Chapter 1 

The Private and the Public
Mark H. Moore


Among the important ideas that have developed over the last few centuries of human history is that it is possible, important, and desirable to draw a fairly sharp distinction between the “private” and the “public” at both the individual and the social level. At the individual level, I am encouraged to notice the difference between spaces, activities, and even purposes that could be described as part of a private domain, and those that are part of a more public domain. At the social level, lines are drawn between private spaces which are typically shielded from government intervention, and public spaces that are more open to governmental regulation. 

The distinction between the private and the public is most important in liberal democratic societies. Indeed, such societies conventionally think of themselves as being divided into two large "sectors:" the "private" and the "public." In this familiar formulation, the “private” sector is usually seen as roughly equivalent to the "private economy" or the "free market," while the “public” sector is seen as roughly equivalent to "politics" and "government" -- sometimes, the "state."

While this idea is strongly associated with liberal democratic societies, it has been widely exported throughout the world. On one hand, the distinction between the private and the public, and the protection of private spheres against both repressive governments and repressive social traditions has been a key feature of the international human rights movement. Indeed, it is almost impossible to think of human rights without making such a distinction. To the extent that the ideal of human rights has spread throughout the world, it has carried with it this key distinction between the private and the public. On the other hand, the distinction between the private and the public has been central to the efforts of those interested in global economic development. The so-called Washington Consensus about the conditions that can be expected to foster rapid economic development throughout the globe put the distinction between private markets and public economic and regulatory policies at the center of their recommendations. So, while the idea of the private and the public may be culturally limited, their limits have been reduced as the ideas associated with liberal democracies have spread throughout the world, and carried this key distinction with them.
I. The "Private Sector" as an Idea
In the conception of the private sector that has been advanced by liberal democratic states, the private sector is seen, in the first instance, as a space inhabited by private individuals and private enterprises -- each pursuing their own interests as they see them. It is also a place where individuals own things: they own their time, their labor, their ideas, the money they have earned, the wealth they have amassed, and the property they have acquired or inherited. It is also the place where individuals make a living; where they use their time, labor and ideas to produce food, clothing, and shelter through their own direct efforts, or where they earn money that can be used for these other purposes by selling their time, their labor, or their ideas to others. It is also a place where individuals consume things hoping to make themselves or their families "better off" in some way -- more warmly and dryly sheltered, better fed, more secure from natural and man-made threats, happier, or more fully developed.

Now, at the level of naturalistic observation, one can easily see activities that correspond to private economic activity in all societies. And, in this sense, one could say that the concept of the private sector as a sector that involves individuals engaged in activities that help them feed, clothe, and shelter themselves is potentially a universal idea. 

Two aspects of the liberal democratic conception of the private economic sphere make it more culturally limited, however. The first is the degree to which individuals are seen in liberal democratic theory as distinct and apart from their communities. In the liberal democratic conception, it is individuals, not the collective, that are the building blocks of society. It is individuals not the collective who own things. It is individuals not the collective who want things, and whose desires animate the private sector. It is individuals who act in furtherance of their wants. 
The second is the degree to which liberal democratic societies are prepared to distinguish between the egoistic desires of individuals for material gratification on one hand, and their (less reliable) commitments to do the right thing, or to have desires that attach to aggregate conditions in society, and a willingness to spend time and effort to bring about those collective results. In one tradition of liberal democratic theory, individuals are seen as having both economic and political aspirations, but those desires are understood to be channeled through different social institutions. In a second tradition of liberal democratic theory, individuals are seen as having predominantly egoistic material desires, and it is these that are expressed both through economic and political institutions. To the degree that there is any altruistic or political impulse in particular individuals, it is thought to be best expressed through voluntary private association or charity rather than through state action. 
A. Voluntary Exchange as an Aggregating Mechanism

Despite the importance of individuals in the private sector, the images of the private sector that are projected by liberal democratic societies also include some important ideas about the processes through which individual motivations and actions cumulate (or are combined) to create larger collective institutions
 that produce important social results. 

The principal aggregating mechanism we associate with the private sector is the process of voluntary exchange structured through explicit negotiations in which individuals freely strike bargains with one another.
 Those with labor to sell offer it to those with ideas about how best to use the available labor. Those with ideas try to persuade those with capital that their ideas, if brought to fruition with the capitalist's money, could earn both them and the investor a handsome economic return. And those with money to spend can exchange their money for products and services in hopes that their lives will become happier or more enriched.

Of course, there is much that could be characterized as "voluntary exchange" that occurs among individuals in society that we do not necessarily think of as part of the market. For example, one friend can help another friend move -- exchanging his labor for a sociable time, a favorable opinion, and an implicit claim on the friend to help him when he next moves. Or, one person may give blood to another -- exchanging a precious bodily fluid at the price of a bit of discomfort and a small risk of infection for the good feeling of helping someone else, or doing one's duty to the greater good. Engaged persons "exchange" wedding vows (usually on what we would describe as a voluntary basis!) in which each promises to continue to love and care for the other even in the face of the uncertainties of aging, illness, or growing disaffection -- exchanging one social position (independence and isolation) for another (an intense experience of interdependence and togetherness).  

Moreover, many market exchanges occur among people who are bound together in social relationships that exist independently of the market-- e.g. friends, relatives, or neighbors. Those pre-existing relationships change in some important ways what would otherwise be a purely market transaction. One friend may sell a used car to another friend with an implicit guarantee that the car that is being sold has no hidden flaws that are known to the seller but not the buyer. An uncle may pave the way for a nephew to apply for and become a member of a construction union by encouraging the nephew to take the appropriate steps, and by vouching for the character of the nephew with his own reputation. A neighbor may buy Girl Scout cookies from the girl next door not only because they are tasty and inexpensive, but also because the neighbor wants to help the Scout meet her quota. 

In these "intimate" exchanges involving people in pre-existing relationships, more and different things are being exchanged than we think typical of ordinary market transactions. Honor -- that is, reliability in reciprocally understood obligations -- is at stake. So is social status and obligation -- the shared understandings of the balance of capacity and virtue between (or among) those involved in the exchange. The relationship itself -- the feelings of confidence, trust and enjoyment among the parties to the transaction -- is also at stake with the exchange either strengthening or weakening the bonds of commitment that tied the parties together. 

Indeed, even though it is possible for someone to looking at these transactions to say that something is being exchanged in the relationship, it may not feel that way to those involved in the transaction. The particular good or service that is being exchanged may be less important as a thing in itself than as a reflection or constituent element of what is really important; namely, the preservation, strengthening, or altering of the relationship among they parties. They may think that they are simply doing a nice thing, or living up to an obligation, or doing a duty that they have to the individual with whom they seem to be executing an exchange. In this sense, the material objects and services that are being exchanged are less important in themselves, and more important as a reflection of, or something that helps to build and sustain existing relationships. These relationships may call for certain kinds of exchanges if they are to be preserved. But what is valuable is the relationship, not the items being exchanged. 

One of the remarkable things about the private market, however, is that it not only includes but sustains and enables a vast number of transactions that occur among strangers: or, more accurately, among people who have no personal relationship with one another other than the specific market transaction in which they are involved. On one hand, this is extremely liberating. The only thing at stake in the transaction is the object being exchanged -- nothing more complicated than that. No obligations arise other than those explicit in the exchange. No changes in social status and reputation attend the exchange. 

On the other hand, the fact that the deals are struck with strangers creates a difficulty. Without the supporting context of an existing relationship, without a shared understanding of what each owes to the other, a problem of trust arises. Once trust is undermined, the capacity of a society to make all the exchanges that are potentially valuable among individuals in the society is also undermined. Many potentially valuable deals will go unrecognized and unmade as individuals conclude they cannot trust their fellows to keep their end of the bargain.

To deal with the problem of trust, a social institution has been created in liberal societies that allows strangers to exchange things of value with others. That social mechanism is the implicit or explicit contracts negotiated in transactions that specify the duties that each party to the transaction has to the others.
 In liberal society, living up to these contracts is an important ethical duty that makes claims on the hearts and minds of individuals. It is also a powerful social norm which shapes the responses of others who are parties to or witnesses of the exchange, and exposes those who violate the contract to a loss of social reputation. In a liberal society, living up to contracts is also an enforceable duty that will be adjudicated in state sponsored courts. This is the way in which large numbers of impersonal, ad hoc transactions, guided by no particular overarching social goal, are in some sense "institutionalized" in liberal society.
 The obligations associated with living up to negotiated agreements allow individuals to co-operate and achieve more for themselves and their purposes than they could achieve if they lived entirely alone. The co-operation that is enabled also helps to build a set of social arrangements and institutions (the market) that works to achieve the purposes of satisfying individuals, and to do so in a systematic, durable, reliable way. 

B. The Market as a Social Institution

The processes of voluntary exchange in the private sector produce two distinct institutions common to liberal democratic societies. One is the "free market." The other is the "privately owned firm."

Now, the market is not an institution in the way that a "privately owned firm" or a "government agency" is an institution. The market does not have formal boundaries which include some and exclude others under a common structure of authority and/or shared purpose. Indeed, one of the defining characteristics of a market is precisely the absence of boundaries -- its openness and its fluidity. The market invites all those who have goods or services to offer to come forward and present their wares, and all those who have needs and some resources to provide to appear to take advantage of those with goods and services to offer. One can be in or out of the market on a moment to moment basis. 

Nor is the market an institution in the sense that there is a hierarchical structure that explicitly defines its purposes as a collective enterprise, and organizes the assets and work of those who participate in the market to achieve those purposes. Indeed, one of the defining characteristics of a market is precisely that no one has to give up anything he or she owns to the purposes of the enterprise as a whole. They only give up their time, their money, or other resources if they decide it is in their interest to do so. 

Further, the market requires no one to give up their own interests to pursue the interests of the social collective called the market. The market is a device that allows each individual's purpose to remain intact. Those individual purposes are not only to be reflected in what the market ultimately produces, but also both the animating force and ultimate social justification for the market. The market, then, is only a social institution in the sense that it includes more than one agent, that the agents act in more or less regularized patterns, and that the agents persist in these patterns over time. It may also be a social institution in the sense that it needs certain kinds of social support to sustain itself. And, it may also be a social institution in the sense that it has to justify itself to a society as a good way of organizing individual and collective activity for the benefit of both individuals and the collective. But it is not a social institution in the sense that it has a specific, collectively defined purpose that is achieved through actions explicitly co-ordinated by some over-arching authority.

As noted above, in order for the market to have the characteristics of aggregating individual desires and actions into large social results, of showing consistent patterns, and enduring over time, the actors within the market may have had to internalize a set of expectations and norms that are more or less reliably realized in their interactions with one another. It might also be important to have these rules be more than tacitly understood by those who participate in the market. They may need to be codified in rules and laws. There may need to be some kind of governing institution that can resolve disputes and enforce the rules. 

Indeed, one could go so far as to say that it is these expectations and norms, and the capacities for adjudicating disputes and enforcing the rules, are so fundamental to the operation of the market that it is they that constitute the real institution of the market. The more particular activities that occur within the market, to say nothing of the particular entities that comprise the market, are nothing more than the inevitable result that occurs once these norms have become institutionalized. 

While that formulation properly focuses attention on the importance of the institutionalized norms as a key ingredient of the "institutionalization" of the market, it probably overstates the importance of the norm itself as the defining characteristic of the social institution. If we had the norm but no agents influenced by the norm, and little concrete activity organized by it, we would not say that we were looking at a social institution of some kind.  We would be looking only at some important potential for creating a social institution. On the other hand, one could say that the animating force that gives life to a market is the value associated with exchange – with the value that comes from me giving to you something that I don’t value as much as you do in exchange for something that you don’t value as much as I do. This is a force like gravity in social life, and it will ultimately find create some institution through which it can operate more expeditiously. Indeed, the fact that market exchanges have happened across cultural and political boundaries throughout history testifies to the capacity of this basic process to operate without the benefit of the shared set of norms that make up a culture, or the shared set of laws that make up a polity.
C. The Private Firm as a Social Institution

The private firm, in contrast to the market, is an institution not only in the sense that it includes many actors, interacting in regular ways, and doing so over a period of time. It is also an institution in the more restrictive sense that it is an entity that can own things, and can define and pursue it purposes with the assets it commands. This is not to say that the institution is free from constraint, or that it operates wholly independently. The reality is far from this. The private firm is constrained by many things including the limits of its resources and capabilities, and the wider social rules that govern its conduct. It is not independent, but embedded in social relationships and flows of resources that slosh across the structural boundaries of the firm. It needs to attract capital and workers to achieve what it wants to achieve. It has to attract customers to stay alive. It has to reassure society, government, and community that it is operating in rather than contrary to the public interest to be allowed to have the protection of the state rather than its enmity. And so on. 

