the root.” | apply the
termto Dahl despite such probl ens. The nore common asso-
ciation of radicalismwth the Left is not msleading in this
case, and the fact that the designation |eaves nuch open to
question is a virtue in Dahl’s case. The inportant thing is
that Dahl’s theory contains a call for far-reaching |eftward
reform

3. Toward Denocracy (hereafter referred to as TD) reprints
57 essays by Dahl in ten topically organi zed sections. Each
section—aith the exception of the last one, “Political Science
Scope and Method’—is prefaced by brief introductory re-
nmarks newy witten by the author.

4. Athough | believe Dahl will best be renenbered as having
offered a distinctly Anerican social -denocratic voice, that
is not toignore that many of his nost inportant sources of
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inspiration are, of course, outside the Angl o- Arerican nain-
stream In this way, Dahl can be conpared w th soneone |ike
Thorstei n Vebl en, whose indi genous radi calismdrew fromhis
Nort hern European heritage. Dahl hinself was a third-gener -
ation Norwegian (on his father’s side), and has col | aborated
extensively with nany Northern European political scien-
tists. “Earlier than nost others in Awerican political sci-
ence,” Dahl has said of hinself, he “becane interested in the
smal | er European denocracies” (TD, 3). Not coincidently, an
original contribution of his On Denocracy (1998, ch 2) is
the synpathetic inclusion of Mking assenblies, along wth
nore typical nentions of ancient Geece, Rone, and the Re-
nai ssance ltalian city-state, in its history of denocratic in-
stitutional innovations.

5. On the three transformations, see also “A Denocratic
D lemma: System Effectiveness versus dtizen Participa-
tion” (TD, 429-43).

6. The final chapter of his later Denmocracy and Its Oitics
(1989) includes an argunent for workpl ace denocracy, but
this is essentially an abbreviated restatement of the argu-
nment presented in A Preface to Econom c Denocracy. |n what
may anmount to a telling abandonment of his workpl ace
denocracy ideal —er perhaps nerely an inplicit re-acknow -
edgrnent of its utopiani smBahl does not even bother to pre-
sent such an argunent in On Denocracy (1998), instead
flatly noting that “narket-capitalismis unlikely to be dis-
placed in denocratic countries” by either central state so-
cialismor workpl ace denocracy, so that “the tension be-
tween denocratic goals” and the economies in those
countries “will almost certainly continue indefinitely”
(1998, 182).

7. Dahl was certainly not alone in naking this nove. David
Gepley (2000, 167-71) discusses the devel opnent of this
type of analytical distinction by a broad range of Anerican
social scientists after the 1930s

8. Dahl uses the neol ogi sm pol yarchy to denote a nation-state
that approaches the denocratic ideal, but which nust re-
min at a distance fromit due to the inherent linitations
presented by its size.

9. “Not only a specific formof governnent or party rul e nakes
for totalitarianism” according to Marcuse (1964, 3), “but
also a specific system of production and distribution which
may well be conpatible with a ‘pluralism of parties, news-
papers, ‘countervailing powers’, etc.” Against this, Dahl
(1971, 17) wites:
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11.

12.
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| have the inpression that this viewis nost often es-
poused by intellectuals who are, at heart, liberal or
radi cal denocrats di sappointed by the transparent fail -
ures of pol yarchies or near-pol yarchies; and that, con-
versely, intellectuals who have actually experienced
life under severely hegenonic regines rarely argue
that differences inregine are trivial.

Dahl defends Who Governs? in each of TD's first tw selec-

tions: an autobiographical sketch and a 1991 interview with
Nel son Pol shy. He concedes that if he “were witing the book
today . . . it would be a very different book”—+ess optimstic
and nore attentive to the “linmits” set by national political -

economic structures on local policy nmaking (TD, 12). Danl,

however, also calls Wo Coverns? “extrenely well-wit-

ten” and an advance beyond “si npl em nded power theories”

of the day. Mre significantly, he nakes no apol ogies for the
observational i st epistenol ogy that has drawn so nuch criti -

cism(e.g, Bachrach and Baratz 1962; Sinner 1973; Lukes
1974)

Q as inner (1973, 299) puts it: “To describe a political

system as denocratic is to performa speech act within the
range of endorsing, commendi ng, or approving of it.”

It is not ny purpose here to determine the validity of this
characterization of Dahl's theory on every point. However,

it isworth noting that this crucial step in inner’'s argunent

seens nistaken. Qhe nmight ask of Skinner why he believes
that a coomitment to definitions of denocracy that are em

pirically operationalizable requires that a theorist look to his
own national -level political association for naterial out of

which to generate such a definition. There are enpirically
identifiable practices in many other types of association and
in many other places from which conceptions of denocracy
mght be abstracted. M/ point here is that—eontra Ski nner—
Dahl’s inmmanent orientation need not be driven by his posi -

tivism

Contrast this with the view of the many Marxists, who
woul d agree with Mchael Harrington’s portrayal of a Mrx
who “regarded denocracy as the essence of socialisni and
who, along with Engels, was “distinguished fromall the
other radical theorists of their tine precisely by their insis-

tence upon the denocratic character of socialisni (1972,

37). Bernard Gick (1962, ch 2) offers a conpelling critique
of Marx in synpathy with Dahl’s position. Marxologists
have—n subsequent decades—onceded nmany of the points
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

nade by Dahl and Qick, while also defending Marx on this
count by enphasi zing his early works.

These three early essays were previously republished, wth
seven others, as Denocracy, Liberty, and Equality (1986)
A that tine their significance in denonstrating the | ongevity
of Dahl’s comitnents was not |ost on Jeffrey |saac, who in
a subsequent Dahl Festschrift noted that both “mai nstream
political scientists and their radical critics” had “perva-
sively msunderstood” Dahl’s work, overlooking the “criti-
cal and socialist |eanings” that had been anong “the guiding
threads of his entire corpus” (1988, 132). Isaac argues
against the idea of there having been “‘two Dahls’ sequen-
tially present during his career” (Shapiro and Reeher 1988,
2), but still perceives two simultaneous (rather than succes-
sive) Dahls. Thus, he points to an “unresol ved dilemma” in
Dahl's denocratic theory, a tension between liberal and so-
ciaist ideals (Isaac 1988, 132-33). Isaac, too, is utinately
reluctant to call Dahl’s thought radical, applying the |abel
only once in a carefully qualified nanner (ibid., 142). Isaac's
judgnent is that the radicalismof Dahl’s thought nust re-
main “crucially underdetermined” as |long as he val ues so-
cialismonly instrunentally (for its contribution to denoc-
racy) without taking up “an equally serious commtnent to
socialism for its own sake (1988, 144)

Avigail Esenberg (1995) enphasizes the functionalist as-
pects (and, in ny view overenphasizes this functionalist
“period’) of Dahl's work in her analysis. Her overall per-
ception of Dahl is as a conservative, although she al so hews
to the two-Dahls thesis (ibid., 164-65)

Reveal i ngly, such rhetoric is worrisone for Dahl not because
it heralds radical change, but “because | fear it neans we
are in for a period of putting rococo decorations on existing
structures” (1970, 3)

Dahl (TD, 398-400) also tentatively considers the possibili -
ties of workplace denocracy in his AP.S A address. He
notes the significance of the Yugoslavian nodel of worker
managenent, predicting that if worker managenment in the
Tito regine proves “to be relatively efficient, surely the
vhol e question of internal denocracy will cone alive in other
countries” (ibid., 400)

Mre succinctly, Dehl calls the liberal axiomat the founda-
tion of his denocratic theory “the principle of the equality of
interest-bearing individual s” (Dahl et al. 1989, 159)

The enthusiasmof the tines is reflected in the subtitle of
Martin Carnoy and Derek Shearer’s 1980 study, which
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procl ai med worker denocracy to be The Challenge of the
1980s. Qher hopeful book-length studies of this period in-
clude Pateman 1970, Vanek 1970, Bdlas 1972, (akeshott
1978, Jones and Svenjnar 1982, Thonas and Logan 1982,
Bstrin 1983, Hlernman 1985, and Sk 1985.

Hs introduction to the second volume of TD essentially re-
peats this analysis, only with added pessinsm “Watever
and whoever has brought about revol utionary changes that
have nmarked this passing century, it has not been the work-
ing class. Nor, | think, is it likely to be so in the century
ahead. . . . | confess | seeno likely group or coalition that wll
possess the influence and the desire to bring about the struc-
tural changes” necessary for econonic denocracy (TD,
550-51).

Philip Geen (1985) notably does so while adopting Dahl’s
concept of “pseudo-denocracy.” But while Dahl (TD, ch
38) uses that termto condemrm certain plebiscitary aspects
of the Anerican presidency, Geen expands it into a general
indictment of the Anerican pol yarchy.

Dahl briefly raises the issue of differential notivation and
differences in know edge, information, and understandi ng
(see TD, chs. 16 and 40, for exanple), but does not consider
the degree to which this night be an unavoi dabl e adjunct of
nmodern soci al and econom c devel opnent, nor does he pursue
itsinplications for his call to nove beyond pol yarchy.

Kornai (1995) cites as an exanpl e bankruptcy |aws, which
were enacted everywhere that narket-socialist reforns
were tried in the Eastern bloc, but were “al nost never ap-
plied” (ibid, 490). Mrket-socialist governnents felt sim
ilarly strong pressures to soften narket signals though
subsi dization, tax policy, and credit provision. Qhe nmght
add that governnents operating in private-property
regines also feel such pressure (e.g., calls for corporate
bailouts). Kornai's point is that the absence of private-
ownership nor s
and expectations nmakes it that much harder for govern-
nents resi st these pressures.
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Peter Berkow tz

THE DEMAGOGUERY OF
DEMOCRATI C THEORY

ABSTRACT: For all of its blessings, denmocracy in Anerica
di spl ays weaknesses. Denocratic theorists both di sguise
and exacerbate these weaknesses by urging us, as im
peratives of denocratic justice, to extend the clains of
equality to all practices and throughout all spheres of
life; and to discount what people actually want in favor
of what denocratic theorists think that reason tells us
peopl e ought to want. Such theorizing encourages the
evisceration of virtue, the trivialization of truth, the
subj ugation of chance, the fear of freedom and the rou-
tinization of romantic |ove. To conbat the dogmati smand
despoti smto which denocracy is prone, it is necessary
to preserve the distinction between denocracy and j us-
tice

To understand denocracy in Arerica—a form of govern-
nment grounded in the denocratic principle of the sover-
eignty of the people, and limted by the libera principle
of individual rights—equires nore than grasping the
principles that undergird it and the virtues that sustain
it. It is aso necessary to take account of the unwse ten-
dencies that threaten denocracy’s well-being. Unfortu-
nately, this task has been sorely neglected by denocratic
theory. Indeed, spurred on by the common denocratic
faith that causally equates denocracy wth justice-and
equates justice wth equality in an ever expanding array
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of respects and wth freedomfroma constantly increasing
range of external authorities—schol ars have unw sely en-
couraged the neglect of denocracy’ s weaknesses and un-
w se tendencies. Particularly disadvantageous in this re-
gard have been efforts, sophisticated as well as routine
and thoughtless, to collapse the distinction between
denocracy and j usti ce.

Inthe 1990s, political theorists published a spate of
treati ses on denocratic theory. These works included
Mchael Sandel's Denocracy’s D scontent (1996), Amy
Qut mann and Dennis Thonpson’s Denocracy and D s-
agreenent (1996), Seyla Benhabi b’s Denbcracy and
Cfference (1996), and lan Shapiro's Denocratic Jus-
tice (1999). The simlarity of the book titles shoul d
nake one suspicious. To be sure, the professors laid
claamto various inspirations and flew under different
flags: Sandel chanpi oned classical republicanism QGit -
mann and Thonpson devel oped an applied form of Raw -
sian liberalism Benhabib wote fromthe perspective of
Haber nasi an di scourse ethics; and Shapiro sought to
apply Deweyan pragmati smto contenporary noral and
political life. In classroons, professional journals, and
conferences around the globe, they, their acolytes, and
their critics parsed the fine points that divided them

Yet when it came to the relationship between denoc-
racy and justice, the denocratic theorists speak as wth
one voice in defense of a common position. In the |ast
anal ysis, each wants to argue that denocracy and justice
are one and the sane thing. Alas, each faces the probl em
of being nore denocratic than the |ast—the authorita-
tive voice of popular sovereignty;, but each also favors
policies and prograns—oncerning affirnative action,
wel fare, narriage—at odds wth the preferences of the
majority of his or her fellowcitizens. Howto present as
denocratic a mnority position? Hw to defend the
denonstrably unpopul ar, or at least less popular, as a
true expression of the popular wll? Hw to square the
circle? That is the dil erma.

The sol ution, seized upon in one way or another by
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each theorist, isingenious. It is asoas ddas the hills,
certainly at least as o d as Rousseau, or Fousseau’ s doc-
trine of the general wll, and it was later nmanifested in
the Mrxist notion of fal se consciousness. The great al -
lure and abiding danger of the solution was brilliantly
exposed by Isaiah Berlin at the height of the Gld VEr in
his fanous 1958 lecture, “Two Qoncepts of Liberty.”
The sol ution consists in distinguishing, on the one hand,
between citizens’ apparent, or professed, or expressed
desires; and, on the other hand, their unstated or im
perfectly expressed but real, or authentic, or genuine
desires. True denocracy cannot be governed by the for -
mer, because people’s apparent or professed or ex-
pressed desires are typically unenlightened and dis-
torted. Instead, the real neaning of denocracy consists
in what people really and truly desire or prefer—that
is, what people would say and do and wll if their hearts
and mnds had not been tw sted and degraded by oppres-
sive social hierarchies, unjust economc arrangenents,
or false and contingent ideas nasqueradi ng as uni versal
and commandi ng truths.

Now the distinction between apparent interests and
true interests is not initself ridiculous, or even objec-
tionable. To the contrary, some such distinction is the
presupposi tion of phil osophi cal speculation and lies at
the heart of critical thinking. V& nay desire a piece of
candy, a life as a rogue and a scoundrel, or a political
realignment; but then, and wth the benefit of experi -
ence and upon reflection, taking all the relevant factors
into account and giving each its due, we nay think again,
reach different conclusions about what is desirable, and
reorient our aspirations accordingly. Wat is peculiar
in the approach chanpi oned by contenporary political
theorists is the conpul sion they betray to equate what
they contend are our true or rational interests wth the
inperatives of denocracy. Snilarly peculiar is their
tendency to deny the nane of denocratic politics to po-
litical institutions and partisan positions that do not
issue in, or fail to assure, laws and policies that reflect
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their vision of our true interests—er, what anounts to
the sane thing, laws and policies that correspond to
their vision of what is right and just and good.

To be sure, today’'s denocratic theorists balk at using
the words right and just and good. Such terns suggest
judgnents, but today’s denocratic theorists are loath to
appear judgnental, because that smacks of superiority,
whi ch is undenocratic. |nconveniently, however, they are
chanping at the bit to nake judgnents, to condemm exi st -
ing arrangenents, and to denmand substantial reforns. So
they use denocracy o denocratic to express noral ap-
proval and disapproval, as a synonymfor right and just
and good. The purpose of this illicit naneuver, which is a
hal | rark of recent denocratic theory, is to pass a noral
judgnent or express a politica preference wthout seem
ing todo so. For while what is right or just or good is open
to debate, especially in a denocracy, the goodness of
denocracy is not. Whfortunately, this conflation of denoc-
racy and justice obscures the clainms of both. In the
process, it al so obscures the just cause of denwocracy.

A Case Study in the Msuse of “Denocracy”

Anillustration of the reckl ess use of the term*denocra-
tic” to legitinate, or as it happens delegitimate, was
provided by the barrage of criticismdirected by |eadi ng
professors of Constitutional |aw against the Suprene
Court’s Decenber 2000 decisionin Bush v. Gre (121 S
@. 525), the decision holding that the recount ordered
by the Horida Suprene Gourt was inconsistent wth the
denands of the Equal Protection Qause of the 14th
Arendnent. In early January of 2001, UWiversity of
Chicago |aw professor Cass Sunstein (2001) opined in
The Chronicle of Hgher Education that 50 years from
now, fair-mnded historians would conclude that the
court had “discredited itself” by rendering an “illegiti -
nate, undenocratic, and unprincipled decision” (enph.
added). Shortly thereafter, New York University |aw
prof essor Ronald Dwaorkin (2001), witing in The New
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York Review of Books, declared Bush v. Gore “one of the
| east persuasive Suprene Court opinions” that he had
ever read, and charged that by neans of it, “the conserv-
atives [on the Qourt] stopped the denocratic process in
its tracks” (enph. added). Then Bruce Ackerman
(2001a), Serling Professor of Law and Political <ci -
ence at Yale Lhiversity, argued in The American Prospect
that the court’s opinion was “a blatantly partisan act,
wthout any legal basis whatsoever,” and added in an ar -
ticle published al nost simltaneously in The London Re-
vi ew of Books (2001b) that “the nore denocratic sol u-
tion woul d have been not to stop the Horida courts from
counting the votes, but to stop the Bush brothers from
creating Gonstitutional chaos by submtting a second slate
of legislatively selected electors. The court could have
taken care of all the serious difficulties by enjoining
[Horida Gvernor] Jeb Bush not to send this slate to
Congress” (enph. added).

In criticizing the US Suprene Gourt on the grounds
that its intervention was undenocratic, the professors
enbraced the Horida Suprene Gourt’s contention that its
interventions were denocratic. But whatever one thinks
o the legality of the Horida Suprene Qourt’ s decisions, it
is absurd to see themas essentially denocratic, or sone-
how as nore denocratic than the Suprene Gourt deci sions
invalidating them The Horida Suprene Gourt tw ce over -
ruled lover Horida courts. In its first decision, on No-
venber 21, 2000, the Horida Suprene Gourt ruled on
the rather expansive grounds that “the will of the people,
not a hyper-technical reliance on statutory provisions,
should be our guiding principle in election cases” (Pal m
Beach Gounty Canvassing Board v. Harris, 772 S 2d
1220 [Ha 2000] & 1227). Wat the Horida court did
not explain was why it is reasonable to suppose that
judges are conpetent, or why courts have the institu-
tional responsibility, to discern the wll of the people-as
opposed, say, to declaring wiat the lawis. O why it was
an expression of the people’s wll for the Horida Suprene
Gourt in its Novenber 21 decision to extinguish the dis-
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cretion invested in the Secretary of Sate (as the chief
election official) by the Horida election code. @ why, in
its second intervention, on Decenber 8-again citing the
doctrine of popul ar soverei gnty—t was an expression of
the people’s will for the Horida SQuprene Qurt to extin-
guish the authority vested in local canvassing boards by
the Horida election code (Gore v. Harris, 772 . 2d
1243 [Ha 2000] & 1253-125).1

In fact, the Horida court’s repudiation of “hypertech-
nical reliance on statutory provisions” also entailed
grossly misapplying its own case law in the nane of the
wll of the people. The decisions the Horida court cited
actually cut against its deternmination to override the de-
cisions of local and el ected officials (Beckstromv. Vol u-
sia County Canvassing Board, 707 . 2d 720 [Ha
1998], and Boardman v. Esteva, 323 & 2d 259 [Ha
1975]). According to the plain neaning of these prece-
dents, in election disputes Horida courts shoul d, except
inthe case of fraud or gross negligence or substantial vi -
olations of law refrain from second-guessing the deci -
sions of the officials to whomthe Horida el ection code
had assigned responsibility for administering elections.
(No case for fraud, etc., was nmade as part of the |egal
chal l enges Mce President Gore and his team brought to
overturn the decisions of Horida s el ected officials.)

Despite the fact that the questions before the Horida
Suprene Gourt and the Lhited Sates Suprene Qourt re-
vol ved around the interpretation of statutes and cases, our
nost influential acadenmic commentators advanced the no-
tion that somehow the Forida Gourt’s judgnents (which
i nvol ved second-guessing and overruling local and el ected
officials) upheld the denocratic process, while those of
the US Suprene Gourt (which involved overruling the
judgnents of a lower court) subverted it. The alacrity
wth which the professors did so suggests how denwocracy
has becone for acadenmic theorists an all-purpose term
for conveying noral judgnent and partisan preferences.
The episode also illustrates how col | apsing the distinction
bet ween “denocracy” and “justice” abuses both terns
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and obscures the noral and political challenges we con-
front. 2

Denocratic Justice

Anong the nost sustained attenpts in recent years to vin-
dicate the equation of denocracy wth justice is Ya e Lhi -
versity political scientist lan Shapiro's Denocratic Jus-
tice (New Haven: Yale Lhiversity Press, 1999). Athough
he begins his book by suggesting that unglinpsed tensions
roil the relation between our commtnents to denocracy
and our convictions about social justice, Shapiro ains to
vindicate “the popular identification” (18) according to
vhi ch denocracy and justice go hand in hand. Following in
the footsteps of John Dewey (quotations from whom in
the formof sage offerings, are scattered throughout the
book), Shapiro enbraces the core Deweyan idea that the
answer to the problens of denocracy is nore denocracy.
In response to the common charge that Dewey nade the
m stake of treating denocracy as the conprehensive
hunan good, an end in itsel f-ndeed, the highest endinit-
sel f—Shapi ro enphasi zes that in his view denocracy is
not the whole good or the highest good, but is rather a
“subordi nate foundational good” (21).

Shapiro calls his new approach “denocratic justice”
and advances it as “a third way between liberal and com
munitarian views” (16). Presupposing wth liberal s that
disagreenent over norals and natters of faith is funda-
nental, and agreeing with communitarian critics of lib-
eralismthat the struggle over power perneates hunan
relations, the theory of denocratic justice clains that the
chi ef concern of politics should be “denocratizing the
mul tiple donains that structure social life while retain-
ing dermocracy in a subordinate or conditioning role”
(24). Yet for Shapiro denocracy turns out to be nore
foundati onal than subordinate. To be sure, individual
rights nust be protected and shared val ues nust be culti -
vated, but both the protection of rights and the cultivation
of shared values, Shapiro argues, nust be placed in the
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service of the progressive denocratization of all spheres
of public and private existence.

In what does such denocratization consist? Qidly, in a
book marked by sharp conceptual analysis, Shapiro
nowhere provi des a succi nct working definition of denoc-
racy, whose prinary neaning is usually taken to be, in
the words of the Horida Suprene Gourt, rule according to
“the wll of the people.” Neverthel ess, Shapiro' s defini -
tion of denocracy can be constructed from various theses
and thenes to which he repeatedly returns. As Shapiro
understands it, denocracy is not only a fornal principle
specifying that the people rule, but is also a substantive
ideal |oaded wth noral and political content.

The basic institutional expression of denocratic rule is
representati ve governnent based on the universal fran-
chise. To promote universal inclusionin a collective deci -
si on-naki ng process, however, denocratic justice seeks
to elinnate donmnation in public and private life. It de-
pends on the presence of a loyal opposition whose deter -
mned but respectful challenge to the persons or party in
power keeps governnent and the najority honest and on
their toes. And it inposes constraints that prohibit the
enactnent of laws that foster inequality and reduce op-
portunities for individuals to devel op their powers and
capacities as they think best.

Shapiro believes that these el enents, which nay have a
fanmliar ring to them constitute a view of denocracy that
is, in a phrase he borrows fromthe Iiberalism of John
Raw s, “political, not netaphysical” (21). Shapiro's
conparison is apt, though not for the reason he supposes.
For what Shapiro has done is inport into denocratic the-
ory a confusion in Raws’s liberal theory. Just Iike
Raw s’s theory of liberalism so too Shapiro's theory of
denocratic justice, contrary to its boasts, is grounded in
noral principles and netaphysical notions. Msleadingly,
Shapi ro suggests that his enbrace of denbcracy is
premsed on a skepticismthat is nerely political, one
that only rejects grounding politics in any conprehensi ve
noral view because it would not be “wse to let any of
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t hem achi eve hegenony in a world popul ated by a plural -
ity of contending views of the good life” (22). There is a
world of evasion, though, in Shapiro's use of the word
“wise.” For surely what rmakes it wise, in Shapiro’' s
view to refrain frominposing a single conprehensive
conception is not that it would be unfeasibl e+anks and
troops and systenatic terror have proven effective—but
that it would be cruel, vicious, a violation of sonething
essential in our nature as human beings. In fact denoc-
racy, as Shapiro expounds it, is premsed on the natural
freedomand equality of all human beings. It is this
prenise, at once netaphysical and noral, that suggests to
Shapiro, as it does to Raws, that respecting persons re-
quires respect (wthin limts) for their conpeting views
about norals and faith-ene najor political expression of
which is refusal to condition citizenship on shared beliefs
about the hunan good or ultinate sal vation.

Shapiro might demur, arguing that in his theory the
denand for universal inclusion, the inperative to elim
i nate oppressive hierarchy, the need for voices that op-
pose the majority, and the inportance of placing con-
straints on the range of pernissible decisions peopl e can
nake about how to govern thensel ves, all alike flow
fromthe denocratic principle that “people should al -
ways be free to decide for thensel ves, wthin an evol v-
ing franework of denocratic constraints, on the conduct
of their activities” (14). Rut aside that this principle
represents a version of the liberal interpretation of
freedomas autonony, or |iving under |aws one has given
to oneself. The question is why denocracy grants or re-
quire a universal privilege of self-governnent. Is it not
because nost denocrats assune, as Shapiro hinself ac-
know edges casually and quickly, “the basic noral
equal ity of persons” (13)? But in that case, for denoc-
rats the noral principle is nmore fundanental than—and
is the foundation for—+he cormitnent to various politi -
cal institutions reflecting the popular wll, including
the practice of majority rule itself, which actually re-
flects an effort to give institutional expression to uni -
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versal hunan equality. Indeed, for denocrats such as
Shapiro—ontrary to his official position—denocracy”
is nore accurately described as an effort to deternine
the political consequences of the noral and netaphysi cal
claamthat all human beings are, by nature, free and
equal .

The natural freedom and equality of all hurman bei ngs
is indeed one of the assunptions on which constitutional
denocracy is and shoul d be grounded, but it is only be-
cause the assunption is wdely shared and largely un-
contested today that one could doubt, or get away wth
denying, that it inplicates puzzling netaphysical issues.
Recogni zing this does not undernmine Shapiro’'s theory of
denocratic justice. However, it does suggest that the
theory is both nore conventional —bel onging to the fam
ily of acadenic liberalisns to which Shapiro sees him
self as offering an alternative—and nore phil osophical ly
anbitious than Shapiro lets on: bound up, |ike nmany
other nenbers of the clan, with vulnerable first prin-
ciples. An appreciation of the netaphysics invol ved al so
hel ps one to discern the real relationship between
denmocracy and justice in Shapiro’ s argument, which
differs significantly fromthe account he provides. Far
fromnediating the conflicting clains of denocracy and
socia justice, as the opening lines of his book suggest is
his aim Shapiro builds a robust egalitarian conception
of justice into his theory of denocracy. In practice
denmocracy and justice cannot really clash, because
Shapiro’'s definition makes themone and the sane thi ng.

Hiding by definitional fiat the disjunction between
denocracy and justice disguises many difficulties, but it
does not dissolve them It does not, for instance, erase
the clash between the ideals that inform “denocratic
justice” and the stubborn realities of political life. Hre
Shapiro’'s practice is better than his theory, for his ex-
amnation of concrete cases brings into view obstacl es
both predictable and surprising that the real world
places in the way of efforts to bring life in a free society
into line wth egalitarian ideals. Shapiro is at his nost
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instructi ve when he shows that when it cones to contro-
versies in which we are likely to have a big stake-Wo
shoul d control the education of children? Wat counts as
a narriage? Wiat is governnent’s role in regulating the
rel ati onshi ps between enpl oyers and enpl oyees? Is
there a right to take one’s own |ife?—eoncerni ng such
probl ens, the theory of denocratic justice can define
limts, highlight relevant factors, and identify pre-
sunptions about preferred courses, although it cannot
generate solutions thenselves, for that requires im
nersion inthe nessy details of politica life.

Shapiro's denocratic theory al so recogni zes the gap
between theory and practice through its acknow edgnent
of a “Burkean dinension” to politics (36), through its
enbrace of the principle of “subsidiarity” (35), and
through the deference it gives to “insider’s w sdoni
(12, 80, 92). Hs theory is Burkean in that it pre-
sunes that practices of long standing are bound to em
body a coherence and w sdomthat escapes the cold cate-
gories of abstract reason; but its Burkeanismis
qualified (so was Burke's, as Shapiro seens not to real -
ize) because it holds that tradition is never the |ast
word, that the presunption inits favor is always rebut -
table, and that it nust give way, wherever feasible, be-
fore the inperative to denocratization. The principle of
subsidiarity declares that, when other things are equal,
the local is to be preferred to the large, because peopl e
tend to know their interests and their good better than
others—especially others who are at a distance. But the
theory of denocratic justice cautions that often other
things are not equal, so a larger collectivity nust fre-
quently be called upon to correct the local. And def erence
to “insider’s wisdom” though never the last word, is
warranted on the supposition that nenbers of a commu-
nity, participants in a practice, and nasters of a craft
wll, as they pursue their purposes, tend to acquire a
grasp of their undertaking, of their associates, and of
thensel ves that is unobtai nabl e by detached observation
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(however sophi sticated) and by |ogical inference (how
ever rigorous).

These pragnati c consi derations concerning the relation-
ship between politica theory and political life are points
vel | taken, though Shapiro's qualifications nake clear that
when it comes to a showdown between the clains of tradi -
tion and those of denocracy, denbcracy wins. And
Shapiro’'s insistence on ascribing a denocratic lineage to
wise naxing of politics betrays wthin the theory of de-
nocratic justice a certain inperia tendency, a partisan
predilection to give denocracy nore than its due.

