Chapter 0:

A Schematic View of a Modern Civil Society

Imagine that at the beginning of the 2nd Millenium, a curious virus has spread across society: not the kind that erased our computers, but the kind that erased some of the very particular ways we have thought about and constituted our most fundamental social institutions and processes. We are suddenly, in an important sense, socially disorganized. 
By assumption, we are not “in a state of nature.” We are not even “behind a veil of ignorance.” We carry with us all our 20th century sensibilities, and much of our particular material and social circumstances. We have the concepts of the individual and the collective; the concepts of the market and the state. We understand that societies have to meet both individual and group needs for material well-being, and for justice and fairness if they want to succeed. Yet, this specific kind of amnesia has forced us and allowed us to think somewhat freshly about the basics of how a liberal democratic society organizes itself to understand, weigh, and respond to individual and collective aspirations in both the economic and the political realms.
 
That is the ultimate task of this book: to help us all re-imagine a liberal democratic society. I want the readers to be in a frame of mind that opens them up to that challenge. In service of that goal, it is important to unsettle some of the simple dichotomies we rely on to orient ourselves to the task of conceptualizing, acting within, and re-making our society. The important dichotomies to be unsettled include some we have already met, and some that we will meet further along in our investigation: namely
Market v. State

Individuals v. Collectives

Material Self-Interest v. Social Responsibility and Social Aspiration
Aggregation through Exchange and Agreement v. Aggregation through Authority and Coercion

Freely Choosing Individuals v. Individuals Rooted Socially Given Identities

Voluntary Associations v. Identity Groups


Nations v. the “Global Community” (Perhaps)


An important part of the process of unsettling these familiar dichotomies is not only to invoke the special kind of amnesia that unsettles our attachment to particular lines of thought, but also to focus special attention on a segment of liberal society that has variously been called the voluntary, the independent, the charitable, sometimes even the social sector. I focus on this sector for the following reasons. 
First, because it is a sector of society that has often been overlooked in our grand theorizing and empirical investigations of how liberal societies are constituted, and how they work. The enterprises that represent the most obvious, durable, and large scale parts of this sector such as religious groups, labor unions, social clubs, and civic associations usually are held at the edges of our social analysis. Of course, they show up when we look closely at democratic politics and see the important role that voluntary associations ranging from formal political parties through special interest groups in shaping agendas and guiding public policy. And, they turn out to be important in discussions of the socialization processes that help create communities, and provide paths for immigrants to make their way in an alien society. And, there is a long tradition of thinking about these organizations as the important sources of the cultures that shape our economic, social and political life. But even with all this in our intellectual history, this sector still occupies a back seat compared to the importance of the other two major segments of liberal society: the market economy, and the political state.

Second, because in many ways, at least at the theoretical level, this sector seems anomalous in our conventional understandings of human motivations, of the methods that are used to aggregate individuals into collective activities and enterprises, in the way that liberal societies are constructed, and in the ways that the social work of societies gets defined and achieved. On one hand, this sector looks a great deal like the institutions of the market in the sense that it seems to be animated by individual desires, and to operate in the spaces created by freedom rather than the creature of a state that has decided it ought to construct such a sector. It is financed and supported by privately held resources. It operates in accord with individual views of what would be valuable to do. Individuals can join or not join the enterprises on a voluntary basis. On the other hand, it looks a great deal like the state. Its purposes are often to improve society. The enterprises do not intend to make money or enhance their wealth through the operations of these enterprises. They are often closely tied to government through contracts on one hand, or their efforts to influence government policy on the other. They form an important part of the political system of the country. But they also form a basis for action on public purposes independent of state resources.