Still, the point is that within these constraints, there is in principle, in law, and sometimes in practice, a governing intelligence can decide what to do with the assets it owns. The private firm owns things -- it has assets -- in a way that a market does not. The firm can intend things, act in furtherance of its intentions, and be held accountable for the consequences of its action, in a way that a market cannot -- even though the market produces certain predictable effects and can be regulated by a state. Thus, a private firm differs from a market in that it is a collective entity that has a governing structure or process that can define the purposes of the firm, use the authority implicit in that governing structure to direct its resources and skills to pursue those purposes, and be held accountable for the consequences of its actions.

D. Summary

In sum, in the idea of the private sector as it has come to us through liberal democratic and economic theory, the private sector is a realm within which individuals are seen as the important actors. It is a world in which individual liberty is relied upon, and individual initiative celebrated. It is also a place where individual material desires are seen as important drivers of individual and social action, and where the gratification of those desires through processes of exchange and production is seen as an important individual and social goal. And it is a world where co-operation is developed and important aggregate social results produced primarily through agreements negotiated among free agents who voluntarily choose to accept or reject particular offers. This is particularly true in the institution called the free market. It is also true to some degree in the institution called the private firm which individuals choose to interact with either as investors, or workers, or customers. In the private firm, both investors and customers have the freedom simply to walk away from the deal the firm offers. In principle, workers, too, have this freedom, and the contract they sign with the private firm is binding only if they want to continue to be employed by the firm. But once employees agree to a given labor contract, they implicitly and explicitly give up some control over their time and effort. In this respect, the private firms acquire some degree of authority over the people who agree to work for it. That authority is legitimated to some degree by the fact that the individuals consented to the obligations of the work they performed with the guidance of the employer.
II. The “Public Sector” as an Idea
In contrast, the world of the "public sector" as it is now commonly discussed is the world of "politics," of "government," and "the state." We have already seen that the public sector is important – perhaps even necessary -- to the existence of the private sector. Ownership, so central to the idea of the private sector, cannot be secure without a social agreement, and the (social) creation and (publicly financed) maintenance of institutions to recognize the fact of ownership. Nor can contracts among owners of resources be enforced without social agreements and legal institutions. 

A. The Public Sector as “Prior” to the “Private Sector”

We have also long understood without some kind of political agreement about what laws we should have, and the establishment of a government and a state apparatus to enforce these laws, that individual life would be "nasty, brutish, and short."
 It is in this sense that one could say that politics, the state, and government are prior or more fundamental than the idea of the market. Without some idea of a collective that is bound by a common structure of authority, without some way for that collective to reach agreements about how the shared authority is to be used, without an apparatus for ensuring that the collective agreements will be reliably achieved, it will be difficult for a satisfactory private sector to emerge.


What is important and interesting about the state and the public domain however, is not only that it may be necessary to create the conditions under which the private market can exist, but also that it can undermine these principles anytime it chooses to do so. It can do away with private ownership. It can annul contracts. It can wipe out the institutions of the market and the private firm. Whether the public sector, acting through the state, chooses to do so is, in principle, a choice made by those who rule, and their effective power to impose their will on others. In a liberal state, the rulers are the citizens of the state acting through the familiar processes of representative government. The process by which choices about how state authority and money are to be used in a liberal democracy is typically called politics.
B. Material Self-Interest and Political Aspirations in the Public Sector

Now, politics is both beloved and despised by those who champion and live within liberal states. When we look closely at political processes as they really exist, we often see that they are animated by "self-interest." That "self-interest" can be understood as the material interests of selfish individuals; or the material interests of large numbers of unaffiliated individuals who happen to share material interests; or as the material interests of specific associations or groups that have banded together to advance and protect their material interests. 

But we can also understand "self-interest" to be something a bit different than these selfish material interests (however widely shared in the society, and however well organized the material interests are).
 We can also imagine self-interest to be more or less idiosyncratic ideas about what the public interest or justice requires of society at large. I think society is best off if everyone owns a gun for self-defense. You think society is best off if no private individual owns a gun, and the public security forces use them only sparingly. These are individually held views in the sense that both you and I hold these views, take them seriously, and feel good when public policy moves in the direction we deem valuable and bad when it moves in the opposite direction. Indeed, we may feel so strongly about these ideas that we are willing to use our money, our time, and our vote to advance these purposes at the expense of other things we might desire. It is in this sense that these are "self-ish" views. But these views are not particularly "selfish" in the sense that they focus on our own material desires. They focus instead on social conditions which each of us, more or less idiosyncratically, think is desirable for society as a whole. 

C. Aggregating Mechanisms in Politics

It is when we look at politics and see in it the expression of both material self-interest and relatively idiosyncratic notions of what is just, or fair, or collectively urgent, that we despair of the prospect of reaching any reasonable decision about what the collective as a whole should try to accomplish together.  All the mechanisms we can imagine for resolving disputes among conflicting parties seem inadequate to the task, and we seem to fall back all to frequently on methods of deception, or manipulation, or coercion to produce a collective decision that can be more or less binding on all.

Because of the difficulty of accommodating diverse selfish and idiosyncratic views of the public interest, a liberal society often makes a commitment to keeping the public sector domain as small as possible.
 This is consistent with the aim of liberal societies to provide individuals with the maximum degree of individual freedom to pursue their own interests and their own views of the public good.

D. The Political Regime as a Collective Good

But viewed from a slightly different perspective, we can see that we really have no choice but to engage in politics as best we can. The reason is that we all share a collective regime. That collective regime creates at least a right, perhaps an obligation, and certainly a practical interest in shaping that collective regime to serve our interests and reflect our best ideas of what constitutes a just and fair state. At any given moment, each citizen has an idea about he or she might use the state to advance his or her prosperity as well as his or her conceptions of justice – including the idea that the state should be gotten off the back of its people. All citizens of a liberal state have to face the fact that they are citizens who both create and share a regime that influences the shape of the society of which they are a part. At least part of the time, then, they have to think not only of what they want and can get for themselves, but also of what they want for others, or what constitutes a just and decent society. In this sense, politics can be seen in light of the ideals of justice -- of a shared understanding of what we might owe to one another. Even if the rules by which we live are not ideally constructed, they nonetheless set out an idea of what we owe to one another and to the state as an embodiment of our understanding of this conception of desert, justice, and fairness. 

And some of us, at least, can see that a kind of glory might be possible through politics. We might be able to discover what justice demands of us, what the public interest requires, what public value we might be able to create together. In order to do so, all we have to do is find out what we owe to one another, what we want to try to achieve together, and how we might want to partition the work of providing what we owe, and what we are trying to achieve.

E. Justice and the Public Good as the Purposes of the Public Sector

Thus, one might say that the public realm of the state, politics, and government begins not with the idea of owning things, but with owing things. The public realm is primarily concerned about the important question of what we owe to one another as a matter of justice and fairness. It is also concerned with defining the substantive purposes we can and should seek to accomplish collectively using the (collectively owned) powers of the (democratic) state. These substantive purposes forged through collective processes themselves create tasks and duties that have to be fairly distributed among the collective to ensure their achievement.

Now, the question of what we owe to one another is an important question of justice. It is answered by laying out the rights that individuals in the society have and the correlative duties that the securing of those rights impose on others. The conception of rights can be a "thin" one limited to the guarantee of certain kinds of economic and political rights that specify proper relationships among individuals such as the right to own property, the rights to speak and associate, to worship as one pleases, to vote for candidates for public office, and so on. Or, the conception of rights can be a much "thicker" conception that includes significant substantive claims on the material resources and productive capacities of the society such as rights to be free from hunger, from preventable or treatable illness, from ignorance, and so on.
 

The question of what purposes we would like to accomplish together is the question of what constitutes the "common good," or is "in the public interest," or is "publicly valuable." Presumably, the principled goals of protecting individual rights and the enforcement of public duties are included in this more utilitarian idea of the public good.
 That is, the achievement of the “right” in society is part of the goal of achieving the “good.” The important question, however, is whether there are some substantive purposes beyond the protection of individual rights that a society or polity might decide to pursue as a matter of collective interest or aspiration. Once the collective has settled on some substantive purposes that are important to achieve – the elimination of starvation and poverty, quality education for all, etc. -- an issue of justice and fairness may arise again in apportioning the burdens that are required to achieve the agreed upon goal. The society will have to decide how to secure the money needed to achieve the goals. They have to decide what portion of the cost can be covered by payments from those who benefit directly, and what portion will be covered by the broader society. They have to decide whether some will be required to contribute directly to the goal by accepting a public duty to serve in the military, or avoid polluting the air and water. Beyond these choices about who will pay for or do the work necessary to achieve the collectively agreed upon purposes, there are choices to be made about the best means of achieving the goals. In short, the political sphere has to decide not only what purposes are to be achieved as a matter of collective aspiration, but also how the goals might, as a technical matter, best be accomplished, and what constitutes each individual's fair share of the work that needs to be done.

F. Political Forums and Political Decisions

Individuals with different views about what is "right" (what is owed by one person to another, or society to its individual members) or what is "publicly valuable" to achieve (those social states that a the body politic can decide collectively to achieve), or what constitutes a "fair contribution" from particular actors to the required social work (how the society decides to allocate the work entailed by the social commitment to a particular goal) do not come together in a marketplace to exchange goods and services.
 They congregate, instead, in political forums of various types where they argue with one another about the kind of society they would like to have, what sorts of public policies should be adopted to achieve that kind of society, and whether they have been treated in a fair and appropriate way.

Politics is also the domain within which citizens and their elected representatives not only talk, argue and deliberate, but also where they decide (collectively) whether some nominated public purpose is sufficiently important that the powerful instruments of government -- the authority to tax and to regulate -- ought to be deployed to accomplish the goal. Those decisions happen in a wide variety of forums. They can be decided in plebiscites and referenda where individuals get to vote directly on public policies. They can be decided in legislative arenas where elected representatives agree that an important principle of justice and fairness is at stake, or where an important public purpose needs to be achieved, and therefore provide the government with the means it needs to produce the kind of justice or achieve the kind of social purpose that they have in mind. They can be decided in executive branch agencies by elected or appointed officials, with or without the benefit of administrative hearings of various kinds. And they can be decided in courtrooms where individuals or classes of individuals appear to make claims that they have been unjustly treated by the government or other private actors, and ask the state for help in righting the wrong that has been done.

This idea of politics, then, is broader than the usual definition. The usual definition of politics is primarily concerned with electoral politics. The definition of politics being proposed here includes not only elections conducted at federal, state and local levels, but also the politics that surrounds the other policy-making processes of government -- the lobbying, information exchange, and deliberation that occur within legislatures and administrative agencies. And it even includes both class action suits and individual suits filed in courts that either establish new or enforce old laws prescribing our duties to one another.

Government (as distinct from politics) consists of those actions that are taken by public officials on behalf of the collectively defined purposes. This includes enforcing the rules the collective has established, collecting the taxes that have been levied, and providing services to those deemed worthy of public largesse. It also includes enforcing the rules and managing the processes by which the collective decides how the powers of the state will be used on an individual case-by-case, retail level.

III. Important Connotations of the Idea of Private and Public

In our time, this basic distinction between private and public sectors has taken on additional important connotations. It is accompanied and reinforced by some stereotypic ideas about the spirit and character of the two sectors -- the kinds of motivations that animate them, the kinds of processes that they rely on to aggregate individuals into larger collective enterprises, the kinds of institutions and organizations that constitute the sectors, and the kinds of purposes and effects the different sectors are supposed to achieve, and that can serve as their fundamental social justifications. These differences often serve as the basis for ideological debates about the relative importance of the two sectors in supporting a just and prosperous society.