The anal ysis of concrete issues that occupi es the bul k of
Shapiro's book is supple and infornative, though the pol -
icy prescriptions that flowfromthe theory of denocratic
justice do not depart often or interestingly from conven-
tional left-liberal positions, and Shapiro’' s sniping at
conservatives is tedious and a tad vulgar, especially from
one who decl ares the expression of disagreenent vital to
the well-being of denocracy. In regard to education, for
exanpl e, Shapiro argues that the state nust ultinately
assune responsibility for ensuring that children receive
the basic goods that enable themto devel op into nornal
adults, while parents have prinary responsibility for
devel oping the human potential of their children to the
naxi num The state should therefore direct substantial
funds to children, including high-quality day care for the
children of working nothers. And public school s shoul d be
protected from private-sector conpetition because they
have an urgent and probably indispensable role in form
ing good denocratic citizens. Concerning narriage,
Shapiro defends a universal right to unilateral divorce;
nai ntains that divorce laws should be reforned to take
account of the precarious economc position in which the
ending of narriage pl aces wonen; and argues that benefits
enjoyed by nmarried coupl es shoul d be extended to cohabit -
ing couples, gay and leshian as well as heterosexual . And
as to work, Shapiro favors nechanisns that strengthen
the position of enpl oyees agai nst unjust discharge and
civil-rights violations; schenes that increase enpl oyee
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control over firns; and redistributive taxation to fund
ef fective government worker-retraining prograns, and
public-works projects to refurbish decaying urban in-
frastructure. And he supports uni versal heal th i nsurance,
as well as theright of people to take their own lives qual -
ified by the individual’s right to be protected from coer -
cionto do so.

Denocrati c Despotism

Notw t hstandi ng the conventionality of the political agenda
it sustains, the theory of denocratic justice enbodies a
tyranni cal tendency. This tendency is thrown into sharp
relief by Shapiro' s discussion of education, which re-
volves around the distribution of responsibility between
parents and the state for equipping children to live in a
denocracy and care for thensel ves.

To sort out the responsibilities, Shapiro distinguishes
between children's “basic interests” and their “best in-
terests.” Basic interests “concern the security, nutri -
tion, health, and education required for children to de-
velop into normal adults” (85). To avoid controversial
assunptions and netaphysi cal entangl ements, the theory
of denocratic justice, Shapiro enphasizes, defines these
basics in a manner that is “conparatively mninal”
(86). In contrast, best interests are maxi ma that “have
to do wth the full devel opnent of one’s human potential”
(90-91). They entail conceptions of happi ness or hunan
flourishing, and so directly inplicate controversial as-
sunptions and gi ve rise to netaphysical entangl enents.

The theory of denocratic justice teaches that the state
shoul d shoul der ultinate responsibility for the protection
of children's basic interests, since it has a considerabl e
stake in forning citizens capable of sustaining denocratic
political orders, and since it possesses the neans and in-
stitutional conpetence needed to provide the relatively
uncontroversial nininuns. But parents shoul d have pri -
nary responsibility for pronoting the best interests of
their own children because parents have the strongest at -
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tachnent to their children and the nost intinate know -
edge of their special gifts and uni que personalities.

This account of basic interests and best interests is
remni scent of the distinction, central to acadenic |iber -
alism between rights that are fundanental and prior to
conceptions of the good, and which are therefore enforce-
able by the state; and conceptions of the good life, which
differ fundanental |y among each other, and are therefore
ineligble for state enforcenent or support. This distinc-
tion nmay seem unexceptional. But officially, at |east,
Shapi ro does not want to be a liberal. He wants to be a de-
nocrat. So he nust get the inval uabl e protections that
liberalismoffers on the sly. (onversely, because he is
anxious that parents nay fail to inbue their children
wth properly denocratic sensibilities, he nust also find
a way to get around the inval uabl e protections—ncl udi ng
the protection of personal choices parents nmake about how
to educate their children+that |iberalismconfers.

This is where Shapiro’'s Rousseaui anism the hal | mark
of the contenporary denocratic theorist, cones into play.
Just as he surreptitiously frontloads a large part of jus-
tice into his definition of denocracy, so too Shapiro (86,
enph. added), as if it were a slight and insignificant nat -
ter, packs a great deal of the sane into his “relatively
mninal " definition of basic interests:

Children's basic interests are not |limted, on this ac-
count, to the realmof their physiological needs. In addi -
tion to neeting these, children nay al so be said to have a
basic interest in devel oping the capacities required to
function adequately and responsibly in the prevailing eco-
nomc, technological and institutional system governed
as a denocracy, over the course of their lives. Ade-
quately here refers to a person's ability to conprehend,
shape, and pursue his or her individual interests. Ade-
quate pursuit of interests depends on being able to eval u-
ate different lifetine aspirations critically, and being
able to understand—at least as well as others generally
dothe costs and benefits of different courses of action.
By contrast, the idea of responsible pursuit of interest is
other-regarding; it has to do with the expectations that
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peopl e may reasonably entertai n about the ways in which
others pursue their interests.

Not nerely “adequatel y’ but “responsibly” is the kind
of individual functioning—n all spheres of public lifel —
that Shapiro wants to invest the state, under the guise of
“basic interests,” wth the authority to underwite and
enforce. And this at a tine in which the public school s
are stunbling badly even in the attenpt to teach read-
ing, witing, and arithnetic.

Wth the doctrine of responsible functioning, Shapiro
seens to have left behind his professed concern wth ac-
tual democracy: his cormitment to the principles and
policies to which people, in their collective capacity, ac-
tually agree. Instead he seens to have enbraced, or at
least created a large opening for, idealized denocracy, or
the subordination of the peopl € s choices to those laws and
practices that denocratic theorists determne are pre-
scribed by rational standards

For Shapiro defines responsible functioning in terns of
“the expectations that people may reasonably entertain
about the ways in which others pursue their interests”
(enphasi s added). This standard, in effect, transforns the
notion of basic interests into a reguative idea for poli -
tics, an ideal to wvhich the state is obliged to conpel na-
jorities and parents to subnit—and a relatively non-
mninal one at that. For instance, parental or popul ar
pref erences about curricul umnust be subordinated to the
dictates of satisfying children's “basic interests.” S it is
hard to see how even the qualified Burkeanism the prin-
ciple of subsidiarity, and the deference to insider’'s ws-
domthat denmocratic justice affirmretain any force, in
the face of the abstract rationalismef the sort Shapiro
finds disagreeable in acadenic |iberal i smthat he enbeds
inthe notion of basic interests.

A though the distinction between basic interests and
best interests is, in principle, defensible and even nec-
essary, Shapiro draws the line between themin a dubi -
ous nmanner and applies the resulting concepts in a sus-
pect way. Arned with a notion of basic interests that is
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defined in such far-reaching terns, denocratic justice,
as Shapiro interprets it, vests the state wth the power
to disarmparents, the people as a wole, tradition, and
local authorities and associations. Their authority is
transferred by the theory of denocratic justice to
judges authorized to | ook beyond the expectations peopl e
actually entertain and, in the peopl e s nane, deduce and
enforce as a nandatory part of the public-school cur-
ricul um the conception of responsible denocratic citi -
zenshi p that people “nay reasonably entertain.”

Notw thstandi ng his anxieties about the limts of the-
ory and his protests of the nodesty of his ow theory' s
ains, Shapiro’'s theory of denmocratic justice is ex-
trenely anbitious. Athough the theory seens to grant
existing beliefs, practices, and institutions a |egitinacy
that many of Shapiro's fellow denmocratic theorists are
reluctant to recognize, in practice that grant serves as
an inportant step toward bringing the given world of
custom and convention under the authority of the state
for the purpose of effectively denocratizing it. Shapiro
is candid about his transformative w sh: denocratic
justice ains to “refashion aspirations” (232-33).
Furthernore, because the theory of denocratic justice
focuses on reformng “power relations” (233), which
are everywhere, rather than on protecting rights, which
set linmts on when and where the state may enter, all
spheres of life are in principle fair gane for the re-
fashioning and reformng that denocratic justice com
nmands.

Shapiro fornally registers the nenace of such an aspi -
ration, but he sees little cause for alarm He wshes to
“resi st every suggestion that just because denocracy is a
foundational good, it is the only good for hunan beings, it
is the highest hunan good, or it should domnate the ac-
tivities we engage in” (21). And he repeated y assures
the reader that denocratic justice teaches that the anbi -
tion to denocratize beliefs and actions nust be tenpered
both by the clains of efficiency and by appreciation of the
threat of tyrannical intrusioninto citizens |ives posed by



governnent and society. But these salutary w shes and
reassurances recei ve scant expression in the devel opnent
and application of his principles.

Over | ooki ng Denocratic M rtues

Had Shapiro taken his own warnings with greater seri -
ousness, he woul d have been noved to give nore thought to
the kinds of individual s capabl e of keepi ng governnnent and
soci ety and thensel ves in bounds as they pursue their in-
princi pl e-sweepi ng proj ect of denocratization. Like so
nany contenporary theorists, Shapiro views denocratic
theory as prinarily concerned wth issues of process and
the logic of justification. True, he wants to form charac-
ter; but only to nake individuals nore egalitarian and
participatory. Hs commandi ng theoretical concern is how
this transformation can be justified, not what its effect
mght be on the passions and the interests of those who are
to be transforned. Accordingly, the questions that Shapiro
addresses deal for the nost part wth what the principles
of denocratic justice require, permt, and forbid. But
there are issues fundamental to denocracy and justice
that |ie beyond the justification of the progressive denoc-
ratization of private and public life.

Denocracy has not only nmaterial but also noral pre-
conditions. And the function of sone of these preconditions
is to contain or correct denocracy’s desultory and de-
structive tendenci es. Wthout them the deeds a denocracy
requires of its citizens it nmay be unable to summon; the
actions it permts of them nay prove incapable of being
controlled; and the conduct it forbids on their part, it nay
lack the neans or wll to enforce. Denocracy is an ethos
or vay of life. Notwthstanding its justice, it encourages a
variety of forns of behavior, sone of which are ininical
toits well being. And it discourages other species of be-
havi or, sone of which are vital toits preservation.

Shapi ro soneti nes acknow edges these conplexities,
but he shows scarcely nmore interest in allowng themto
intrude on his theorizing than his rivals in the denoc-



ratic theory business. Understanding the spirit of
denocracy, however, involves attending to the senti -
nents that denocracy fosters, as well as to those to
which it gives a bad nane. It requires a recognition of
the passions that dermocracy excites and nourishes and
flatters, as well as to those it frustrates and stignatizes
and enfeebles. And it neans consi dering the dubious i deas
that denocracy nakes | ook nore solid than they actually
are, as well as the solid ideas that denocracy has an in-
terest in portraying as optional and i nsubstantial .

Shapiro's lack of interest in such factors is unprag-
natic, because it gives little thought—and suggests that
little thought is worth giving+to the inpact, for good and
bad, of the spirit of denmcracy on its citizens' character.
Yet denwcraci es cannot afford to overl ook the question of
character—er to truncate it by assuning that the only in-
teresting question to be asked is howto justify the foster -
ing of ever-nore-egalitarian sentinents and participa-
tory practices. This is in part because denocracies
require citizens who can not only justify the law but who
can abide by it, nake it, inplenent it, and adjudicate the
controversies that arise under it. Gontrary to an inpor -
tant but often msleading distinction, the rue of lawis
only as strong and sure as the nen and wonen who |ive
under it and upholdit.

Perhaps it is because of concerns about his neglect of
i ssues such as these that Shapiro concl udes by both payi ng
tribute, and registering an objection, to Tocqueville, who
is still the semnal student of how nodern denocracy
shapes citizens' souls. “Part of what has been attenpted
here,” Shapiro (240) wites on the | ast page of his book,

has been an enterprise of educati ng denocracy in Toc-
queville' s sense. The goal has been to find ways for
denocracy to coexist with other values, to structure

Gitica Review 15 (2003), nos. 1-2. 1SN 0891-3811. © 2003 Qiticad Rview
Foundat i on.

Fobert B. Talisse, Departnent of Philosophy, Vanderbilt Uhiversity, Furnan
Hil 111, Neshville, TN 37240, e-nail robert.talisse@anderbilt.edu, tele-
phone (615) 343-8671, author of the forthconming book, Denpcracy

173



174 Qitical Review\ol. 15, Nos. 1-2

themwthout stifling them But there is an additional
piece to our enterprise, overlooked in the Tocquevillian
worry about denocracy’'s potential to undernm ne good
things. That is its potential to undernine bad things. Im
portant as it is to control democracy’s wld instincts
by insisting that it operate as a subordinate good, we
should not forget that it is a good. Its val ue derives
fromthe hope it holds out of making the world a nore
just place.

The sentiment is stirring, but both the tribute and the
critique msl ead.

For starters, it is nmistaken to charge Tocqueville wth
over| ooki ng denmocracy’s “potential to undernine bad
things.” In fact, Tocqueville explains at length in vol une
1, pat 2, chapter 6 d Denocracy in Anerica, etitled
“The Real Advantages Derived by Anerican Society from
Denocrati c Governnent,” that denocracy is a bl essing
because it pronotes “the well-being of the greatest num
ber” (2000, d. 1, 220-34). Ad in the conclusion of
his nasterwork, Tocqueville summarizes a judgnent that
pervades his book: nodern denmocracy is a genui ne good
that nakes the world nore just; “in its justice lies its
greatness and beauty” (ibid., vol. 2, part 4, ch 8,
673-77).

Mre troubling than the unfair jab at Tocqueville for
failing to take account of denocracy’s advantages is the
unvarranted credit Shapiro gives to his own theory for
i ncorporating Tocqueville' s |essons about denocracy’ s
di sadvantages. In reality, prior to his concluding para-
graph, Shapiro’'s theory says scarcely anything of note
about denocracy’ s di sadvantages (or about Tocqueville).
Inthis too Shapiro follows in the footsteps of both acade-
mc liberals and his fellow denocratic theorists—eer -
tainly those he nost respects and finds worth engaging in
his book. This silence is di sadvantageous, particularly for
those who wsh to take denocracy’s well-being to heart,
since understanding the disadvantages or partiality of de-
nocratic justice is critical to denocracy’ s def ense.
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The Whanticipated Efects of Denocratic
Justi ce

Denocracy’ s injustice grons out of the nature of denoc-
ratic justice. Denocratic justice is a part of justice. But
it isonly a part. And in practice denocratic justice be-
trays a tendency to subsume the whole of justice, to be
entraced as justice pure and sinple. To see its partiality,
and the danger in mstaking it for the whole of justice, it
is useful to reconsider the ordinary experiences and en-
during clains out of which denocratic justice arises.

The justice of denocratic justice is grounded in the
conviction of the denos that what we share deserves re-
spect and shoul d recei ve political expression. Wat we
share begins wth the realities of our bodies, which are
vulnerable to extrenes of heat and cold, which require
food and drink for their naintenance, which bl eed when
they are pricked, and which sonetines delight in the
touch of each other. But we also share a range of desires
not linted to the satisfaction of bodily need and physical
pl easure. V¢ want to be recognized by others as fellow
hunman bei ngs. V& wish to honored for our achievenents
and conforted for our shortconmings and msfortunes. V¢
seek friendship. V¢ yearn for love. In addition, a portion
of reason seens to be universally distributed, for part of
what it is to be a functioning hunan being is to speak and
listen, to voice satisfaction and di scontent, to calculate the
nost effective neans for the satisfaction of desires, to
hesitate and puzzle over the matter of which desires wll
best satisfy us. These common features of our hunanity
I end substance to the idea that denocracy, which denands
equal ity anong citizens, is just.

Bt our equalities are not the final and full truth about
us. Sone of us are weaker and needier, sone are stronger
and sturdier. Sone are neaner, sone are gentler. Some
are nmore beautiful, braver, wser. Each of us noves
through the world in a particular body that is a unique
site of pleasures and pains that others can infer or inag-
ine but never feel. Each of us has nenories, fears, and
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longings all his own. G ven such differences, how can hap-
piness not be a function, in part, of the gifts, the experi-
ences, and the accidents of fortune that set us apart? Wiy
shouldn't nore than our commonalities count in the de-
termnation of how wealth, honor, political power, and
satisfaction are distributed? Equality nay be fundanen-
tal, but so too is inequality. Just as we want the nost
skilled surgeons operating on our bodies, and the nost
suitable mates for ourselves and our children, isn't it
reasonabl e to hope that the best rulers wll govern? Yet
doesn't that reasonabl e hope flagrantly contradict the re-
lentlessly egalitarian aspirations of denocratic justice?

Because he grasps the outlines of these tensions,
Shapi ro enphasi zes repeatedly that denocracy, though
foundational, is not the wole good, that differential ex-
cellences and nerit should be admred, that the contingent
shoul d be respected, and distinctions should be honored.
But here exhortation is not enough. Orerlooking the di -
verse effects that denocratic aspirations have on senti -
nents, passions, and hopes, Shapiro does not reckon with
the propensity of denocratic justice, severed fromthe
rest of justice, to set individuas against the very ideas of
human distinction and human excel  ence. Yet these ideas
are necessary to the defense of denocracy. And they have
their just clains.

Shapiro’s inattention to denocracy’ s propensity to pro-
note the resentnent of distinction and excell ence can be
seen in his approving observation that “denocratic ideal s
are forged out of reactive struggles” (2). He makes this
observation without apparent irony or awareness that in
so doing, he is affirmng an ancient critique of denocracy,
subsequently restated in distinctive registers in the nine-
teenth century by Tocqueville, MIIl, and N etzsche. G
course Shapiro is right, and right to enphasize, that
denocracy, in the last 250 years, has arisen—n Amer-
ica, in Fance, nost recently in Eastern Europe—as a ral -
lying cry to conbat arbitrary privilege and oppressive
hi erarchy. Yet the grand and just achi evenents of denoc-
racy are not inconsistent with the warning el aborated in
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the witings of Hato and Aistotle and later devel oped in
the pages of the Gatholic Fench aristocrat, the Mctorian
English progressive, and the free-spirited Gernan im
noral i st: denocracy bears within itself an ani nus agai nst
not nerely arbitrary privilege and oppressi ve hi erarchy,
but against privilege and hierarchy as such. That is, it is
the tendency of the denocratic spirit to regard privil ege
as by definition arbitrary, and hierarchy as in essence
oppressive. Wen left to its own devices, the denocratic
spirit wages a foolish and destructive war agai nst clains
to distinction that deserve to have a hearing, and agai nst
features of our condition that are inseparable from our
hunanity. The logic of Shapiro's theory, which calls for
the denocratization of all it touches and which aspires to
touch all aspects of public and private life, bears out this
i nsi ght.

This is not for a nonent to deny or disparage the goods
that denocracy nourishes. They are many, and they are
cause for wonder and cel ebration. Under denocracy’s
rule, gentler virtues such as benevol ence cone to life;
curiosity and an experinental attitude toward the truth
take root; individuals acquire unprecedented opportuni -
ties to take chances and defy the accidents of birth and
fortune; the love of freedomtoppl es ponpous ol d aut hori -
ties; and romantic love bursts forth as a source of this-
vorldly redenption available to all.

Yet denocracy does have its dark side. Indeed, its dark
side is the other side of its happy one. For denocratic
egalitarianismalso tends to eviscerate virtue, trivialize
truth, subjugate chance, fonent a fear of freedom and
routinize romantic love. In the process, denocracy’s
despotic tendenci es danage denocracy itself. The virtues
of mnd and character whose exercise is essential to
flourishing as a citizen and a hunan being of fend denoc-
ratic egalitarianism because they confer privilege and
inply a hierarchy of human goods. So denocratic egali -
tarianismissues the inperative to denocratize virtue,
neking it equally available to all. Qe way to do this is by
turning virtues into values. Wile virtues nust be



178 Qitical Review\ol. 15, Nos. 1-2

achieved, values need only be affirned. Wile virtue sets
a standard for the individual, each individua can, through
his choi ce of val ues, set his own standard.

Wien virtue is denocratized into value, striving for
excel lence comes to be seen as suspect because it inplies
that the striver after excellence is guilty of the inperti -
nence of believing that one’s val ues reflect standards
binding on others. So denocratic egalitariani smand
Shapiro’'s denocratic justicethave the effect of eviscer-
ating virtue by excising the aspiration to excell ence that
lies at virtue's heart. This is bad for denocracy, because
denocracy is always in need of individuals who wsh, and
who have the wherewthal, to stand out, excel, and pre-
val.

Truth rankles the spirit of democratic justice because
it loons as a touchstone agai nst which personal opini ons
and col | ective decisions can be evaluated and found want -
ing. Ghafing at all forns of authority, denocratic egali -
tarianismand Shapiro’ s theory—have the effect of neu-
tralizing the authority of truth by reducing it to personal
preference or the consensus of the community. But the
under |l yi ng purpose of that reduction, whether to personal
or collective wll, is the sam@ to transformtruth into a
good that is always present, evenly distributed, and in
abundant supply. The nost vehenent proponents of the
egalitarian transfornation of truth believe that their ef -
forts will bring about an expansion of personal freedom
for everybody. In order to insure each an equal share,
however, they nust trivialize truth, for a truth that is
alvays present, evenly distributed, and in abundant sup-
ply cannot serve as a touchstone agai nst which to neasure
one’'s opinions or one's collective decisions. It a so cannot
function as a spur to further inquiry and expl oration and
self-examnation. lronically, those who rebel against
what they regard as the repressive character of truth sell
thensel ves and their credulous followers into slavery to
acci dent, ignorance, and illusion.

Chance is an affront to denocratic justice because it ap-
pears to distribute talents and gifts, good fortune and bad,
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arbitrarily and unequal ly. In response, denocratic jus-
tice ains to tane chance by denocratizing it, conpensat -
ing for its failure to fall on each wth equal bounty or
equal severity. This aimhas a progressive thrust that is
greatly aided by science and nodern technol ogy, but it
does not know when or where to stop. The denwocratization
of chance underwites the just clains of the welfare state,
which seeks to ensure that citizens do not lack a certain
mninum level of basic goods. It can also be seen in the
nore extrene socialist coomtnent to state control of the
econony for the purpose of guaranteeing every citizen's
economc interests. It inspired Marx to inagine the
prospect of a central (and denocratic) authority of such
refined sensibility and exquisite judgnent that it would be
capabl e of taking fromeach individual according to his
abilities and giving to each in accordance wth his needs.
The nightnare lurking within the anbition to overcone
chance through the inposition of absolute equality is
brilliantly exposed in Harrison Bergeron, Kurt Von-
negut’s gemof a short story. In eight chilling pages \on-
negut dramatizes the destruction of our hunanity that re-
sults fromthe project, nade possible by the totalitarian
union of radical egalitarian hopes and nodern technol ogy,
to distribute handicaps in such a nanner as to nake us
each absol utely equal in every way.

Freedom frightens the denocratic spirit because of the
diversity of achievenent that it unleashes. Oh the one
hand, denocracy serves freedom |eveling every authority
insight inorder that no individua nust bend the knee or
bow the head. h the other hand, denocracy recoils from
freedom because it provides a fertile ground on which
certain forns of inequality can flourish, as differences in
individual talent and initiative, gunption and charm rude
aninal spirit and refined intelligence, bring about differ-
ences in prosperity and honor and happi ness. Locked in a
love-hate relationship with freedom the denocratic
spirit lurches this way and that, subverting authority in
the nane of freedom and subverting freedomin the nane

of equdity.
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Romantic love, liberated by denocracy, remains the
nost undenocratic of passions, flouting the spirit of de-
nocratic justice by putting a single one before all others
and seeking in the accidental and passing a taste of perna-
nence and perfection. Bridling at |ove's arrogance, deno-
cratic justice seeks to break it down into its supposed
conponent parts: commitnent, sex, and partnership. But
unl i ke devotion—the of fspring of passion and duty—eom
mtrent, which is subjective and voluntary, reflects the
cold spirit of legalism Uhder the auspices of denwocrati -
zation, sex is stripped of its status as a nysterious part of
the soul’s quest for whol eness and increasingly cones to
be thought of as the satisfaction of a particularly pro-
nounced physical need. And the idea of partnership, bor-
roved fromthe real mof commerce, denotes a bond defined
interns of mutual advantage, a bond that is dissol vabl e at
Wil by either party to the bargain. Thus does denocratic
justice, in the process of routinizing ronantic love, in-
sinuate a |l esson of inpermanence just where secul ar de-
nocrats nmight hope to preserve a sense of splendor and an
intimati on of commandi ng goods.

Denocracy and Justi ce

An insinuation is not an inperative. Tendencies are not
necessities. Denocracy does not require the evisceration
of virtue, the trivialization of truth, the subjugation of
chance, the fonenting of the fear of freedom and the rou-
tinization of ronantic love. But it unleashes a logic wthin
the soul and nourishes sentinents and passions that in-
cline denocrats in these disnal directions. There is a
large and abiding good in denocratic egalitariani sm and
thus in Shapiro's justice: by dissolving arbitrary privi -
lege and by disnmantling oppressive hierarchy, both of
vhich like to wear the soothing nask of necessity, denoc-
ratic justice nmakes the world we know other and better
than it is. But denocratic justice al so encourages resent -
nent of the world as we knowit. Vénting equality and ab-
sence of constraint in al spheres, it fights to eradicate
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inequality and the clains of authority in every shape and
form

The total victory that the denocratic drive for equality
craves would |leave the world a dreary, |ess-than-hunan
place. For virtue or excellence is an advantage, an attrac-
tion, that is its own reward. Truth, though nany-si ded and
el usive, enancipates us fromignorance and gives eyes and
intelligence to our striving. Chance, which often seens to
reward and punish wthout rhyme or reason, cannot be
subj ugated wthout in the process condermi ng hunanity to
bondage. Wiile it threatens denocratic stability by inspir-
ing envy at high fliers and solitary wal kers, freedom gives
us dignity and lets us reach for the peaks and discover the
extent of our powers. And ronmantic |ove, sought by nany,
found by the fortunate, bestows inestinable privilege and
engenders invi ol abl e hierarchy.

Denocracy is the last, best hope of man. It is rooted in
and reflects the clains of our common hunanity. It is a
raucous carnival pulsating wth beautiful possibilities
and cheap thrills; bright paths and dark alleys; clowns
and cops and crowds of kings and queens for a night; and
everywhere schenming and striving, hustling and bustling,
shirking and tine-serving, and the appalling, awe-in-
spiring mngling of high and low Denocracy is, when all
is said and done, nost enphatically in accordance wth
justice. In nany ways denocracy and justice are mutual |y
reinforcing. But not in al ways. And they are not the
sane. Denmocracy is also an inperfect regine whose im
perfections nust be considered by those who wsh to de-
fend its good nane.

The cause of denocracy can be better advanced and the
inperatives of justice can be nore fully heeded by re-
mai ning nmndful of denmocracy’s nultifarious nature.
Gontrary to the dognati smand despoti smto whi ch denoc-
racy is prone, not every tendency of denocracy is just,
and what is just is not in every respect denocratic.
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1.

NOTES

“WW are dealing wth the essence of the structure of our de-
nocratic society; with the interrelationship, wthin that
framework, between the Whited States Constitution and the
statutory schene established pursuant to that authority by the
Horida Legislature. Pursuant to the authority extended by the
Lhited States Constitution, in section 103.011, Horida
Satutes (2000), the Legislature has expressly vested in the
citizens of the Sate of Horida the right to select the electors
for President and Mice President of the Lhited Sates:

Hectors of President and Mice President, known as
presidential electors, shall be elected on the first Tues-
day after the first Mnday in Novenber of each year
the nunber of which is a mitiple of 4. \btes cast for
the actual candidates for President and M ce President
shall be counted as votes cast for the presidentia elec-
tors supporting such candi dates. The Departnent of
Sate shall certify as elected the presidential electors
of the candidates for President and M ce President who
recei ve the hi ghest nunber of votes.

“In so doing, the Legislature has placed the el ection of presi -
dential electors squarely in the hands of Horida s voters
under the general election lans of Horida. Hence, the Legis-
lature has expressly recognized the will of the people of
Horida as the guiding principle for the selection of all elected
officials inthe Sate of Horida, whether they be county com
mssioners or presidential electors. Wen an el ection contest
is filed under section 102.168, Horida Satutes (2000), the
contest statute charges trial courts to:

fashion such orders as he or she deens necessary to
ensure that each allegation in the conplaint is investi-
gated, examined, or checked, to prevent or correct any
alleged wong, and to provide any relief appropriate
under such circunst ances.

“Id. (enphasis added). Through this statute, the Legislature
has granted trial courts broad authority to resolve el ection
disputes and fashion appropriate relief. In turn, this Qourt,
consistent wth legislative policy, has pointed to ‘the will of
the voters’ as the prinmary guiding principle to be utilized by
tria courts in resolving el ection contests:

The real parties in interest here, not in the legal sense
but inrealistic terns, are the voters. They are possessed
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of the ultinate interest and it is they whomwe nust give
prinmary consideration. The contestants have direct inter-
ests certainly, but the office they seek is one of high pub-
lic service and of utnost inportance to the people, thus
subordinating their interests to that of the people. Qurs is
a governnent of, by and for the people. Qur federal and
state constitutions guarantee the right of the people to
take an active part in the process of that governnent,
vhich for nost of our citizens neans participation via the
election process. The right to vote is the right to partici -
pate; it is also the right to speak, but nore inportantly
the right to be heard. Boardman v. Esteva, 323 . 2d
259, 263 (Ha 1975) (enphasis added).”

2. For a nore detailed discussion of the flaws in the scholarly
condemation of Bush v. CGore, and of the inportance to
denocracy of scholars who put truth before politics, see
Berkowitz and Wttes 2001.
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Qus di Zerega

SCALE AND MAGNANI MITY I N
Cl VI C LI BERALI SM

ABSTRACT: Thonas Spragens attenpts to rebuild liberal
theory by arguing that realist, libertarian, egalitarian,
and identity liberals all have valid insights, but devel op
them one-sidedly. Re-examining the work of sixteenth-
and seventeenth-century liberals |eads, he contends, to
a nore balanced liberalism Spragens’s often-inpres-
sive effort to reconstruct liberalismis undernmined by
insufficient appreciation of the roe of the scale of the
polity and by confusions about civic friendship. Appre-
ciation of Hayekian insights about spontaneous order,
and of the limts of citizen knowedge in large polities,
woul d hel p him solve the first problem DO stinguishing
between friendship, friendliness, and social capital
vwoul d hel p resal ve the second.

Liberalismtoday is far nore contested than the institu-
tions to which it gave birth. Internally it continues to
fragnent, while externally commnitarian, postnodern,
and other contenporary schools of thought seek to under -
mne its legitinmacy. Thonas Spragens’s dvic Liberalism
Reflections on Qur Denocratic ldeals (Lanham M.:
Fovan and Littlefield, 1999) seeks to establish a strong
foundation for an invigorated liberalismable to prevail
against its intellectual critics and offer wse counsel on
conpl ex issues of public palicy.

In seeking to place liberal political thought on a
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stronger foundation, Spragens divides contenporary |ib-
eral perspectives into libertarian, egalitarian, realist,
and identity liberalisns. The first two arise when the key
liberal themes of freedomand equal ity take on i ndependent
lives of their own and battle for ideological suprenacy.
Soragens contrasts themto a pragnatic “denocratic re-
alist” liberalism intent on the sinple preservation of
liberal denocracy against the many forces that buffet and
challenge it, internally and externally. These perspec-
tives are famliar contestants in libera debate.

