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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-
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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-



Kol akowski -+ Reviving Natural Law 197

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



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

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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