A. The "Individual" versus the "Collective"

For example, the private sector is thought to be the place where the individual rules, and the claims of the collective are held at bay. As noted above, in the private sector, individuals are generally seen as the most important actors. Social action (in the form of market activity and the results that the market produces) is built up from individual commitments, capabilities and desires combined through negotiation and contracting. The thing that animates and guides individual action is understood to be individually held values and preferences. Of course, these values and preferences could have been constructed from many different sources -- from social background, from culture, from individual psychology, from biological inheritances, from cumulative life experience, etc. But, from the point of view of both libertarian political philosophers and neo-classical economists, the important point is that at any given moment, these values are held by individuals, and they are expressed through the actions that individuals take. The preferences and values are the things that guide the agency of individuals and that reveal the values and moral character and of the individual agents regardless of the social nature of their origins. 

It is worth noting, I think, that the values that individuals hold for themselves, that guide their action, to which they are faithful, are important in libertarian political philosophy and neo-classical economic theory in two different lights. On one hand, individually held (but socially constructed) values are seen (positively and empirically) as the source of energy in society: the things that motivate and guide action. To the extent that individuals' desires, values, and preferences can be appealed to or satisfied, individual and social energy will be unleashed. To the extent they are frustrated, a society will become discontent, and energy will be released into changing the society rather than working within its structures. In short, it is these values that help to explain as an empirical matter why people do what they do, and what it is that holds more or less institutionalized collective enterprises together, and under what circumstances individuals will band together to overturn an existing social order. Individual human desire is what creates human energy and action. Aggregations of these desires through market mechanisms are what produce important aggregate social results.

On the other hand, the individual values are also seen (normatively and philosophically) as the ultimate arbiters of social value. In this conception, it is only individuals who can decide whether something is good or bad. And they make that decision one individual at a time. The closest thing that a society can come to reaching a collective decision is for each individual to express their own individually held views in votes of one kind or another. There is no collective will that can be formed to establish a satisfactory valuation of social conditions apart from the counting of individual votes. The success of a society can only be judged by discovering the extent to which each individual within the society is satisfied with it. The proper standard to use in judging whether a society has been successful is whether it has, in fact, achieved the greatest good for the greatest number -- with the individuals reserving the right to say for themselves whether they have been satisfied.
  

In short, it is the fact that individuals value economic rewards that turns them into the risk-taking entrepreneurs and resourceful, diligent workers whose energies and imagination fuel the private economy. It is the fact that the consumers value the products and services that profit-seeking firms produce that provides the social justification for the market guided and motivated efforts of entrepreneurs and workers.

In contrast, in the public sector, the collective is more important than the individual. At the core of the public sector are not the questions of how I am to live my personal life, but how we are to live our collective lives. Even more particularly, the core of the public sector is concerned with how we will establish and use state power as a framework within which we can pursue both our individual and collective lives and achieve our individual and collective ambitions.
 Of course, we as a collective could decide that the most important purpose of these collective agreements we would make about the delegated powers of the state should be to protect individuals rights and liberties, or to make each individual as well as off as they can be in their own terms, and to ignore any other idea important idea about collectively defined public goals other than the goal of making each individual as well off in their own terms as possible. But the point is that the collective has to decide that this is the point of their collective life together. And that view has and will continue to be politically contested. 

It is in the public sector that important decisions are made about the power and authority we are collectively prepared to delegate to the state. It is also in the public sector that we decide which particular purposes are desirable and appropriate for the state to pursue. And it is in the public realm that we decide on the procedures we should use to decide the scale and scope of the public sector, and the kinds of appeals we can make when we think we have been victimized by the state, or the actions of private individuals, or nature.  

Of course, individuals form the base of these collective civil and political processes just as they form the base of market processes. (As noted above, individual welfare may also be the point of collective political processes as well as the fundamental ingredient and driver of the process.) Still, political and governmental processes are essentially collective questions in at least two important senses. 

First, political and governmental objects have as their object of concern the nature of our collective life together. That includes but is not necessarily limited to the question how we might best satisfy individual desires and ambitions as they now exist.
 

Second, once the collective processes of deliberation about what we should try to achieve results in a kind of authoritative decision, and that decision invokes the commonly owned powers of the state, all the members of the relevant collective are subject to the requirements and results of the policy. In effect, any given regime, or any given substantive public policy is a kind of "collective good" for those within a particular polity.
 Despite the fact that the impact of the policy might fall unequally on individuals in the society, no one can be excluded from its burdens and pleasures. We all participate in the regime without being able (easily) to “exit” from the regime if we are dissatisfied with it.
 Since we are all affected by these choices, and since a liberal society assumes that the powers of the state are collectively owned, the fact that the state has powers forces us to argue with one another about the justice, fairness, efficacy and value of any particular proposed use of state power. We must decide collectively (either through voting or some other kind of representation and deliberation) about how state power will be used. 

Note that there is an important paradox here. Even if we wanted to have a society that consisted of nothing more than isolated individuals pursuing their own material interests and their own visions of a just and society, we could not guarantee this society without having enough of a collective life to decide that that is the kind of society we wanted. And once we established a collectively owned state to enforce this shared understanding, and could be guided by collective decision-making, it would become possible to use that state for purposes other than the minimal purposes we originally planned. In effect, we could construct a state as an instrument for the protection of natural rights. Once constructed, the state becomes a collectively owned asset that can be used exclusively for that limited set of purposes, or from other more ambitious social goals depending on the ambitions of citizens.

Of course, we could guard against the overuse of the state by creating constitutional limits on state action, by creating heavy burdens for those who want to use state powers, and by creating a political culture that was suspicious of the state and its powers, and trusted private individuals and private enterprise more than politics and government. (All of which those living in liberal states with liberal traditions have done) But the point is that it is impossible to conceive of a society that doesn't have some kind of collective life. Further, once it had a collective life, it would be inclined to construct a state to regulate, serve and perhaps enhance that collective life: to recognize and handle the interdependencies that were part of both individual and collective life, and to provide the collective with a powerful instrument for dealing with collectively defined problems or achieving collectively defined aspirations.

There is one further paradox to note. Once a state is established, the real, objective character of our interdependence is transformed by the establishment of that institution. Prior to the formation of the state, there might be no convenient way that one person could exercise a claim on another. Once a state is formed, it is suddenly easier for individuals to make effective claims on one another. One can get the state to help enforce a contract, or to prosecute a crime, or even to treat one's personal interests or personal problems as important enough for all one's fellow citizens to become concerned and make a contribution. Since we share a regime, and since that regime can be used for different purposes, the actual degree of our interdependence is increased by the creation of a state with the power to establish rights and impose duties, and/or to define public purposes and impose taxes and duties as the means for achieving those purposes. How we intend to use that institution becomes an occasion for collective life to arise, as well as a reflection of the need to honor the essential fact of our interdependence. Once a state exists as a collectively owned and guided enterprise, we have to learn the arts of collective decision-making -- a problem that we might have wanted to avoid! 

The processes of collective decision-making are very different from the more particularistic and individualistic processes of the private sector and the private market. Typically, when state powers are engaged, we have a collective discussion about whether the use of state power would be appropriate. We discuss whether the problem being addressed is sufficiently important, sufficiently common, and sufficiently public to merit state action. We also debate whether state action could be plausibly effective in dealing with the problem, and whether the state's actions would be fair, and justly protect the rights of affected individuals. In that discussion, normative, moral arguments about what is owed and what is good would be made along with empirical arguments about the size and nature of a problem, and how it might best be ameliorated. 

Finally, once a collective decision is taken to use state powers to deal with some problem, some important assets would be transferred from individual private control to collective public control. To the extent that the state needed money to deal with the problem, and raised it through taxes, money would have been transferred from the realm of the private sector (where individuals get to decide how to spend it) to the public sector (where the collective gets to decide how to spend it). To the extent that the state used its authority to achieve public purposes by requiring individuals to contribute to public purposes, some freedom would have passed from the private realm (where individuals are allowed to decide how to act) to the public realm (where the collective gets to decide how individuals are allowed to act in at least some respects.) In effect, as tax dollars are spent and public regulatory authority brought to bear to achieve collectively defined purposes, ordinary citizens as well as government employees have been commandeered into contributing to public purposes. 

So, the existence of a state not only responds to a collective will; it also helps to occasion a collective life and force the development of some kind of collective will. It does so by becoming an instrument that can be used by citizens to accomplish many different purposes. It does so by setting out and enforcing the rules for discussion and debate about how the powers of the state can be used. It does so by reaching out and engaging citizens in efforts to implement the policies and achieve the purposes that were collectively decided upon. In all these respects, a state helps to form and engage a collective, even as the individuals who are swept up in this process, and in whose name the process works, continue to have individual views about whether what is happening is good or bad, and whether they should join wholeheartedly, stand aside and mutter, or voice strong opposition.

2. Independence versus Interdependence

A closely related idea is that, in the private sector, individual independence is emphasized over social interdependence. (The opposite is the case in the public sector.) The basic assumption in the private sector is that an individual is free to act as he or she sees fit. Individuals are authorized and expected to take the initiative in the construction of their own lives, and to do so according to their own ideas of what would constitute a good individual and collective life. 

Of course, we all understand that our actions have consequences for other individuals (both positive and negative), and that these "external effects" need to be taken into account if overall social welfare is to be maximized.
 But one could reasonably argue that the whole point of insisting on the importance of a private sector that supports the independence of individuals is in some important ways to limit and attenuate debilitating claims of interdependence. 

First, we established a strong private sector by establishing strong individual rights. These rights are meant to give individuals claims against other individuals and the state -- not to remind them of their obligations and duties to one another. 

Then, we constructed a complex social theory that encourages individuals not to pay too much attention to the welfare of others, but to concentrate on achieving their own welfare. We reassure them morally (on the basis of economic theory) that such apparently self-interested action will nonetheless produce beneficial and just social results as a result of the market's "invisible hand" that transforms individual greed into desirable social results.
 

Finally, we accepted as an important tenet of liberal society that we ought to make as few laws forcing individual citizens to attend to the social consequences of their actions as possible to ensure the maximum of individual liberty. 

All this tends to expand the expectation and claims of individual independence at the expense of any social recognition of significant interdependencies that must be recognized and accommodated through state action. That, in turn, is understood to be in the interests of maximizing individual liberty (as an important matter of justice) and in the interests of supporting a vigorous market economy (as an important matter of both individual and public benefit).

This feature of the private sector is commonly contrasted with the public sector emphasis on social interdependence. The public sector is seen as the place where claims about important interdependencies that have to be socially accommodated are recognized, argued about, and either dealt with or rejected. It is the place where my view that you have damaged my interests and treated me unjustly has to be adjudicated. It is the place where my claim that we all have an interest in guarding against deadly infectious disease, or in providing an adequate social safety net, and that we ought to devote some of our freedom and wealth to accomplishing these collective defined goals have to be politically discussed. It is also the place where my view that a truly just society would act to eliminate starvation, poverty, and ignorance, and that we all should make sacrifices to accomplish this important goal for the collective can be expressed.

In short, instead of celebrating independence, initiative, and freedom of action, the public sector emphasizes social interdependence and responsibility to others. We talk about what we owe to another and what we would like to achieve together, as opposed to what we intend to do for ourselves. Instead of being free to act and take the initiative, individuals are urged to engage in the painfully difficult and slow process of reaching agreement among many interested parties. All this is true even when we talk (as we often do) about the overall social importance of preserving liberty, independence, and personal responsibility as a collectively supported aim of the society.

3. Individual Rights and Freedom versus Collective Responsibilities and Duties

Closely related to the idea of independence versus interdependence is the idea that the private sector is a place that recognizes and protects individual rights, and preserves the intimate spaces within which liberty can flourish while the public sector is the place where one has to face up to his collective responsibilities and social duties, and where one's actions are scrutinized by others for their conformity with social expectations. In this conception, the private sector consists of the space that is carved out and guaranteed for individuals by the establishment of individual rights that guarantee their individual liberty and their privacy. It is the space that is particularly protected from state intrusion, and where individuals may call on the state to protect them from intrusion by others. It is the space within which individuals are free to make choices about how they will live their lives: what values they will embrace, what relationships they will form, what duties they will accept, what pleasures they will pursue. And it is also the place where individuals decide how much of their time and energy they will commit to their personal, their social, their economic, and their political life, and how they will conduct themselves in each of these spheres. In short, the "private" sector is the realm of individual liberty and choice; the secure place to which individuals may retreat to make the important decisions about their lives and develop and enjoy their most important and most intimate relationships. It is also the place where the individual happiness that should be the overall end of society is constructed and enjoyed.