The postnodern politics of difference adds a fourth vari -
ant tothe traditional types of liberalism “ldentity liberal -
isni adapts the common |iberal cormitnent to sone kind
of equality to anal yses shaped by the views of Mchel Fou-
cault and Jacques Derrida, anong others. D fference |iber-
als challenge more famliar liberalisns as covertly im
porting inegalitarian principles of hegenonic donination
by sone groups over others.

dvic Liberalismseeks to performtwo tasks. FHrst it
argues that while these contendi ng approaches each grasp
portions of an adequate liberal perspective, al ultinately
fail. It then nakes the case for a nore adequate framework
for liberalismtoday, which Sorague terns “civic liberal -
ism”

What’s Wong with Realism

Li beral denocratic realism enphasizes the difficulties
and dangers in creating viable denocratic polities. Real -
ists remind us that liberal principles fly in the face of
nost human history, warning that the durability of lib-
eral institutions should not be taken for granted. A nis-
gui ded |iberal utopi anismcan be as destructive as explic-
itly antiliberal views. In the realist tradition Soragens
i ncl udes Hobbes, Hure, Montesqui eu, Mntai gne, and
Madi son. Mre recent denocratic realists include Arthur
Bentley, David Truman, and Robert Dahl (in his early
wor k) .

According to Spragens, denocratic realists portray the
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political prerequisites of liberalismaccurately, but they
set their sights too low Invaluable as a foundation, realist
per spectives provide a poor roof and walls for the liberal
edifice. By enphasizing the conpl exities and dangers fac-
ing liberal regines, too often denocratic realists becone
apol ogi sts for the failure to pursue libera val ues vigor -
ousl y.

Wiat’ s Wong with Libertariani sm

By contrast, libertarian |iberals enphasize individual
freedom from coercion as the ultinmate human val ue. The
contenporary theorists Soragens puts under this headi ng
include MIlton Friedman, Ludwi g von Mses, Mirray
Rot hbard, Ayn Rand, Robert Nozick, Charles Mirray, Jan
Narveson, and F. A Hayek.

Soragens argues that the many libertarian perspectives
general |y coal esce around two propositions: self-owner -
ship, and the efficacy of the market for ordering virtually
all hunan affairs. Both principles nake individua free-
domthe highest and ultinate value in society. Wile su-
perficial ly appealing, Spragens argues that this absol ute
privileging of freedomis ultinately not persuasive.

FHrst, Soragens contends that it is hard to know j ust
what libertarians nean by claimng that we “own” our-
sel ves. Mbst property arises directly or indirectly from
our creative efforts, and this provides a vital part of the
ethical case for private property. But none of us is our
own creation. Eguating “sel f-ownership” with property
owership is thus fallacious. “By the sane logic |iber-
tarians use to make their clains about the sanctity of
private property, we are disqualified fromclaining to
own oursel ves. Instead, we would by that logic . . . have to
recogni ze that we are . . . Qd's property, nature’'s prop-
erty, our parents’ property, our society' s property, or
sorme mxture thereof” (37).

Libertarians also tend to subsune civil society into
narket relations. However, nmuch of civil society relies
on notives opposed to those rewarded by the market.
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Spragens opposes the commodification of civil society,
which he sees as inplicit in nost libertarian thinking.
Bven libertarians who stop short of equating the narket
wth civil society seemunanare of how a dynanic narket
can ultinmately subordinate other social institutions to the
logi c and processes of economcs.

Wiat’s Wong with Egalitariani sm

Spragens criticizes egalitarian |iberalismnore nar -
rony, focusing on a single exenplar. Hnself once an ad-
vocate of John Raws's formof egalitarian liberalism
Soragens’s careful attention to Raws's justification for
egalitariani sm nakes for an effective and powerful cri-
tiqe

In evaluating Raw s’s conception of justice, Spragens
targets Raws's claimthat we are responsible for our de-
sires, but not for our actions. V¢ can choose our life
goals, but our ability to achieve themrelies on qualities
that are not really attributable to oursel ves. Raws con-
tends that while we can freely choose, our capacity to act
on our choices depends in part on traits such as persever -
ance that we possess or lack through no nerit of our own.

Raw s's viewis the opposite of our common-sense ex-
perience that we are sonetines at the nercy of our de-
sires, but can still be held responsible for howwe act in
response to them (63). Spragens points out that Raw s
hinself is inconsistent in holding such a thesis. H aban-
dons his argunent when he considers retributive justice,
hol di ng peopl e responsible for their actions so as to nake
themfit objects of retribution (62). But Raw s nust
maintain his odd thesis in order to renove any legitinate
individual claimto unequal results fromdiffering talents
and attitudes.

Raw s concludes that the distribution of resources
should be left in the hands of society as a whol e. But
where, Spragens asks (follow ng Nozick), does the com
nmunity get the right to control distribution? Raws's po-
sitionis “the functional equival ent but substantive oppo-



190 Qitical Review\ol. 15, Nos. 1-2

site of the standard libertarian doctrine of self-owner-
ship” (68).

As a theory of justice, Raws's efforts fail because he
“respects the inviolability of persons but not their
whol eness.” Raw s’ s persons are (again fol | ow ng Nozi ck)
i nhumanl y abstract. Utinately, for Raws, “no one de-
serves to have nore than anyone el se because no one re-
ally deserves anything” (69). Such a conception is not
| ogi cal |y persuasi ve.

Perhaps because of the unreal characteristics of Raw -
si an indivi dual s—ndi vi dual s w t hout individuality-there
is also no affective elenent in Raws' s vision of the good
society. This is a particularly serious shortcomng, in
Soragens’s view H holds wth Hine (and Sandel ) that,
far frombeing a society’ s highest good, justiceis a rene-
dial good, making up for a lack of higher virtues that are
preferable (60). For Raw's, however, there are no
hi gher virtues.

Wat’s Wong wth ldentity Politics

“Identity liberalismi is Sragens’s fina target. Gowng
fromthe work of Foucault, Derrida, N etzsche, and Hei -
degger, identity liberals argue that everything hunan is a
social construct. No “essential” hunan nature exists. In-
dividuals are ultimately constituted by social groups,
rather than the other way around. Foucault’s geneal ogical
nethod and Derrida s deconstruction enable their advo-
cates to uncover what they clai mare oppressive ideol ogi -
cal discourses privileging sone groups over others. The
resulting inequality in basic identities, identity liberals
argue, is a deeper and nore pervasive inequality than that
focused upon by egalitarians. The result is that |iberal
soci eties rema n oppressi ve.

Soragens exanines in particular the work of Iris Mr-
ion Young and WIIliam Gonnol |y, who have noved beyond
identitarian critique to outline affirnative identity-lib-
eral approaches to denocrati c val ues and practices. Young
recei ves the bulk of Sragens’s attention, largely because
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she nakes very strong denmands for transformng society.
In Spragens’s view however, her postnodern theoretical
franework does not support her proposals. For exanpl e,
if, as she clains, nerit cannot be objectively neasured,
how can she support the concept of conparable worth
(87)?

Furthernmore, Young s conception of how | aw shoul d
pronote equality anong groups is extrenely coercive,
leaving no room for private thought. She even targets
unconsci ous and uni ntended actions as suitable targets of
politica action (86-87). Wile anything can poten-
tialy be the subject of political concern, aliberal soci -
ety nust, Spragens argues, recognize a private ream A
protected private sphere accords freedomand dignity to
different ways of life and keeps unnecessarily divisive
issues out of palitics.

Joragens grants that we are the expression of our social
rel ationships, but he naintains that we are not passively
inprinted by them He regards Young's claimthat a per-
son is the sumof socially recogni zed differences centering
on race, gender, and sexual orientation as unconvincing
and arbitrary (88). Referring to Roberto Alejandro’ s
critique of Young, Spragens holds that “the practical ef -
fects of the politics of identity are actually to suppress
rather than encourage hunan diversity” (89). Liberal
toleration, even with its inplied disapproval of what is
nerely tolerated, is a better safeguard for hurman diver -
sity. To denand nore, “that you ‘affirm ny identity,
when that identity inextricably incorporates behavior
that the premises underlying your identity construe as
imnmoral, is to demand that you effectively renounce your
own identity” (90). There “can be no hope of elininating
oppression as defined by Young;, it is only a question of
who shal | be oppressed” (9 2).

S nce Young argues for special powers to be given to
hitherto narginal i zed groups, she sets the stage for a so-
ciety tearing itself apart as different groups seek the sta-
tus of nost oppressed. She privileges the politics of divi-
siveness over amty. In Spragens’'s view this is a pity,
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for there is no need to rely on Foucault, Derrida, and
simlar thinkers who lead to Young' s concl usions in order
to recogni ze the inportance of cultural diversity in alib-
eral society. “Wen it cones to envisioning the way di -
versity enriches denocracy, Wiitman and MI| are better
prophets” (95).

WIlliam Gonnol ly’'s work is free from Young' s utopi -
anism as well as its coerciveness. But he retains a radi -
cal denial of individual responsibility and of any ethical
foundati on beyond a universal “thrownness” into an ulti -
nately tragic world. Gonnolly favors an “agonistic” poli -
tics in which different individuals are able synpatheti -
cally to appreciate the circunstances of even those they
oppose, and respectful ly contend with one another out of a
uni versal reverence for life. In many ways Spragens finds
this vision attractive. But because Gnnolly denies both
individual responsibility and deeper commonalities be-
tween peopl e, Spragens doubts whether his ethical vision
is up to the work he expects it to perform Gnnolly is
both “too optimstic and too pessinistic at the sane tine”
(101).

Soragens concludes that all four branches of |iberal
though contribute inportant insights, but place far too
nmuch weight on their own insights at the expense of oth-
ers equally inportant. Denocratic realismteaches a re-
spect for the genui ne achi evenent of creating any denoc-
ratic society, and cautions that it should not be taken for
granted. Libertarians teach respect for individuas and a
suspicion of coercion in the nane of a greater good. Egali -
tarians teach that hunan equality is central to liberalism
Fnally, identity liberalismteaches how easily a particu-
lar culture and its underlying assunptions can becone
hegenoni ¢ and therefore oppressive to others. But because
each perspective isolates its insights fromw der con-
texts, they are, ultinately, neither politically nor ethi -

cal l'y appeal i ng.
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The CGase for dvic Liberaism

Sragens’s ultimate goal is constructive and, as he says,
the second, constructive half of his book can be read inde-
pendently fromhis earlier criticisns of the four preva-
lent forns of liberalism

Soragens’s strategy for rebuilding liberal thought is
to take us back to its early advocates. The weaknesses he
criticizes in nodern liberal traditions are not endemc
to liberalismas such, but often reflect one-sided devel -
opnents of insights present in a nore diverse and viabl e
ensenbl e in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century i beral
thought. Wth the political triunph of liberalism the
contexts in which the aninating principles of liberty,
equality, and fraternity were enphasi zed gradual |y be-
cane invisible. In their absence, later liberals attached
a kind of free-floating existence to these val ues. For
sone, “freedoni becane the essence of |iberal thought.
Qhers gave the laurel to “equality.” Faternity tended
to di sappear altoget her.

The resulting problens were many. As abstract val ues,
neither freedomnor equality possesses the ethical weight
or internal coherence to sustain the burdens that so nuch
later liberal thought placed upon them Even as liberal
denocracy enjoys unprecedented and undi sputed political
triunph, as a systemof coherent political thought |iber -
alismspins its wheel s.

Jragens’s route to recovering the origina vitality and
unity of liberalismleads us back to the world in which
liberalismfirst rose to promnence. Wat, he asks, did
terns like freedomand equality nean for early liberal s?

In one of the strongest sections of his book, Soragens
dissects Isaiah Berlin's fanous distinction between posi -
tive and negative freedom denonstrating that Berlin's
anal ysis |leads to sone very strange classifications i ndeed.
For exanpl e, Locke becones an ally of politically danger -
ous positive freedomand Hobbes a defender of the suppos-
edly politically safer negative freedom Spragens rem nds
us that Berlin also wote that sone forns of “ aut ocracy”
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were conpatible with negative freedom Hobbes woul d
agree. But what other political libera woul d?

Joragens argues that the early liberals cannot really be
understood in these terns. Freedom was inportant to
them but what they neant by the word was neither nega-
tive nor positive liberty. Instead, they enphasized “au-
t onony.”

Aut onony rmeant sel f-governance. The means and the
opportunity for genuine self-governance require “posi -
tive” freedom But sel f -
gover nance can be neaningful only if there is a substan-
tial realmof significant choice, or negative freedom Au-
tonony was the objective of early liberals, who therefore
tried to overturn laws and governnents based on pre-
scribed status and aristocratic privilege. Berlin's dis-
tinction between positive and negative freedom “slices
apart the idea of autonony” (117).

According to Spragens, autonony is not an intrinsic
good, because autononous people can be evil. Nor is au-
tonony an instrunental good, because it is not external to
our well-being. Instead, it is a “constitutive” good, cen-
tral toagood life but not definitive of it. Autonony is a so
a “threshol d good.” Wiile a mninumof autonony is nec-
essary, it is inpossible to be whol |y autononous because
ve are soci a bei ngs.

In the process of making this argunent Spragens of -
fers an insightful critique of Mchael Sandel’s attack on
Raw sian |iberal proceduralismas entailing an “unen-
cunbered self.” Sandel unjustifiably links the neta-
physically free abstract self wth Raws's politically
aut ononous concrete individual, who is sinply free to
exercise his or her own political judgnent. It is to nake
t hat freedom-+the freedom of sel f -
gover nance—possi bl e that liberal political procedures,
and not the individuals to whomthey apply, are abstract.
Indeed, it is the very concreteness of politically free in-
dividual s that nmakes it so desirable for abstract proce-
dures to structure their political relationships.

Nor is autonony a purely individualistic concept, for



soci al enterprises such as schools, corporations, and
famlies can be self-governing. In fact, it is prinarily
within such frameworks that individuals’ autonony can
be realized. Sragens argues that “an entodied liberty .

isto agreater extent than generally realized a function
of flourishing, well institutionalized and broadly au-
tononous civic enterprises” (140). A liberal govern-
nent’s prinmary task is “supporting, coordinating, and
regul ati ng” these enterprises (137).

Li ke individual s, however, collective enterprises can
seek donmination over others. Bureaucraci es and corpora-
tions, churches and famlies can all pursue aggrandi ze-
nent at the expense of other groups and of society as a
whol e, as Madison well knew Thus, while egalitarians
worry about the market and libertarians worry about the
state, “civic liberals worry about both” (142).

Li ke autonony, equality becane a liberal value within a
particular context. It originally represented “a noral
protest against historically distinct political distinctions
and privileges” (147). The liberal enphasis on equality
is rooted in a sense of specific injustice rather than an
overarchi ng theory of justice.

Equality is inportant because “hurman |ives are val u-
able and what makes themvaluable in the last reckoning
is sonething they have in common” (150). Wat they
have in common, Spragens argues, is that all conpetent
peopl e have a conscience and are potentially rationally
sel f-governing. This enphasis upon responsibility as
central to sel f -
governance gives civic liberalisma very different flavor
fromeither Rawisian liberalismor Benthamte utilitari -
anism let alone identity politics. Indeed, for Spragens
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“equal concern wthout equal respect . . . is positively
dangerous” (157), and respect depends on responsibility.

Egual ity serves purely instrumental purposes. It is not
an i ndependent val ue. Sone degree of equality is necessary
if astonony is to apply to al, but equality is not central
to our being, as is autonony. Even so, for Spragens,
equality is “on a par” wth autonony, although only as a
noral postulate and an instrunental goal —Rot, as Raw s
woul d have it, a naxi mzing good or all-enbracing prin-
ciple of distributive justice (16 3).

Spragens’ s perspective on equality recognizes that
there are valid ethical grounds for recognizing sone peo-
ple's rights to having nore than others. No sinple rule
can determine the tradeoffs between these val ues, and so
their specification nust always be the outcone of the de-
nocrati c process. BEven so, Spragens privileges equality
as the default value (158).

Bringing Friendship Back In

Qvic liberalismis also dependent on the values of civic
friendship and civic virtue, which, while not thenselves
distinctively liberal, are necessary for a society of self-
gover ning aut onomous people. Rooting his analysis in
Aistotle, Soragens argues that civic friendship is a vital
liberal value. However, in a liberal order civic friend-
shipis not what it neant for the ancient Geeks. Liberal
friendship wll not be as strong as that existing anong in-
tinates. Bven so, Spragens argues that such friendship is
possible in “a somewhat attenuated fashion” in a |arger
group than the Geek polis. It is a kind of neighborly
virtue (186).

The friendship of civic liberalismis rooted in an active
but limted conception of community. The problem Spra-
gens holds, is that nost nodern |iberals deny the val ue of
community. They argue that society is fundanentally a
collection of self-interested nenbers who need no sense
of constituting a larger whole. But, he argues, such a so-
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ciety cannot be relied upon to preserve either socia tal -
erance or a coomtnent to civic liberty.

Aliberal society cannot take friendship for granted, and
needs to encourage its growth and devel opnent anong cit -
izens. Here Soragens finds an interesting connection wth
the value of equality. Just as friendship is difficult, if not
i mpossi bl e, between peopl e who are very unequal, so al so
does a certain degree of equality encourage wder friend-
ship, which will in turn act to keep inequality wthin
bounds.

Fragens grants that friendshi ps can develop into “col -
lective egoisns of partial association”—Madi sonian fac-
tions, ready to sacrifice the larger conmunity for their
advantage (187). A the sane tine, he argues, civic
friendship nurtures capacities for trust, goodw |, coop-
eration, and concern. A liberal polity needs civic friend-
ship, evenif it can be abused.

A sharper contract between liberal friendship and the
Aistotelian ideal is needed, and Soragens recognizes this
need. So he conpares his analysis to Robert Dahl's dis-
tinction between the “pol yarchy” actually possible in
hunan society and the utopian “denocracy” that in its
ful senseis not (188).

Aristotelian friendship is anal ogous to Dahl’s denoc-
racy—an unattainable ideal. dvic friendship is simlarly
related to polyarchy: it is the practical expression of that
ideal in the hunan world. Spragens al so equates civic
friendship with Francis Fukuyama's and Robert Put nam s
concept of “social capital,” the enotional affiliation
needed to create and sustain social institutions, especialy
anong those who do not know one anot her wel | .

Because of its role in sustaining civil society and deno-
cratic politics, Spragens contends, civic friendship is
necessary to preserve genuine autonony. V¢ can only be
aut onormous Wi thin networks of social relationships, and
the possibilities open to us for self-governance grow as
vwe find it easier to cooperate wth one another. “The real
opposite of state power,” Soragens argues, “turns out to
be not individual liberty negatively defined, but self-gov-
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ernance” (194). Wth anod to liberal reaists, Soragens
points out that friendship not only strengthens |iberal
values of toleration and conpronise, it nakes “it easier
for the perpetually sonewhat disappointed citizenry who
never get exactly what they want to swallow the bitter
pill of partia concession” (199).

A though Soragens does not use the phrase, it is a ven-
erable pluralist observation that “cross-cutting cleav-
ages” nake civic friendshi p possible even wthin the nost
diverse societies. As such, civic friendship need not rely
on conmon agreenent about a single “noral creed” so
long as citizens’ interlinking spheres of connection are
sufficiently nunerous.

Such observations |lead Spragens to reconsider civic
virtue, so often slighted by nodern liberals as well as
sone earlier ones. Wile key liberal institutions are not
val ue-neutral (as sone have argued), in that they depend
on the val ue of “ reasonabl eness,” where this reasonabl e-
ness might lead is an open question. Liberals should not
presune to know what is reasonabl e, which woul d nean
succunbi ng to the “Patonic tenptation” (227).

dvic virtue, Spragens reninds us, consists of those
virtues that promote and naintain a particul ar society.
Al societies benefit fromtheir inhabitants having virtues
congruent with their fundanental institutions. Bven an
individualistic, libertarian society depends on mitual re-
spect and forbearance. But civic liberalismasks nmore of
us than this. Its goals are nore conpl ex than seeking to
enter consuner heaven. dvic |iberalismval ues “respon-
sible self-reliance, respect for the hunan dignity of all
fellow citizens, lawabiding self-restraint, denocratic
hunmlity, reasonabl eness and good judgnent, neighborly
eunoia, and the public spirited wllingness to participate
incivic service” (229). In nmaking this argunent, Sora-
gens chall enges the doninant decisionistic ethos of twen-
tieth-century liberals, who endorse such val ues as free-
dom and even equal ity because they are allegedy neutral
as to citizens' purposes. Sragens insists instead that |ib-
erty and equal ity are thensel ves “contestabl e noral goods
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requi ring endorsenent and defense on that basis” (219).
dvic friendship and civic virtue provide vital support
for that defense.

The final section of Soragen’s book expl ores sone policy
inplications of civic liberalismfor issues currently fac-
ing Arerican governnent. Social services, abortion, edu-
cation, and affirnative action all take on new di nensi ons
when viewed froma liberal perspective that is neither
traditionally Left nor traditionally Rght. Sporagens brings
to this section both a sensitivity to the strengths of dif -
ferent |iberal perspectives and a solid good sense that
nakes his views worth considering, although | shall deal
only tangentially wth specific policies in the foll owng
di scussi on.

There is nuch to adnire in Spragens’s argunent. Hs
defense of autonony as the central liberal value is com
pel ling. Setting the freedomversus-equality debate
wthin this larger context is very helpful. Hs enphasis
on the centrality of civil society as conprising nore than
narket institutions and as the principle expression of au-
tonony is also powerful. Hs argunent that liberalismis
not and cannot be ethically neutral in any very strong
sense is conpelling. Hs critiques of alternative |iberal
perspectives raise inportant objections to them w thout
denying the positive insights they offer. Many of these ar-
gunents have been nade by others, and Spragens is gen-
erous in his citations. However, his is a new synt hesis.

But there are al so weaknesses that, in ny opinion, pre-
vent Soragens's effort frombeing a fully adequate defense
of liberalism These problens can be reduced to two.
Frst, and nost fundanental |y, he does not pay adequate
attention to issues of scale and their inplications for de-
nocratic val ues. Second, Spragens’s concept of civic
friendship carries too many internal tensions, leading to
confusi ng prescriptions and dooned expect ati ons.

The Probl emof Scal e

Soragens is certainly anare of the inportance of scale in
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politics. Yet he often wites as if the difference between a
liberal Aristotelian polis and a |iberal democracy is
purely quantitative. The way he sees it, as citizens in-
crease in nunber, the inpact of any particular citizen
ideally wll remain equal to that of all others, but as a
snal | er fraction of the whol e.

This is not quite right. In an Aistotelian polis or New
Engl and town denocracy, attentive citizens confronted
relatively few and usual ly well known issues. Such nat -
ters could be discussed and evaluated continually in the
daily encounters characteristic of small communities.
Gtizens could be expected to have nore than trivial
know edge of political affairs sinply by paying attention
to their immedi ate surroundi ngs.

The Federalist suggests that the American Founders
imagined ongress as a kind of town neeting wit |arge,
presumably with simlar dynanics. D scussions woul d
take place first among representatives and their con-
stituents, and |ater among the representatives thensel ves
as issues were, in Mudison's words, “refined and en-
larged.” Watever nay have been the case earlier, how
ever, such a vision is nisleadi ng today.

In 1978 Hugh Heclo estinated that on average, nem
bers of (ongress each enjoyed about el even minutes a day
to study public issues. They had another twel ve minutes
daily to wite speeches and prepare legislation. Snce then
the task has gotten no easier. Political issues at the |evel
of the nodern state are uni nagi nably conpl ex, over -
whel mng in nunber, and far beyond the capacity of even
the nost dedi cated |egislator—et al one citizen+o under -
stand.

The nodern liberal polity is called upon to devise and
i npl enent public policies that neither citizen nor repre-
sentative can be expected to be anare of in nuch detail or
understand in any depth. Furthernore, the nunber of
proposed public neasures far exceeds the capacity of any
legislative body to consider. In short, the nodern |iberal
polity is a framework for policy discovery and inple-
nentation serving a cormunity so conpl ex that no nmem
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ber can grasp it or its problens adequately. “Delibera-
tion” in such a context cannot resenble a town neeting,
nor can “sel f-governance” nean the sane thing as it does
inanore intinate context.

By failing to take account of any of this, Sragens re-
nmains only an inconpletely disillusioned egalitarian de-
nocrat (158). He argues “not only that everybody shoul d
count for one in any decision-making cal culus, but also
that everybody should prima facie have equal say in the
naki ng of these decisions. That is what sel f-governance in
a comunity of equals neans” (163). Spragens’s Vviews
here seem al nost i ndi stingui shabl e from anot her naj or
denocratic theorist, Robert Dahl (Dahl 1956, 71; 1982,
6).1 Like Dahl, Spragens grants that his ideal is un-
achi evabl e, but he overestinmates how cl ose we can cone to
attaining even a | ess-anbitious formof denocracy as | ong
as we insulate the political process “fromthe distortions
that unequal power, social standing, and wealth wll cre-
ate absent sone defenses against their colonization of the
political donain” (164).

Spragens’s anal ysis msses crucial problens. Do we
really want everyone, even in an ideal polity, to have,
say, 1/250,000,000 influence on political decision
naki ng over a great multitude of issues? And woul d any-
one in her right mnd want to exert herself to becone wel |
i nformed about such issues—even were that possible—
given her insignificant influence on the whol e?

Spragens hinsel f denonstrates the insurnountable
problens wth this ideal, although in a different context.
In criticizing proposals for enforcing absol ute incone
equal ity, Spragens observes that

these disinterestedly toiling citizens would have to be
not only altruistic but irrational. That is, they coul d not
only not govern their actions by self-interest: they
could not even be allowed to be disinterested utilitarian
vel fare maximzers. . . . Assune that | can control only
ny onn work habits. . . . In that case, even adhering
disinterestedly (i.e., unselfishly) to the utilitarian
maxim would tell me to be a shirker rather than a
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worker. . . . Shirking ny chores would produce a
clearly discernable gain in pleasure/loss of pain for
nme, while the effect on everyone el se woul d be—spread
out over 250,000,000 others—+ terally unnoticeable. . .

In short, to work utterly wthout regard to incen-
tives, people nmust go beyond public spiritedness to
being irrationally (i.e., for no noticeable benefit to any-
one) self-sacrificing. (166.)

I think Soragens is correct, but his point also holds re-
garding his argunent for substantive political equality as
a denocratic ideal in nodern polities. Lhder nodern cir -
cunstances, it nakes little sense to argue that equality is
“on a par” with autonony (163). Rolicies arise and are
eval uat ed through processes relying on unequal influence.
Political elites and Heclo's “policy networks” play a vital
role in the political process. Such networks link a wde
variety of people concerned with particular policy issues,
but wthout assigning those people any equality or stabil -
ity of influence (Kingdon 1995).

A weakness in Dahl’s simlarly egalitarian view of
denocracy is relevant here. Denocratic politica |iber-
ti es—freedom of speech, of organization, and of the
press—are politically val uabl e because citizens possess
unequal know edge and influence. These liberties allow
sone to tell others what they do not al ready know thereby
exercising unequal influence (diZerega 1988 and 1991).
el f - gover nance depends on a degree of inequality.

In a conplex polity, the political discovery and eval ua-
tion process is, and nust be, divorced fromthe ideal of
substantive equal ity anong citizens, while renaining de-
pendent on preserving procedural equality. A snall com
munity can, to sone significant degree, adopt the ideal of
substantive equality and naintain its capacity for self-
governance. A large community cannot. This is not to re-
ject substantive equality as uninportant. Spragens’s
criticismof great inequality and of the disturbing role of
noney in politics are well taken. But equality nust al -
ways be subordinated to requirenents for effective auton-

ony.



| believe that Spragens’s mistake stens from applying
denocratic ideals suitable for snall face-to-face polities
to large, conplex political orders. Equality is, in princi -
ple, inapplicable to large palities, even as an ideal. Sone-
thing nore i s needed.

M sunder st andi ng Hayek

That Aveoneahhag e ebesa ghdl inavel Aigemugiasssh iduySor a-
gens had taken the tine carefully¥to g the work of
F. A Hyek, whomhe includes anong the libertarian Iib-
eras.2 Inny view Soragens's critique of Hayek is the
weakest in his book. And nowhere is it weaker than in its
di smssive reference to Hayek's concept of *“spontaneous
order” as a “nyth” akin to “phlogiston in physics”
(43). According to Spragens, Hayek neant by the term
nore than the absence of state action; he al so neant “au-
tonaticity” and

an outright absence of external causes or at |east the
absence of any need to inquire into them But no social
events, nuch less conplicated institutions and patterns
of behavior, are autormatic and sel f-generated. The in-
stitutions of civil society . . . are the product of a com
pl ex panoply of cultural, psychol ogical, sociological,
and technol ogi cal forces at work wthin a given society.
(43-44)

Jragens suggests that the kernel of truth in the notion of
spont aneous order can be found in our “natural” inclina-
tions for security, conpanionship, and the Iike which | ead
to our “spontaneously” formng society.

Unfortunately Soragens get all this about 100 percent
W ong.
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Hayek devised the term spontaneous order to describe
processes that lead to orderly outcones that are unfore-
seen and unintended by participants in those processes.
Hayek applied the concept to cultural evol ution, narket
economes, the order of science as a whole, and the com
non law Arguably, liberal denocracy itself is a “sponta-
neous order” (di Zerega 2000, 165-2038).

Because civil society is not an artifact, to the extent
that it possesses order it is a so spontaneous in Hyek's
sense (Hayek 1960, 159-60; idem 1973, 121-22). A
Soragens recogni zes, civil society arises froma “conpl ex
panoply of cultural, psychol ogical, socio ogical, and tech-
nol ogi cal forces” which is controlled by no one and whose
specific interrelations cannot be foreseen. This is pre-
cisely why Hayek terns civil society a spontaneous order.
The alternatives to Hayek's view are that civil society is
either the outcone of deliberate control and planning,
vwhich | think Soragens woul d deny, or that it is a junble
of ultimately incoherent relationships, which he also
voul d deny.