Similarly, when we look at the internal organization of these enterprises, they look a great deal like private enterprises. They often have governance structures that resemble those of private for profit corporations. They are engaged in the production of goods and services. They employ people under the same rules and in many of the same ways as for profit entities. They earn revenues from the sale of their products and service. But at the same time, the internal characteristics of these organizations are often viewed as quite distinct from for profit. They are often not in the business of delivering products and services to individuals, but in the task of political representation. They may well have much more democratic internal governance structures and processes than for profit entitities. (This may be particularly true of political organizations, but also even for service deliverty organizations when volunteers are involved as employees.) While they may earn some revenues from the sale of products and services, there is often a gap between their costs and the revenues that are earned that has to be filled by charitable contributions. They rely on and use volunteers who are compensated more by the expressive desire to do good, and the instrumental effect that their work has on the lives of clients and the aggregate state of society than the money in their paycheck. 

Third, because it may be that the voluntary sector has not only an important independent effect on individual and collective life (economic, social, and political), but also that its effects are multiplied by indirect effects that it has on the other major sectors of society. The structures, activities, relationships that we associate with the voluntary sector may be the crucibles within which important values are formed, a vocabulary of relationships and organizational forms that support collective activity learned, and an important set of dispositions and skills in the organization of collective activity developed. As such, they might provide the underpinnings not only for social life, but also for economic and political life (as both author and subject of a political regime). In addition to creating important background conditions for these enterprises that come from the fact that individuals import the values and skills they learn in these settings to the more formal and social settings of the market and the political domain, (the idea of privatization of regulation), they may form up into specific groups that improve the performance of both business and government organizations by pressing demands on them to improve performance, or by providing some of the operational means that each needs to do better. On the political side, the groups can help by forcing some tailoring to particular needs. On the economic side, the groups can help by forcing the firms to meet more global social aspirations. (They can customize the government, and politicize the firms.) This means that what happens in the voluntary sector may have bigger effects on society than we know imagine: it can become a lever or a constraint on the progress of society depending on how it develops.
This approach will lead, in the end, to three potentially important destinations. First, we may have developed a more sophisticated view of how liberal democratic societies are or could be constituted, and how they do or could work to achieve prosperity and justice. Second, we will have developed a deeper understanding of the nature of the voluntary sector and the role it does or should play in an invigorated liberal democratic society. Third, we will have some more specialized ideas about how public policies toward the voluntary sector might help to support this sector’s role in a liberal democratic society. 
Let me more or less arbitrarily list some of these.
A. Fundamental Human Issues and Fundamental Social Institutions

Like all previous and current human societies, we understand that we – that is each of us alone, all of us summed up, and all of us together – face a set of a set of difficult choices that about how we (in each of the senses described above) will live. The most obvious are the material challenges we face. Each of us alone, all of us summed up, and all of us together have to find a way to clothe ourselves, to feed ourselves, and to shelter ourselves. We have to learn how to prevent and treat injury and illness. We have to learn how to cope with infirmities that come at birth, or as a consequence of aging.

Fortunately, we have the cumulative contributions that have come from several centuries of sustained economic growth and development to help us with our material challenges. We have accumulated a great deal of wealth and knowledge which – at the expense of tampering with nature in ways that have uncertain implications for our future – have given us a significant amount of control over our natural environment. We have knitting mills that can produce warm –even waterproof – clothing; fields that were long ago cleared and now produce the grains that we can eat and give to other animals to eat so that we can eat them; and sturdy houses with plumbing and electricity that will keep the rain off our heads and the cold at bay. In addition, we have an economic system that seems to create incentives for useful new products such as sophisticated drugs that can cure illness, and new methods for cleaning up some of the environmental damage we have done. This economic system promises to build additional wealth for the future by creating products and services that we are willing and able to pay for, by creating jobs for those who want to take them, and by providing financial returns to those willing to invest in the economy.  
We – each of us alone, all of us summed up, and all of us together in some collective associations -- also face the problem of guaranteeing our physical and economic security. We understand that we are threatened not only by nature, but by one another. We can be attacked by the barbarians beyond the gates of our society. We can also be attacked by those within the society who are willing to use force for expressive or instrumental purposes. We can also have our property stolen through theft and deceit. 
To deal with the threat from outside the society, we have inherited a military establishment devoted to protecting us from outside aggression. To deal with threat to our physical well being and economic security from inside the society, we have inherited a set of laws that make crimes of many violent and deceitful acts, and civil misconduct or torts of many others. We also stand ready to serve the military in cases of foreign aggression and attack. We have also inherited a set of institutions that help us enforce the laws including courts that hear the cases, and, for some offenses, specialized agencies supported at public expense to help those who have been wronged to investigate and prosecute the offenses. Many of the laws extend beyond mere responses to crimes that have occurred, and seek to prevent them from occurring by sanctioning acts that create dangerous conditions.