The public sector, in contrast, is viewed as the place where the collective exerts its claims against individuals -- the place where individuals are drawn out of their private cocoons, and forced to participate in and contribute to public purposes. It is the moral force that drags poor old Cincinnatus from his plow.  It is the place where citizens have to accept the fact that they might owe things to their fellow citizens and to the state as well as to make claims on them. It is the place where the freedom of individuals to do what they want is curtailed by social decisions that they cannot take actions contrary to the public interest and must take actions to contribute to the public good. And, it is the place where individual citizens have to accept the judgments of their fellow citizens about what is collectively important and valuable, and sacrifice some of their money and freedom to help accomplish those collectively defined goals; where people who care nothing about snail-darters will have to accept significant economic losses to protect that species, and where people who think private corporations are exploitive and vicious will nonetheless have to pay some of their tax dollars to support various forms of "corporate welfare." 

It is worth noting, of course, that the state appears in liberal society in two important guises with respect to private liberty. On one hand, the state is seen as the guarantor and protector of liberty. It is our Constitution, after all, and the commitment of the state apparatus to the protection of the Constitution that establishes relatively permanently and decisively the rights that we associate with individual freedom. It is the state to which individuals can turn when they believe their rights have been violated by fellow citizens. It is also to special organs of the state that an individual can appeal when they think their rights have been violated by other organs of the state. 

On the other hand, the state is seen as one of the principal threats to individual liberty: the biggest bully on the block whose efforts to shape our lives has to be resisted at every turn.

One could also note that if one accepted the idea that there is no such thing as a wholly independent individual life -- that we are bound together in important interdependencies despite our desires not to be -- then one can also conclude (as Hannah Arendt did) that the only kind of freedom that is really worth having is the right to participate in the shaping of the institutions that regulate individual and collective life.
 This conclusion, in turn, would force us to see the state and the processes by which we decide how to use state power as an instrument of individual freedom rather than oppression.

Yet, it is significant, I think, that these two observations about the ways in which the state is understood to be supportive of individual liberty are not much made these days. The reason is at least in part because we have come to see the private sector as the place of individual liberty and the public sector as the place of social coercion rather than the place where the kind of individual liberty that is worth having can be secured. [We had that defining collective moment a long time ago, and we can now go ahead and simply live our lives as though we were in fact independent even though we know we are not.]

4. Material Self-Interests versus Justice and the Common Good as Individual Motivations

The private sector is also thought to be the place where an individual's material self-interests are not only anticipated and tolerated within social transactions, but allowed to be the dominant feature of social relationships. As noted above, the fundamental social transactions in the market economy are voluntary exchanges of material goods from one party to another: a worker gives their labor in exchange for a wage and (perhaps) other economic guarantees, a consumer forks over their money to buy a hamburger, a new car, or a video game from someone who hopes to earn a profit from the sale; a capitalist lends money to an entrepreneur in exchange for a portion of the financial return that could come from the entrepreneur's idea about a new product or service to make and sell if the entrepreneur's idea for a new product or service is a good one. In each case, what motivates the social interaction is the hope for individual gains in material welfare. Moreover, the value of the gain is judged by each party to the transaction in their own (by assumption, largely materialist) terms. One doesn't have to pretend to have anything other than one's egoistic, material interests in mind in such transactions. Nor does one need to apologize for this fact. The material interests are understood to be the things that structure the relationship.

In the public sector, in contrast, individual material interests are supposed to be set aside and replaced by concerns for the other, for the public good, and for justice. In theory at least, political action is motivated by a sense that some important wrong has occurred, or that some social problem exists which could best be met by the use of state powers, or some combination of the two. Politics in a deliberative democracy would consist of a discussion in which individuals give up their particular roles and the particular material interests associated with those positions, and instead focused on the question of what would be just and valuable for all.
 Empathy would be the animating force engaged rather than self-interest.
 Ethical issues would be in the foreground of debate rather than material self-interest. It is the place where argument and persuasion are supposed to be the principal mechanisms for aggregating individuals into collectives rather than "deal-making" and "log-rolling." 

Of course, there are lots of reasons to be skeptical about the extent to which the political and governmental sphere really acts in this way. Marxists, liberal pluralists, and "rational choice political scientists" all see material self-interest as the animating energy behind much political action.
 And sometimes, the system has become so corrupted that no one even has to apologize anymore for the fact that they are seeking to use collectively owned state powers (which should be limited to serving the public good or achieving justice for individuals and the wider society) to achieve the material goals of individuals or groups of individuals with similar economic interests.
 

Still, in a well functioning liberal state, the world of politics and government should be a place where individuals seeking to use collectively owned state powers to achieve particular purposes would have to justify their actions by establishing connections between their proposed actions and the consequences of those actions for the well-being of everyone, or the overall justice and fairness of the society in which they are living. And, in this respect, argumentation and exchange in the world of politics and government has a different look and feel than it does in the private sector -- as long as the discussion is being carried out in public where the public norms can have at least some moderating influence.

5. The Production of Private and Public Value

Finally, an important distinction is made between the private and public sector in terms of the kinds of social results they are expected to produce. The private sector is seen as the place where material self-interest not only provides the principal source of energy, but also as the place where material self-interests can be best satisfied. Indeed, the principal social argument for a private market is the claim that it is a mechanism that can most productively direct the productive energies and scarce resources of a society to the satisfaction of individual consumers.
 It is also a system that, over time, seems to ensure more or less reliably sustained economic development -- a consistently greater power of societies to insulate their members from the harsh disciplines of nature.
 Economic development allows individuals to live longer, to eat better, to be better sheltered from the elements, to ward off disease, to travel to more places and have a wider variety of experiences than human beings could have who lived in a subsistence (or worse) state. It is a system that delivers valued material products and services to customers, and financial returns (understood to be claims over the productive resources of society, and therefore, to some degree over nature) to investors and workers.

Now, to a great degree of course, these can be understood as individual satisfactions, and to have little status as the objects of public concern. But the fact of the matter is that a liberal society treats these private satisfactions as important results of public action. Liberal society is, to a great degree, dedicated to satisfying individual desires. Those individual desires include material aspirations. The market helps meet these desires. Therefore, because the workings of the private market produce important public results, the private market ought to be supported by governmental and collective action.

The fact that the private market produces results that society as a whole would consider publicly and collectively as well as privately and individually valuable explains why the government spends as much effort as it does on ensuring that the private economy can function well. That is part of the reason that they support contract enforcement, establish weights and measures, and support basic scientific research. It is also the reason that they take advantage of their control over the money supply and their own spending policies to shape the macro-economic performance of the economy in the public interest. It is also why some part of our foreign policy effort is devoted to managing economic relationships with other states. In short, one could see a healthy economy as an important public policy objective, and the state as an important means for supporting and sustaining the valuable public work performed by the market. 

In contrast, however, the public sector is seen as the place where everything else that is valuable to a society can be achieved. It is the place were laws regulating relationships are enforced, and some kind of justice produced -- including laws regulating social relationships in the market as well as the wider society. It is the place where we define ambitions that go beyond what the market will naturally produce, and provide the means for achieving those objectives.
 And it is the place where we confront important questions about how much inequality we can stand, or how much equality we desire, and what could be done to reduce observed inequalities in social status, political power, and economic wellbeing. In short, while we understand that it is an important public purpose to help the private market economy do its work of making us materially better off, we also understand that there are other public purposes that the ordinary workings of the market will not produce for us, and it is those distinct public purposes that should be the focus of public sector initiative and effort. 

In sum, the private sector is seen as a place where the individual is more important than the collective, where independence is more important than interdependence, where rights are more important than obligations, where satisfying one's material desires are more important than satisfying one's desires for social justice and fairness, and where economic development is seen as a fundamentally important individual and social goal.  In contrast, in the public sector, the collective is more important than the individual, social interdependence is the pre-dominant concern, obligations are as important as rights, the pre-occupation is with the definition and enactment of some conception of a just society, and where important social results that cannot be achieved through markets become the important goals. 

IV. Why Liberal Societies Prefer the Private Sector


All liberal societies understand, of course, that they must have both a private and a public sector. The private sector cannot act effectively without a public sector to support its operations. The public sector cannot achieve its purposes without having a vital private sector that supports the public sector socially, economically, and politically. The challenge has always been how to balance these social juggernauts for the benefit of individuals and society as a whole. 

Historically, liberal societies have tended to favor the private sector over the public. This is particularly true in the United States. And it has become even more true recently as communist and socialist challenges to liberal democratic states have faded, and pressures have built to create strong market economies in an increasingly competitive world.

Part of the reason for favoring the private sector is that, in the liberal theory of the state, the private individual is considered morally, constitutionally, and legally prior to the public collective. In liberal political philosophy, individuals are the important elements of society. They are viewed as having natural rights -- among them the rights to life, liberty, and property. Protecting these natural rights from attack by alien forces, other citizens, and the state itself is considered the first and most important duty of the state -- a basic requirement of justice within a liberal state. As a matter of justice, then, individual rights exist before any other social idea, and must be guaranteed before any other social purposes can be contemplated.

Another part of the reason that liberal societies tend to favor the private sector, however, is not simply that it is just to treat the individual as more important than the state, but also because liberal societies think is both individually valuable and socially useful to foster a vital private sector. In the spaces created by the firm structure of natural rights, individual human beings and more aggregate human associations can flourish. Individuals can choose the kinds of lives they want to live, and pursue those lives with all the energy and talent they can muster. They can decide to form families or not, and to raise their children as they think fit. They can worship God, or live without religious faith. They can decide to pursue learning and develop their skills, or trust their own innate knowledge of how things they work. They can devote themselves to "getting and spending," or to lives of leisure, contemplation, and relationships. They can choose to live largely private lives or more public lives. They can choose their friends and colleagues. They can form their own ideas of what a good society would be, and what sorts of responsibilities they might have to their neighbors and fellow citizens. They can decide what public purposes are important enough to justify taxing and regulating themselves to produce the desired result. Presumably, this kind of individual freedom -- to try to become what one wants to be, to form the relationships one wants to have, and to try to bring into existence a just society of which one would be proud to be a member -- is valuable to individual members of the society. Indeed, the ambition to have and enjoy precisely this kind of freedom has animated much human progress over the last few centuries. It is a goal for which many have died, or that has given meaning to the deaths of many even if the individuals did not themselves choose to die for this purpose. 

The architecture of natural rights also creates certain kinds of opportunities and incentives that seem to create powerful economies that have allowed human societies to insulate themselves from some of the hazards of nature. The right to accumulate property, have it defended against attack, and to spend it as one wishes creates a powerful incentive for individuals to invent ideas of products, services and technologies that can be used to satisfy the demands of other individuals. The right to make contracts and have them enforced by the power of the state provides a powerful mechanism that allows people to combine in activities that are more productive than any individual could do on their own. It allows people with capital to lend money to people with ideas. It allows people with skills to agree to work for people with ideas about how their time and skills can be used. It allows consumers with money to spend to purchase goods and services in hopes that such purchases will make them happier or their lives fuller in some important ways. In short, the structure of individual rights favors the kind of initiative that allows a market economy to be successful.

The architecture of natural rights also creates a kind of politics that has great strengths as a device that allows society to recognize and respond to important interdependencies among individuals, and to achieve purposes that individuals value together. By protecting rights to privacy, to free speech, and to association, a liberal society creates a space within which an important kind of politics can arise. It is a politics in which individuals are free to express their views about ways in which they think they are being wronged by others in the society, what kind of justice they think their state should secure for its members, and what kinds of important public purposes should be pursued. In principle, a wide set of such views is tolerated. In order for one person's view to become enshrined in public policy, however, it is necessary that the person who hold's a particular view be successful in persuading his fellow citizens or his elected representatives that his view is the right one to hold. To some, this kind of politics is valuable because it maximizes the chance that the powers of government will be deployed in ways that reflect the most commonly held views of the citizens, and in this way, achieve the greatest good for the greatest number.
 To others, this kind of politics is valuable not because it allows individuals to satisfy their own more or less selfish, and more or less idiosyncratic views of what constitutes good public policy, but instead because this kind of politics the only kind of liberty that is really worth having -- not the liberty to be an irresponsible individual acting in one's own interests, but instead the liberty of sharing with one's fellow citizens the task of deciding what kind of society they would like to become.
 This kind of collective political life can only arise from a society that starts from the base of individual political rights; a private, individual sector that comes morally, legally, and logically before a public, collective sector.