Spragens refers approvingly to the work of M chael
Polanyi in his discussion of civic virtue. It isapity hedd
not consi der Polanyi’s essay “The Republic of Science: Its
Political and Economc Theory” (Polanyi 1969, 49-7 2).
In that essay Polanyi applies the sane kind of analysis as
Hayek enpl oys—even using the phrase “spontaneous
order”—+o0 the question of how coherence arises in the
context of self-chosen research by largely independent
sci enti sts.

Soragens’ s perceptive observation that the early Iib-
eral attack on injustice lacked any conprehensive theory
of justice could also have benefited froma better under -
standing of Hayek. As Hayek observed in describing how
justice evolves wthout a universal theory, “a test of in-
justice nay be sufficient to tell us in what direction we
nust devel op an established system of [aw though it
would be insufficient to enable us to construct a whol ly
new system of law (Hayek 1976, 42). (Hayek main-
tained that the “direction” in question nanifested itself
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over time in common | aw-anot her exanple of sponta-
neous order.)

| agree that the term spontaneous order can be nisl ead-
ing, and | prefer “self-organizing systemi to express the
sane concept, as ultinately Hayek did hinself (1979,
xii). But Hayek chose the original termto nake a sharp
contrast with deliberately constructed orders, such as
busi nesses, bureaucracies, armes, and the ideal of cen-
tral econonmic planning. Hayek’s concept enables us to dis-
tingui sh between orders that are the product of deliberate
intent, and those arising | argel y i ndependent of intent.

Two additional observations follow FHrst, the rules that
generate a spontaneous order can be deliberately sel ected.
They are not nysterious or beyond our capacity to grasp.
For exanple, rules of property right and contract gener -
ate a narket. The rules can be deliberately selected and
inproved upon, but the patterns of relationships gener-
ated by people followng these rules cannot be predicted.
That pattern is a spontaneous order.

Second, because coherence arises frompatterns of rel a-
tionships rather than deliberate intentions, there is no
limt to the conplexity of the relationships that can be
coordinated wthin a spontaneous order. The procedural
rules can in fact be quite sinple, but the relationships
they hel p support are uni nagi nably conpl ex.

Egual ity and autonony both take on different neani ngs
when not only scale, but the spontaneous ordering of
denocracy, enters our purview WAys of thinking about
equal ity and denocracy based on snall-scal e organi za-
tions no longer suffice. QGonceptions of personal responsi -
bility and virtue that come to bear when we individually
discuss, evaluate, and vote on a political proposal shoul d
not apply when citizens cannot hel p but be unaware of
nost proposal s, let al one the reasons for and agai nst them
It is even a stretch to try to apply such conceptions of re-
sponsibility to elected representatives. To a nore than
trivial extent, however, liberal denocracy can exist in-
dependent of deliberate hunan control .

Hayek's own attack on egalitarianismis a telling cri -
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tique of applying standards recognizing deliberate hunan
responsi bility for outcones to processes where this is not
the case. Wiile Hayek's argunent is ained at defending
the narket fromclains that its distribution of resources
is “unjust,” it apples to liberal denocracy as well. The
| anguage of justice as equal or as a natter of fair outcones
cannot be applied to decision nmaking in conpl ex orders
(Hayek 1976).

Magnani mty, Fairness, and Justice

Borrowing from Anmy Quttman and Denni s Thonpson,
Spragens uses an ideal termfor describing how |iberal
denocraci es can serve hunane val ues, increase equality,
and pronote hunman wel | -being. The termis civic nagna-
nimty (230). dvic nagnanimty is not the sane as jus-
tice, which deals with desert; it is a denonstration of
generosity by citizens seeking the best for all. It is a nat -
ter of greatness of soul, rather than of deliberate atten-
tion to what is required. Gvic nagnaninity is a capacity
absent fromRaw s's strange ciphers, but it is potentially
present in all genui ne hunan bei ngs.

A deeper exploration of how civil nagnanimty differs
fromjustice would have enabl ed Sragens to consider far
nore than he does the very real tensions and dil emrmas
wthin liberal society, especially those between personal
and smal | -group autonony in a conplex society of
strangers. Qver and over again the two forns of autonony
collide, but Soragens pays too little attention to them Vet
it is here, and not in the old conflict between freedomand
equal ity (which Soragens does such a good job of laying to
rest), that the deepest problens of contenporary Iiber-
alismnay be | ocat ed.

Soragens does not totally ignore this issue. He accu-
rately observes that the boundaries between citizen au-
tonony and the polity can best be determned through pol -
itics, because no rule can be found for adjudicating these
tensions. But under contenporary conditions, this neans
that local communities wll tend always to cone out second
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best —especial |y given Sragens’s egalitarianism If all
citizens ideal |y have equal influence, under what warrant
can a snaller community preserve autonony when a
larger ngjority, or a ngority’s representatives, decide
ot herw se?

Soragens does argue that friendship and respect anong
citizens wll help preserve inportant areas of local au-
tonony and choice. A liberal realist inpressed wth the
hunan power to rationalize anost anything will find in
this hope inadequate protection. Institutions and proce-
dures are needed.

Ideals inply institutions for their expression. For ex-
anpl e, Habernmas’s principles of communicative conpe-
tence inply denocratic procedures and institutions, not
technocratic dictatorship. ldeals of procedural fairness
inply institutions that cannot be hel d responsible for the
details of substantive outcones. Therefore, liberal ideals
focusi ng on substantive outcones, such as Raw s’s nodel ,
cannot be squared wth procedural freedomand the insti -
tutions it allows. | suspect that Soragens would agree wth
this view when applied to Raws. It also has inplications
for his own discussion of equality.

Joragens observes that “no rules of distribution are
entirely fair” (154). But this is true only for deciding
outcones—that is, only if we try to work wthin a Raw -
sian-type franework and seek just end-states. Qher -
wise, we can coherently think of fair procedures by
whi ch autononous parties are able to interact wth one
another only because the procedures are silent as to
specific outcones. Riules of contract are one exanpl e.
Gonstitutional procedures are another. (O course, rules
such as the date of an election will favor one candidate
over another when an election is close. But if the elec-
tion date is determned long before the canpai gns, and
with no awareness of who woul d be canpai gning or what
the issues would be, it can be described as fair, even
though it is not neutral. Its bias is as unpredictable as it
isinevitable.

Ostributive outcones that arise fromfollow ng pro-
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cedures t hat
are fair inthis sense are in thensel ves neither fair nor
unfair. They sinply are. Therefore the |anguage that
Rawl s, and even Spragens, use to determne whether
distributions of talent or incone or opportunity are just
or unjust, fair or unfair, apply a standard that is inap-
propriate.

Libertarians usually stop here. Like Raws, they are
concerned with justice, and in their view no injustice is
i nvol ved in unequal outcones when those outcones are the
unforeseeabl e results of people acting under fair rules.
However, there are liberal grounds of nagnani mity that
inpel us to go beyond libertarian mninalism Just be-
cause the problens in the distribution of resources that
Soragens describes are part of the hunan condition does
not nean that they should sinply be accepted. Addressing
themis a part of civic magnani mty.

A liberal society should be praised for the nagnani mty
it does show and it shoul d be encouraged to show nore of
it, rather than being criticized for “unfairly” falling
short of sone substantive goal that it is systentally inca-
pabl e of attaining. Soragens wites, correctly | believe,
that “a society conplacent about deep and persistent in-
equalities inits mdst is also a society that fails to ac-
know edge and to conpensate for the profound conti ngency
of hunan life and fortune” (161). Such a society is not
unjust. It can be stonily just. But it is a society wthout
nagnani mty, conprised of citizens wthout heart.

Gvic Fiendship

Lhtil recently, liberals have largely avoi ded di scussing
the affective dinension of social l|ife, perhaps because
liberal thought cane to prominence, in part, as a reaction
against strife flowng fromthe aninosity that can arise
bet ween groups whose nenbers are internally |inked by
affect. And when |iberals have addressed affective ties,
often they have criticized themas potentially oppressive.
Jragens deserves credit for arguing that affective social
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ties are essentia to libera societies. Hwever, his effort,
suggestive and laudable as it is, leads himinto unneces-
sary difficulties.

Soragens defines friendship as “a condition of mutual
enjoynent, affection, and good w |l anong peopl e who have
sone degree of nutual understanding” (179). dvic
friendships “are partial and constrai ned subsets of
friendship and virtue” (178). However, he acknow edges
that friendship not only wdens our sphere of care and
concern, but that it is exclusive (187). Fiends distin-
gui sh thensel ves fromthose who are not their friends,
and nobody can in any neaningful way be friends wth
everybody. This is a tension Spragens never adequatel y
resol ves.

Liberalismas an ideal applies to all human bei ngs
equally. This is its greatest strength. But friendship is
sel ective, excluding as well as including. The political
virtues and attitudes we treasure in a conplex liberal so-
ciety are not exclusive (229). By valuing autonony for
all people, liberalismrequires that we all need to have
| ess substantively in comon than can be the case in
snal | er, nore honogeneous communities. This observa-
tion is one of Jragens’'s nost telling points against Iris
Young. Wiat liberal citizens do need to share are proce-
dural rules and the virtues required to strengthen adher -
ence to those rul es.

Spragens largely equates civic friendship with
Fukuyama' s and Putnamis descriptions of social capital
(192-93). Utimately this does not work. In Bow i ng
A one (which, however, appeared after Qdvic Liberal -
i sn), Putnam (2000, 22-23) distingui shes between two
forng of social capital: that which “bridges,” and that
which “bonds.” The nost uniquely liberal social capital
consi sts of custons and attitudes that nake it possible for
relative strangers to cooperate wthout fear, bridging
rather than bonding. The differences between these two
forns of social capital are inportant for eval uating Jra-
gens’ s argunent.

“Bridging” is too little appreciated, especially by com
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munitarians. Friendship is wdespread in every society,
except perhaps for the nost pathol ogical ones, such as Fol
Pot’s Canbodia. But bonding can include violent cults,
crimnal gangs, and racist organizations. The kinds of
custons and attitudes that create “bridging” practices
have the vital effect of integrating bonding relati ons back
into society. Bridging capital enables these bonds to exist
harnoni ously within wder societal relationships, in-
creasing the likelihood that bonding wll benefit those who
are not bonded.

There is a tension between Sragens’ s excel l ent def ense
of liberal toleration and his expansion of friendship so as
to enconpass al|l of society. Sragens points out that tal -
eration is the nost that can be reasonably asked of people
wth very different values in a liberal society. | nay
deeply di sapprove of your actions, but neverthel ess rec-
ogni ze that you should be free to continue living as you
choose. Such tol eration, however, does not nuch resenbl e
“a condition of mutual enjoynent, affection, and good wl |
anong peopl e who have some degree of nutual under -
standing” (179).

Fragens is right to point out that in a pluraistic soci -
ety, the fact that people can have friends in different
groups encourages toleration. Such friendships nake it
harder for groups to becone too polarized. But this can be
the outcone even though nany nenbers of all the groups
concerned cannot know one another, let alone be mutual |y
affectionate. To use Spragens’s terninol ogy, a nmninal
threshol d of interpersonal connection is probably needed,
although it can be far froman optimal one. This mni nal
threshold is the context in which people fromdifferent
groups neet one another and becone friends. It is not it-
self friendship. V& need to distinguish between the per-
sonal know edge of and affection for one another inherent
in friendship, and in “bonding”; and the nore general
kinds of trust that can prevail anong relative strangers.
As a first step, | suggest that we distingui sh between
friendliness and friendship. | can be friendly w thout
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being a friend. Gnversely, | can be a friend wthout bei ng
friendy.

Friendiness reaches out. In principle I can be friendy
to everyone, although |I cannot be everyone's friend.
Friendliness need not result in bonding, yet it remains a
nost desirable quality. “Bridging” social capital nakes it
easier for relative strangers to becone friends over tine.
Friendly relationships can turn into friendships, as
friendship can turn into love, but just as friendship is not
love, so friendliness is not friendship. There is a contin-
uum here, but despite fuzzy boundaries between key
terns, the distinctions are quite real, as they are for cal -
ors al ong a spectrum

In attenpting to equate social capital wth a kind of
friendship, Sporagens finds hinsel f changi ng his definition
of the latter. He describes civic friendship as being fully
attai ned when good will and li ke-
nindedness are “coternminous wth the boundaries of so-
ciety as a whole” (187). Gne is any reference to “nu-
tual enjoynent,” with its inplication that we actually
know and enj oy sonething about one ancther as individu-
als. Yet civic friendship has other dinensions that, to
sone extent, bring it into potentia conflict wth social
capital.

W can distingui sh between the two by inagining a na-
tional crisis that united citizens in the face of a perceived
threat. It is at such tines that good wll and |ike-ninded-
ness are nost likely to be coternminous wth society as a
whole. Upto a point, a sense of sharing is highly desirabl e
because it provides a kind of unifying glue, helping us to
recogni ze that a public good exists to which we are all
coomtted. This sense of civic connectedness is a vita un-
derpinning of civic nmagnanimty. But a still stronger
sense of civic connectedness can override the bridg ng so-
cia capital that eases mutual cooperation in independently
chosen proj ects, and can subordinate themall to a national
project. Akind of bonding in relation to a common t hreat
(or other project) can repl ace bridging.

Wiile liberals often recognize the inportance of social
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capital, they generally deny that a genuine sense of civic
connect edness exi sts. Wen they do recognize it, they em
phasi ze its dangers. Bven Aristotle believed that whenever
a polity was united in a single purpose, that purpose was

al ways conquest (Folitics MI. ii. 9).
Yet the weaker version of civic connectedness is quite
beneficial. | wll never forget arguing, wth tw of ny

urbanite relatives, against a proposed dam | enphasi zed
that their taxes would benefit Glifornia agricultura in-
terests, not theirs. They granted the truth of ny point,
but intheir viewit was a good thing to help farners, and
they did not mind payi ng taxes to do so.

Wiat ny cousins evidenced was a concern for the well-
being of the society in which they lived. They did not de-
fine that well-being in opposition to that of other comu-
nities of interest (nor in opposition to other polities).
Theirs was a generalized benevol ence—a civic nagnani m
ity—that is vital to a good society. But such nagnani mty
depends on an institutional framework that does not tend
to identify either its overall interests against those of
other polities, or against the interests of somne of those
who have bonded wthin it against those with whom civic
ties are weaker.

dvic connectedness is present in a great nany soci -
eties, and in its strongest sense can becone an aggressi ve
nationalism Liberalismmy weaken this tendency
t hrough conpl ex nechani sns, the best evidence being the
lack of warfare between liberal denocracies (di Zerega
1995, 279-308). Surely one such nechanismis that the
liberal traditions and val ues we term “bridgi ng soci al
capital” dilute and soften civic connectedness by encour -
aging nore varied, inmediate, and concrete kinds of in-
terpersonal connections. Qvic connectedness, then, is not
equivalent to social capital. Qe facilitates a wde variety
of individually chosen forns of cooperation; the other en-
courages a comon identity.
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Politics and Friendshi p

If we return now to friendship, we can see that these
other forns of cooperation that Spragens tends to bl end
together are in fact quite distinct.

Sporagens approvingly quotes Thomas Jefferson’'s Frst
I naugural on the subject of “civic friendship.” There
Jefferson urged the restoration of “that harnony and af -
fection wthout which liberty and even life are dreary
things” (189). Jefferson was hearkening back to the re-
publican ideal of unity, which he distinguished from
friendship. He was concerned with civic connectedness.
This republican el enent in the Founders’ thought was al so
demonstrated by their distaste for political parties, even
as circunstances forced themto create them Their unease
about fornming parties underscores the tension between
civi c connectedness and |ibera principles.

In the final analysis, Jefferson thought friendship and
politics antithetical. The story of his and John Adans’s
sundered relationship is a powerful exanpl e fromJeffer-
son's own life. Their friendship was renewed only when
both were largely free frompolitical involvenent.
Throughout their subsequent correspondence, they avoi ded
discussing political affairs, particularly the issues that
had separated them

Wien peopl e seek to create organi zations wthin civil
society, for the nmost part these organizations pursue
sone goal that does not face or provoke organi zed opposi -
tion. Not only are they usually internally consensual, as
wth the Boy Scouts, a church, or a corporation; they al so
are not usually created in the teeth of vocal and energetic
opponents. (There can be exceptions. Labor unions cone to
mnd.) Wile, as wth business associations, there nay be
conpetition, it is generally the inpersonal and anony-
nous conpetition of the narketpl ace. Qpposition does not,
as a rule, manifest itself in the formof interpersonal
confront at i on.

Political organizations are different. They pursue goal s
that usually face internal opponents. Therefore the quick
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and easy transmission of friendship of any sort to the po-
litical sphere is far nore problemati c than Spragens ap-
pears to acknow edge.

Politics is prinarily a place for allies, not friends.
Friendship can grow out of friendy alliances, but so |ong
as the alliance is prinary, the friendship is basically in-
strumental . Disagreenent anong friends can be handl ed
by choosing “not to go there,” as Jefferson and Adans did
intheir later years. But politics requires going there.
Political friendships are usually exclusive, reserved for
allies. It is unwse to expect nost citizens active in poli -
tics to be nore nagnani nous, as citizens, than that.

Witing to George Véshi ngton, Jefferson noted that “the
way to nake friends quarrel is to pit themin political
disputation under the public eye. An experience of near
twenty years has taught ne that few friendships stand this
test; and that public assenblies where everyone is free to
speak and to act, are the nost powerful |ooseners of the
bonds of private friendship” (Jefferson 1975, 368-9).
Jefferson's distancing of friendship frompolitics pre-
served and honored friendship. As he asked when witing
of his forner friendship with John Adans, “with a nan
possessi ng so nany other estinable qualities, why shoul d
ve be dissocialized by nere differences of opinion in pol -
itics, religion, in philosophy, or anything el se? Hs opin-
ions are as honestly forned as ny own” (Jefferson 1905,
174-75).

Fragens is on solid ground in arguing that public pol -
icy should seek to nmake it easier for cooperation and
friendship to arise between people in various sectors of
society. But this social capital is not civic connect edness;
it is the realmof the Nature (onservancy, the Red G oss,
and the PTA Because it focuses on nyriad independent|y
chosen projects, social capital is not the sane thing as
civic connect edness, even when it serves public val ues.

Liberalismneed not try to don the nantle of Aristotelian
friendship to address communitarian or postnoderni st
conpl ai nts. Liberalismenlarges the nunber of people
with whom a person mght become friends. Liberalism
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encourages the maxi num enrichrment of each individual
by expanding the potential relationships into which she
mght enter. And liberalism provides the nost favorable
institutional environment within which friendships wll
be nost likely to serve the needs of others, as well as of
friends. It is not accidental, as Sragens hinsel f reninds
us, that liberal northern Italy possesses greater social
capital than the “traditional” south (211n; Putnam
1993, 114).

Liberalism provides a framework of autonony, equal -
ity, and respect that is extraordinarily conducive to
friendship. But friendship itself remains inextricably
scal e dependent, and cannot exist at the broader societal
level. Wiile bonding friendship is enabled by liberal so-
cial capital, which can exist anong perfect strangers, the
two are distinct. Liberals can and should seek to increase
social capital, but should avoid confusing it wth friend-
ship or civic connect edness.

Spragens’s “civic friendship” includes too nuch. It
nust be disaggregated. Frst cones genuine friendship,
which is a purely private val ue and depends upon personal
and uni que know edge of another. Second cones social cap-
ital, which facilitates independent cooperation for nutu-
ally acceptable goals, be they private (a business) or
public (the PTA the Nature QGonservancy). Fnally, social
capital fosters civic nagnanimty, a benevol ence towards
the political conmunity as a whole. Al are val uable, and
the liberal order facilitates themall.3

NOTES

1. Spragens misinterprets Dahl as a denocratic realist, when
he is in fact a strong liberal egalitarian. There is no change
in basic normative views fromthe early to the late Dahl;
there is only a change in his assessnent of the Iikelihood
that “pol yarchy” wll approach his egalitarian ideal. Dahl
can be ternmed a “realist” only by failing to appreciate the
distinction between his nornative and enpirica work (Dahl
1966, 298, 302n; diZerega 1988).

2. Actually, Hayek is not a libertarian. He did not regard him
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self as one (1960, 397-411), nor, as a rule, do those who
call thenselves libertarians regard himas one. H did not
regard freedomas the ultinate value, and he explicitly al -
lowed for substantial interventionist policies in a free
polity, including sone degree of incone redistribution. Hs
requirenent was only that such policies avoid disturbing the
nmarket process as much as possible, to mninze any dis-
tortions they mght cause the econony (Hayek 1960; 1976:
87; and 129).

3. | find nyself wondering whether our different interpreta-
tions of liberal thought arise because Spragens’s intell ectual
evol ution carries traces of his egalitarian past, whereas ny
own carries traces of ny libertarian past. Wile ny cri -
tique of his work depends partly on ny argunent that au-
tonony is the nost central |iberal value, Spragens has nade
a powerful case that nmany who focus on autonony need to
take equality nore seriously than we have. Fair enough. |
hope he will in turn see that equality nust be subordinated
to the requirenents of autonony that he so well |ays out.
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Robert B Talisse

RAWLS ON PLURALI SM AND STABI LITY

ABSTRACT: Rawl s’s political |iberalismabandons the tra-
ditional politica -theory objective of providing a philo-
sophi cal account of |iberal denocracy. However, Raw s
also ains for alibera politica order endorsed by citi -
zens on grounds deeper than what he calls a “nodus
vivendi ” conpronise; he contends that a liberal politi -
cal order based upon a nodus vivendi is unstable. The
aspiration for a pluralist and “freestandi ng” liberalism
is at odds wth the goal of a liberalism endorsed as
sonet hi ng deeper than a nodus vivendi conprom se
anong conpeti ng conpr ehensi ve doctrines. A liberalism
that is supported “for its own sake” rather than as a
conprom se nust necessarily be based on sone concep-
tion of the good, of the sort that politica Iliberaismes-
chews.

It is by now a cormonpl ace that political philosophy was
si ngl e-handedly revived by John Rawls in 1971.1
Raw s’s A Theory of Justice provided a refreshing alter -
native to the reductionist socia science that had cone to
dominate social theory; it is no surprise, then, that the
Raw si an paradi gm has cone to occupy a central place in
subsequent political theorizing. Robert Nozick's renark
of nearly three decades ago that “political phil osophers
now nust either work wthin Raws’'s theory or explain
why not” (Nozick 1974, 183) stands even today as an
accurate description of the field.



Wile Raws's inpact on political philosophy is diffi-
cut to overstate, it is inportant to note that nuch of the
early work stinulated by A Theory of Justice was
critical. 2 Those generally synpathetic with Raw s’s
rights-based welfare liberalismworried that the con-
tractarian devices he enpl oyed were insufficiently robust
to establish his two principles of justice. These conmen-
tators thus sought a “deeper political theory” (Dnorkin
1973, 37) lying underneath the Raw sian edifice, at-
tenpting to supplenent Rawl s’s contractariani smwth
“direct noral argunents” (Nagel 1973, 15) for libera
justice

In addition to the controversy incited anong |iberal po-
litical philosophers, A Theory of Justice al so nobilized
the critical efforts of antiliberal theorists of various
stripes. The nost inportant of these criticisns were cor -
ralled under the clunsy title, “the communitarian cri -
tique of liberalism”3 Antiliberal critics challenged the
net aphysi cal and netaethical underpinnings of Raws’'s
liberalism Mchael Sandel, perhaps the nost trenchant of
these critics, argued that the Raw sian device of the orig-
inal position presupposed a defective netaphysics of the
self, one that could not countenance the constitutive na-
ture of famlial, religious, and other communal obliga-
tions. According to Sandel (1982, 180), Raws’'s inmage of
aut ononous and “unencunbered” agents freely choosing
principles of justice frombehind a veil of ignorance
“fails to capture those loyalties and responsibilities
vwhose noral force consists partly in the fact that |iving
by themis inseparable from understandi ng oursel ves as
the particular persons we are” (ibid., 179). As such
loyalities and responsibilities are, in Sandel's view “in-
di spensabl e aspects of our noral and politica experi-
ence” (Sandel 1996, 14), any political theory that fails
to capture themnust be seriously flawed. 4

FomLiberalismto “Political” Liberalism

These varied critical nmaneuvers pronpted an intriguing



response fromRaws in the years after the publication of
A Theory of Justice. Instead of supplying “direct noral
argunents” for his “deeper theory,” or defending the
unencunbered self against the commnitarian critique,
Raw s el ected to launch a second-order or netaphil osoph-
ical thesis concerning the aspirations of libera political
phi | osophy. Wereas traditional varieties of libera the-
ory, which Raws calls “conprehensive liberalisns,”
sought to establish the standard liberal principles by
neans of substantive phil osophi cal conceptions of, for ex-
anpl e, hunan nature, God, or natural rights, Raws ar-
gued that liberal political philosophy nust begin instead
wth the tradition of liberal-denocratic practice and the
principles inplicit therein.

In this way, Raw s abandoned the project of searching
for an appropriate theoretical foundation for a libera po-
litical order. He instead promoted a “political” liberal -
ism UWnlike conprehensive liberal theories, political
liberalismattenpts to avoid philosophical clains alto-
gether and instead endeavors to articul ate and organi ze the
intuitions and coomtrents already inplicit wthin the
tradition of liberal politics. Aliberalismjustified inthis
way is “freestanding” (Rawls 1996, 10); it “deliber-
ately stays on the surface, philosophically speaking”
(Rawls 1985, 395), and renains “independent of con-
troversia philosophical and religious doctrines” (ibid.,
388). The task of organizing the intuitions and principl es
inplicit inthe liberal-denocratic tradition is “the nost
we can expect” froma liberal political philosophy, “nor
do we need nore” (ibid., 410).5

Rawl s’ s rejection of conprehensive liberalismis
bound up wth his recognition of what he calls the “fact
of reasonable pluralismi (1996, 4), which he charac-
terizes thus:
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Uhder political and social conditions secured by the
basic rights and liberties of free institutions, a diver -
sity of conflicting and irreconcil abl e-and what’ s nore,
r easonabl e—eonpr ehensi ve doctrines wll come about
and persist if such diversity does not already obtain.
(lbd, 36)

Aninplication of the fact of reasonable pluralismis what
Rawls (1996) calls the “fact of oppression”: a “continu-
i ng shared understandi ng on one conprehensi ve reli gi ous,
noral, or philosophical doctrine can be naintai ned only
by the oppressive use of state power” (ibid., 37). Hence
we see that, according to Rms’s view “the fact of free
institutions is the fact of pluralisnf (Raws 1989,
474); “free institutions thenselves lead to pluralisni
(ibid, 491).

Next consider the “liberal principle of Iegitinacy”
(Rawis 1996, 136):

Qur exercise of political power is proper and hence jus-
tifiable only when it is exercised in accordance wth a
constitution the essentials of which all citizens nay
reasonabl y be expected to endorse in the light of princi-
ples and ideal s acceptabl e to themas reasonabl e and ra-
tiod. (lbd, 217)

Wien coupled wth the liberal principle of |egitinacy,
the facts of reasonable pluralism and oppression entail
rejecting the project of conprehensive |iberalism Com
prehensive theories of liberalismattenpt to identify spe-
cific philosophical, noral, or religious premises from
vwhich a liberal political order nay be justified. However,
if reasonable pluralismis indeed a fact, then there are no
phi | osophical, noral, or religious premses that can
command the assent of all reasonable and rational persons.
Asit isabasicliberal principle that the | egitinacy of po-
litical power arises only fromthe free consent of those
agai nst vhomit is exercised, it follows that the justifica-
tion of liberal politica power and institutions cannot lie
w thin philosophical, nmoral, or religious clains. Aty po-
litical order that presupposes and relies upon any partic-
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ul ar doctrine—even a decidedly |iberal doctrine—will,
ipso facto, beillibera.

Thus we may say that, according to Raws, insofar as
conprehensive liberal theories attenpt to ground Iiberal
political commtnments in nore basic phil osophical
clains, they are self-refuting. In Raws's words, “the
question the dominant tradition has tried to answer has no
answer” (1996, 135); that is, due tothe fact of reason-
able pluralism liberal politics cannot be grounded in
substanti ve phil osophical clains. A consistent |iberalism
Raw s maintains, nust be thoroughly liberal. It nust be
liberal not only inits conception of justice, but dsoinits
conception of politica justification.b

Raw s explains that “political liberalismapplies the
principle of toleration to philosophy itself” (1996, 10);
like a liberal society, atruly liberal politica philosophy
nust recogni ze and tolerate the plurality of inconpatible
conpr ehensi ve doctrines that citizens may adopt. The
conception of justice in a liberal society nust therefore
not rely for its justification upon any particular philo-
sophi cal, noral, or religious prenses.

It is ny aamto engage Rawsian political |iberalism
critically, especially wth regard to the idea of pluralism
It isinportant to enphasize at the start that, as palitical
liberalismis in part a netaphil osophical thesis about the
ains of political philosophy and the nature of philasophi -
cal justification, one cannot hope to undermine it wth
criticisns that presuppose the netaphil osophi cal concep-
tions Raws has abandoned. To claimthat Raws has failed
to provide sufficient justification or philosophical sup-
port for his liberal principles is to beg the question.
Thus, Jean Hanpton's charge that Raws's nove to a po-
litical liberalism“undermne[s] the effectiveness of his
defense of his theory of justice” (1993, 300) entirely
fails to engage Raw's, since it presupposes that the nis-
sion of the political theorist is to “defend” a theory of
justice. 7

Gogent criticismnust engage Raw s’ s net aphi | osophi cal
conceptions. Snce Raws (1996, 10) insists that |iberal
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political theory nust “stay on the surface” of phil osophy,
| shall be arguing that Raws does not follow his own
net aphi | osophi cal prescription: he does not “stay on the
surface” and “avoi d phil osophy’s |ongstanding prob-
lens,” but in fact enploys a series of contestable philo-
sophi cal concepts. | shall then argue that should Raw s
have revised his position to truly “stay on the surface,”
he woul d have wound up endorsing a politics that is, by
his oawn adnmission, “political in the wong way” (ibid.,
142) and hence insufficiently liberal .

| thus offer an “internal”8 refutation of politica lib-
eralism | shall argue that Rawsian political liberalism
is coomitted to inconpatible desiderata. O course, the
question of whether conprehensive |iberalism must be
abandoned still stands. But if it is true, as Raws contends,
that the project of conprehensive |iberalismis bankrupt,
then we shall have to | ook sonewhere other than political
liberalismfor a viable alternative.