B. Independence and Interdependence

In short, we have inherited an economy and a government. These are in many respects the most obvious and important social level institutions that exist in the society. To no small degree, these aggregate social institutions have bind us tightly together, and make us interdependent. We are tightly integrated into a complex economy where we make an individual contribution whose value depends crucially on the contributions made by many others. I can put in my hours of work and earn a wage that allows me to buy more food, shelter, clothing, health, and assistance for my disabilities than I could generate by working alone; but I cannot be sure that this result will occur without being able to depend simultaneously on the fact that the work I do will be complemented by the work of others to produce the surplus that I can enjoy, and on the fact that I can spend this surplus on the things I need to have because I have lost the ability to produce them myself. We are tightly integrated in a state because we are subject to a regime of laws that regulates our conduct towards one another. It does so either to realize in our relationships with one another some particular conception of justice and fairness, or to achieve some instrumental goals that we have collectively decided are important, and to do so in a fair and efficient way. We may also be tightly be bound together by government in that we share the right and responsibility to decide how these collectively owned powers are to be used.
An important question before the society is whether the institutions that have brought us into these highly interdependent relations – the economy and the state – have been imposed on us as individuals and groups without our consent, and with a great deal of hostility, or whether they are expressions of our desires for a high level of  interdependence, or whether they represent the set of institutions that allow us to have the maximum degree of independence given that in pursuit of the aims we (independently) have, it will often turn out to be important to manage our relations with others, or whether they have been imposed on us to serve the interests of only a segment of the society, and to limit the aspirations of others. This is an exceedingly important question for a society that is forced to once again consider its basic constitution.
Given our liberal traditions, we would not think highly of a set of social institutions that had been imposed on us, that prevented us from achieving what we wanted to achieve, or that treated us unjustly and unfairly. We would rebel, and might have the moral right to do so. Given our liberal traditions, we would also naturally assume that the institutions we created within society ought to reflect our individual and collective ideas of what we wanted to accomplish, and what was just and fair in the way we conducted or economic and political affairs. So, we might be concerned that the economic and political institutions of the state that made us so interdependent had somehow taken a wrong turn. We wanted to be independent and free. How come we ended up embedded in institutions that made us highly interdependent?
Importantly, there are two different answers to that question. The most conventional understanding is that in order to be free and prosperous we had to have some kind of collective institution that could protect our rights to life, liberty, and property from our fellow citizens. But another equally important answer to the question is that we cannot achieve many of the goals we would like to pursue with our life, liberty, and property if we are not allowed to get together with one another for various purposes. We need a high degree of interdependence to allow each of us to achieve what each of us want. It is hard for me to be able to have good bagels for breakfast, a hamburger and fries for lunch, and a curry for dinner if I am not a part of an economic system that includes specialty bakers, ranchers, fast food entrepreneurs, Indian immigrants, and spice importers. It is hard for me to sing in a choir or play golf or mill about in a happy crowd at an ethnic festival if others do not join me. It is hard for me to enjoy the pleasure and security that comes from being a good citizen living in a just society if I cannot rely on my neighbors to be committed to some of the same ideas about what we owe to one another, and how we ought to behave towards one another. This reminds us that while these aggregate social institutions exist somewhat independently of individual human aspirations, and in some ways in opposition to them, they are also the vehicles within which and through which each of us seeks to advance our individual aspirations and desires.
C. Human Motivations