V. Rethinking the Public/Private Distinction

Of course, even casual observers of liberal societies can't help but notice that the conception of a society that is neatly divided between a "private" and a "public sector" and consists of nothing more than the sum of these two sectors is a conception of society that is so grossly abstracted and simplified that it verges on caricature. [The Reality of Liberal Societies may reduce the distinction between them and other societies. So there are two reasons to look closely at the reality. First, we can develop amore accurate less ideologically caricatured vision of liberal societies. Second, we can close the gap between our analysis of liberal societies and other kinds of societies]  Careful reflection reveals at least five problems with this simple conception.

First, the simple distinction between "private markets" on one hand, and "politics and government" on the other neglects important parts of social life. It may well be that these two behemoths are the largest institutions in a liberal society, or all societies. But it is also true that these big ideas neglect the parts of our individual and collective lives that we live among our families and friends, and that we spend in (more or less formal, more or less large scale, and more or less publicly spirited) voluntary associations. This life has always existed beneath the behemoths, or between them, animating and undermining as well as controlled by the larger sectors.
Second, because the concepts of "private" and "public" are complex ideas having many different connotations, one cannot easily draw the distinction among them on a single dimension or characteristic.
  Because individuals, social processes and social institutions are also complex things -- many with some private and some public aspects -- it is analytically difficult to sort particular bits of individual and social life into the private or public bin. 

Third, even if we could agree on a clear conceptual distinction, any particular individual, social process, or organization could end up spanning the two sectors either in its institutional form in its effects. Or, if it lay within one sector at one time, it could shift from one sector to another at some future time. Individuals, for example, do not live wholly within one sector. While some individuals will be more private in their commitments than others, there is virtually no one who is everywhere and all the time a "private" person and another who is everywhere and all the time a "public" person. We all live our lives partly in private and partly in public, partly with private interests, partly with public interests. Organizations, too, differ in how "private" or "public" they are. Some organizations include important elements of both. Other organizations start off being private become public, and vice versa. Even social movements can be more or less private, and more or less public. Jenny Mansbridge, for example, has shown that some of the most important effects of the political movement for an Equal Rights Amendment for women have occurred in the intimate realm of women’s own ideas about themselves and the ways they have organized their most intimate relations with husbands and children.

Fourth, even if one could draw the boundary cleanly between the institutions of the private and public sectors, a close examination of the character and behavior of individuals and social aggregates across the two sectors might show much more similarity than differences. It may be that individuals are not all that different in their motivations and actions when they are acting in the private sphere as when they are acting in the public realm. It may be that a private sector organization is in many respects similar to a public bureaucracy. It may be that "mission driven organization" in the private sector is not all that different from a "movement" in the political world.

Fifth, even if one could analytically distinguish the two sectors, one would soon recognize that each sector exercised important influences on the structure, conduct, and performance of the other sector. The important implication is that when we were examining the characteristics of one sector, we would not be looking only at the characteristics of that sector in itself, but as it has developed alongside and been influenced by the other sector. Consider each of these points in turn. 


A. Other Realms of Society: Neither "Markets" Nor "Politics and Government"

One major problem with the simple ideas that society is divided into a private and a public sector, and that taken together, these two sectors comprise the whole of society, is that there are important parts of individual and social life that are neglected in this conception.

1. The Domestic or Family Realm

For example, as suggested above, the "private sector" is often considered essentially equivalent to the specific set of social positions, institutions and processes associated with the market economy: owners, consumers, workers, firms, contracts, market exchange, etc. Yet, the idea of the "private" sector is often used to point to quite a different sector of society: a realm that is more intimate and domestic than the market economy.
 

One could think of this "private" realm not as the realm of the private market, but of the "personal," or "domestic," or "family" realm. This is the part of society where individuals decide how they will live: how much time to give to work, and how much to leisure; how much to devote to private pursuits, how much to public; and how they will develop themselves as economic contributors, as citizens, as friends, and as human beings. This is also the realm within which individuals construct their important intimate relationships: whether they will marry or stay single; have children or remain childless; live up to or abandon commitments they make to their spouses, children, friends and parents. In short, there is a sector in which people try to make meaning of their individual lives in the context of intimate relationships that are important to their social, economic, and political wellbeing.

Now, to identify this "personal, domestic" realm as a "social sector" might strike many as odd -- even dangerous. After all, an important goal of a liberal society is to treat this very intimate realm as sacrosanct, and protect it from any kind of social or governmental control. Indeed, the whole point of a liberal society is to help individuals establish and maintain control over these important choices. Simply to list it as a "social sector" is to miss the important point that this realm comes before the social, and that the social should be constructed to serve the private rather than the other way around. It is also, perhaps, to make the domestic sphere more visible and therefore vulnerable -- not only to informal social influence, but also to formal governmental control. 

It is worth noting, however, that this realm could be considered "public" in several important respects. First, what happens within this sector has very important consequences for both the "private/economic" and the "political/governmental" sectors. It is from this domestic and family realm that the entrepreneurs, managers, workers, and customers of the private economic sector emerge and take action. It is also within this realm that many of the values and commitments that will guide political action by individuals are created, and from this realm that citizens and political leaders are galvanized into action by the stirrings of some kind of public concern (even if that is the sense that they, individually, have been wronged by society, and that they are determined to set matters right). 

Second, to a great extent, guaranteeing certain minimal conditions (or trying to achieve very high average conditions) in the domestic and family realm is an important goal of both the economic and political sectors. It is to make life better in this private domestic realm that much of the work of the marketplace is directed, and its effects evaluated. We say that the basic goal of an economy is to provide the welfare of both individuals and "households." Indeed, we depend on individuals and households to give meaning to the market by buying, using, and valuing its output. In this respect, it is more than GE that "brings good things to life;" it is also the consumer who finds a way to use GE's products to enhance the quality of their life. 

Similarly, the basic goal of a liberal polity is to preserve freedom within these intimate realms so that individuals can live as they wish. It is also true that much government action is taken in response to failures in this realm. When individuals fail to invest enough in their own capabilities, when families fail to care for their dependents, citizens have often turned to government to ask it to act to deal with the casualties that otherwise emerge. Thus, creating attractive conditions within the private, domestic realm is an important publicly endorsed goal of both the private market and the liberal polity.

Third, even though we think the private domestic realm is the farthest from the reach of government -- the most protected from public influence -- the fact of the matter is that government already closely regulates this sector. It requires individuals who marry to report this fact to the government, and to return to the government and officially advise them when they seek to separate. It requires parents and other caretakers to provide minimum levels of care and supervision to children. It requires parents to send their children to school or to provide other means for educating them. 

There are at least three important justifications for this kind of state regulation of family life. On one hand, there are both contracts and certain kinds of rights that are at stake in relationships between married adults, and among married adults and children.
 The state is called in to enforce the contracts, vindicate the rights, and enforce the obligations that exist within family units. On the other hand, the state may have a prudential interest in taking actions to shore up the family sector at least partly through regulation. If it is true that important social problems arise as a consequence of family break-ups (e.g. women and children are suddenly impoverished because a father refuses to provide child support requiring the state to make up for his absence, or children start down paths that lead to mental illness and crime as a result of neglectful parenting), the state might want to protect itself and all the other citizens it represents from the consequences of failed families. It may also be true that there is a commonly shared substantive idea -- a norm of what it means to be good spouses, good partners, good parents, good child-rearers -- that the state is encouraged to express and enforce, or at least to set the outside limit of what constitutes tolerable conduct in these roles.
 

So, while it is an important principle that the "domestic realm" ought to be protected from much collective regulation and control in the interests of protecting freedom and autonomy, the collective cannot (and has not!) failed to notice that it has stakes in how these domestic arrangements work out. This private domestic realm is thus both publicly important, and publicly regulated.

2. The Religious Realm

Beyond the private, domestic realm, one could also talk meaningfully about the "religious" domain. This is the realm within which individuals seek to find and express their faith in God, to learn through their faith the right ways to live, and to find in their chosen religious communities the support they need to live as they want to live. It is also the sector that nourishes and channels many individuals' desires to do good works -- to care for their neighbors, and to promote justice and charity in the world.
 It is also a realm in which individuals' ideas about what they might owe to one another, and what they ought to try to achieve together can be importantly influenced by religious as well as secular ideas.
 It is also a place where ideas about whether and how it is proper to bring religious identities and commitments to public life can be discussed. 

This realm is not important to all individuals, of course. Some will live without God just as some will live without spouse and children. (No one can live without parents, but our obligations to parents can be attenuated in many ways.) But for some individuals, the religious domain -- the institutions that exist within it, and the activities they sustain -- are central parts of their individual lives.

Again, as in the case of the "domestic" sector, it might seem both odd and dangerous to think about the "religious sector" as a "social sector." As a liberal society, we have worked hard to keep this sector insulated from public scrutiny or control.
 The guarantee of religious freedom has been central to American democracy in particular, but to all liberal states more generally. We have also worked hard to keep religion confined to the private rather than the public realm. 

Yet, it is worth noting that this radical separation of the religious and public realms has been a relatively recent invention -- and one that seems now to be breaking down.
 Just as we understand that the "domestic" realm can be seen as importantly public insofar as it affects the quality of both individual and social life, so we now understand religious life can have a profound effect on the strength of our economic and political institutions. The fact that these effects occur doesn't give the society, acting through the state, the right to shape religious practices, of course.
 The religious sphere remains rigorously private in the sense that it is protected from government control. But it should make society as a whole pay attention to what is happening in the religious sphere, and to understand that whatever happens there will have important see public consequences.
 

It is also true that the religious domain can be seen as public because it consists of communities, not just individuals or blood relatives. The domestic realm consists of collectives too, of course. They are called families. But unlike families united by common ancestry, religious communities are united by (more or less) voluntary commitments to a common faith.
 That fact alone makes them "public" -- at least in the sense that they involve more than one person, or more than a group of people bound together by common ancestors. Indeed, it is this fact which makes congregations, temples, and mosques important forms of "voluntary associations." They are places where individuals voluntarily come together to accomplish a purpose, and in doing so, form some kind of collective identity and undertake some forms of collective activity. 

Of course, for most religious associations, the most important purpose is to care for the spiritual life of the congregation.
 But on occasion, these organizations take on purposes above and beyond the spiritual life of their members. Or, more precisely, in protecting the spiritual life of their members, they may focus the attention of their members on individuals outside their circle, and on material conditions in the wider world.
 At that point, they might take responsibility for people beyond the members of the congregation. They might take responsibility for altering material conditions to the best of their ability in places that need their aid. They might talk to one another about the ways in which their religious identities should or should not be carried over into the kinds of commitments and activities they make within economic and political realms. And so on. When they do these things, religious associations begin to have important influences over the nature of public life, through means other than assuring the spiritual well-being of their members.
 

It is also true that we have long relied on religious organizations to achieve important public goals. Long before the recent furor over "charitable choice," and the Bush Administration's "faith-based initiative," society relied on religious groups to care for the homeless, the poor, the sick, and the ignorant.
 Indeed, before there were modern states that accepted these tasks as their responsibility, the primary institutions that cared for the disadvantaged were religious organizations.
 This work was not always linked closely to particular congregations. Some specialized institutions arose that were connected to religious traditions, but somewhat separate from the congregations themselves. And these have become important parts of the social safety net that cares for women and children, the aged, and the alcoholic.
 But the point is that religious enterprises have long been an important part of the apparatus that accomplished important public goals such as relieving poverty, caring for the ill, and educating the ignorant.

In these respects, then, religion seems never to have really been adequately contained in the confines of the private, domestic realm. And, even though we understand religion to be a choice that individuals make, and even though we have developed social science models that liken the behavior of the religious sector to that of the private market, and even though we have seen some congregations adopt some important marketing principles from the private sector in successful efforts to increase membership, this still seems a realm that differs significantly from what we would ordinarily call the private market sector.
 So, in activity, in effects, and in spirit, the religious domain is spread awkwardly across the private/public divide.