The Satus of Huraism

The “fact of reasonable pluralisni notivates Raws’'s
nove from the conprehensive theory of |iberal justice
pronmoted in A Theory of Justice to the “political, not
net aphysi cal ” concepti on devel oped in subsequent work
that culmnated in Political Liberalism Raws (1996,
xlvii) claing that “it is the fact of reasonable pluralism
that leads . . . totheidea of paitica liberdism” and that
reasonabl e pluralismis anong the “general facts of po-
litical sociology and human psychol ogy” (1989, 474)
that any cogent theory nust account for. Thus it is wth
Raw s’ s conception of pluralismthat | begin. ®

Raw s’s term “the fact of reasonable pluralisni is
msleading. It is clear that Raws is actually proposing a
nornative theory regarding the enpirical fact of dis-
agreenent about conprehensi ve views. Mre specifically,
Raw s begins with two observations: (1) there is philo-
sophical, noral, and religious disagreenent anong Sin-
cere and cooperative persons, and (2) this di sagreenent
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is relevant to politics. H then proposes a theory accord-
ing to which this disagreenent is permanent and reason-
able (in the senses to be explicated below in a free soci -
ay.

Wile it is obvious that there is disagreenent over
conprehensive views and that this disagreenent is rele-
vant to politics, nothing is immed ately clear regarding
how we shoul d vi ew such di sagreenent. That di sagreenent
at the level of conprehensive views is both reasonabl e and
pernanent is a phil osophical claimby Raw s and, as such,
is not sone theory-neutral datum of which political phi-
| osophy nust sinply take account. That disagreenent is
reasonabl e and pernanent is, inreaity, the central clam
of Raws’s theory.

There are at least two related, though distinct, episte-
nol ogi cal assertions woven together in this claim The
first of these is what | shall call the Nonconvergence The-
sis. This is the clamthat the full and free exercise of
each person’'s reason wll not result in the genera con-
vergence of all persons upon one particul ar conprehen-
sive doctrine.

Athough Raw s accepts the principle, often associated
wth Gharles Peirce, that inquiry in the natural sciences
wll lead to a convergence of opinion “at least in the | ong
run” (1996, 55),10 he explicitly denies the possibility
of such convergence on questions of philosophical, reli-
gious, and noral essentials. onsequently, he denies that
rational and free citizens wll eventually cone to agree
upon a singl e conprehensive doctrine, even in the |ong
run. Although disagreenent with regard to scientific the-
ories may be tenporary, disagreement with regard to
conpr ehensi ve vi ens can be overcone only by oppression
(Rawls 1996, 37); disagreenent is therefore a “perna-
nent” feature of a free society.

The Nonconvergence Thesis entails a second claim
vwhich | shall call the Egual Reasonabl eness Thesis. This is
the assertion that there are several distinct conprehen-
sive doctrines which, though inconpatible wth each
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other, are each equally consistent wth the full exercise of
human reason.

Wiereas the Nonconvergence Thesis asserts that dis-
agreenent regardi ng conprehensive views is permanent,
the Equal Reasonabl eness Thesis affirns the possibility
that this disagreenent is not a natter of dognati sm or
other kinds of irrationality. Snce the full exercise of free
hunan reason wll not converge upon a singl e conprehen-
sive doctrine, disagreenents concerning phil osophical,
noral, and religious essentials need not involve unrea-
sonabl eness, lack of integrity, or other failures of reason
on the part of one or all of the parties to the
di sagreenent. 11 There is a plurality of fully reasonabl e
conpr ehensi ve doctrines, such that doctrines that are
logically inconpatible may each be fully reasonable. In
this sense, there is not sinply w despread and pernanent
di sagreenent anmong peopl e, but w despread and perna-
nent pluralismwth regard to phil osophical, noral, and
religious essential s about whi ch peopl e night disagree.

The Equal Reasonabl eness Thesis does not entail the view
that dl conprehensive views are equally reasonabl e;
Raw s maintains that certain conprehensive views are
deci dedly unreasonabl e. Raw s’s ideas concerning unrea-
sonabl e conprehensive views wll be taken up later. Here
| am in effect, sinply noting the force of the qualifier
“reasonable” in Raws's theory about the “fact of rea-
sonabl e pluralism; free institutions not only generate a
plurality of conprehensive views, but a plurality of ir-
reconci | abl e conprehensi ve doctrines that are nonethe-
|l ess each fully supported by hunan reason (1996, 36). 12

Saying on the Surface?

As the theory of reasonable pluralism conprises two
epi stenol ogi cal theses, the entire enterprise of political
liberalism as Raws has articulated it, rests upon an
epi stenol ogi cal doctrine. Wy should we accept Raw s’s
pluralistic theory of noral epistenol ogy? Wy should we
bel i eve that disagreenent over philosophical, noral, and
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religious essentials is permanent and, at least in sone
cases, reasonabl e?

Raw s proposes what has cone to be known as the “bur -
dens of judgnent” argunent in support of his theory of
reasonable pluralism13 This argunent is offered to ex-
plain why “our conscientious attenpt to reason wth one
another” does not result in “reasonabl e agreenent” on a
singl e conprehensive view (Raws 1996, 55).

The burdens of judgnent consist of the “nany hazards
involved in the correct (and conscientious) exercise of
our powers of reason and judgnent in the ordinary course
of pditica life" (1996, 56, enph. added). Paraphrasing
a cunbersome passage in Raw s, 14 Sephen Mil hall and
Adam Swift (1996, 177) explain the burdens of judg-
nent as including such factors as these:

the evi dence bearing on the case is conpl ex and conflict -
ing; the weight to be attached to any given piece of evi-
dence is contestabl e; our concepts are vague and subj ect
to hard cases; and our judgenents are inponderably but
decisively and differently influenced by the whol e course
of our individual noral experience.

These “hazards” or “burdens” of judgnent certainly
account for the existence of disagreenent at fundanental
levels, but are they sufficient to establish the Nonconver -
gence and Egual Reasonabl eness Theses? That is, do the
burdens of judgnent cormit us to the view that continued
and cooperative reason anong persons cannot converge
upon a singl e conprehensive view and thus that there are
nany such views that are equal ly consistent wth reason,
al though they are inconsistent wth each other?

The fact is that one can acknow edge the burdens of
judgnent without accepting the Nonconvergence Thesis.
The burdens of judgnent establish only that there is a
plausi bl e explanation for the fact that conscientious, co-
operative, and well-intentioned persons fundanentally
disagree. The explanation is sinply that hunan judgnent
is falibe. But certainly one can agree that humans are
fallible and neverthel ess naintain that shoul d reasoned
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di scourse and cooperative inquiry persist, persons ini-
tially holding different and irreconcilabl e conprehensive
views may, ideally (perhaps, in the very long run) con-
verge upon a single view since they wll (ideally) be able
to determne their errors—the mstakes in reasoni ng that
have led to incorrect conclusions. 15 Therefore, if Raws is
to establish his theory of reasonable pluralism he needs
an additional argunent. Specifically, he needs an argu-
nent showng not only that there is a plausible expl ana-
tion of the (genuine) fact that peopl e disagree, but that
this disagreenent is ineradicable in principle, in the
sense of being, in certain cases, reasonable: that is, that
contradi ctory conprehensi ve doctrines can be correct.

Draw ng upon famliar netaethical positions, one coul d
pose an argunent according to which disagreenent con-
cerning philosophical, noral, and religious essentials is
i neradi cabl e even when fully rational because phil osophi -
cal, noral, and religious propositions are subjective,
noncogni tively prescriptive, or meaningless. Hence,
whi | e convergence nay be possible in scientific inquiry,
where clains can be tested against the brute facts in na-
ture and gradual ly corrected, there are no such facts upon
whi ch phi | osophi cal, theological, or noral inquiry can
converge. Therefore, one might continue, the burdens of
judgnent are decisive, and philosophical, noral, and re-
ligious disagreenent is incorrigible and, in some cases,
fully reasonabl e.

Athough such a line of argunent nay help to explain
why Raws does not assert a “fact of reasonable plural -
isni wth regard to scientific disputes, it is not open to
soneone who wants, as Raw s does, to “leave aside phil o-
sophical controversies” (1985, 395). Phil osophi cal
di sputes concerning the nature of noral and religi ous
language are as old as Hato's Euthyphro; a pditicd the-
ory prenmised upon a particular conception of that na-
ture—a conception of the language in which we articul ate
our respective conprehensive doctrines—+fails to “stay on
the surface” of phil osophy.

A defender of Raws nay elect to respond that | have
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msconstrued the character of his appeal to the fact of
reasonabl e pluralism The claimthat persons wll of ne-
cessity (except fortuitously) disagree on fundanental
nmatters is not in need of philosophical denonstration and
is not the product of a philosophical theory, but rather is
anong the “basic intuitive ideas” (Raws 1985, 390)
found in the “public culture” of |iberal denocracies
(Rawls 1996, 8). (onsequently, the burdens of judgnent
do not provide an argunent for reasonabl e pluralism but
an intuitive explanation of disagreenent that liberal de-
nocrats are likely to endorse. Inthis way, the fact of rea-
sonable pluralismis itself a postulate of paitical |iber-
alism not, as | have supposed, the product of some
background theory of noral epistenol ogy and eval uative
| anguage.

This response renders Raw s's account circular. Raws
often wites as if the fact of reasonable pluralism pro-
vides the notivation for rejecting conprehensive |iberal
theories, and for instead enbracing a political
liberalism16 Bt clearly, the fact of reasonable plural -
ismcannot be both a postulate of political |iberalism
and that which drives one to adopt political |iberalism
Bther reasonable pluralismis a fact that is externa to
political liberalism or it is not. If it is external, then
Raw s nust provide some phil osophi cal explanation of
why there is reasonable pluralism (or, nore precisely,
an expl anation of how pluralismcan be reasonable). If,
alternatively, reasonable pluralismis internal to politi-
cal liberalism if it is just another claimto which paliti -
cal liberalism happens to be conmitted, then Raw s has
not nade a case for being a political liberal in the first
pl ace.

| suspect that Raws would have been likely to endorse
the second option; he would have accepted that reasonabl e
pluralismis itself a postulate of his view and that he
therefore had not nade a case for political liberalism
Raw s could then have clained that the idea that one nust
nake a case for one's liberal theory presumes the kind of
net aphi | osophi cal conceptions he has rejected. A political
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liberal forgoes any attenpt to “prove” his view, he
rather endeavors to articulate and organize the intuitions
of liberal denocrats. Political liberalismderives its jus-
tification, then, not fromhow well it corresponds to the
facts about politics and norality, but rather from how
vell it conports wth actual, real -world liberals intu-
itive sense of justice. Gnsequently, Raws begins wth the
fact of reasonable pluralismnot because it is true that
disagreenent at the level of conprehensive doctrines is
per manent and sonetines reasonable (which | have
clained he fails to establish), but rather because |liberal s
believe that it is true. To questions regarding the truth of
phi | osophi cal conceptions, political |iberalism “does not
speak” (Rawls 1996, 128); toinsist that it nust is to
beg t he net aphi | osophi cal question agai nst Raw s.

This kind of reply, however, only postpones the diffi -
culty. Wth such a response, Raws would conmt him
self to the clamthat anong the “basic intuitive ideas”
enbedded in the mnds of actual, real-world liberals is
the idea that reasonable pluralismis a fact. However, it
is not imediately clear that this is so. Raw s nust
therefore establish this, and the required denonstration
Wil certainly require sone appeal to findings in the so-
cial sciences. However, as wth any collection of scien-
tific data, the relevant social -scientific data require in-
terpretation. Questions of the interpretation of
soci al -scientific data are notoriously thorny, and every
interpretation presumes sone herneneutic schene that
presunes various philosophical clains. Thus, if Raws
were to attenpt to produce the needed denonstration, he
woul d, again, find that philosophical commtment and
controversy are inescapabl e.

Should Raw s insist that the “basic intuitive ideas” to
which he is appealing are not necessarily the ideas pop-
ular anong today’s liberal denocratic citizens, but are
those principles which are “enbedded” in the “political
institutions” and “public traditions” of |iberal denoc-
racy (Raws 1985, 390), he will have certainly es-
caped the need to invoke the findings of political poll -



Sharnma - Bringing Politics Back In 231

sters. However, it is unclear that there is a single and
consistent set of principles that can be extracted from
the historical tradition of nodern denocracy. It is odd
that Rawts (1996, xxvi) should on the one hand recog-
nize the “absolute depth” of disagreenents over com
prehensi ve doctrines, yet nonethel ess naintain that the
tradition of nodern denocracy features a “shared fund
of inplicitly recogni zed basic ideas and principl es”
(1996, 8) that can serve as the basis for a political
conception of justice. 17 Wy should there be a stabl e and
unified “shared fund” of “public traditions” in a soci -
ety that is deeply divided at the nost basic |evel s?18 If
di sagreenent does have “absol ute depth,” any attenpt to
extract shared “basic ideas and principles” fromthe
history of the denocratic tradition wll involve selec-
tion and interpretation. Consequently, Raws w |l have
to provide a philosophical argunment to show that his
conception of these inplicit principles is not arbitrary.

Yet even if we suppose that there is a unified shared
public tradition that can be extracted fromour history, it
is not clear that this traditionis liberal. Antiliberal the-
orists such as Mchael Sandel (1996, 5) have argued that
a riva intellectual traditionnanely, civic republican-
ismdomnates the political history of the Lhited Sates,
and that “the version of liberalismthat inforns our pre-
sent debates is a recent arrival, a devel opnent of the last
forty or fifty years.”19 The accuracy of Sandel’s reading
of Anerican political history is not at issue; the point is
that there are conpeting and conflicting interpretations of
the “political culture” and “public traditions” of (at
| east one) nodern denocracy. Therefore Raw s nust pro-
vide sone argunent in support of his particular inter-
pretation of those traditions; that is, he nust propose
some account accordi ng to which the proper understandi ng
of the political tradition of nodern denocracy sanctions
his own variety of liberalism That is to say, Raws nust
gi ve sone phil osophical account of “our” shared politi cal
tradition.

The argunent thus far has denonstrated that Raws is



232 Qitical Review\ol. 15, Nos. 1-2

not able to abstain conpl etely from phil osophy; at sone
poi nt, he nust draw upon phil osophical ideas, commit to
phi | osophi cal conceptions, and enter into the arena of
phi | osophi cal debate. Accordingly, political |iberalism
cannot entirely stay on the surface of phil osophy. But
perhaps this is not so devastating a conclusion after all. A
Rawl sian nay opt to respond that the point of political
liberalismis not to conpletely eschew phil osophi cal
clains, but rather to avoi d philosophical controversy. The
political liberal tries to get aong wth as little phil oso-
phy as possible by coomtting to as few phil osophi cal
prenises as he can. That political |iberalismenpl oys and
draws upon phi | osophi cal ideas i s obvious; every coherent
political theory wll inevitably invoke phil osophical con-
ceptions at sone level. The aamof political liberaismis,
however, to keep one’ s philosophical clains as shall ow as
possi bl e. Avoi ding deep phil osophi cal commitnent pre-
sunabl y neans avoiding especially contentious philo-
sophical ideas; the political liberal nay thus enploy the
kinds of phil osophical claimabout which there is not
w despread di sagr eenent .

Let us thus therefore permt the political liberal to
hel p hinsel f to whatever philosophical clains are neces-
sary for the articulation of his view Gan one formul ate
political liberalisminaway that is both identifiably Iib-
era and free fromthe kind of deep phil osophi cal contro-
versy Raws believes a liberal theory nust avoid? To see
that one cannot, | shall have to explore the conception of
political legitinacy that Raws derives fromthe fact of
reasonabl e pl ural i sm

Reasonabl e A ural i sm Reasonabl e Peopl e, and
Legi ti macy

Raws's “liberal principle of legitinacy” is that

our exercise of political power is proper and hence jus-
tifiable only when it is exercised in accordance wth a
constitution the essentials of which all citizens nay
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reasonabl y be expected to endorse in the light of princi-
ples and ideal s acceptabl e to themas reasonabl e and ra-
tional. (Rwts 1996, 217; . 1996, 136.)

According to this principle, coercionis legitinate when it
is justifiable by basic political principles that can wn
the consent of “reasonabl e and rational” peopl e.

The terns reasonable and rational are here being used
in a technical sense that nust be explained. A person is
rational, on Rams’'s view to the extent that she is able to
coordi nate neans and ends; nore specifically, the rational
agent is one who is able to enpl oy her powers of judgnent
and deliberation in ways that help her to reach her ends
and satisfy her interests (Rats 1996, 50). By contrast,
a person is reasonable insofar as she (1) “is wlling to
propose and honor fair terns of cooperation,” and (2) is
wlling “to accept the burdens of judgnent and accept
thei r consequences” (ibid, 49nl).

As we have seen, Raws thinks that the burdens of judg-
nent establish the Nonconvergence and Equal Reasonabl e-
ness theses. Therefore, anong the consequences of the
burdens of judgment is the recognition that one’s own
conpr ehensi ve doctrine is not the only view that is con-
sistent wth the full exercise of the hunan intellect. It is
therefore unreasonabl e to insist that terns of socia co-
operation conformto one’s own conprehensi ve doctri ne.
Likewse, it is unreasonabl e to denand that state power be
used to enforce the principles of one’s own conprehensi ve
view (Raws 1996, 61); “where there is a plurality of
reasonabl e doctrines, it is unreasonable or worse to want
to use the sanctions of state power to correct, or to pun-
i sh, those who disagree wth us” (ibid., 138).

The “reasonabl €’ person nust acknow edge that at |east
sone of the peopl e hol ding conprehensive views that are
i nconpatible with her own have reasons for believing as
they do that are as good as her own reasons for hol di ng her
view and so she seeks to establish and naintain terns of
social cooperation wth those people that are independent
of any conprehensive view Insofar as these other people
are thensel ves reasonabl e, they too accept reasonabl e
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pluralismand seek terns of political association that are
“fair” in that special sense. Fair terns of agreenent
nust be couched in a vocabulary that is neutral anong
conpr ehensi ve conceptions of the good if it is to be nutu-
ally agreeable to al | reasonabl e peopl e.

Al of this is to say that reasonabl e people are, neces-
sarily, poitical liberals. 20 Qronger still, it istosay tha
only political liberals are reasonabl e persons, and that
the consent of political liberas aoneis sufficient for po-
litica legtinacy.

Raw s woul d object to this account of his views, since
t he conprehensi ve doctrines associated wth, for exam
pl e, such “netaphysical” liberals as Kant and MI| have
“their proper place in the background culture” and can
play a “supporting role” inpolitical liberalism(1996,
211n42). But consider the case of the utilitarian, such
as MII.

According to MII, state action and political policy are
just only insofar as they naxi mze the general happi ness.
Furthernore, the utilitarian agrees wth all liberals that
a state is legitinate only if it abides by the dictates of
justice. 21 Therefore, insofar as the utilitarian believes
that the state nust be legitinate, he believes that the state
nust endeavor to naxi mze the general happi ness. Shoul d
the state decide policy on grounds other than the G eatest
Happi ness Rrinciple, it wll be, according to the utilitar-
ian, unjust and hence illegitinate. Yet according to politi -
cal liberalism it is unreasonable to expect the state to
endorse one’s own conprehensive view Therefore, be-
cause he expects state action and policy to satisfy the
Geatest Happiness Principle, the utilitarian is unrea-
sonabl e, according to the politica liberal.

Raw s night have responded that although in a liberal
soci ety citizens are free to endorse and fol | ow any reason-
abl e conprehensive viewin their private lives, they are
unreasonabl e if they expect state policy aways to reflect
their own doctrine. This neans that while the utilitarian
is reasonable in his belief that right actions are those
whi ch naxi mize the general good, he is unreasonable if he
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believes that his conception should be adopted in the po-
litical realm That is, in order to be reasonabl e, one nust
recognize the political as a “special donmain” separate
fromnonpolitical realns, one that has its own distinct
val ues, which “nornmally wll have sufficient weight to
override all other values that nay cone into conflict wth
thent (Rawls 1989, 483).

S while the utilitarian may believe that people shoul d
seek to naxi mze the general happi ness, he nust not in-
sist that the state adopt this view Mreover, while the
utilitarian nmay believe that his conceptions of norality
and political justice are true, he nust not insist that they
be given any institutional and political force. Hwis this
possible? Raws (1996, 138) wites that “it is vita to
the idea of political liberaismthat we may wth perfect
consistency hold that it would be unreasonabl e to use po-
litical power to enforce our own conprehensive view
vhi ch we nust, of course, affirmas either reasonable or
true.”

h Rawis’s view then, to qualify as a reasonabl e per -
son, the utilitarian nust subordinate the specific val ues
associated wth utilitarianismto the “political” val ues
associated wth the politica domain. So even though the
utilitarian maintains that (1) actions and policies are
just only if they naxi nize general happiness, he is rea-
sonable if and only if he also accepts that (2) in deciding
action and policy, the state nust not try to naximze the
general happi ness. Thus, on Raws's view the reasonabl e
utilitarian believes that (3) a state nay be legitinate
even though it does not (except perhaps by happenstance)
do what is just.

This seens utterly incoherent.22 Wile it is possible
for one to believe both (1) and (2), it is not possible for
autilitarian to do so. If he accepts (2) he ceases to be a
utilitarian. As Raws naintains that rejecting (2) woul d
render the utilitarian unreasonable, it follows that, ac-
cording to Raws, utilitarians are unreasonabl e.

Raw s is demanding that the utilitarian revise his posi -
tion in light of the “fact” of reasonable pluralism such
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that the utilitarian would be able to pursue justice-the
great est happi ness—enly within a non-“political” sphere
that leaves out all governnent policy. Bt it is not clear
that Raw s can give any non-questi on-beggi ng reason why
utilitarians should confine their concern for the greatest
happi ness to this “sphere’—er, to put it differently, why
the utilitarian should hesitate to enforce utilitariani sm
Such a defanged utilitarianismis not only contrary to the
views held by John Suart MII, Janes MII, and Jereny
Bentham it is a formof utilitarianismthat presupposes
that the highest utilitarian end—happi ness—ust be
trunped by the highest aimof political |iberalismind -
vidual freedom But the way Raws would put it—despite
his inclusion of MIIl as “reasonable’—s that any utili -
tarian who favored inposing utilitarian neasures that
violated individual freedomwoul d, ipso facto, be “unrea-
sonabl e.”

This argunent clearly can be generalized to show that,
according to Raw's, anyone hol ding a conprehensi ve doc-
trine that specifies a particular conception of justice dif -
ferent fromthat of political liberalismitself is thereby
unr easonabl e. 23

A Mere Mbdus M vendi ?

V¢ nay draw this inmanent critique of political |iberal -
ismto a close by arguing that the aforementi oned inpli -
cations of Raws's conceptions of political legitinacy and
i ndi vi dual reasonabl eness nmake political |iberalism*po-
litical inthe wong way” (1996, 142), as he putsit.
Raws is rightly concerned with what he calls “the
question of stability” (1996, 140). It is commonly
thought that for a society to exist securely over tine, its
nmenbers nust share sone conmmon beliefs, conmtnents,
and ideals. 24 However, no theorist who endorses the
“fact” of reasonabl e pluralismcan accept this account of
stability. According to political liberalism a society
based upon a shared noral, religious, or philosophical
vision is prina facie oppressive. Raws thus insists that
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“a constitutional regine does not require an agreenent on
a conprehensi ve doctrine: the basis of its social unity lies
el sewhere” (1996, 6 3).

The political liberal therefore nust give an account of
the social unity required for political stability that does
not involve a violation of the fact of reasonabl e pluralism
Raw's (1996, 4) frames the question of stability thus:
“Howis it possible for there to exist over tine a just and
stabl e society of free and equal citizens, who renain pro-
foundly divided by reasonable religious, philosophical,
and noral doctrines?”

(ne response to the question of stability is to suppose
that liberal principles may be adopted by citizens as a
matter of what Raws calls a “nodus vivendi” (1996,
145). That is, we inagine that people hal ding diverse and
i nconpati bl e conprehensive doctrines agree to liberal
politics as a second-best concession; such peopl e woul d
endorse a liberal state as an acceptabl e conpronise be-
cause none of themcan have the sort of politics they woul d
really like to have—politics based on their conprehensive
doctrine. Like Gaucon in Hato's Republic (359a), who
articulates the viewthat the life of justiceis “interned -
ate between the best and the worst,” the nodus-vivend
liberal holds that liberalismis a passabl e conpronise
between the best political arrangenent (i.e., a politics
based sol el y upon her own conprehensive doctrine) and
the worst (i.e., a politics based sol ely upon a conprehen-
sive doctrine that is inconpatible with her own). 25 In
this way, we inagine a liberal society whose stability is
not based upon agreenent around a singl e conprehensive
doctrine.

Rawls (1989, 491, enph. added) insists, however,
that a political conception of justice “nust not be polit -
ical inthe wong way”; that is, “it nust not be political
in the sense of nerely specifying a workabl e conpro-
mse between known and existing interests, nor political
in looking to the particul ar conprehensive doctrines
known to exist in society and in then being tailored to
gain their allegiance.”26 |t is clear, then, that nodus-
vivendi liberalismwould be political in the wong way;
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the “formand content” of such a liberalismwould be
contingent upon “the existing balance of political
power” anong the conprehensive doctrines extant in a
given society (Raws 1996, 142). The stability of
nmodus-vi vendi liberalismis “contingent on circum
stances renai ning such as not to upset the fortunate
convergence of interests” (ibid., 147). That is, aciti-
zen's commitrent to political |iberalismwll persist
only for as long as his favored conprehensive doctrine
is too weak to domnate the others. Should the bal ance of
power be upset and his own view gain ascendancy, he
woul d swiftly abandon political |iberalism

It nay seemthat a liberal society based upon a nodus-
vivendi agreenent is unacceptable sinply because it is
unlikely to be long lasting. However, even if we were to
postul ate a society in which the relative power anong
conpeti ng conprehensive doctrines was fixed and dis-
tributed such that a liberal arrangenent could last, Raws

woul d still be unsatisfied. As Chandran Kukat has and
Philip Pettit (1990, 142) explain, “the stability Raws
islooking for . . . is not the fleeting stability that cones

wth sound institutional design to noderate the contest for
power anong conpeting interests. Sability is a condition
in which there is deep-seated agreenent on fundanental
questions about the basic structure of society.” According
to Raw's, stability requires that “people who grow up
under just institutions (as the political conception defines
them) acquire a normal ly sufficient sense of justice so
that they generally conply with those institutions”
(1996, 141). Ras thus insists that if alibera society
istobe stable, its political conception of justice nust be
endorsed not as a “nere nodus vivendi,” but by what he
calls an “overl appi ng consensus” (1996, 147).

Wiere a liberal political arrangenent is the focus of
an overl appi ng consensus, |iberal principles are adopted
by citizens fromwthin their respective conprehensive
doctrines; that is, each citizen sees |liberalismas an ap-
propriate manifestation in the political rea mof his own
conprehensive view This is precisely what it neans for
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such views to be “reasonable.” As Raws (1996, 147)
puts it, an overlappi ng consensus

is not nerely a consensus on accepting certain authori -
ties, or on conplying with certain institutional
arrangerents, founded on a convergence of self- or
group interests. Al those who affirmthe political con-
ception start fromwthin their own conprehensive
view and draw on the religious, philosophical, and
noral grounds it provides.

A liberal society that is the focus of an overlappi ng
consensus is stable not sinply in the sense that it is
likely to be long lasting, but in the sense that it is en-
dorsed by its citizens in a way that gives themreason to
uphold its principles of justice regard ess of the bal ance
of power anong their respective conprehensive doc-
trines. That is, where there is an overlappi ng consensus,
citizens endorse liberalism“for its own sake” and “on its
ow nerits,” not as a second-best conpronise. dtizens
“Wll not wthdraw their support of it should the relative
strength of their viewin society increase and eventual |y
becone dominant . . . the political conception wil still be
supported regard ess of shifts inthe distribution of polit-
ical power” (Raws 1996, 148).

If the argunent in the previous section is correct,
however, political liberalismcannot be the focus of an
overl appi ng consensus, for it cannot w n endorsenent
fromw t hi n conprehensi ve doctrines that are not trun-
cated to fit confines of “reasonabl eness” that entail the
very thing political |iberalismadvocates: the prinacy of
the right over any conception of the good. In short, po-
litical liberalismexcludes fromits “overlapping con-
sensus” any “conprehensive doctrine,” since all such
doctrines are doctrines of the good.

Recal | our discussion of the utilitarian. V& di scovered
that aregine of political liberalismrequires that utili -
tarians, in effect, reformtheir viewout of existence to
accormodate the “fact” of reasonable pluralism The
sane applies to all conprehensive doctrines: Kantian-
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ism Gatholicism Mrxism and so on. Should Raw s de-
vel op a sound phil osophi cal argunent supporting rea-
sonable pluralism he will be able to convince his in-
terlocutors that the parts of their conprehensive
doctrines that are inconsistent wth reasonable plural -
i smought to be abandoned. nly then would they be able
to join the overlappi ng consensus around a political
conception of justice. Hwever, this route is not open to
Raw s, because it requires himto engage in phil osophi -
cal debate about the legitnacy of the goods enbodied in
the conprehensive doctrines. dearly, to propose a
denonstration of “the fact of reasonable pluralismi is
to plunge into the depths of phil osophy so as to show t hat
the conceptions of the good advanced by these conpre-
hensi ve doctrines should not (for sone reason) be en-
acted by | aw

In the absence of a philosophica justification for aban-
doning the priority they give to their conceptions of the
good, such interlocutors would, at best, have only nodus-
vivendi reasons for not trying to inpose these conceptions
by law But, by Raws’s own admission, a nodus-vivendi
liberalismis unstable, or is stable only because it is po-
litical inthe wong way.

G LiberalismBe Political ?

| have argued that Raw s has adopted netaphil osophi cal
desiderata that are not mutually satisfiable. The idea of a
“freestanding” political liberalismthat is not “political
inthe wong way” is incoherent. That is, Raws nust en-
gage in philosophical controversy if he is to propose a
view that can be the focus of an overlappi ng consensus of
conpr ehensi ve conceptions of the good. Specifically,
Raw s nust propose an argunent for “reasonabl e’ plu-
ralismand for the corresponding priority of political
neutrality over nonliberal conceptions of the good if he is
to avoid being “political in the wong way.” However,
vere he to supply the requisite phil osophical account, he
thereby would have surrendered the project of pditica
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liberalism justice as fairness would again be a conpre-
hensi ve liberal theory.