When we look beneath these aggregate social institutions of the market and the state, we can still see individuals advancing their purposes, and evaluating both their own lives and the state of the society in which they find themselves in light of those particular values and aspirations. We say as a matter of convention that these are individual views. What we mean by that is that they are held by individuals, and that they are (presumably) influential with respect to the action of individuals. They are used actively to evaluate situations in the short and long run. They are used to guide action. Moreover, they may be importantly shaped by individual endowments, individual environments, and individual experiences that give each individual some unique particular aspects. But this does not mean that the views that individuals have haven’t been profoundly shaped by society. They have. Nor does it mean that they might not fall into patterns that were associated with similar social positions. Indeed, one can imagine that one of the ways that society shapes individual experiences is precisely by treating individuals as though they were members of a class, so that the experience of the individuals within that socially recognized class come to be similar, and to produce roughly similar dispositions among the members of the class. These more or less roughly shared views have an important social aspect in that they allow for easy mobilization of groups of individuals who have had similar experiences.
As the broad class of human beings, we assume that we have certain kinds of motivations and aspirations. These may focus in the first instance on material well being and security from attack. At that may be the reason that the institutions of the economy and the state are as well developed as they are. We needed to organize ourselves to help meet these demands as early as possible.

Beyond our concerns for material well-being, we have some ideas about a good life that goes beyond securing our material well being. We would like to have fun -- sometimes in solitary pursuits, but other times in social settings that are either necessary for us to pursue our pleasures, or seem somehow to amplify the satisfaction we take in our recreation. We can seek our own development. We can be more or less ambitious in our desires to live the good life. 

We might even have some larger aspirations – to find a way to live together in a way that not only allows us to pursue (and succeed at least to some satisfactory degree) our own ends, but also to produce a society that is collectively prosperous and just in the way it has structured itself and functions.
D. How and Why Individuals Combine in Voluntary Associations

Beyond these individual motivations and concerns, we have some general ways of understanding how individuals combine to form collectives that are capable of deciding what they intend to do together, and of taking action to accomplish those goals. We can see that we can make ourselves better off through processes of exchange. Further, that we might combine together to produce things that none of us can produce by ourselves. We can even see that there might be some advantages in banding together to form insurance schemes in which we pool our resources to deal with tragedies that befall others.  These understandings are supported in part by the existence of cultural forms that, because and to the extent they are shared, allow us to co-ordinate our action without much explicit negotiation. They may also be supported by a particular vocabulary of associational forms which we use to enhance or create forms of association beyond those that come naturally. Both the rules and the organizational forms may also be inscribed in formal laws that have emerged from our cumulative history, and also as a result of collective deliberation and action.
E. The Basic Structures of Liberal Democratic Society

We have some general ideas about how society as a whole is structurally organized, including the idea that an important distinction exists between something we call the private sector and something we call the public sector. 

We understand, then, that collective efforts that exist below the social level can be devoted to somewhat different purposes. The collective efforts can be built to achieve material, economic goals, or to permit the forms of socialization and recreation that are advantaged by doing them together, or to accomplish civic and political purposes (understood as the efforts to accomplish collectively defined and collectively achieved purposes that produce effects that register on individual satisfaction both as subjects and beneficiaries of the regimes, and as authors and supporters of these collective purposes.) We also have an idea about that structural organization helps us individually and collectively to construct a world that is both prosperous and just. 
We have all this as a legacy

But somehow, this complex set of understandings and arrangements has come unstuck. We feel a bit unmoored and a bit unhinged so that we have to think once again constitutionally – to think about how we can and should construct a society that consists of individuals and collectives, that recognizes that individuals are both shaped by the collective and shape the collective, that collectives exist in the private sphere as well as the public, that the collective enterprises can exist at many different sizes and scales and for many different purposes, that we are concerned about our material welfare, but that we are also interested in justice; that the private sector cannot operate without help from the public, and that the public cannot work without help from the private. We want justice both as a necessary condition for allowing us to have material welfare, but also as an end in itself. We are no longer fully committed to the impersonal social relationships and institutions that in the past helped us construct what we took to be a relatively prosperous and just society through our interactions with one another. Our task then is to invent a civil society – the institutional forms and processes that would allow them to create a prosperous and just society from the consciousness and material and social skills of a 21st century society.