3. The "Socializing" Realm 

Viewing religion as a kind of voluntary association reminds us that religion is only one kind of voluntary association. It reminds us that there is whole "socializing," or "communal," realm that is mostly neglected in the simple private/public dichotomy. This is the realm of society where unrelated individuals voluntary choose to associate with one another. They do so for a huge variety of purposes. 

One reason to associate is simply that individuals enjoy one another's company. It is fun to associate; further, association helps to build a kind of coherent individual and social identity that feels good to individuals to settle into. This is a kind of motivation that James Q. Wilson once characterized as a "solidary" incentive. In Wilson's view, individuals are not motivated (or made happy) solely by "material incentives" such as food, clothing, shelter, and the accumulation of wealth. Being social animals, human beings are also motivated by a desire to enjoy the company of their fellow humans. Viewed from this perspective, socializing and joining together is something that individuals like to do. They do it because they enjoy it. In this respect, associating is what economists would call a "consumption good" -- something to be enjoyed for its own sake rather than for its instrumental purposes to the individual or to the society. The fact that individuals like to associate spawns a huge amount of private "socializing" among individuals and families in the society.

Again, it might be odd to think of "socializing" as a sector of society, let alone part of the public sector. Yet, the social networks created by friendship and conviviality can be viewed as importantly public for several different reasons. First, as a matter of definition, socializing is "public" in the sense that it involves more than one person (this makes it collective), and that it exposes individuals to the scrutiny of others in the society (this makes such activity a potentially important part of building and enforcing social norms of one kind or another). 

Second, these social networks, rooted in mere sociability, turn out to establish important linkages between private individuals on one hand, and the aggregate institutions of the market economy and politics and government on the other. Indeed, one of the most astonishing and important features of this socializing realm is how the relationships created within this realm can be used both by individuals and the group as a whole to accomplish many different purposes. (This is true for the relationships created through religious worship as well.) Friends with whom one socializes often provide important routes to new and improved jobs. Backyard barbecues and block parties form the relationships that become the backbone of arrangements to care for one another's children, or to deal with family emergencies of one kind or another, or to organize efforts to keep drug dealers off the block, or improve the quality of parks and schooling that are available to the kids in the neighborhood.
 

Third, as Bob Putnam has observed and meticulously documented, an important relationship exists between the extent and thickness of these sorts of relationships -- what he calls social capital -- and the actual capacity of societies and polities to deal with problems in the society.
 The denser the networks of social capital, the easier it is to mount collective efforts to deal with problems, whether those efforts involve private or public initiatives.
 The more choir groups and bowling leagues, the more effective the society and the better government performs.

Note that these effects seem to occur almost willy-nilly as a result of increased "socializing." Further, it is not necessary for the socializing either to become institutionalized, or to take as its purpose the accomplishment of social results to produce the publicly valuable effects.

4. The Realm of "Voluntary Associations"

Still, on occasion, the informal, ad hoc socializing turns into something else that is more self-consciously public, more durable, and larger scale. This transformation occurs when relationships built by socializing discussions among friends and neighbors lead to the discovery of common causes they would like to pursue together, and more or less formal agreements to pursue these goals in an explicitly constructed, self-consciously organized common effort. 

The common causes they could take on could include many different kinds of things, of course. On one hand, the group could be focused primarily on providing mutual support to one another within the group. The bridge players can promise to show up to play bridge, and the singers and musicians to show up to make a choir and an orchestra. Or, the members of the group can construct mutual insurance arrangements designed to deal with problems that might befall them as individuals. They can agree to come to one another's aid if attacked by criminals, or to help put out fires that break out in a member's house, or simply to make sure that every member gets a decent burial, including a coffin and at least one mourner.

Alternatively, the group can decide that they would like to accomplish broader purposes than taking care of one another's needs. In one version of this, they could decide that they wanted to help individuals or groups outside their particular circle: they would like to provide a scholarship for a deserving student, they would like to take the responsibility for maintaining parks that are otherwise being neglected, they would like to collect money, food, and medicine to send overseas. We would ordinarily think of this kind of action as "charitable" efforts.

In a second version, the group could decide that it wanted to accomplish some purpose that it deemed important to the quality of public life, and advance that through the use of their own resources. They could "adopt a park" and agree to keep the equipment repaired and the grounds clean. They could construct a monument to some cause that seemed important for the local culture to embrace and remember. They could establish a local theater group. Activities such as these would ordinarily be considered "civic" activities. (Civic activities are like charitable activities in that they do not directly and materially benefit the individuals who contribute to them. They differ from charitable activities in that they are not focused exclusively on aiding or benefiting the needy and disadvantaged.)

In a third version, the group could decide that it wanted to advance certain purposes and values in the political realm. Instead of advancing public purposes they thought were important through the use of their own resources, they could seek to persuade their fellow citizens that there was a cause that was sufficiently important that the formidable powers of government ought to be deployed to help accomplish the goal. That goal could be the advancement of some material interests of their own. In effect, they could claim that their welfare as a group was sufficiently important to the community that they ought to be assisted through the powers of government. They could become a "special interest group," and try to persuade the rest of the society (or its representatives) that their “special interest” was really worth being supported by collectively owned powers. Alternatively, they could dedicate themselves to some vision of the public interest that they thought important to achieve, but would not immediately and materially benefit them. They could become a "public interest group," and seek to persuade society (or its representatives) that their idea of the public interest was a good one with which others agreed. 

5. The Charitable, Civic, and Political Realms

Once purposes are discovered and pursued collectively, Wilson observes that the association is then held together not only by "solidary" incentives, but also by what he calls "purposive" incentives: the satisfaction that would come from achieving a collective purpose together. At this stage, one might say that the "socializing" realm has become part of the "charitable," or "civic" or "political" realm. 

What is unique about these "charitable," "civic," and "political" realms is that they achieve purposes that could be called "public" in the sense that they help aggregates of individuals who are not linked to one another either through kinship, domestic obligation, or formal economic contracts. They may also be "public" in the sense that when the actions taken by such associations are focused on doing good for others, they might "relieve the burden" that would otherwise fall on government. They may even be public in the full sense that the members share citizenship in some political/governmental community, and seek to use the powers of government to accomplish their goals. Yet, they remain "private" in the sense that they are rooted in the views of individual members of society who joined together voluntarily to try to accomplish purposes they judged "publicly valuable." More particularly, the efforts are private in that they do not depend on the powers of government to coerce others to help accomplish the goals important to members.

Note that once a set of informal relationships have hardened into agreements, or become a formal organization of some kind, then that organization takes on a structural, institutional existence as well as functional role. It can accumulate and own property. It can develop a reputation that gives it standing to speak authoritatively for some group or some cause. It can exercise influence over what its members do by using the authority the members delegated to it. To manage the collectively owned asset (whether money, or reputation, or both), and to decide how to use authority over its members, the organization needs some kind of governance structure: some way of deciding how the collectively owned enterprise will use its assets to achieve collectively supported efforts. It may decide to remain informal, and establish no structures for decision-making. Alternatively, it may decide to acquire a legal personality and incorporate in some established legal form. As a durable, on-going institution, it may attract new members who share the cause as well as continue to hold the founding members of the organization who first created the enterprise out of the "primeval soup" of their shared conviviality and purposes. 

Indeed, sometimes organizations of the "charitable, "civic," and "political" realm do not arise through the organic process described above. They emerge, instead, as the invention of a single individual who articulates a purpose, creates an organization to pursue it, and then seeks members to participate in it. That purpose could be nothing more than socializing. It could be a bridge club, or a local theater group. But it might also be a charitable cause of some kind: a soup kitchen, or a movement to collect toys for children at Christmas. Or, it could be a political cause: a movement focused on ensuring that those ill with AIDS not be neglected in public policies toward health, or that women abused by their spouses can find both help and justice through the use of state resources. Once created, the organization might well create relationships among members that are like those that arose in the organically created groups described above. The fact that an association began with one person's desire doesn't necessarily mean that it could not eventually acquire the qualities of solidarity and shared purpose among individuals who were attracted to the vision. 

I want to emphasize that while, for some purposes, it might be possible to look at the "charitable," or "civic" or "political" realms as all of a piece -- a set of secular voluntary associations that seek to accomplish purposes beyond the welfare of their members -- it is often also useful to distinguish between the charitable and civic on one hand, and the political on the other. The distinction is rooted in a simple idea. One can say that a group becomes a "political" group when a group that started as neighbors helping one another, or banding together to help others less fortunate than themselves, decided that they could best offer their aid by persuading the body politic that the powerful instruments of government ought to be deployed to achieve the purposes they hold dear. This may be particularly true at local levels as community organizations discover they cannot achieve their purposes without engaging larger political communities. But it can also be true at the national level when important values become rallying points for individuals across the nation. At this point, things that begin as associations become important in shaping the "political" realm as well as the "civic" and "community" realm. It is here, of course, that the rich fabric of pluralist political life is woven.

6. The Political Realm

The political realm is not limited to group politics and representation, of course. Politics includes actions taken by individuals (perhaps advised or supported by political groups). There is voting for candidates which is often viewed as an individual, private act even though it simultaneously constitutes an important collective, public act. There is also, increasingly, voting on referenda. These, too, can be seen as individual, private acts, but they are even more obviously and directly connected to collective, public life. Referenda give individual citizens the chance to speak directly on social conditions they would like to see realized.

Insofar as the "political" realm engages individuals in articulating and pursuing collective purposes, it is similar to the "charitable," or "civic" realm. What distinguishes the political from the civic, however, is that in the political realm, the object is eventually to get ones hands on the powers of the state, and to use those powers to advance purposes that one thinks important -- either for selfish material interests, or for more or less idiosyncratic public reasons. In the civic realm, the goal is not necessarily to use the powers of the state, but instead to use the attractiveness of the cause, and the powers of moral suasion to induce collective action with only those resources that are voluntarily contributed.

B. The Uncertain Distinction Among the Sectors

What I have set out here, then, is a far more complex view of society than one that consists of a private sector on one hand, and the public sector on the other. I have suggested that any full account of both individual and social life in a liberal society would have to take account of "private domestic," "religious," "socializing," "associational," "charitable," "civic," and "political" realms as well as the "private" and "public" sectors. 

Of course, it isn't much of a contribution to observe that there is much more to society than the "market economy" on one hand, and "politics and government" on the other. What is much more important, however, is to understand that it is difficult to characterize these different realms as belonging within the private or public sector. The reason this is difficult is quite simple: the ideas of private on one hand and public on the other are quite complex ideas. Each concept has several important connotations which, depending on the context, can be viewed as the essential difference between "private" on one hand, and "public" on the other. Private" for example, can mean: 

1) animated and guided by individually held values and choices (rather than collectively defined values and choices); 

2) intimate and shielded from the observation and influence of others (rather than impersonal and "in the open"); 

3) specially protected from state influence (rather than vulnerable to state interference and control); or 

4) owned and controlled by "private" individuals and associations (rather than owned and controlled by a political collective); 

5) producing primarily private benefits that are enjoyed materially by individuals (rather than producing public goods --including justice -- that are enjoyed by the collective not only materially, but as they are consistent with the moral and political views of the individuals).  

Public, in contrast, means all the opposites listed above. Because social processes and institutions can have some characteristics that we think of as private and others that we think of as public, we will find it difficult to classify the processes and institutions according to this simple scheme. 

For example, what I have here characterized as the "domestic," "religious," "charitable," and "civil" sector could all be thought of as part of the larger "private sector" -- the part of society that is separate from government. These sectors all have a "private" aspect in that: 1) they are animated and guided by individual desires; 2) are protected to some degree from government regulation and control; and 3) are guided by choices made by a governance structure that was voluntarily constructed at the initiative of private actors and embraced by those who joined the cause rather than through a governance structure that was already established, and to which individuals were accountable without necessarily having made a choice to make themselves accountable. 