The failure of the Rawsian “political, not netaphysi -
cal” enterprise is instructive. The tension in Raws’'s
work between the need to recogni ze a deep pluralism
anong conpeting values and the repudiation of any at-
tenpt to inpose one of those deeply held views of the good
upon those who disagree wth us is, | suspect, endemc to
liberalismgenerally. Liberals want on the one hand to
celebrate difference and diversity anong citizens’ com
prehensi ve noral, philosophical, and religious commit -
nents; on the other they want to promote the view that
liberalismis in sone robust sense better—nore just and
nore legitinmate—+han any alternative political order.
These desiderata are conpatible only if liberalismitself
is not a conprehensive doctrine in the Raw si an sense.

However, as Raws notes, liberalismhas traditionally
been pronoted as the political expression of sone philo-
sophical, noral, or religious doctrine, whether it be
Lockean equality, MIlian happiness, or Kantian dignity.
Accordingly, traditional varieties of liberalismare in-
sufficiently pluralistic to satisfy Raws. Politica |iber-
alismnmarks Raws’'s attenpt to take pluralism seriously
by detaching liberal politics fromits traditional under-
pi nnings. Wiether this is a coherent goal has yet to be de-
termned; but if ny argunent is correct, then Raws’s
version of political liberalismis unsuccessful. Nonethe-
less, we do one a debt to Raws, not for his resol ution of
the tension in liberalism but for his keenness in expos-

ingit.

NOTES

1. Brian Barry has clained that since Sdgwck's death, “no-
body until Raws has produced anything that represents a
continuation of the canon of politica thought, traditionally
concei ved” (1996, 537); Kukathas and Pettit assert that,
prior to Raws, political philosophy “had all but w thered”
(1990, 4). Smlar sentinents are found in Raz 1990, 61;
Bl 1993, 2; MiIhall and Snft 1996, 1; Berkowitz 1999,
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oo

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

22; Shapiro 1999, 3; Nagel 1999; Davion and V@I f 2000,
1; and Talisse 2001, 76-78.

. The essays collected in Daniels 1989 were witten prior to

1975. See also Bocker and Sith 1980 and V8l ff 1977.

. The “comunitarian” |abel has been w sely di sowned by

Sandel (1998), Ronald Beiner (1992, 28ff.), and Aasdair
Maclntyre (1998, 243ff.), anong many ot hers.

. This general line of argument is replicated throughout the

“communitarian” literature. See, for exanple, Maclntyre,
vwho clains that individuals are in a nornatively rel evant
way “born with a past” (1981, 221); and Daniel A Bell,
who clains that “we’'re deeply bound up in the social world
i n which we happen to find oursel ves” (1993, 31)

. Raw's considers the view pronoted in A Theory of Justice

to be a variety of conprehensive liberalism Hs project in
later work is to recast “justice as fairness” as a strictly
“political™ conception of justice (1996, xvii).

. See Bstlund 1996 for a simlar contrast; cf. Talisse 2001,

73.

. The sane could be said of Heidi Huird (1995, 822) when she

asks, “Can one neaningfully take Raws to be justifying
liberalismwhen he has explicitly excluded everyone who is
not a liberal fromthe congregation to which he is preach-
ing?” Hiurd takes Raws to be trying to “justify” liberal -
ism

I borrowthis characterization fromVWnar 1995.

See Davion and WIf 2000 and Daniels 2000 for further
discussion of Raws's turn to political liberalism

Peirce wites that scientists “nay at first obtain different
results, but as each perfects his nethod . . . , the results are
found to nove steadily together toward a destined center”
(1878, 38). 0. Rawls 1989, 475.

Raws clains that while this kind of account of disagree-
nent “explain[s] nuch,” it is “too easy and not the kind
we want” (1996, 55).

Raw s does not add the qualifier until the book Rdlitica Lib-
eralism accordingly, in 1989 Raw s di scusses the “fact of
pluralism” The addition of the qualifier does not nark a
revision of Raws's view but rather a clarification; see
Rawl s 1996, 36n37 and Gohen 1993, 281ff.

In an earlier paper, they are called the “burdens of rea-
son” (Raw s 1989, 475ff.).

See Raws 1996, 56-57, for the passage of which the fol -
lowng is a paraphrase. . Raws 1989, 476-77.

In fact, this is precisely the view of Charles Peirce. See



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.
23.

24,

25.

26.

Sharnma - Bringing Politics Back In 243

especially Peirce 1877, 18-19; and Feirce 1878, 38. (e
could of course argue that Peirce’s view which mxes fal -
libilismwth a convergentist viewof truth under conditions
of continuing inquiry, is false or otherw se problenatic,
but surely it is not self-contradictory. Therefore, Raws’'s
bur dens- of -j udgnment argunent does not strictly entail
Nonconver gence.

Eg., “Thus, a main amof [Political Liberalisni is to show
that the idea of a well-ordered society in [ A Theory of Jus-
tice] may be reformul ated so as to take account of the fact of
reasonabl e pluralism (1996, Aiii).

. Raws 1989, 475; ad 1996, 38n41.

Sandel wonders why Raw s does not recognize a “fact of
reasonable pluralisnmi with regard to questions of justice.
See Sandel 1998, 203ff.

. Sandel 1998, 318ff.; see also Rettit 1997, ch 1; and
Rettit 1998, 41ff. Cass Sunstein nakes an argunent sinilar
to Sandel’s with regard to interpretations of the Frst
Amendrrent ; see Sunstein 1993.

Chantal Muffe argues sinmlarly; see Muffe 2000, 22-31.
. Rats 1971, 3: “Justice is the first virtue of institu-
tions, as truth is of a systemof thought. A theory however
el egant and econonical nust be rejected or revised if it is
untrue; likewse lans and institutions no natter how effi -
cient and well-arranged must be refornmed or abolished if
they are unjust.”

For a simlar argunent, see Scheffler 1994, 9.

Heidi Hird (1995, 821) notes, “In Raws’'s sense, nany of
ny best friends are unreasonabl e.”

See, for exanple, Aristotle: “For it is a peculiarity of hu-
mans . . . to have perception of good and bad, just and unjust,
and the like; and community in these things nakes a house-
hod and a pdis” (RJ. 1253al5).

To illustrate how a liberal political arrangenent nay arise
out of a nodus-vivendi agreenment, Raws (1996, 148) em
pl oys the exanpl e of the conflicting worldviews of Gatholics
and Protestants in the sixteenth century. A though “both
faiths held that it was the duty of the ruler to uphold the true
religion and to repress the spread of heresy and fal se doc-
trine,” the conflicting parties agreed to a liberal policy of
religious toleration. | suppose Raw s’s historiography can be
chal lenged, but | shall not take this up here. Raws provides a
footnote citing supporting docunents: 1996, 148n14.

d. Rawls 1995, 389; and Raws 1996, xvii.
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Leszek Kol akowski

REVI VI NG NATURAL LAW

ABSTRACT: Despite nunerous attenpts to invalidate the
concept of natural |aw as presupposing the belief in Gd
or in universal rules of human Reason, this concept is
no less valid nowthan it was in the thirteenth or seven-
teenth centuries. Al that is required to upho d the belief
innatural lawis a kind of netaphysical faith in the no-
tion of hunan dignity, which provides us wth the surest
barriers agai nst both unjust positive legislation and to-
talitarian politica systens.

M/ topic is not constitutional but, to put it sonewhat
pretentiously, the netaphysical, perhaps even theol ogical
riddle that nay energe from neditating on constitutions
as such—that is to say, neditating on natural |aw

Natural lawis supposed to be a lawthat we do not in-
vent; we find it ready-nade, independent of our conven-
tions, custons, and regulations. It provides us wth
suprene nornative rules; it is to those rules that our
constitutions and codes have to conform thensel ves if
they deserve to be called just .

The main criticismof natural |aw has been voiced for
centuries in various theoretical idions and is easily
summari zed. The critic asks: Were are we supposed to
find this natural law? Qnhe cannot infer it-as Locke
t hought possi bl efromwhat is common to all |egislative
systens, or even fromtheir tacit foundation. There is no
such universal core of all codes of |aw
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Not even rules that mght seemto us intuitively self-
evident, such as the precept that only people who actual |y
coomtted a crine shoul d be punished and not others, are
uni versal |y accepted. (According to an ol d Folish anecdot e,
a locksnmith once coomitted a crine that deserved capital
puni shnent; but there was only one | ocksmith in the vil -
lage, whereas there were several blacksmiths, so it was
decided that a bl acksmith shoul d be hanged instead.) Unhder
Harmurabi's Law it was legitinate in sone cases to kill
peopl e vho did not contribute at al to the cring; if John
killed the son of Mrtin, Mrtin had the right to kill the
son of John, who was not gquilty of any crine. Salins
crimnal code stated that for some political crines not
only peopl e who knew about the crine but failed to inform
the authorities should be punished, but that people from
the famly of the crimnal or even fromhis domcile could
be puni shed as well: that is to say, peopl e who knew not h-
ing about the case. 1 Neither is there universal acceptance
for the rule-ro less intuitively self-evident—according to
which it is the duty of everybody to do what he pronised to
do (a precept that nay perhaps be concei ved as the suprene
paradigmof civil law. Nor does the rule that |aw cannot be
retrospectively valid find universal application. There is no
point in laboring the fact that the equality of all persons
before the law religious freedom freedomof speech, and so
on are relatively new and have been absent even from nany
nodern constitutions.

Positivist Qitiques of Natural Law

Acritic of natural |aw could say nore. Bven if we discov-
ered norns that had been present in all known constitu-
tions and codes, such a discovery would be nothing but an
enpirical fact. V& could not infer that such norns are
inherently just, right, or true. A universal consensus
omi umis not a criterion of scientific truth, so why
should it be the criterion of the validity of a norn? Wen
phi | osophers asked about the content and the grounding of
natural law what they wanted to know was not whet her
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certain noral or legal norns had been assented to every-
where and al ways; they wanted to find out what norns are
really legitinate and how we can establish their validity.
Let us suppose that one day archaeol ogists wll find the
Ak of Qovenant and in it the stone tablets on which had
been carved the Ten Comrmandnents; we would still be in-
capable of proving that this was really a text dictated by
God that was absolutely valid for that reason.

The critic of natural law might then ask us to reconcile
ourselves wth the opinion that has been voiced so nany
ti mes—rom sone of the Sophists described by Pato, to
Hobbes, to nore recent authors: what is just is what has
been established by the legislator, and apart from the
positive law there is no other valid law Both Htler’'s
Nirnberg laws and Salin's codes are, therefore, just, but
so is the Anerican (onstitution; norns that contradict
each other nay be equal ly legitimate and equal 'y just.

A positivist critic of natural |aw could deny, however,
that both the Nirnburg laws and the Anerican (onstitu-
tion are equal ly good (in that they were fixed as the | aw of
the land). Just because no quality of “goodness” or “jus-
tice” can properly be said to be attached to one set of
| aws, independently fromny or anybody el se’s judgnent,
does not entail that | cannot pass such judgnents. So one
nmay confine oneself to personal approval —an approval
that one shares, to be sure, wth nany other people. And
so, by saying, for instance, that the Nirnberg laws are
evil and the Amrerican Constitution is good (or vice
versa), the critic maintains that he does not speak about
those laws or this constitution, but about hinsel f, and
about peopl e who share the sarme opi ni on.

If someone refuses to recognize that freedomis better
than slavery, or that peace is better than war, or that
torturing people is evil, or that people are equal in a fun-
danental sense (e.g., intheir dignity), there is no way of
convincing himotherwi se, this positivist critic mght
argue. ne cannot, for instance, blane the rulers of Gm
muni st Chi na because they repudiate the idea of human
rights as a bourgeois or peculiarly European doctrine. To
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say that certain norns are valid is (according to the radi -
cal critic) neaningless without explaining “valid for
whom?” They may be valid for a specific historica pe-
riod, for a certain civilization, for a vell-defined social
mlieu: that is to say, they are accepted in this period, or
inthiscivilization, or inthis mlieu, wichis, of course,
an enpirical statement wthout any nornative content. To
say that anormisvaidinitself is afatasy.

Is Natural Lawa Naturalistic Fallacy?

The positivist critique of natural lawtakes as its starting
point a repudiation of what the anal ytical phil osopher
calls the naturalistic fallacy: that is, an attenpt to deduce
nornative propositions fromenpirical ones, or a confla-
tion of the two. (ne finds this repudiation in John Suart
MIT, which shows that it does not necessarily lead to pos-
itivism although it often does.)

e formof naturalistic fallacy about “natural |aw
conflates (supposed) factual regularities in hunan | ans
wth sonme independent quality of goodness. Another vari -
ant of the naturalistic fallacy fails to nake the distinction
between law as a regularity in nature (for instance, New
tonian lans) and law in the sense of a norm established
wthinajuridical order.

Agui nas, however, seens to be exenpt fromthe charge
of conmtting the naturalistic fallacy. According to him
all things in the world participate in the eterna, Gd-
created order, but human creatures, being endowed wth
reason, participate in the eternal order through their
conscious obedi ence. The rules of natural law including
the distinction between good and evil, were inscribed by
Gd in our mnds, and so everybody, including pagans,
takes part in this knowedge. It is clear, however, that
“participation” in the physical and noral order is not the
sane. Al things in the world, including hunan bei ngs,
are subject to the laws of gravitation, which nobody can
invalidate or violate. If, however, one “participates” in
the conmandnents of the Decal ogue, it is in the sense that
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those commandnents bind them Wth regard to the latter
form of participation, people cannot render invalid the
laws in which they participate, but they can violate them
But what about Aquinas’s assunption that both types of
law having their originin a divine decree, are valid? Is
this not an instance of the naturalistic conflation of nat -
ural regularities wth the truth of Gd s words about what
is good or evil? The Thomist would reply that both kinds
of lans are of divine origin, but that this does not nean
that they result froman arbitrary verdict that woul d be
just asvalidif it were different in content. Gd s laws are
rooted in Hs infinite wsdom It is therefore neither right
to say that the content of divine commandnent is a free
whimof the Geator, nor that the Geator submts to for-
eign legislation that it is not in Hs power to invalidatea
ready-made rule independent of Hs decision. Wile the
first supposition would challenge Qd s wsdom the sec-
ond would challenge Hs ommi potence: Hs position as the
uni que and final source of creative energy. From a
Thomist standpoint it is utterly wong to say (as did some
later Nominalists and sone nodern thinkers, including
Descartes) that all truths—nathenatical and noral —are
@d's free decrees, such that, if Gd had so wshed, H
coul d have decided that two plus two equal s seven, or that
it is avirtuous deed to nurder one’ s parents-since the
Thomist belief that God could not change those |aws ap-
pears to the Noninalist to undermne H's ommi pot ence.

Secul ar Natural Law

For the Thomist it is obvious that the natural |aw presup-
poses the existence of God. But is this a necessary inpli -
cation? Is it logically possible to believe in natura |aw
w thout believing in Gd?

Mbdern theorists of the natural |aw such as Gotius and
Pufendorf, affirmthis |ogical independence. Gotius al -
lows that the conmandnents that God reveal ed to us woul d
be unknowabl e wthout revelation; we could not discover
themwth our own reason. Dvine legislation does nake
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sone acts commanded or forbidden. But apart from these
laws there are commandnents of Reason, which can dis-
cern good and evil in al human actions according to their
conformty to or discordance with human nature. Such
laws do not depend on divine decrees, and Gd H nsel f
could not alter themany nore than He could invalidate the
rules of arithnetic. The natural lawis neither a discre-
tionary convention established by people nor a free order
wlled by the Qeator; it is aset of rues which, asit were
(even though Gotius does not use this exact expression),
are enbedded in the very ontic position of humanity,
hurman dignity: wthout the know edge of these rules, we
would not be hunan. So while the natural law is present
inthe world, it does not logically presuppose a |egislator
Gd

It does inply, nevertheless, a certain netaphysical
faith that goes back to the Soics, a faith in a Reason that
rules the universe, a Reason the nature of which is in our
power to recognize, and which enables us to discern truth
and falsity as well as good and evil.

Li kewi se, according to the nost widely shared view in
the Christian Mddl e Ages, know edge of natural lawis ac-
cessible to us apart fromthe revel ati on because the Qe-
ator endowed us wth intellectual skills that are for this
purpose necessary and sufficient; in this respect our nat -
ural know edge of the world does not differ fromthe nat -
ural recognition of noral principles. dcero explained
nore than once that rules of |aw conmandi ng that we hel p
each other, not harmanybody, display gratitude for other
peopl € s ki ndness, and so forth were created not by hunan
bei ngs, but by nature; these rules are eternal, in spite of
the evil things we do and of the corruption that often
stanps out in us the Rational power to know what is good
or evil. Belief in natural |aw was popul ar anmong the
witers of the Enlightennent, too, albeit articulated in
various ways. Kant argued that our duty is to do good be-
cause it is good and not because Gd orders it; if we do
sonet hi ng by commandnent, we are not truly free and
rational agents; and we are capable of finding out which
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fundanental noral rules are obligatory, as we participate
in a universal Reason that has not been created by divine
command but sinply is there, indestructible and eternal,
and providing us with a neasure whereby we can pass
judgnent on positive law Thus, we have no obligation to
be obedient to legislation that is inconpatible wth nat -
ural law we nay even be duty bound to viol ate such | ans.

Do such clains hold up agai nst the skeptical challenges I
have reviewed? M/ reply is Yes. Not only may we give
credence to natural law but by denying this faith we deny
our hunmanity. V& are right to believe that good and evil,
instead of being free projections of our likes and dislikes,
our enotions or our decisions, are rea qualities of human
life And if soneone says: “Vé can deternmine the speed of
light and the chemical conposition of ethyl al cohol and we
can prove that heat causes gases to expand, but we cannot
in the sane sense prove that torturing people is evil and
hel pi ng honel ess people is good,” we may reply: “No,
such noral judgnents cannot be proved in the sane sense
as the laws of chenistry and physics, but the type of proof
that is admssible in experinental science need not be ac-
cepted as exclusive nodels for all of our truth-judg-
ments.”

The principles of enpiricismare not thensel ves em
pirical propositions. They are norns, conmmandnents,
about the justification of which we nay inquire; they are
by no neans self-evident. Like enpiricismitself, large
areas of our know edge have their indispensabl e founda-
tioninintuition; our enpirical knowedge is not disniss-
able for this reason as a fignent of the inagination. Wy,
then, should the intuition of noral experience be dis-
m ssed?

The Fallibility of Mral Know edge

There is a noral intuition by which noral truths can be
recogni zed, not unlike the intuition of sense experience
and that of mathematical and logical truths. These three
kinds of intuition are not reducible to each other; they
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work separately. Mral intuition is an experience as
vell, different as it is fromsense perception, and equal |y
fdlibe

nce we recogni ze the fallibility of natural law our
faith init is not inpaired by the fact that the results of
this intuition are not necessarily identical in all people's
mnds, always and everywhere; nor is this faith destroyed
because centuries were needed before peopl e recogni zed
the good and evil of their various actions and institutions.
Many findings of enpirical science waited centuries be-
fore people realized that their ordinary intuitions were
wong: that the sun does not revol ve around the Earth,
that force is not necessary to cause al|l novenent, that the
simultaneity of events is not absolute. Simlarly,
nmankind may grow step by step in its understanding of
noral truths and rules of law even though it is notable
that there have been, since antiquity, people who preached
those principles and norng wthout gaining universa ap-
proval. Ve have no reason to accept the nihilistic doc-
trine that because people have followed norns in various
times and places that are contrary to Reason, these norns
are equal ly justified, which is to say equal Iy groundl ess.

Wi le the presence of Qd is not a necessary premse of
faith in natural law a faith in sonething is needed. This
something may be called a noral constitution of (eternal)
Being. This noral constitution converges wth the rule of
Reason in the universe. The evils of the hunan world, its
end ess stupidity and suffering, do not annihilate faith in
this type of natural |aw anynore than human error nulli -
fies the validity of the two other realns of intution, per-
ception and mathenatics. The life of rational creatures
occurs in a realmin which there are various non-enpir -
ical but fundanental courts of appeal, anmong themtruth
and goodness.

That the natural lawis not a lawthat is universally or
nearly universally observed was wel | known to Seneca and
Qcero, to Gatian and Suarez, to Gotius and Kant. This
fact did not inpair their belief that the rules of natura
law are real, no natter how frequently they nay be vio-
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lated. From natural law however, we cannot infer any
details of a constitution, or a civil, or penal code. Fom
natural law it does not follow for instance, whether or
not capital punishnent or voluntary euthanasia is per-
mssi bl e; whether proportional or najoritarian electoral
law is better; whether or not nonarchy is advisabl e
whet her property rights should have priority over other
rights; whether censorship is ever to be reconmended;
and so on.

Neverthel ess, the natural |aw erects barriers that pro-
hibit positive legislation fromviolating the dignity of
whi ch every human creature is a carrier. The natural |aw
therefore invalidates legislation that, for instance, allows
slavery, inequality before the law conpul sory religious
worship or the prohibition of worship, torture, political
censorship, or the duty to blacknail people for their po-
litical views. Wthin these limts various constitutions
and various codes are possible; natural |aw does not dic-
tate their details. The barriers just nentioned are usually
accepted today in the legislation of civilized countries, but
ve nust keep in nind that they are relatively recent, that
not everywhere are they recognized, and that in nany
pl aces where they are present in constitutions they re-
nai n nere words on paper.

Natural law nmay not be universally observed, but it
should sit injudgnent of all the legislators of the world.

NOTE

1. In Soviet concentration canps there |ived and died i nnuner -
abl e thousands of wonmen who were known under the
acronym“zhir"—+he wife of a traitor to the Fatherland;, so
it was inthe letter of law although the practice was i ncom
par abl y wor se.
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Rogan Ker sh

I NFLUENCI NG THE STATE: U.S. CAMPAI GN
FI NANCE AND I TS DI SCONTENTS

ABSTRACT: Atong the principal targets of criticismin re-
cent Anerican politics has been the alleged corruption,
inequity, overall cost, and regul atory conplexity of the
U S. canpai gn-finance system Schol arshi p has not
borne out any of these criticisns, and, if anything, em
pirical investigation suggests that the current system
does a fair job in addressi ng—as much as this is possibl e
under nodern conditions—the probl em of public igno-
rance in nass denocr aci es.

According to non-pluralist versions of denmocratic theory,
soci ety—the people as a whole, not “special interests’—
shoul d determine the policies inplemented by the state.
Sate actors (legislators, bureaucrats, and judges) shoul d
not be so autononmous from society that they can pursue
their own agendas, or those of unrepresentative factions
of the people. The state therefore requires a steady supply
of disinterested, conpetent, and representative public of -
ficias. How then, to finance the el aborate systemof re-
cruiting candi dates, nounting canpai gns (including pro-
viding the detail on policy positions that is, at least in
principle, necessary to a sovereign popul ace’s i nforned
choices), and nobilizing voters to turn out? In nost ad-
vanced denocracies, that sane national state foots the
bill, or nost of it, through such neans as direct paynents
to candidates or political parties, free access to television
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and radio, incone-tax credits for individual contribu-
tions, and rei nbursenent of el ection expenses (Katz
1997, 266-73; Perre, Svasand, and Wdfeldt 2000;
A exander 1989).

In contrast to heavily state-subsidized elections in, for
exanpl e, Gernany, Japan, Finland, and Spain, in the
Lhited Sates, the vast ngjority of national election ex-
penditures! are funded by menbers of civil society
through donations. Privately financed el ections are a ven-
erable Anerican political practice, as it happens. During
George Wshington's race for the Mrginia assenbly in
1757, his supporters purchased “twenty-eight gal |l ons of
rum fifty gallons of spiked punch, forty-six gallons of
beer, thirty-four gallons of wne, and a couple of gallons
of hard cider to help shore up his political base” (Herrn-
son 2000, 150). In the first seriously contested presi -
dential race, that of 1800, Jeffersonian Republicans
“revol utioni zed el ectioneering” by sponsoring “endl ess
“dinings,” ‘drinkings,” and cel ebrations; handbills ‘indus-
triously posted along every road ; [and] convoys of vehi -
cles which brought voters to the polls by the carl cad”
(Fischer 1965, 93). For nuch of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, politica parties handl ed nost Aner -
i can canpai gn financing, raising noney from individual
party nenbers and corporate supporters. Even after ex-
tensive reforns over the past quarter century, including
the initial provision of public nonies for national elec-
tions, current American elections remain al nost entirely
paid for by private sources. G the nearly $3 billion spent
on House, Senate, and presidential races in 2000, only
some $238 nillion-er less than eight percent—eame
frompublic funds (Mikinson 2001; Mircus 2000).

Individuals and interest groups, both corporate and
public-interest, voluntarily donate nost of the noney
spent on canpai gns for national office inthe Lhited Sates.
These contributions are transparent, in that the dollar
amounts and identities of donors are reported and accessi -
ble to journalists and, thanks especially to the Internet,
everyone else. Mst contributions are also subject to
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well-policed limts. (The “soft noney” exceptions to
these restrictions are discussed below) Regulations al so
govern candidate and party spending of this privately
rai sed noney, whether hard or soft. And proportionate to
the gross national product, total spending on US federal
elections is little nore than it was in 1960 or even
1900.

Yet the US systemof financing elections is routinely
referred to as undenocratic, scandal ous, and the like;
pol I's on canpai gn finance consistently report w despread
public concern with the present system (G erzynski
2000, 49-52). “Snply put,” states one representative
formulation, “there is too nuch private noney in our po-
litical system . . . This point is nolonger atopic of seri-
ous debate” (Donnelly, FHne, and Mller 1997, 3). Ina
nation otherwse content to handle a vast range of trans-
actions through the private sector, or through
public/private partnership, why such a grim view of
canpai gn finance?

A Gentury of Qiticism

Qitics of US election financing have long targeted pri -
vat e—especi al |y corporate—eontributions. The first sig-
nificant wave of such criticismarose after Theodore Roo-
sevelt’s successful 1904 presidential race, in which “it
was unni st akably shown [by journalists and congres-
sional investigators] that large corporations or their ex-
ecutives” contributed nost of the then-unprecedented $2
mllion that the Republican party spent on behal f of Roo-
sevelt and its congressional candidates (Mwy 1958,
179). Three years later, ngress passed the Tillnan Act,
forbi dding corporate contributions to national canpai gns.
This law was easily circunvented, however, as were a
successi on of later congressional attenpts to reformcam
paign financing. During the first two-thirds of the twen-
tieth century, private funds “flowed through [corporate
and party] channel s whi ch were recogni zed as | egal avoi d-
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ance of existing acts” (A exander and Haggerty 1981, 15;
see also Sorauf 1988, esp 17-34).

A series of reforns in the 1970s, nmost notably a
sweeping set of 1974 anendnents to the Federal Hection
Canpai gn Act (Feca; originally passed in 1971), in-
creased the national governnent’s role in US election fi -
nanci ng. Gongress set strict linits on canpai gn contri bu-
tions and required their disclosure, and it provided for
partia public subsidies of presidential elections. But this
enhanced regul atory authority proved to be ineffective at
best. The first federal election that foll owed the enact nent
d FeECA, in 1972, was narred by secret “slush funds” and
other financial irregularities brought to light in the Vd-
tergate scandal, resulting in the nore draconian reforns
d 1974. Yet in the wake of that historic legislation,
1976 election spending drew so much criticismthat
President Carter made canpai gn-finance reformhis top
legislative priority upon entering of fi ce—w thout success.
A cycle of public discontent, reform proposals, and spo-
radic legislative action has continued ever since. Mst re-
cently, a push for reformculmnated in March 2002,
when President Bush signed a |aw inposing najor re-
strictions on “soft noney” contributions and other as-
pects of canpai gn finance.

Arerican elites’ and nasses’ periodic expressions of
outrage at national election financing practices take four
distinct forns. 2 To song, the canpaign finance systemis
thoroughly (or at least significantly) corrupt. Illegd
contributions and spending practices are portrayed as far
outstripping the neager oversight efforts of executive and
legislative regul ators.

Second, even if canpaign fundrai sing and spending
largely conformto the letter of the law nany reforners
view the systemand its results as fundanental |y unjust
a inequitable. Hectoral outcones, and subsequent policy
naki ng, are seen as being unduly influenced by private
contributions, whose donors are thought to be rewarded
by legislative favors fromgrateful recipients. Mreover,
this argunent goes, the current financing systemunfairly
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favors wealthy donors, in both the corporate and individ-
ual realns, who can afford the funds necessary to wn
policy favors.

Third, the rising cost of national elections is a frequent
target of criticism This applies both to total spendi ng—
the record $2.8 billion lavished on federal canmpaigns in
the 2000 cycle was w dely benvaned (see, e.g., Mrcus
2000)—and to the escalating price tag of individual races.
The successful House candidate in 2000 spent an un-
precedented average of $840,000, a figure again sur-
passed in 2002 ($895,000). Aong with these |and-
narks, other spending records set in 2000 included the
nost expensive Senate (New York) and House (Galifor-
nas 27th district) races, and the nost noney raised at a
single event: $26.7 mllion, a8 a My 2000 Denocratic
gala in Véshington, D C. The high cost of canpai gns rai ses
the fear that potential challengers are deterred from
seeking office by the sheer cost of running, or by the
fundrai sing advantages enjoyed by incunbents. A pair of
related concerns is that the governnent’s efficacy is im
pai red because the pool of possible officeholders is con-
strained by rising canpai gn costs; and that denocratic
representation suffers if only the wealthy, and others
wWth access to plentiful funds, are able to nount a viable
canpai gn for the presidency or for a congressional seat.

Fourth and finally, after nearly 30 years of repeated
anmendrents and nunerous court-ordered revisions to
FECA, both outside observers and those involved in cam
paigns find the present financing systemto be overly
conpl ex, even inconprehensible. The rul es governing
contributions can be difficult to decipher. “Soft noney”
donations to political parties are subject to nuch |ooser
regul ati on—Ao spending limts, for exanpl e—than are
contributions to candidates for office. Inconsistent penal -
ties for msconduct, such as exceeding contribution |im
its, also distub critics. Hection-law violations in the
aftermath of the 1970s reform|aws have been penal i zed
severely in sone cases and barely at all in others, de-
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pending on seemngly arbitrary accidents of tine, place,
and presidi ng j udge.