F. Interdependence Re-Considered
One of the temptations that might come to those who were newly amnesiac might be to reconsider the degree to which they wanted to be bound together in economic, social and political institutions. 
An important first question they would have to address, of course, is how interdependent they wanted to, or could afford, to be. Loosed a bit from the constraints of past traditions and ideas, and strongly influenced by the liberal ideas of the age, the peoples of the world might well be inclined to split off into factions of different sizes and different kinds. Some individuals, disinclined to make themselves dependent on others, and confident in their own ability to cope, might strike off into the wilderness to make their own way – to live the way they wanted, to have mostly just those things they could create for themselves, and to not have to interact with others. Some of these hardy individuals might take families with them for a bit of extra labor and sociability, and that could create a problem in the governance of the family since the 20th century has firmly implanted the idea that the members of families are autonomous persons with rights against others in the family as well as obligations to a family unit. But still, one can imagine some folks striking out to live alone as individuals and primary family units. 

Other individuals and families, a bit less independent, might seek the comfort of continuing to be with those they knew – however slightly. They might even reach out for relationships among strangers whom they did not know, but who through some expression of social identity and culture seemed closer to them than others. Those cultural symbols could be more or less authentic, and more or less successful in orchestrating future relationships and commitments. How quickly that new society could evolve into reliable working relationships might depend a great deal on how rich the cultural symbols and identities turned out to be, and how skillfully they could be adapted to the new material and social conditions of the place.

Still others might try to propose to create a society that operated on a larger scale, but depended, therefore, on incorporating both a larger number, and a more varied set of individuals and families.

In principle, all these things might be possible within the geographic space of the new Eden. Some could go and live by themselves. Others could live together in culturally homogenous groups. Still others could seek to integrate heterogeneous groups in a larger society that could take advantage of the scale and the heterogeneity to perform better economically, to offer wider set of choices (therefore more liberty) for individuals, and to demonstrate the universality of the principles that they used to govern themselves.

But there are several things that might force these newly developed social forms into a closer interaction with one another. The economy might require them to do this. The individuals might find that they could benefit from exchanged and trade, and want, therefore, some kind of market place that they could visit to exchange their goods for those produced by others. They would want such places to be voluntarily entered, and reliable in their operations. For this, they might need some kind of market guarantees that could be provided by the competition among markets, or by the development of shared norms, or by the development of some kind of third party arbitration and enforcement, or some combination of all these things. The could have taken all this for granted in the past, and they might still be able to count on it insofar as these norms survived the crash and took root in the new society. But they might also have to create these forms. 

Or, the economy might require them to interact if they discovered that the economic forms that were available to them required more, or differently skilled individuals than they had in their midst. They might have a factory that would benefit from having more people work in it than they found in their midst.

Both these things might remind them of the fact that even though economies were built from and to satisfy individual material desires, and even though they had learned that economies worked pretty well for the benefit of everyone when individuals were allowed to develop their ideas, exchange, and produce and trade together, the market still depended crucially on effective and reliable social relationships.

The might also discover they were interdependent because they were materially vulnerable to one another. This could be vulnerabilities to deception and fraud in the markets, but also to theft and extortion. They could also be vulnerable to insanity and rage, to greed, and to viciousness. This could come from individuals or bands that discovered their comparative advantage in using force and violence to take from others. Or, it could come from the developed capacities of one part of the society to take over the other parts of the people living in that terrain. The group of like minded folks could feel sufficiently uncomfortable with the views of others that they devoted some of their common resources to self-defense. They might then decide that pre-emptive action was necessary. Paradoxically, even the groups that thought individualism was the way to go, or those that thought the creation of universal forms was the way to go might think that they needed to defend or extend their way of life throughout the territory so that they could be secure, and not challenged by alternative views. If groups of people committed to particular kinds of institutional arrangements grew up, and developed collective self-defense forces to protect (or extend) their way of life, then the new territory might need to have ways for these different governments and countries to interact with one another in relatively peaceable ways. They might want to continue to get the economic benefits that come from exchange and a division of labor, and therefore allow commerce to proceed. But they might also want to protect the integrity of their cultures and institutions, and worry that the flows that swept across their geographic, population, and cultural boundaries threatened the way of life that had become important to them.