Yet, these sectors could also be seen to be part of the "public sector." This is most obvious when we are looking at the "civic" and "community" realms, since these associations knit individuals together into collectives (which make them public in an important sense). In addition, these collective units often perform functions and achieve purposes that could be seen as public in two different senses. On one hand, they can be seen as publicly motivated (in the sense that the members of the group support a common purpose that they may or may not benefit from as individuals). On the other hand, they can be seen as publicly useful or publicly valuable (in the sense that they accomplish purposes that would be generally thought to be publicly valuable, or in the somewhat narrower sense that these voluntary efforts would help to "relieve the burden of government"). Indeed, the only way in which these are not "pure" public organizations is that they lack the formal power of government to tax and regulate.

These voluntary, collective associations also seem to be part of the "public sector" when the groups become politically active, and seek to use government powers and assets to advance purposes they judge to be important. Then, they form part of the institutional underpinnings of local, state, and national politics.

When one is looking at the "domestic" or "religious" sectors, it seems clear that they are part of the private sector, and less obvious that they can be seen as part of the public sector. Indeed, as noted above, the whole point of a liberal society is to leave these sectors outside the "public realm." The aim is to ensure that individuals can live their lives, form their families, raise their children, and worship as they please, and that no particular idea about the "right way" to do these things can be enshrined as state policy, and enforced through state action. 

Yet, because the domestic and religious sectors are simultaneously the crucibles within which individuals form many of their views about individual and social virtue, and since increasingly churches are active both in articulating political goals and helping the government meet social objectives, and since much social policy focuses on failures of development and care that occur within the domestic sector, these sectors cannot be as neatly separated from the public realm as we would like.

C. Movements of Individuals and Institutions Across the Sectors

The problem of distinguishing sharply between the private and public sectors begins with conceptual confusion about the characteristics of social processes or institutions that would make them private on one hand or public on the other. There is an additional problem, however: neither individuals nor institutions have to stay exclusively within one sector. Individuals, for example, do not live their lives wholly within one or another of the sectors we have identified. Their lives are lived by moving across the sectors; leaving the house where one has been parent or child, going to work in the private economy, participating more or less actively in social, charitable, civic, or political matters. And so on.

Similarly, processes or institutions that operate above the level of individuals such as labor markets or voting processes or voluntary associations of many kinds do not have to stay within one sector. The government draws its employs, buys advice and equipment, and accomplishes its results by entering into the private market to buy these things. Business firms often seek to accomplish their goals by making contributions to political campaigns, and seeking to influence public perceptions of the public interest. Voluntary associations such as the AARP simultaneously help their members support one another, sell products and services to non-members, and seek to influence government. 

So, even if one could decide what one meant by the ideas of private and public, it would be hard to know which individuals, processes, and institutions to put in those categories. The simple fact is that both individuals and organizations can span these boundaries. They can also move from one sector to another. It is in this sense that the boundary between the sectors is not only conceptually confused, but empirically permeable.

D. Similarities Across the Sectors

A fourth problem in establishing a clean distinction between public and private is that even if we could agree that some kinds of individual motivations and actions, or certain types of social processes, or some class of institutions and organizations truly belonged in one sector rather than the other, once we had firmly assigned bits of society to one sector rather than the other, and looked at the real character of the action within the sectors that we had deliberately constructed to make them distinct, we might well find that they did not look all that different from one another. 

Take, first, the idea that the sectors could be divided in terms of the motivations animating and guiding individuals as they acted in one sector rather than another. As noted above, we have long associated the private sector with relatively selfish material interests on one hand, and the public sector with group oriented concerns about caring for the needy, doing justice, and achieving the common good on the other. Yet, any serious examination of the real operations of what is called the private and public sector would reveal that the different kinds of motivations are not located wholly within one sector, but are distributed across the sectors. 

For example, we can find many public-spirited actions in the private sector. We can observe businesses taking their social responsibilities seriously, and going beyond minimum regulatory standards to ensure safe workplaces, a clean environment, and safe products. We can see businesses making charitable contributions to causes of various kinds. We can even see businesses seeking to identify themselves with important public purposes to increase the morale of their employees and increase the loyalty of their customers. 

Of course, one can be cynical about this and claim that the real motivation for such actions is simply to improve the profit-earning capacity of the private companies. Yet, one can also observe that having made public commitments to important public causes, and used those commitments to attract the loyalty and effort of employees and customers, it would be very difficult for private companies to back away from serving those causes, at least to some degree. One would expect their employees and customers to punish them as much for hypocrisy as to reward them for their virtuous claims. 

Similarly, one can find many self-serving material interests in the political and governmental realm. Indeed, some "political economists" find nothing in the political realm other than thinly disguised material self-interest.
 They think that is what animates most political action taken by citizens.
 It is also what guides the decisions of elected officials.
 And they think it is what guides the conduct of those who lead and are employed by public agencies.
 While it might go too far to assume that there is nothing animating and guiding the world of politics and government other than material self interest (whether of individuals or of groups of similarly situated individuals in society), it would surely be wrong to imagine that the political and governmental sphere operates only on concerns about justice and the common good. It is more that it is in this realm claims about justice and the common good make stronger claims on the allegiance of individuals and groups than they would in the private sector.

Consider, next, the idea that the social processes that combine individuals into collective action that produces important aggregate social consequences are quite distinct between the two sectors. In our conventional understandings, we associate the private sector with market mechanisms. We see individuals combining to produce material welfare for the society as a whole through the processes of exchange sustained and given order through contracts of various kinds. On the other hand, we associate the public sector with political processes of collective choice, and the use of the coercive authority of the government. We see individuals combining to produce a certain quality of justice, and a certain set of public purposes through discussion about how the powers of the state will be used, followed by the use of state power to raise the funds and impose the duties on the individuals whose behavior has to be changed to produce the (collectively) desired results. 

Again, while there are real differences here, the differences may be less than they first appear. After all, at the center of market decision-making are collective enterprises called firms. While one can see the firm as a nested set of voluntary contracts among owners, investors, managers, workers, suppliers, customers, and so on, one can also see the firm as a place within which authority is deployed by those who own and manage the firm other those who work for the firm.
 This authority is legitimated in the eyes of the workers by their interest in earning a wage, and the fact that their dignity and rights are protected by a contract that makes them employees but not slaves of the enterprise. In this respect, the firm operates somewhat like a state with respect to its employees (though often with less room for representation by workers in the governance of the firm than a liberal state would allow citizens over whom it had authority).

Similarly, a firm has to have a governance structure that allows its owners to give guidance to the firm as to the purposes the firm ought to be trying to achieve, and the means that it should be using to accomplish those objectives.
 That is a relatively simple structure in cases where the firm is wholly owned by a single individual. In those cases, the only person the owner has to consult is himself. 

It gets slightly more complicated in cases where a corporation has sold shares to 'the public," and is now a "publicly held" private corporation. In these cases, the firm is legally obliged to develop mechanisms for consulting with and getting approval from the shareholders to ratify the decisions of management.
 This task that looks potentially quite daunting is enormously simplified by three important facts. First, the large number of individual investors who constitute the collective, public ownership of the private firm often have similar objectives for the firm: they want to maximize long run financial returns to themselves.
 Second, a firm usually has powerful financial measurement systems that allow the firm to report frequently and accurately on how well the firm is performing with respect to the goal of making money. Of course, statements of revenues earned and costs do not tell investors everything they would like to know about the firm, since they focus on the past rather than the future. But they do provide some important information to investors that speaks directly to their concerns. Third, if an investor becomes concerned about the direction a firm is taking, he or she can always decide to sell their stake in the firm, and absent themselves from the consequences of the decisions the firm makes.
 Included in the private sector, then, are some of the aggregation mechanisms that we ordinarily associate with the public sector. [[Note issue of Partnerships and Co-operatives and Employee held Organizations]]

Similarly, when we look at the public sector, we see many of the same aggregating mechanisms that we think are characteristic only of the private sector. As noted above, the government typically goes into the market place and uses market like mechanisms of exchange to accomplish its goals. It competes for labor by offering wages, benefits, and meaningful work just as the private sector does. It tries to obtain economic advantage for its "owners," by running competitive procurement processes which allow it to buy capacities it needs at the lowest possible cost.
 It even allows individual clients whom the government hopes to benefit to have some significant influence over how they will be assisted by offering their aid in the form of vouchers which the clients can spend as they wish (within some limits established by the collective).

It is also true that just as we can act as though the authority exercised by a firm over its workers was constructed through a set of more or less voluntary agreements, so we can say that the authority exercised by the government of a liberal state over its citizens was constructed through a process of seeking voluntary consent. Forcing government to obtain the agreement of the citizens it represents is one of the most important goals of the liberal state. That is the reason we give citizens the right to elect public officials, to petition the government, to appear before legislative bodies and administrative hearings, and to sue the government in courts. We want to be sure that the government cannot use its authority to tax and regulate without gaining the consent of those who are governed. In that respect, the authority of the state is limited by the need to gain assent just as the authority of a firm over its workers is constructed through some kind of implicit or explicit labor contract.

A third point: we often think that we can distinguish between the private and the public sector according to the character of the products and results they produce. We associate the private sector with the production of material goods and services that improve the individual material welfare of the consumers who buy them, and the public sector with either the enforcement of rules that ensure justice and fairness in the society, or the achievement of collectively defined purposes that would not be produced by market mechanisms alone.

Yet. it is important to recognize that the private sector produces much that is "publicly valuable" as well as the public sector. If a liberal society believes that social welfare includes the idea that its members ought to be able to earn income and spend it as they wish, then the private sector can be understood as providing important public benefits. It provides a flow of low-cost, high quality consumer goods to people with the money to buy them. It creates jobs for individuals who are willing to do them. And it produces financial returns to investors who are willing to risk their money in hopes of a financial return down the road. Insofar as these things make individuals "better-off" in their own terms, and insofar as the society as a whole equates its overall welfare with the summation of the individual material welfare of its members, it is reasonable to say that the private sector produces a certain kind of "public value" as well as "private value."  

Even if one doesn't want to go so far as to say that public value means nothing more than the satisfaction of individual material desires, it would almost certain be wrong to imagine that a liberal society and its body politic had no interest in the performance of the private economy. Indeed, as noted above, if one observes what the government actually does, much of it is devoted to supporting the private economy. This goes beyond the provision of legal structure that supports private property and contracts, or the establishment of bureaus that establish various kinds of standards for products, or mechanisms designed to reduce fraud and deceit in both capital and consumer markets. It includes the manipulation of macro-economic policy instruments to keep the economy on a high growth low inflation path to the future. Because the operations and performance of the private economy are so fundamental to the overall justice and welfare of the society and its polity, it might not be unreasonable to consider the economic benefits produced by the private sector as an important public value to be protected and supported by government action. In short, the claim that "what is good for General Motors is good for America" is not entirely wrong. All one has to do is observe how solicitous society and government are to business firms that get in trouble to understand that we have some kind of public interest in the welfare of corporations, and that government plays an important role in backstopping them just as it does in supporting other activities of the society. 

Similarly, if we look across the full range of government activities, we will find many whose purposes look similar to those characteristic of the private sector. Consider, for example, the fact that government owns significant physical assets. It owns lands that can be used for logging, mining, and recreation. It owns properties in cities that can be turned into new homes and parks or allowed to decay. Consider, also, that government has a great deal of money that it can lend in private credit markets. In principle, of course, government could decide to use these assets for the same purposes that business would use them: namely, to maximize shareholder (in this case, citizen or taxpayer) wealth. Indeed, government is often urged to manage these assets for precisely these purposes. The aim should be to find the highest economic value/financial return to the government for the use of these assets. Anything less would be irresponsible.

It is also important to keep in mind that government does a great deal to secure the material welfare of all its citizens -- the rich and middle class as well as the poor. Indeed, if one looks closely at expenditures by the federal government, it quickly becomes apparent that only a small portion of these expenditures are focused on the neediest in society. Much spending is focused on middle class interests as well as the interests of the poor. We support the health and welfare of all the elderly, not just the poor elderly. We provide funds for the education of all young people, not just those who can't afford to pay the costs of a private education. In this respect, government is both recognizing and acting on the principle that it shares with the private sector the goal of enhancing the material welfare of its citizens.

So, it is not true that business doesn't produce much that is socially valuable. Its economic contributions can easily be understood as publicly as well as privately valuable. Nor is it true that government is indifferent to the material welfare of its citizens, and is instead focused only on needs that cannot be met through market means. The public sector plays a major role in guaranteeing the material welfare of its citizens alongside the workings of the market, and it does so not just for the needy, but for all its citizens.