These concerns about the present el ection-financing
systemani nate critics ranging fromsnall -t own newspa-
per editors to national public-interest organizations to
social scientists. Promnent anong the latter is Darrell
M West, who has witten wdely on US elections and in-
terest groups, and whose book-length critique of cam
paign finance is provocatively entitled Checkbook Denoc-
racy: How Money CGorrupts Political Canpai gns (Boston:
Northeastern Lhiversity Press, 2000). VWest touches on
all four types of criticismecatal ogued above; by exam ni ng
each of themthrough the prismof his book, as well as
through other relevant studies, we may gain greater per-
spective on the potent issue of financing Anerican na-
tiona €l ections.

Gorruption in Canpai gn F nance

Regarding corruption, Vést devotes an entire chapter to
foreign nationals’ contributions to the Denocratic Na-
tional Committee (DNC) during the 1996 canpaign
(84-106), resulting in “an enbarrassing Denocratic
scandal in which illegal sources were tapped for nillions
of dollars” (13). Another chapter details an illicit swap
of canpaign contributions coordinated by the Teansters
union and the DNC, again during the 1996 contest
(107-24). As they constitute two of six extended case
studies in Wst's book, he presunably finds the corrup-
tion these exanpl es reveal to be endemic in the US sys-
tem

It is difficult to discern fromsuch exanpl es, however,
just how corrupt the US canpai gn-financi ng system ac-
tually is. Wre the foreign-nationals and Teansters cases
typicd of 1996 funding practices, wthin either or both
maj or parties? Od these nark w despread excesses of a
sick system or rare breaches of legality that were duly
exposed and brought to justice? Definitive answers are
difficut to cone by; none of Vést’'s fellow acadenic crit -
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ics of canpaign finance has published a detailed anal ysis
of the available evidence. 3 But cross-national studies of
corruption in politics generally accord the US govern-
nent, at least in its post-Qlded Age incarnation, rela-
tively high marks conpared to other industrial denocra-
cies (e.g., Rose-Ackerman 1999; Ades and D Tella 1997,
Bgen 2000; Johnston 2002; on corruption and canpai gn
finance, Srauss 1994).

Though the Lhited States scores well on conparative
neasures of political (including election finance) cor -
ruption, elite critics are joined by large najorities of the
Averican public in viewng illegalities in canpaign fi -
nancing as a najor problem according to a range of na-
tional pdls. 4 This could reflect a general recognition that
scattered revel ations of fraud represent pervasive prob-
lens (as West and others inply). O it could be that the
perception of corruption outwei ghs the apparently |inted
reality of it. If so, then the sources of that perception—
nedi a and even schol arly account s—eoncei vably share
sone blane with the handful of actual nal efactors whose
activities are reported as if they are representati ve.

(ne further point concerning corruption in election fi-
nance. If the Lhited States were, in response to real or
perceived fraud, to undertake a najor restructuring of
canpai gn financing, nmost critics would want to see it
nove towards nore public funding. Wst summarizes a
variety of potential reforns al ong such lines, concluding
that “these proposal s show real promse if inplenented”
(180). Possibly so, although it is difficut to draw a
strong concl usion based on the avail abl e evidence. The
only significant attenpt to establish public funding of US
elections cane, again, in 1974, when presidentia cam
pai gns were first subsidized by the national governnent.
Wii | e subsequent presidentia contests have not been rid-
diled with corruption charges, neither have they been
denmonstrably “cleaner” than their predecessors in the
1960s or before.

Wtness the 1996 canpaign, featuring extensive cov-
erage of Lincoln Bedroom and Buddhi st tenple nisdeeds



Sharnma - Bringing Politics Back In 263

(e.g., Gerzynski 2000, 2—4). This coud one to the Iim
ited extent of public financing, private funds nay indeed
be the root of the systems evils, as reforners often in-
sist. But looking beyond the Lhited Sates, nany indus-
trial denocracies that finance their canpaigns prinarily
or exclusively through public sources have recently ex-
perienced fundraising scandals that dwarf anything seen
inthe 1996 Anerican contest, or even in Vdtergate. Ger-
nany, for exanple, continues to reel in the wake of a se-
ries of revelations followng their federal elections of
2000: these exposés resulted in, inter dia, the near-col -
| apse of Germany’ s doninant postwar party, the Christian
Denocratic Lhion (CDY); the resignation and public hu-
mliation of the (DU s longtine |leader (and Gernany’'s
nost prominent politician of the past hal f-century), Hel -
mut Kohl, along wth nunerous other top (DU | eaders; and
the suicide of the main (U fundraising official. Snilar
troubl es have beset France, Japan, and Italy, among ot her
nations that at least fornally rely on public financing of
federal canpaigns (Pujas and Rhodes 1999). If intiaed
in tandemwth the US’s relatively strict disclosure
rules, public funding mght be an Amwerican panacea, pro-
vided that Frst Anendnent concerns could be alleviated
(Sabato and Sinpson 1996, 328-29). But the record
el sewhere suggests little grounds for optinism

Are Private Canpai gn Donations Wnfair?

If not illegal or otherw se obviously corrupt, private
contributions nay nonethel ess be viewed as unfairly in-
fluencing electoral—and, ultinately, policy—eutcones.
The concern, in brief, is that disparities in wea th nay
translate into disparities in political power. Vést de-
scribes a representative case at length, involving “B g
Tobacco” donations to Republican |eaders in Congress
during and after the 1996 canpaign (125-45). These to-
bacco- conpany contributions, along with a public-rela-
tions canpai gn on behalf of the industry, helped to derail
punitive legislation in 1998. In VWést’'s words, not only
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did tobacco “industry executives . . . have their voices
heard in the [relevant policy] debate, at least with the
donminant party in Gongress” (134), but the bill’'s defeat
represented “a renarkabl e denonstration of the power of
noney to dictate the policy agenda of ngress” (14 3).

As with the exanpl es of corruption cited above, Vést's
study is linted to a particularly egregious case of unjust
influence. SQuch stories certainly stir the blood, but again
the real issue is whether anecdotes like these represent
ordi nary canpai gn-finance practices, or are uncommon
i nstances of inequitable abuse. (As with the Teansters and
foreign- national s cases, the tobacco conpanies’ activities
vwere w del y exposed and criticized.) S

Assessing the influence of canpaign spending on el ec-
toral or policy outcones is highly problenatic, which
hel ps expl ain the preponderance of anecdotal exposés
anong critiques of the present system Wiatever the hard
evi dence, such analysts as Vést and the general public
ali ke unequivocal ly identify political -action coomttee
(Pac) contributions as the cause, for exanple, of incum
bents’ repeat victories. Yet clains that pac-fuelled cam
pai gn war chests have fuelled spiral ling i ncunbency rates
are belied by historical evidence. In the three national
elections before 1974, when pacs were nade |l egal ly pos-
sible, the taota nunber of House incunbents who | ost
their seats was 25, or an average of 1.9 percent per el ec-
tion year. Two decades later, in the elections between
1994 and 98—with pAc spending reaching new hei ghts
each tine—a total of 61 incunbent House nenbers | ost,
o 4.7 percent on average each year.® Ganted, both of
these nunbers are snall; the proportion of incunbents
defeated has rarely been large in post-Vorld Vér 11
Awerican history. But it is difficut to conclude that “ pac
power” has neani ngfully increased the ongoing el ectoral
advant age of sitting nenbers of Gongress.

As for the larger question of whether, as Vést (167)
clains, “nore than 90 percent of the nen and woren who
have sought re-election have won” because “it’s nuch
easier for incunbents to raise canpaign noney than it is
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for challengers,” a wealth of research has failed to estab-
lish such a conclusion. Yes, incunbents rai se nore noney
than their opponents do, and largely as a consequence, they
are able to greatly outspend their chall engers (Herrnson
2000, 151-79). But do well-financed i ncunbents there-
fore defeat their challengers? Linking patterns of contri -
butions and candidate spending directly to election out -
cones has thus far eluded scholarly research, however
intuitively obvious the point nay appear (see the thorough
reviewof the literature in Sguire 1995; conpare Eikson
and Palfry 2000). This may nerely reflect insufficiently
refined anal ytic instrunents, to be sure. But recent stud-
ies suggest that incunbents’ electoral success owes less to
fundrai sing prowess than to a variety of other factors,
such as sinple nane-identification and résung advant ages
(Levitt and Wl fram 1997). BEven anecdotally, for every
tale of a big-spending wnner one nay cite a nunber of
bi g-spending | osers, such as Mchael Huffington (who
squandered a then-record $29 nillion in his losing 1994
bid for aUS Senate seat in Glifornia), or-en the i ncum
bent side—the average of $2.5 million spent by the six
House nenbers who | ost their general -el ection canpai gns
in2000.

Let us assune, even absent scholars’ consensus on the
point, that levels of spending do directly translate into
el ectoral success. The natural response, favored by
many reforners, is to severely restrict canpaign ex-
penditures. But such a change could well reduce, rather
than boost, electoral conpetition: “In practical terns,
linmts on canpai gn spending constitute an incunbent’s
protective device, since challengers a nost always have
a greater burden of naking their nanes known” (Pol sby
and WIldavsky 1996, 81; cf. Smth 2001, 66-70). A
candidate who gains a najor party’'s nomnation for
Qongress or president can tap into extensive fundrai sing
networks, regard ess of how personally wealthy he or
she is. rec Commi ssi oner and canpai gn-fi nance reform
critic Bradley Smth (2001, 81) argues al ong these
lines that “nmany candidates who begin with relatively
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little cash are able to use their other poitica taents to
raise the noney necessary to take their nessage to the
voters.”

The claimthat contributors unfairly gain enhanced in-
fl uence anong nenbers of Congress (MX) or executive-
branch officials after the election is another intuitively
pl ausi bl e notion that has yet to be confirned by enpirical
analysis. In a particularly realistic recent experinent,
three political scientists engaged 6 9 congressi onal
staffers in a test of whether pac contributors enjoyed
hei ght ened access to M3, in contrast to constituents and
interest groups that had not contributed to the M cam
pai gns. They concl uded that “conventional w sdom
notw t hstandi ng, we find evidence that nenbers give pri -
ority to constituent requests over PAcs.” And as to
“whether initial access to nenbers is biased towards
PACS,” their findings “suggest that it is not” (Chin, Bond,
and Gva 2000, 545). Nunerous other examnations of
contributor influence on policy outcones have reached
simlarly qualified conclusions (e.g., Box-Seffensneier
and Gant 1999; Miyoet d. 2000; Biley 2001).

Through the 1980s and early 1990s, nost of the con-
cern about inequity in canpaign financing targeted PAC
contributions. But two newer practices have drawn in-
creasing fire since the 1996 canpaign, culmnating in
the recently enacted MGCain-Feingold |egislation: so-
called “soft noney” contributions to political parties; and
i ndependent canpai gn expendi tures, most notoriously
“issue advocacy” advertisenents, that are paid for by in-
terest groups operating (at least ostensibly) apart from
either candidates or parties. In Wst’'s assessnent,
“large, soft-noney donations [and] independent expendi -
tures allow wealthy interests to funnel noney into poli -
tics” (65). Yet the effects of soft noney and issue ads on
electoral and policy outcones have yet to be reliably de-
termned, and our experience with other plausible-
soundi ng theories about the power of political donors does
not bode vell for the latest intuitions about the reliance of
state personnel on specia interests.
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How Much |I's Too Mich?

Vst mininmzes the issue of escalating canpai gn costs,
concluding that “the problemin American politics is not
too nuch noney; it is the availability and use of secret,
undi scl osed financia resources” (179). Qher observers
di sagree, finding the sheer anount of spending (nearly $3
billionin 2000) to be disturbing. Mctoria Farrar-Mers
and Dana Dwyre list “the rising cost of canpai gns” as
one of two “issues [at] the forefront for those who stud[y]
the canpai gn finance issue” (1999, 10). Robert Putnam
(2000, 39-40), in his nassive study of the decline of
social capital in post-1950s Anerica, notes that while
“citizen involvenent was slunping [between
1960-1996] by nore than hal f, spending on presidential
nomnation and el ecti on canpai gns exploded. . . . The bot -
tomline in the political industry is this: FHnancial capi -
tal +he wherewi thal for mass marketing—has steadily
repl aced social capitalthat is, grassroots citizen net -
works—as the coin of the realm”

However, the “explosion” of spending in recent years
appears nmuch less dramati c when neasured in constant
dollars. By this standard, spending declined in (for exam
ple) 1992 as conpared to 1988. The average noninal
(unadj usted) cost of winning either a House or Senate
canpai gn nearly doubl ed between 1986 and 1998, afat
wdely advertised anong critics of US election finance.
Yet in constant dollars, Senate winners spent less than 4
percent nore in 1998 thanin 1986. The 1998 House in-
flation-adjusted figure did increase when conpared to
1986-—by 28 percent—but fell when conpared to 1996.
Thus, the overall trend is nixed, rather than tracing the
upward trajectory that nomnal figures inply.

Mre pertinent is a question rarely voiced in anal yses
of election financing: Hw nuch shoul d canpai gns cost?
Anericans spend nore on politics than do the citizens of
other advanced nations, as critics often note—yet because
of the large US population, the cost per voter is actually
less than in nost denocracies (Penniman 1984, 52-53).
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For exanple, George W Bush's record $185.9 mllion
canpaign in 2000 translated into $3.6 8 per vote (Laris
2002, 21). Asoinflating the sumtotal of Awerican cam
pai gn costs, relative to counterparts |ike England, Japan,
and Gernany, are two unique aspects of the US system
far more frequent federal elections, and an unusual |y
powerful national |egislature. Those decrying the overall
cost of Anerican national elections, either in terns of
sheer dollars spent or in conparison to representative
denocr aci es around the gl obe, nay be relying on msl ead-
i ng standards.

Qhers draw conparisons of a different sort. Anericans
spend over twce as much annual Iy on yogurt as on el ect -
ing candidates to Qongress and the Wiite House ( Gongres-
sional Record 1995, S16722; cf. Mraniss and Vi sskopf
1996, 126-27). Smlarly, US spending on the Rail -
road Retirenent Board in 1999, approxinmately $4.9 hil -
lion, was nearly two-thirds again as nuch as the entire
anount spent on the 2000 Anerican national elections.
For the sane year, the federal governnent budgeted over
1.5 times as nuch for pronoting international tourismto
the Lhited Sates ($374 mllion) as for public financing
of the general -el ection phase of the 2000 presidenti al
canpai gn. 7 Conpared to the other purchases of the Aner -
ican public, such as the $4.7 hillion spent on |aundry
soap, the nearly $3 billion it spends on federal races nay
appear |ess than egregi ous.

A concern that is separate fromthe prina-facie un-
seenhiness of the cost of canpaigns is that el ected officials
are forced to allocate increasing tine to fundraising while
inoffice, rather than to governing. Vest notes that during
the 1996 Ainton re-el ection canpai gn, “to accomodat e
such a frenetic noney-raising schedul e, Wite House
staffers were forced to cancel official presidentia neet -
ings. . . . Canpaign advisors worried about fatigue and its
effect on the president’s judgnent” (97). Snlar por-
traits have been drawn of nenbers of CGongress (e.g., Hill
and Waynan 1990). But while such worries certainly
have force, it is not immediately evident that reducing the
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need for fundraising activities would enable policy nak-
ers to devote nore tine to substantive policy nmatters.
Re-el ection, however financed, is a perennia concern for
nost of fi cehol ders; a congressional or presidential candi -
date nmight well undertake other forns of electioneering in
place of “dialing for dollars.” Perhaps this is a desirabl e
outcone, but the easy assunption that the private financ-
ing of canpaigns is what keeps officials fromtheir duties
i S dubi ous.

A Boomin', Buzzin’ Gonfusion

In the present US electoral-financing system Weést
wites, “a reasonably clear set of rules for the gane now
has given way to a bewldering variety of tangled |aws,
confusing regul ations, blatant |oophol es, and sel ective en-
forcement of what guidelines renmain” (165). Bven if
private funds are not irrefutably the source of corruption
or injustice, the maze governing their regul ation nay be.
Victoria Farrar-Mers and D ane Dwre (1999, 12) are
among those who link legal conplexity with the probl em
of unequal spending by lanmenting “a process that is so
noi sy and consurmed w th what noney can buy that denoc-
racy itself is drowned out in the process.”

Ohce nore, however, there is an “and yet.” The current
financing laws date largely to the reforns of the 19705
when a series of well-neani ng changes—ntended, in part,
to reduce the thicket surrounding canpai gn finance rul es
by neans of greater transparency in both contributions
and spendi ng—yi el ded a raft of unintended consequences,
such as the creation of Pacs and, later, soft noney, issue
advocacy, and so forth (the hot new problem “527" or-
gani zations). Any attenpt to sinplify the current system
may well result in nore |oopholes and innovative
fundrai sing vehicles, and a net gain rather than reduction
inconplexity. If aprincipa intention of reformis to re-
duce confusion, the results of the past 3 0-plus years
shoul d rai se red fl ags.

M/ purpose is not to praise the current system As
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Wst and others show the potential for abuse is there,
even if enpirical analysis cannot (yet?) denonstrate
that corruption or injustice are a promnent feature of
contenporary Anerican canpai gn financing. But the
status quo is not yet ready to be buried, either, based on
present evi dence.

n paper, the 2000 el ection woul d appear to be a com
pelling object of criticism thanks to new spendi ng
records galore; three largely self-financed mul timllion-
aires newy elected to the Senate; canpai gn-finance re-
formcrusaders defeated in each party's presidentia pri-
nary; and so forth,

Yet the 2000 el ection was narked by an extraordi nary
level of conpetition. The two general -el ection candi dates
ran within a few percentage points of one another
throughout the fall canpaign. Partisan control of both
houses of Gongress was genuinely up for grabs, right up to
the eve of the election. Setting aside the bizarre post-
election struggle, the 2000 race was also a nodel cam
paign in other inportant respects, such as the propensity
of presidentia (and many high-profile Senate and Hbuse)
candi dates to favor discussion of policy issues rather than
mudsl inging (“Wite House 2000,” 1). The new nul ti -
mllionaire Senators, Jon Gorzine of New Jersey, Mrk
Dayton of Mnnesota, and Mria Cantwell of Véshington,
are unlikely to prove nouthpieces for wealth and privi -
lege, corporate or otherwse: all occupy the left wng of
the Denocratic party, joining there such wealthy Sena-
tors as Jay Rockefeller (W Va.) and Ted Kennedy
(Mass. )—each of whomwas originally elected |ong before
the era of soft noney and nassi ve pac spending. 8 In short,
a national election held amdst sustained criticismof un-
precedent ed canpai gn spending will likely be judged
anong the nore salutary national contests of recent
decades, even in deliberative-denocratic terns.

A Qounterintuitive View of Canpai gn F nance

If political scientists have yet to prove woul d-be reform
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ers’ alegations right, it coudindicate a problemwth the
researchers or the data as much as wth the allegations.
Vést endorses such a view criticizing the bulk of acade-
nmc work on canpai gn finance as erroneously “suggesting
noney doesn't nmatter all that nuch in voting in the Lhited
Sates” (167). Yet sone studies suggest that current fi -
nanci ng practices nay have positive effects on denocratic
participation.

Such an argunent has recently been investigated by
John ol eman and Paul Manna. Rather than the typical
scholarly attenpt to ascertain the effects of canpaign
spending on election or policy outcomes, Colenan and
Manna address an internediary natter: how does cam
pai gn spendi ng i nfl uence voters?

Secifically, they exanine such issues as “trust and ef -
ficacy, involverent and attention, and electorally rele-
vant know edge and affect in the public, all key conpo-
nents of a vibrant political community” (2000, 758).
Wii | e canpai gn spending has little apparent effect (posi -
tive or negative) on such variables as public trust and
citizen involvenent, el sewhere it—perhaps astonish-
i ngl y-appears to “produce generally beneficial effects.
Canpai gn spending contributes inportantly to key aspects
of denocracy and political community such as know edge
and affect” (759). ol eman and Manna show that spendi ng
is directly correlated wth the amount of reliable, accu-
rate infornation about candidates and issues available to
voters, and wth citizens’ ability to recall that inforna-
tion. Hectoral conpetitiveness, rather than being di min-
i shed, appears to increase in rough proportion with cam
pai gn spending, as, one might infer, the bonbardnment of
ads penetrates the fog of voters’ custonary inattention,
leading themto question their assunptions about incum
bents and view challengers nore favorably. Mreover,
spending that is intended to mslead voters (i.e., as to an
i ncunbent’ s ideol ogy) seens not to succeed in doing so
(777). Al inal, noney nay natter in US elections at
least partly in a positive way.

Gl enan and Manna suggest that current spending prac-
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tices nay help to enhance voter awareness and invol ve-
nment. But if Vést and other critics are unable to show
persuasively that the present system corrupts political
canpai gns and governance, there is a less dramatic way in
whi ch the “checkbook denocracy” of his title mght cor-
rosively affect American denocratic practice. |nvolve-
nent can take the formof “donating” time as well as
noney. And it seens clear that in recent years, the num
ber of people making nonetary contributions have far
outstripped those dedi cated to vol unteering ti ne—for can-
vassing, nobilizing fellowvoters, and the like. he |and-
nark study concludes that the “role of the citizen” is in-
creasingly that of “a witer of checks,” and that “if
noney were to replace time as the prinary nedi um of
citizen input, the consequences for politics would be sub-
stantial” (Verba, Schlozrman, and Brady 1995, 67; d.
ibhd, 191-96). Putnam concurs that “participation in
politics is increasingly based on the checkbook. . . . If we
think of politics as an industry, we nmight delight inits
new ‘| abor-saving efficiency,” but if we think of politics
as denocratic deliberation, to leave people out is to niss
the whol e point of the exercise” (2000, 40).

O the other hand, the information provided by cam
pai gns, as described by ol enan and Manna, is just about
the only neans by which, at least at the nationa |evel,
menbers of “society” obtain any of the informati on nec-
essary even to approach being able to control “the state.”
Wre | ess noney spent on canpai gns, or were the noney
to flowfromthe state itself, even this lowlevel of infor-
nmati on mght be jeopardi zed.

NOTES

1. This study focuses on national elections; for research into
canpaign financing in state and local elections, see the essays
in Thonmpson and Moncrief 1998; or in dezyrnski 2000,
48-50 and 100-01.

2. Aong with Wst 2000, the followng points are drawn from
several academ c sources, including Ferguson 1995; Smth
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2001; Strauss 1994; Farrar-Myers and Dwre 1999; Katz

1997; Gis 1996; Bartelset d. 1998; and Gezyrnski 2000.

3. Another sustained study, bluntly titled Orty Little Secrets:
The Persistence of Gorruption in Arerican Politics, conpiles a
| onger roster of exanpl es—ncluding a handful fromthe cam
pai gn-finance area—revealing “the stubborn persistence of
corruption” in US politics; “taken together,” the authors
conclude, “it is indisputable that corruption is polluting our
Republ i ¢” (Sabato and Sinpson 1996, 4, 326). Wile these au-
thors (like Wést) offer no enpirical defense of this sweeping
claim both books hint at a “tip-of-the-iceberg” approach—ene
neriting serious consideration. If corrupt practices in election
finance and el sewhere are usually successfully conceal ed by
politicians, the few cases that surface may sustain the infer-
ence that nany nore exist. Mre sophisticated research in-
strunents are necessary to address this issue, but the possi -
bility deserves nention.

4. National polls on canpaign finance from 2000 include those
conducted by Newsweek, released August 21; Gilup, April
17; ABC News/Wshington Post, Axil 14 (by 66-28 percent,
respondents supported “stricter canpaign finance |aws”);
Mel lman Goup, April 3 (by 68-19 percent, respondents fa-
vored elimnating private contributions in favor of full public
financing, and 56 percent said canpai gn contributions af fected
mcs' votes “a lot”); CBS News, March 27 (85 percent fa-
vored either “fundanental changes” or “conpletely rebuild-
ing” the canpai gn-finance systen); NBOQ V| Sreet Journal ,
January 28; Newsweek, January 9.

5. Indeed, one might further observe that “B g Tobacco’ failed
to achieve its desired outcone in Qongress—the passage of a
settlenent that had been elaborately worked up by industry
officials, legislators, and state attorneys general. Instead, a
bill was introduced by John MGCain (a Republican who was,
presumably, insufficiently financed by tobacco contributions)
that was far nore punitive than the settlenent agreenent. To-
bacco noney nmay then have “stopped” the MCain |egislation
from passage, but it was ineffective in pronoting the conpa-
nies’ original objective in Congress. See LaFrance 2000,
199-200; ny thanks go to Gary MK ssick for pointing out
this devel opnent.

6. The details: 5 House nenbers lost their seats in 1968 (5 De-
nocrats, no Republicans), 11 lost in 1970 (2 O 9 R, and 9
lost in 1972 (6 O 3 R. House losers nunbered 34 in 1994 (dl
D, 21in1996 (18R 3D, and 6in 1998 (1 O 5R. In 2000,
8 House nenbers (including two who lost their party' s pri-
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mary) and 6 Senators were unseated-the nost incunbent
Senate | osers since 1986.

7. FHoures are 1999 spending totals derived fromthe FY 2000
US budget.

8. Far less often noted than these multimllionaire Senate wn-
ners is that 12 House candidates devoted over $1 nillion of
their personal fortunes to their 2000 canpaigns, and that 11
of the 12 lost.
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Shal endra D Sharma

BRI NGI NG POLI TI CS BACK | N:
RETHI NKI NG THE ASI AN FI NANCI AL CRI SI' S
AND | TS AFTERMATH

ABSTRACT: V& now have a fairly good understandi ng of the
econonmi c causes of the 1977 Asian financial crisis.
There is as yet, however, little understanding of the
politics behind the crisis. Not only did various political
systens in Asia play a significant role in fomenting the
crisis, they have al so denonstrated renarkabl e capaci -
ties in dealing wth its afternath. Nowhere is this nore
evident than in the far-reaching economc reforns im
pl enented by the Kim Dae-Jung administration in South
Korea. The key to Korea' s success in weathering the cri -
sis lay in the decisive |eadership of K m Dae-Jung and
in the “devel opnental state” structures and institutions
he inherited-both of which exenplify the autonony of a
putatively denocratic state from societal, especially
elite, pressures.

Behi nd the conpl ex econonic causes responsible for the
Asian financial of crisis 1997-98 and the subsequent
neasure of recovery lie broader political factors.

Hrst, why did the so-called Asian nodel of devel op-
nment, which generated such high econonmic growth and
equity for several decades, succunb to the crisis so
quickly? It is generally agreed that the distinctive Asian
nodel and the so-cal |l ed devel opnental states it spawned
were built around close busi ness-governnent rel ation-
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ships. For exanple, in Asias Next Gant: South Korea
and Late Industrialization (1989), Aice Amsden at -
tributed Korea s phenonenal export-led economc nod-
erni zation, which began in 1960 under the authoritar -
ian Park Chung Hee regine, to the exigencies of
col l aboration, or “pragmatic synergy,” between a
highly centralized, interventionist devel opnental state
and the large private congl onerates (or chaebol) it cre-
ated. Ehdowng itself wth exclusive authority over the
coordination of fiscal, nonetary, and trade policy,
Korea’s “admnistrative state” kept a watchful eye over
the chaebol , while at the same tine nurturing themwth
generous subsidies and protection from conpetition. In
return, it got the perfornance necessary to neet the
stringent requirenents of export-oriented industrial -
ization. The state- chaebol alliance cane to be seen as
i ndi spensabl e to South Korean devel opnent. These allies
had an apparently uncanny ability to foll ow narket sig-
nal s, preenptively respond to externalities, and broker
relations wth foreign investors and creditors.

In Korea and in the rest of the high-perforning Asian
economes, it was believed that such cl ose governnent -
busi ness rel ati onshi ps hel ped i nprove the flow of in-
fornmati on between the public and private sectors and
that they contributed to rapid capital accumulation. In
the banking sector, so-called relationship banking was
seen as havi ng several advantages, including the capacity
to manage flows of short-termcredit and investnent ef -
ficiently. Indeed, the alleged need of high-performng
Asian states to actively nobilize citizens and corpora-
tions behind a coherent market-based devel opnent
strategy becane the principal justification of authori -
tarian rule. Qverning elites and advocates of *“Asian
denocracy” argued that Véstern-style denocracy often
leads to undisciplined and disorderly behavior that is
inimcal to rapid economc devel opnent. An interven-
tionist regine insulated, by the absence of denocratic
pressures, fromconflicting societal demands and gui ded
by prudent technocratic decision naking was seen as
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ideally suited to provide the requisite order and pronote
econom ¢ devel opnent .

The Wak Performance of Strong States

It is nowclear that the efficacy of the Asian devel opnental
nodel was greatly exaggerated. The custodians of Asia s
devel opnent states (like state elites el sewhere) confirm
Moi sés Naimis (1997, 309) observation that “while
econom c fundanental s eventual |y force governnents to
adopt painful corrections, political calculations make
their inprudent postponenent all too frequent. Qovern-
nents everywhere exhibit politically induced |earning
disabilities.” The evidence unanii guously indicates that
ineffective policy responses and indeci siveness on the
part of a paternalistic authoritarian regine (Indonesia
under Suharto), a “sem -authoritarian regine”
(Mal aysi a under Mahathir Mhamed), and two newy es-
tabl i shed denocratic governnents (Thailand under
Chaval it Yongchai yudh and Korea under Kim Young San)
played a large role in generating narket uncertainty and
ineventual |y produci ng a disastrous |oss of investor con-
fidence, both donestically and internationally.?
Gonpoundi ng this problemwere deep structural /institu-
tional weaknesses, including the nmuch-touted business-
governnent “rel ationshi p banki ng”—hich, in the criti -
cal nonths prior to the crisis, served to weaken the
i ndependence of central banks and regul atory authorities,
slowng their ability to respond to early warning signal s
of the inpending crisis.

In fact, in alnmost all the high-performng Asian
econonies (wth the exception of S ngapore), the inplicit
governnent guarantees that encouraged private risk tak-
ing contributed nuch to the onset and the depth of the cri -
sis. Secifically, the long-standing patterns of busi ness-
governnent rel ationships created a donestic version of
nmoral hazard. In Thail and, Korea, |ndonesia, and
Mal aysi a, the pervasive invol venent of governnent in the
financial and corporate sectors created expectations that
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banks and firns would be protected against failure. CQrer
tine, such relationshi ps generated w despread corruption
and cronyism even while the expectations of continued
governnent protection pronpted overinvestnent in these
unworthy firns. This only served to further undernm ne
the capacity of governments to respond to engrging eco-
nomc problens, including the ability of the central banks
and regulatory authorities to enforce whatever rules of
prudentia regul ation and supervision were on the books.
The lack of transparency in business-governnent rela-
tionships had been less of a problem when the Asian
econonies were relatively closed, but it becane a serious
natter followng economc |iberalization and deregul ation
inthelae 1980s and early 1990s, which encouraged in-
ternational investnent in the hazardous busi nesses.