And, they might discover that they were dependent on one another to some degree because the enjoyed one another’s company, and thought that they could accomplish more together than they could alone. This wouldn’t be limited to the economic sphere. It would also be there in their ideas about how they as individuals and families and communities could live the good life regardless of their economic status. What was fun what was beautiful, what was edifying, what made us larger and more sympathetic human beings and democratic citizens. And, it would even bleed into the political sphere where, once a state existed, many would have ideas about how to use it –including, but not necessarily limited to advancing their economic interests, protecting or advancing their cultural and social commitments, or protecting or advancing their preferred ideas about the conditions favorable to the production of a prosperous and just state. They would bring their individual ideas, and the ideas they shared with others, to these different spheres of social life, and those ideas and relationships would help constitute the character of our social, civic, and political life.

Having discovered their interdependence, they would have to think about how best to manage this in a world where our goal was to provide as much freedom as we could to individuals, where we recognized that individuals would do many different things with their freedom, including giving it up for various kinds of collective efforts in the economy, in social and civic life, and in political life, and where the individuals would be rewarded for joining the collective through 

All this effort to construct collaborative efforts might be helped or hurt by the fact that we carried in ourselves both the general experience of interdependence, and some particular shared ideas about how that interdependence might be managed.

Consistent with the liberal democratic traditions of our time, that group might well begin with the idea that the most important thing to protect and emphasize in society was our independence – not our interdependence. It might decide that everything ought to be structured to support the independence and initiative of individuals, and the collective entities that they formed on a voluntary, consensual basis. They would do so partly for the principled reason that they mostly agreed with the idea of individual liberty and freedom as a matter of right, and partly for the practical reason that they knew that much depended on the initiative of individual persons. This was true in the construction of the economy – the way they intended to meet their material needs. It was also true in the forums in which they had to discuss their issues with one another, including the question of whether they had any kind of common destiny and purpose, and if so, how they would organize to understand and realize what that common purpose was. And it is important in the way they organized their efforts to live the good life alongside their economic and political life.

Having started with the idea of individuals with rights to freedom, and an interest in protecting the freedom and right of the individual to decide for themselves what is valuable for them individually, and also the kind of society in which they wanted to live, the community might decide not to take it for granted that there was any collective that was worth attending to. Or, put somewhat differently, it might decide that the important goal was to create independence rather than encourage and manage interdependence. How much interdependence do we want, can we manage.

[Add materials from foreword here?]

� Note: there is much in this formulation that assumes a liberal democratic tradition, and the way that we have traditionally thought about such societies. We assume that the goal is to respond to aspirations and desires. We assume that these are both material and political. Note that I do not say need. There are two reasons for this. As soon as we insert the idea of need as opposed to aspiration – we insert an idealistic conception, and raise questions about the degree to which we agree about the needs that are to be met by collective arrangements. Second, we shift to a discussion of technical means for achieving the results. Bot have the effect of relegating one of the most important parts of liberal democratic society – the part where we decide together which particular conditions in society are going to be viewed as important needs that we intend to meet through collective effort and guarantees – off the table. Or, we allow government to declare aspirational goals even when it has no intention or capacity to achieve them, raising important issues of credibility for government action. Of course, it may be desirable for governments to embrace aspirational goals for many good reasons; it puts pressure on to succeed, for example. It points the direction to the future. But one must also worry about the cynical reasons to embrace these goals, and the corrosive effect that comes from aspiring to something that we know we cannot achieve.