For exanple, in Indonesia, the line between the public
and the private had |ong becone blurred;, Suharto gov-
erned as the quintessential patriarchal ruler, granting
patronage and protection to loyalists and neting out harsh
puni shnent to dissenters. However, while Suharto’s per -
sonalistic style of rule enabled | ndonesia to notch i npres-
sive economic growh rates, the capriciousness inherent
in personalism coupled wth the absence of representa-
tive institutions and institutionalized forns of political
nedi ation and accountability, exacerbated the probl ens of
corruption, cronyismand nepotism 2

What about | ndonesia s faned economc technocrats (the
so-called “Berkeley Mafia”), who were known to have
SQuharto's ear and enjoyed other forns of privileged ac-
cess and influence, especially during tines of econonic
trouble? As in the past, wiy did they not guide the econ-
ony in a sustainable direction? Like everyone else in
Suharto’'s Indonesia, the technocrats not only |acked an
i ndependent power base; their influence “depended en-
tirely on their relationship wth Suharto” (P ncus and
Rambi 1998, 729). It seens that before and during the
crisis, the respected economsts were politically isolated
and powerless, their influence eclipsed by Suharto’ s
children and his business buddies. In fact, at the height of
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the crisis, Suharto reneged on inplenenting the nuch-
needed economc and |egal reforns recommended by the
technocrats because such policies would have hurt the
vast econonic interests held by his offspring and his
cronies. In the end, SQuharto’'s erratic policy announce-
nents only served to unnerve investors. dven the fact
that power was so heavily concentrated in Suharto's
hands, any perceived weakness in his wllingness or abil -
ity to respond expeditiously (whether real or perceived)
resulted in a disastrous loss of investor confidence, both
donmestical ly and international ly.

In the case of Ml aysia, under the ostensible rationa e of
the ethnic redistribution of resources, Mhathir and the
Mlay political elite built up an increasingly centralized
political systembased on patronage and cronyism In their
insightfu study, Milaysias Political Econony: Politics,
Patronage and Profits, Edmund Gonez and K S. Jono
(1999) note that the bum putera (Ml ay) capitalists who
energed under Mhathir were neither authentic entre-
preneurs nor industrial nanagers. Instead they functioned
as financial nanipul ators, engaged in deal -naki ng, asset
stripping, and rent collecting of various kinds, including
the receipt of direct financial subsidies, lucrative non-
conpetitive contracts fromthe state, and protection from
foreign conpetition. As a group they failed to contribute to
the efficiency, productivity, diversification, or interna-
tional conpetitiveness of the Mil aysi an econony.

Gompoundi ng this problemwas Mahathir’s “big growth
push” policy, designed to propel Ml aysia to devel oped-
country status by the year 2020. The ever-expandi ng |i st
of extravagant negaprojects designed to facilitate M-
hathir’'s “Msion 2020” included the Bakun Dam (Asia’ s
largest hydroel ectric dam costing an estimated $10 kil -
lion); Kuala Lumpur’s showpi ece, the Petronas “tw n
towers” (the world s tallest skyscrapers), built at a cost
of sone $1 billion; a supernodern airport (estinated at
$6 billion); a new admnistrative capital for the state of
Sarawak in Borneo; and nost audacious of all, a $14 hl -
lion national adnministrative capital near Kual a Lunpur,
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aptly called Putrajaya (city of kings), to be built as a
tribute to Mahathir Mhamed hinsel f. Such anbitious
projects resulted in nassive public investnent expendi -
ture and rapid credit expansion. 3 Besides the big projects,
nmuch of the credit directed to the property sector eventu-
ally weakened the financial position of the banks, as this
lending led to a property gl ut. Mreover, bank |ending in-
creasingly took “the formof ‘connected (state-directed)
lending rooted in the long-standing intinate |ink between
t he government and busi ness” (Athukorala 1998,
92-93).

Thus, instead of responding appropriately when the fi -
nancia crisis struck (for starters, limting the self-ag-
grandi zing projects and connected |ending), Mihathir's
first reaction was to find scapegoats. In a fiery speech on
Septenber 20, 1997 (before a joint Wrld Bank-1 M-
annual neeting in Hong Kong), he argued that “currency
trading is unnecessary, unproductive and imoral” and
that it “should be stopped and nade illegal” (Jono 2001,
14). Afewdays later Mihathir suggested that an interna-
tional Jew sh financial conspiracy mght be trying to
cripple his predomnantly Mislimcountry. He |ashed out
against foreign currency traders of Jew sh heritage—n
particular, financier CGeorge Soros—branding him a
“noron” and a crimnal (Tan 2000, 17-18). As Qomez
and Jono (1999, 189) note, “the ringgit probably fell
much further than might otherw se have been the case, as
a result of international market reaction to Mihathir’s
rhetorical and policy responses to the unfol ding crises.”

Was More Denocracy the Answer?

Wiat about the two fledgling denocracies in the region,
Thai | and and Korea? Schol ars have | ong distingui shed be-
tween two forns of denocratic governance. Uhder proce-
dural forns of denocracy, a mininum set of denocratic
rues and rights is observed, including free and fair elec-
toral conpetition based on universal suffrage; guaranteed
freedons of expression and associ ation; independent nedi a
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and judiciary; and accountability through the rule of |aw
However, in a substantive denocracy not only are the
basi c procedural requirenent net, but citizens are
broadly included in the political arena and denocratic
norns and values are highly institutionalized and rou-
tinized (Karl and Schmtter 1991).

Qearly, denocracy in Thailand and Korea (as in nost
new denocracies) is procedural, not substantive. How
ever, the problens they experienced in dealing wth the
crisis are difficut to attribute to a lack of “substantive”
popul ar participation. If anything, these countries were
strongly denocratic, in that they were highly sensitive to
pressures fromcivil society during the severe econonic
downturn, and therefore were less able than nore “ad-
vanced” denocracies to override public opinion and in-
terest-group desires so as to inpl enent economically lit-
erate, technocratic policy initiatives that were
aut ononous fromdenocratic currents. |Instead, these gov-
ernments were pulled in all directions by interest
groups, even while legislative and electoral “veto gates”
(Haggard 2000, 49) delayed dealing with the nounting
problens in the financial sector.4 According to Robert
Wade (2001, 69-70), “in Thailand and South Korea, new
civilian denocratic regines corrupted the central policy-
nmaki ng technocracy and lost focus on national econonic
policies. Governnent-bank-firmcol |l aboration came to be
steered nore by the narrow and short-terminterests of
shifting coalitions. Their experience is bad news for the
proposition that nore conpetitive politics yield better
policies.”

In the case of Korea, scholars such as Jongryn M
(2001, 468) have argued that “political grid ock” and
the “immature and unconsolidated nature of Korean
dermocracy” nmade for poor econonmic policy naking and
i npl enent ati on. Specifically,

policy grid ock was frequent because of a traditional
political culture and weak denocratic institutions,
whi ch were nost pronounced in the |egislative process.
First, the system of |egislative bargai ning was not
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firnmy established. Despite its constitutional nandate,
the National Assenbly continued to be subordinate to
the executive branch in the policy-naking process. Nor
did the bureaucracy provide a stabl e nmechani sm of in-
terest internediation. As aresult, disputing parties did
not have a place in which to negoti ate.

But inplicit in Ms analysis is an image of “strong”
denocracy according to which societal interests woul d
have been “nedi ated”—that is, in which sone of them
woul d have been overridden-by |egislators and bureau-
crats. This is an inage nore often associated wth strong
states, bu weak civil societies—that is, wth states whose
policies are relatively autononous fromecivil society, and
are therefore less denocratic. I|f anything, popul ar par-
ticipation was the problem not the solution, especially
keeping in nmind that the growng divisions wthin the
ruling party, and the inpending general elections (in De-
cenber 1997), nade the governnent highly sensitive to
pressures from corporations and the well-organi zed
working class. Under this pressure, the ruling-party
| egislators backed away from introduci ng the necessary
policy reforms, or indeed any policy measures they
thought might damage their chances at the polls.

Inthe case of Thailand, a deeply fragnented party sys-
tem produced an undi sciplined coalition governnent sub-
ject to factionalism blacknail, and policy incoherence. As
S ephan Haggard (2000, 52) notes, “al of the denocrat -
ically elected governnents [in Thailand] before the crisis

. were constructed froma pool of approxinately a dozen
parties, and cabinet instability was a chronic problem As
| eader of the governing coalition, the Prine Mnister was
vul nerable to policy blackmail by coalition partners
threatening to defect in pursuit of better deals in another
alliance configuration.” Indeed, weak party discipline
nade political parties and governnents highly sensitive to
denmands from powerful business constituents. For exam
ple, Fnance Mnister Amuay Mirawan and Central Bank
Governor Rerngchai Marakanond found that their efforts
to close down ten ailing finance conpani es cane to noth-
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ing, because politically based opposition fromwthin the
government vetoed their neasure. Not surprisingly,
under such inauspicious conditions, the Thai governnent
proved slowin reacting to warning signal s before the cri -
sis struck, and had great difficuty in formulating a co-
herent response once it did.

In light of these problens, it is paradoxical that while
both denocratic and authoritarian regines in Asia proved
equal |y susceptible to the economic crisis, denocracies
nore effectively dealt wth the crisis. In particular, the
denocratic governnents in Thailand (under Chuan Leek-
pai, Novenber 1997-January 2001) and in Korea
(under Ki m Dae-Jung, January 1998-2003) were rela-
tively successful in exploiting their new popul ar nan-
dates, not to nention the honeynoon period that elec-
torates usually accord newy elected governments, to
i npl enent sone inportant reforns, including taking ac-
tion against the previously favored vested interests.

Qearly, in a denocracy, an unfolding economic crisis
can open wde a wndow for reform A change in admnis-
tration nay often trigger bold actions at first, and given
the popul ar expectation that the new governnent quickly
repair the econonmic danage, a crisis can further em
power a new governnent to continue to carry out what -
ever macroeconomc reforns it (autononously) decides
woul d be effective, even after the nornal honeynoon pe-
riod. This suggests that the trappings of denocracy pro-
vide legitinacy, noral authority, and credibility to states
that can formulate and inpl enent econonmic reforns that
woul d be unlikely candidates for popul ar approval under
regines that were nor e denocratic, and therefore granted
state personnel |ess policy autonony—at |east once the
sem -denocratic state’s unreformed policies have pre-
cipitated an economc crisis.

Kor ean Denocracy or Technocracy?

Korea under Kim Dae-Jung provides a good exanpl e.
Uhder a three-year standby agreenent with the | M, ap-
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proved on Decenber 4, 1997, Korea was lent $21 bl -
lion, or 950 percent of Korea's |MF quota. Korea nmade ten
drawings, totaling $19.5 billion, under the arrangenent.
n August 23, 2000, the IMF s executive board announced
that given the economc recovery, Korea did not intend to
draw the remai ning funds (IMF 2000).

A sharp turnaround in current account bal ances had
contributed to a rapid accumul ation of foreign exchange
reserves, naking the Korean econony nore resistant to
external shocks. Wth the central bank resisting the
tenptation to inflate the currency, by August 1999, the
won had appreciated nearly 30 percent against the US
dollar (in nomnal terns) since bottoning out in January
1998. Just as inpressive, the ratio of short-term debt
dropped to 20 percent of the total debt, fromnore than
40 percent in 1997. By nid-1999, unenpl oynent had
been reduced and inflation contained. Fnally, a wde range
of structural reforns nade Korea s econony nore com
petitive and open. Sgnificant progress was nade in stabi -
lizing the financial system addressing corporate distress,
strengthening the institutional franework for corporate
governance and financi al -sector supervision, liberalizing
foreign investnent, and inproving transparency. Korea' s
V-shaped recovery and reform neasures surpass those in
other crisis-affected econones.

Korea' s inpressive achievenents were the result of a
conti nation of factors, including the early resol ution of
creditor pani c, t he export -
oriented industrial structure, a favorable external eco-
nomc environment, the expeditious inplenentation of
| M~nandated structural reforns (in particular, a wde
range of changes that addressed weaknesses that had con-
tributed to the crisis), the Korean governnent’s cau-
tiously expansionary nacroecononic policies (especially
after md-1998), an efficacious admnistrative and bu-
reaucratic structure, and Kim Dae-Jung' s personal com
mtnent to denocracy and econom c reform

Korea' s achi evermrents have been seen by many as
nerely a vindication of | M-inposed policies (e.qg.,
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Gopra et a., 2001). But the Kim Dae-Jung gover nnent
did nore than accept the very tight nonetary and fiscal
policy neasures requested by the IMF to defend the ex-
change rate. The adninistration al so collaborated wth the
IM- and the Vorld Bank to devise a w de-ranging and po-
litically difficult structural adjustnent programto ad-
dress the outstanding problens in the financial and cor -
porate sectors and in the | abor narkets.

What is not as well known as these outcones is how they
were produced. Ki mDae-Jung was actively involved in all
eight of the formal neetings Korean officials held wth the
IM-during 1998 to reviewthe progress of the prograns.
He and his senior advisors were actively involved in
guestioni ng and shaping the content of the prograns
(Bridges 2001, 70-71). Furthernore, once the policies
were agreed to, Kim Dae-Jung took a major role in en-
suring their effective inplenentation.

Qearly, if policy reforns are to be effective, not only
nust there be coomtrent fromthe political [|eadership,
but the state nust also have sone capacity to inpl enent
the new policies. The conmtnent was certainly there.
Ki m Dae-Jung’ s unequi vocal anti - chaebol worl dvi ew and
strong belief that “the economic crisis in South Korea was
due to the collusive relationship between the gover nnent
and business, the state-controlled financial sector, and
the octopus-1ike overexpansion of the big business con-
glonerates” explains the zeal and determnation with
which his admnistration attenpted to reformthe Korean
econony. ®> Moreover, Kimbrought to his administration a
nunber of key advisors with strong anti-establishnent
views. Yet such conmitnents woul d have cone to naught
had KKms underlings not enjoyed the capacity to inple-
nent the new policies. BEven in order to inplenent free-
narket reforns such as Kims, states need to be able to
act as corporate entities wth broadly collective goals. In-
deed, Peter Evans (1995) has persuasively argued that
state cohesi veness—dndergirded by a robust, Veberian
bureaucrati c corps—+s essential to devel opnental success.
Korea, long known as the paradignatic devel opnental
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state, had the institutional and admnistrative capacity to
effect the leadership's reformist goal s.

The Kikmadmini strati on’s achi evenents are all the nore
inpressive in light of the fact that the conditions sur-
rounding its electoral victory did not appear particularly
auspicious for major reforns. Kkm a political naverick,
ran as an unsuccessful presidential candidate three tines,
in 1971, 1987, ad 1992, before he finaly won on De-
cenber 18, 1997. The nargin of his victory was paper
thin. Wth 80.7 percent of all qualified voters parti ci pat -
ing, he received 40.3 percent, Lee Hoi Chang 3 8.7 per-
cent, Rhee In-Je 19.2 percent, and |abor |eader Kwon
Young-G 1 1.2 percent. Kims party, the National Gonfer -
ence for New Politics (NONP), obtained only 78 of the
National Assenbly’'s 299 seats. On the other hand, Lee Hoi
Chang's Gand National Party (G\P) controlled a com
fortable majority in the parliament, with 161 seats.
Kims victory was possible only because of a split wthin
the ruling party, and an unlikely alliance between K m
Dae-Jung’'s NONP and conservative KkmJong R l’'s United
Li beral Denobcrats (ULD). 6 It was only in Septenber
1998 that the ruling coalition secured a mngjority in the
National Assenbly “by enticing a | arge nunber of opposi -
tion | annakers to defect” (Kkm 2000, 895).

Gven these fornidabl e chal | enges, what explains the ad-
mnistration's relative success in inplenenting neasures
to reformthe Korean econony and the chaebol, where his
predecessors had failed? Wiile economc crises coupl ed
wth externally driven pressures (such as the | MF nan-
dat es) doubtl ess provided opportunities to inplenent
major reforns, Kimskillfully used every opportunity to
pursue reforns. For starters, as the perennial political
outsider, he had little problemportrayi ng hinself as a nan
of the common people who was above the fray of partisan
politics, and who represented the aspirations and interests
of working peopl e as opposed to the sectarianismand self-
interested nachinations of traditional politicians. Indeed, of
the key party leaders, only K mDae-Jung coul d conpl etely
distance hinself fromthe discredited governnents of Kim
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Young-Sam and earlier presidents. This he did wth great
Oef t ness.

Second, KKm Dae-Jung's international reputation as a
chanpi on of hurman rights and denocracy served himwel | .
As Brian Bridges (2001, 41) notes, Kimis warmrel a-
tions wth world leaders, including President dinton,
Japanese prime mnister Hashinoto Ryutaro, and fi -
nanci er George Soros, “worked wonders in transforning
international perceptions of KKmDae-Jung in a favorabl e
direction.”

Wsing the isis to Qaft a Denocratic
“Mandat e”

Perhaps nore inportantly, Kims robust in-charge ap-
proach and decisive actions during the interim between
his election (Decenber 18, 1997) and inauguration
(February 25, 1998) inspired confidence and precl uded
the feeling that there was a power vacuum at the center
during the transition period. For exanple, just two days
after the election, KmYoung Sam and K m Dae-Jung net
and f or med a j oi nt 12-
nenber Energency Economc Commttee (EQCC). Haggard
(2000, 101) notes that

for the two nonths before the inauguration, this body,
made up of six nenbers fromthe outgoi ng and i ncom ng
governnents but effectively under the president-
elect’s control, served as the de facto economc cabi -
net. Kims coalition (NONP and WD and the nmajority
QG\P al so agreed to convene a special session of the Na-
tional Assenbly to deal with a series of reformbills
required under both the original IM- programand its 24
Decenber revi sion.

Kim Dae-Jung also used this transition period to push
through inportant financial reformlegislation that had
been stalled under the previous governnent, and to ac-
quire new neans of autononous decision nmaking. In par-
ticular, the delegation of substantial powers to the newy
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created F nancial Supervisory Gonmssion (FSO greatly
enhanced the governnent’s powers. The FSC in exercising
de facto control over the entire banking system including
the allocation of credit, provided the governnent wth
substantial |everage over the chaebol .

Finally, unlike his immed ate predecessor, K m Dae-
Jung seened decisive and to have a clear grasp of the
causes of the crisis. Hs observation that “past govern-
nment failures” and “collusive |inks between conpani es
and politicians” lay at the heart of Korea's crisis res-
onated with the Korean public (Dae-Jung 1998, 280).
Kim shrewdly exploited the intense unpopul arity of the
chaebol nanagenment and chaebol financial weakness to
formul ate an anbitious agenda of corporate restructuring
(Bridges 2001, 43-45). In fact, well before his inaugu-
ration, Kimreached an agreenment wth chaebol |eaders
regarding plans to restructure and reformtheir conpa-
nies. And as Mathews (2001, 166) notes, K m “showed
that he neant business by calling a neeting of the coun-
try’s top five business |eaders—the heads of the |eading
chaebol +n January 1998, only three weeks after his
election and six weeks before his inauguration, to secure
their agreement to a binding five-point undertaking.”

Despite the various attenpts by the chaebol to under -
mne, if not sabotage, the reformefforts, the adnministra-
tion's coomtnent to reformdid not falter. For exanpl e,
since the restructuring of the top five chaebol was vi ewed
as too conplex for either the courts or the banks to un-
dertake by thensel ves, the governnent required themto
restructure through “voluntary capital structure im
provenent plans” (CSIPs) that were agreed to by the
banks, the governnent, and the chaebol . However, by
Septenber 1998-after several rounds of delays by the
top five chaebol in submtting their revised C3 Ps—the
governnment issued an ultimatum Failure to nove on their
restructuring plans would result in credit sanctions.
Moreover, the governnent pressured the top five chaebol
to reduce their level of horizontal diversification and
concentrate on their “core” businesses (Vorld Bank
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1999, 103). Uhder the program the five |largest chaebol
agreed to swap najor lines of business anong thensel ves
to consol i date excessive and duplicative investnents,
achieving greater econonies of scale and “industria ra-
tionalization.”7 As Meredith Wo-Cum ngs (2001,
367-68) observes,

the denocratic governnment of Ki mDae-Jung did not shy
away fromusing strong-armtactics to bring about the
desired results. Wen LG Goup decided to pull out in the
mdst of nerger negotiations, objecting to Hyundai tak-
ing the controlling share, the F nancial Supervisory
Commission i medi ately called in LG Goup's creditors
to discuss punitive neasures, including inmediate sus-
pension of credit and recall of existing loans. Oh top of
that, the governnment threatened to conduct a tax probe.

In the end, LG Goup agreed to the nerger, relinquish-
i ng managenent control and selling its sem conductor
business to Hyundai. S nilarly, Sansung was encouraged
to sell its autonotive operations to Daewoo. Qher “hig
deal s” included the sale of Hyundai’'s and Sansung’ s power
generation businesses and Sansung' s shi p-engi ne oper a-
tions to Korea Heavy Industries; the acquisition of Han-
wha's oil refining operations by Hyundai; the nerger of
Sansung’'s, Daewoo’'s, and Hyundai’ s aerospace opera-
tions; and the nerger of Sansung General Chenical s and
Hyundai pet rochem cal s.

These deals wll require huge quantities of public funds
to enable creditor banks to swap debt for equity, so they
have the potential of “giving the chaebol back door access
to public funds to reduce their large debts” (Tan 2000,
195). Despite these challenges, the governnent has been
nodest |y successful in getting the chaebol to separate
ownership from nanagement. Furthernore, there has
been reformin chaebol corporate governance through
consolidated financial statenents, independent external
audits, and the reduction of intragroup nutual paynent
guarantees. Chaebol have also streamtined their opera-
tions by reducing their excessive | everage and consol i dat -
ing their nany operations into a few core conpetencies.
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Sone have al so reduced their debt burden and increased
their profitability.

The initial reforns proved inadequate to spare one
chaebol , Daewoo, fromcol |l apse. No doubt wth the Daewoo
ness on his nind, President Kimmade a forceful address
to the nation on the 54th anni versary of National Libera-
tion, August 15, 1999. He stated that “wthout restruc-
turing the corporate giants, the chaebol, the nost prob-
lematic element in our econony, the economc reforns
cannot be conpleted. . . . | amdeternined to go down in
Korea's history as a President who first acconplished
corporate reforns” (Kim Dae-Jung 1999, 533). Soon
after, a second agreenent was reached between the top
five chaebol , the governnent, and the creditor banks. The
chaebol agreed to a second series of potentially far-
reaching reforns, including increased transparency,
greater accountability, and independent subsidiaries wth
prof essi onal managers in control. The agreenent also
poses a real threat to their founding famlies’ control of
the chaebol by requiring enforcenent of the inheritance
tax, anong ot her things.

Popul ist Qedentials, Qorporatist Prograns

Enhanci ng | abor-market flexibility has been a key goal of
Korea's structural reform and one that was fraught wth
obvious el ectoral dangers. Nonethel ess, K m Dae-Jung
was instrunental in forging agreenents wth business,
labor, and the governnent in order to get themto work
together to resolve the country's financial woes. A -
guably, it was KkmDae-Jung's long history in the oppo-
sition, his well-known pro-labor views, and his overall
popul i st credential s that enabled himto get Korea' s nobi -
lized and militant working-class constituency to accept
the austerity requirenents of fiscal stabilization. Kim
proved adept at nanipulating these political assets in
order to achieve a corporatist rather than popul i st agenda
(that is, he resisted the “populist tenptati on”—that po-
litically expedient, but fiscally irresponsible increase of
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governnent spending to aneliorate the social costs of re-
forn).

Once in place, the agreenents Kimsecured pl aced public
pressure on both business and |abor to nake concessi ons
and al so provided the basis for subsequent |egislation.
Uhder the newlaw layoffs are permtted if a conpany has
duly considered the interests of its workers. Labor agreed
to the inplenentation of flexible worker layoffs for the
purposes of restructuring, and pl edged to nmake every ef -
fort to enhance productivity and cooperate wth busi -
nesses on wages and working hours. In return, the gov-
ernnent has conmitted itself to strengthening its support
prograns by providing vocational training, unenploy-
nent insurance, a huge public-works program and in-
formation on re-enpl oyment. Furthermnore, new enpl oy-
ment options such as tenporary work, part-time
enpl oynent, and work at hone are bei ng cont enpl at ed.

Stat e Aut onony under Denocratic Cover

The bol d actions by the Kkmadmnistration belie the con-
ventional wsdomthat politicians in fragile denocraci es
w Il eschew tough decisions. The Korean case suggests that
new denocraci es can provide previously subservient
states the capacity to deal wth na or socioecononic and
political challenges, even when civil society is conpara-
tively strong and the neasures taken would nornal |y be
unpopul ar. WMat is needed in such cases is that “society”
be neutralized, in effect, by “its” electora conferral of
authority on the state. G course, it helps a great dea if
the state possesses the factors that have traditional |y been
identified wth a state’s “capacities”—e.g., a disciplined
bureaucracy, as Kkmhad at his disposal. But it was his
own authority, conferred by “society,” that allowed him
to take advantage of the bureaucracy, and to depl oy his po-
litical skills, insuch a way as to do what, in theory, only
can be done by a “substantive” denocracy: nediate and
contain particularistic denmands, and fill the void when
such elements of “society” as political parties, |abor
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uni ons, and autononous social organizations are rel a-
tively divided. 8
As M and Mon (19993 158) note,

denocracy provi ded unexpected opportunities for eco-
nomc reform Because of his |ongstanding comm tnent
to denocracy, K m Dae-Jung has enjoyed a great deal
of goodw Il and support fromforeign investors and al -
lies (especially the US governnent), who wanted him
to succeed. Donestically, too, denocracy gave legiti -
macy and credibility to the governnent’s reform ef -
forts.

Kim Dae-Jung’' s apparent success in reformng the Ko-
rean econony shows that economc reformcan be inposed
wth only the vaguest of popular “nandates.” Procedural
denocracy al one—wi thout the advent of “substantive”
denocracy—ean provide legitinmacy to policies conceived
by technocrats and inplemented in the teeth of populi st
and interest-group policy preferences. The nere “proce-
dure” of even ninimal denmocracy—the act by which civil
society, through the electorate, legitinates new state
personnel —ean be sufficient, especially in a crisis when
this procedure is interpretable as a “nmandate,” to
strengthen a state considerably, conferring previously
undreant-of autonony on state personnel to enact soci -
ety-defying policies.

Mai ntai ning such policies may be a different story,
however. If stable pro-reformpolitical coalitions are
needed, Korea nmay be in trouble. The parlianentary el ec-
tions held on April 13, 2000 once again resulted in a
deeply divided parlianent with no party in the mgjority.
The opposition G\P won 133 seats—which gave it a plu-
raity inthe 273-nenber National Assenbl y—but left it
four seats short of an absolute legislative ngjority. Kim
Dae- Jung’ s NONP—whose name was now changed to MI -
| enni um Denocratic Party—anme in second, with 115
seats and 35.9 percent of the popular vote. K m Jong-
pil's Lhited Liberal Party (WD placed third, w nning
17 seats. In such an environment, getting working coali -
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tions coomtted to reformw !l be difficult. Mreover,
various corruption scandal s (although neither K m Dae-
Jung nor his famly nenbers have been inplicated) have
dimnished the popul arity of the administration, and the
public disillusionnent wth politics wll nake it difficult
to maintain political support for reform On the other
hand, should the reforns inplenented thus far prove to
be successful in a way that the nedia nanage to convey to
the electorate, further “nandates” for essentially au-
tonomous reformpolicies nay energe.

The Korean case shows that at |east under crisis condi -
tions, a strong state nmay energe to take surprisingly bold
actions that heretofore autononous social interests find
t hensel ves unable to resist. Such conditions, however,
cannot be taken for granted. OGrer the long term for ex-
anpl e, the Korean state's institutional capacities woul d
have to be augnented to deal with the nyriad chal | enges
that neoliberal reforns can be expected to call forth from
civil society.

NOTES

1. The Malaysian political systemis sonetinmes referred to as
“sem -authoritarian” or “sem-denocratic” because it
contains features of both authoritariani sm and denocracy.
That is, although the constitutional framework of the
Mal aysian political systemis essentially denocratic (el ec-
tions have been held regul arly, the governnent is responsi -
ble to an elected parlianent, and the judiciary is constitu-
tionally independent), the denocratic framework is
acconpanied by a wde range of authoritarian controls that
greatly limt the scope for effective political opposition.
These controls also nake the defeat of the ruling party at
the polls al nost i npossi bl e.

2. As Max Wber noted long ago, inherent in personalismis
“patrinmonial bureaucracy,” with a penchant for official
nal f easance and outright corruption.

3. Prema-Chandra Athukorala (1998, 89) notes that “public in-
vest nent expenditure surged, pushing the total investnent to
@Pratioto 46 percent in 1997, the highest in the region.”

4. Sephan Haggard (2000, 49) defines a veto gate as an institu-
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tion that has the power to stop a policy proposal, thus forcing
areversion to the status quo. Veto gates can include the pres-
ident, the legislature, a second chanber of the legislature, a
committee wthin a legislature, or the courts. In authoritarian
governnents, they nay include the mlitary. The preferences
of these veto gates nay be nore or less closely aligned, such
that while the president and the legislature nmay represent
distinct veto gates, they mght also be either of the sanme
party (unified governnent) or of different parties (divided
gover nnent ) .

5. The quotation is from Sanhyuk Kim (2000, 167). Snlarly,
Peter Beck (1998, 1030) notes that “shortly after taking of -
fice, President KKkKmtold one reporter, ‘if the chaebol reform
they will be given incentives;, if they don't, they wll be at a
di sadvant age.’”

6. John Kie-Chiang Ch (1999, 231) notes that “if Rhee had not
split the ruling canp, Lee woul d probably have been the wn-
ner.”

7. Mre specifically, under the “big deals,” it was hoped that
each of the naj or chaebol woul d concentrate on only three or
four core businesses, swapping other businesses with each
other in order to achieve industria rationalization.

8. The danger in relying on such leadership is that they may
also deliberately weak or elinmnate institutional checks on
their authority. Qillerno ODonnell (1994) refers to such
systems as “del egati ve denocracy” —where econonic
crises and institutional weaknesses allow personalist |ead-
ers to usurp power.
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