To a great degree, then, the caricatures of individual motivations, aggregation processes, and social consequences produced by the two sectors cannot be sustained on close examination. While there may be important differences of degree between the sectors, there is much that is similar across them. Individuals in the private sector are sometimes motivated by attractive public purposes as well as private greed, just as individuals within the public sector are sometimes selfish and greedy as well as noble and public-spirited. There may be more informal social support for greed in the private sector than in the public, and that may have an influence on the relative importance of the different motivations, but surely both kinds of motivations are at play in both sectors. Similarly, while the market is a world of voluntary exchange, it is also a world in which authority is exercised over individuals, and where decisions about how assets are to be used have to be made collectively. The public sector, for its part, is primarily a sector in which coercive authority is deployed, but the government also relies on voluntary exchange, and seeks to legitimate the use of its authority by reassuring itself that the results of using the authority are what citizens desire. Finally, while the thing we admire most about the market is its ability to deliver material value to people with the money to buy it, it is clear that there is something publicly valuable about having a strong economy, and that the government is probably wise and just to use its powers to support the private economy. And, while the thing we admire about government is its ability to achieve justice, and to provide for the public needs that the market neglects, it is also clear that the government is often in the business of delivering material welfare to those who are relatively well off. 

E. The Behavioral Interdependence of the Sectors

Finally, the distinction between the private and public sector is hard to establish and maintain for the simple reason that each sector has a profound impact on the size, characteristics, and conduct of the other. Indeed, in an important sense, each sector owes its existence to the other. Analytically this means that we can neither observe nor describe the conduct of one sector without referring to some degree to what the other sector is doing. The sectors are behaviorally as intertwined as the spiraling coils of DNA that make a single human being out of two parents.  We can point to at least three different mechanisms that bind these sectors so closely together that one cannot observe one without seeing simultaneously the effects of the other. 

First, the sectors are connected to one another financially and economically. Each sector supplies some of the financial means that the other uses to accomplish its purposes. The private sector, for example, sells many products and services to the government. Government is an important customer of the private sector. Similarly, the private sector is the "cash cow" of government. When the private economy is performing well, the government has more money to use. When it is in decline, the public sector finds itself pinched in terms of what it can do.

Second, the sectors work together materially in partnerships that are of different scales, and different degrees of formality. At one level, we have already seen that the public sector makes business an important partner in its efforts to create a just and prospering society insofar as it uses its money and authority to help the economy perform effectively over time. At this same broad, social level, one can see that the private sector uses the public sector to help it accomplish its purposes of protecting individual freedom, and allowing each individual to pursue their own ideas of private and public good. 

At a more micro-level, however, we can often see business and government going into partnerships to accomplish some mix of private and public purposes. We see the government contracting with the private sector to produce the advanced weapons systems that ensure an effective defense, to produce research and evaluation that can help the government discover the impact of specific policies and programs, and to experiment with new ways of providing effective social services. Similarly, we see the private sector using the authority of government to help make urban development projects possible that could not occur without the assistance of government. We also see the private sector using the diplomatic services of government to open up international trade, and to manage the flow of immigration to allow them to meet labor needs. When we are looking at the joint returns of these collaborative efforts, then, we are not sure whether to attribute their success or failures to the private or the public part of the partnership. 

Nor can we ignore the fact that as these partnerships become increasingly common among different parts of the two sectors, that the behavior we observe in the two sectors might become more similar. The private sector might take on more of the purposes and methods of the public. A private company, for example, might voluntarily shoulder some sense of responsibility to a community it was planning to abandon, and to engage in some discussion with that community and its government representatives about what could be done to reduce the otherwise devastating impact of the decision to leave. Alternatively, a public organization, working with a private organization to produce more effective job training programs, might discover improved ways of defining its "bottom line," and more effective methods of contracting with the private company to produce the desired results.

Finally, it is easy to imagine that the sectors influence one another through processes that could be described as "crowding out" or "enabling." This differs from explicitly formed partnerships in that these effects occur as each sector responds independently to actions taken by the other. For example, at the macro level, if the private economy is hitting on all cylinders and employing many people, the public sector may have to do less to provide economic supports for the disadvantaged. In contrast, if government steps to the fore in trying to ensure that everyone in the society can have equal access to high quality health care, the private health insurance industry may shrink in size and importance.

At a more micro level, if the government decides it is important to protect children from the abuse and neglect of parents and other caretakers, and acts to do so by simultaneously creating an obligation to report all suspected cases to the government, and a public agency that can investigate the cases and make appropriate interventions to deal with the problem, then that effort may blunt or overwhelm more informal community efforts that were doing this same work. Alternatively, depending on how the public response was managed, one can imagine the public initiative strengthening and guiding the community responses. In either case, the private, communal responses to child abuse and neglect would be importantly influenced by what the government did by itself, and required or facilitated from others. 

V. Summary and Conclusion

In short, the facts that it is hard to analytically distinguish the private from the public sector, and that each sector exercises a profound influence on the other, confuses the picture of a "pure private" and a "pure public" realm. There are important public aspects of private life. Indeed, some of the most important features of our public life -- our constitutional commitments to liberty and privacy -- are designed precisely to protect and support private life -- domestic, religious, and economic. The paradox is that in order to protect individual liberty, we have to have enough of a collective life to establish and enforce this agreement. 

Moreover, between individuals and families on one hand, and the state on the other lie important social institutions providing opportunities for collective action. There are also forms of co-operation that are built on exchange, and others that are built on personal loyalty and commitment, or shared purposes and visions. These different incentives for co-operation are not held uniquely within one sector or another, but are, instead, blended within sectors. Families are sometimes held together by exchange as well as love and mutual obligation. The performance of private sector firms is often enhanced when exchange relations are supplemented by feelings of loyalty and commitment to a cause. Political movements, if they are to be sustained and get to an appropriate scale, often have to supplement commitment to the cause with enough financial support to sustain their key managers and workers. 

So, the image of a simple, two sector society needs some revision if it is to reflect the social reality that we individuals now inhabit, confront and shape through our individual and collective activity.

� Could say the "state." State equals polity, politics, and government, or just government.


� The word institution is a bit problematic here. Sometimes all we mean is that it is regularized and enduring and shapes the behavior of many different individuals. This also means that we can make predictions about the behavior. This is the sense in which we talk about markets as institutions. Other times we mean they are regulated and structured not just by custom and established norms, but by explicit law that can be enforced. Marriage might be an example of this kind of social institution. Still other times we mean that they are formally established enterprises that have explicit purposes, a division of labor, a governing structure, and so on. In this formulation, and institution is close to meaning an organization or a continuing enterprise that is self-consciously constructed and directed to a commonly chosen and understood goal.


� Not clear how voluntary the transactions are. There may always be a choice. But the bargaining power may be quite different. May also be a psychological dependence that is inconsistent with the idea of a truly free choice.


� We now routinely teach people how to negotiate. Importantly, we seem to offer them diametrically opposed advice. Hard bargaining v. soft. Lax and Sebenius have provided an explanation for this. When individuals bargain with one another, they can score their success by how much of the value they claimed. Viewed from a societal perspective, however, we might be much more interested in how many value creating deals were discovered and made. For this purpose, hard bargaining techniques and distrust might work less well than the other techniques. Social institutions such as contracts, courts, etc. try to create a context in which a certain kind of relationship of trust can be taken for granted, even when dealing with strangers. And it is that which enables a market to function for the benefit of individuals and society. But this structure, useful as it is, might still be both constrained and aided by different layers of relationships and experience with one another that allow transactions and other kinds of negotiations or aggregating mechanisms to succeed.


� Norm of reciprocity is important here as well


� By "institutionalized" I mean the following things. Formalized, made explicit. Symmetrically understood between the parties, and by witnesses. These things may make the arrangements durable over time. If widely understood, or if agreements embrace many people, can also become large scale. Therefore, institution can mean formal, durable, large scale. But the durability and scale can be constructed from the simple aggregation of large numbers of independent transactions. This is the sense in which we think of the labor market, or the law as an institution. These aggregations may have predictable social effects. Those may have been embraced as important. But all that is still different from the idea that the explicit, large scale, durable enterprise is centralized and rationally directed towards a goal. 


� Hobbes, The Leviathan


� Actually, one could have enforcement mechanisms without the state. If there were agreed upon norms in the society, and if each individual could call upon others in the society to help him enforce the rules when he has been wronged, then we could in some sense have a just in time state. The state in the form of a collective capacity to coerce an individual to live up to his obligations to others would arise only in those moments when it was needed; that is, when one person claimed that his rights or socially protected interests had been violated. It is easy to forget that this was the basis not only for courts as a primary institution of the state, but also that we relied upon just such mechanisms to enforce even criminal laws up until the mid nineteenth century.


� Fact that commerce has long gone on across borders and international and illicit realms testifies to the fact that desi9res to exhange are stronger than institutions. But institutionhs of various kinds can obviously help, cinluding the limited kindof institution that a market is – a meetijng place, within which people have reputations.


� It is worth noting that there is one standard that says the public interest is nothing other than the summation of material self-interest. That idea was initially proposed by Jeremy Bentham. It has since been taken up as the standard to be used in evaluating alternative social states by welfare economics.


� Arrow Theorem


� “That government is best that governs least.”


� Making a traditional distinction here between natural rights, and rights that have been embraced by liberal societies either as necessary conditions for securing the natural rights, or as a more ambitious form of social justice to be aspired to as a society develops its capacity to raise its material conditions. Also interesting to note that the first specify relationships that can be secured primarily simply by people agreeing to interact with one another in particular ways. Second specify material results. These may require material development to secure. May be rooted in tehcnology, resources, etc. as well as certain kinds of incentives and obligations created by the ideas of proper relatoinships. 


� Question about whether justice and fairness can be viewed as utilitarian goals. Answer: insofar as we think of them as states that we are trying collectively to produce, and understand that they might require resources and processes to secure them, they have some kind of utilitarian aspect. They can be viewed as ends that we seek to achieve through specified means. Moreover, to the extent that we think that there are individual satisfactions associated with the production of justice -- those who receive it feel good, those who witness it feel good -- we can imagine that the production of justice and fairness produces individual and social utility. But we could hold all of these views and still also hold the view that justice and fairness were, in the end, transcendental ideas that were more important than mere utility. In our material world, we have to work with these ideas in utilitarian ways, but they are not really utilitarian ideas. I confess that I am enough of a materialist to be willing to see justice and fairness in the utilitarian terms. But I am also enough of an idealist to want to hold onto the idea of justice and fairness as transcendant ideas so that we have a platform to use in challenging any particular conception of justice and fairness. This is related to the idea that what rights we have for ourselves and against others may, in fact, depend to some degree on the relative wealth of a society. A poor society may be able to guarantee only some natural rights. A richer society might both be able to and be morally obligated to provide a thicker idea of rights. This begs the question, of course, about the justice of a line that divides individuals into rich societies and poor societies.


� Fair share could be understood in terms of tax policy. Also, importantly, in terms of regulatory policy. When we find liability in the legal system, we are assigning responsibility and work to particular social actors. Several different principles could apply in assigning liability: put it on the biggest cause; put it on the person who is morally responsible; put it where it will get the biggest and most helpful response. Interestingly, there are moral arguments founded in ideas about what we owe to one another  for each of these ideas as well as instrumental ones about what would be the most efficient in achieving the desired social results.


� We use the market metaphor in describing these forums as "marketplaces of ideas." But the metaphor only goes so far. One of the attractive things about markets is that individuals can walk out of them with the particular goods and services they want. They don't have to buy the whole marketplace, and the marketplace can accommodate many individual desires. In political forums, in contrast, we cannot divide up the product. We all consume what exists together.


� Note: this does not necessarily imply that their satisfactions will be entirely material, and/or entirely selfish. In principle, individuals could hold non-material, altruistic values. That would mean that when they assessed their overall experience in a society, or when they looked at any particular public policy, they would evaluate it in different terms. The egoistic materialists would look at their material satisfactions. The other-directed idealists would compare their current status or likely changes in terms of the impact on things they cared about. The point would still be to produce the maximum satisfaction, though it should be clear, I think, that both the processes of collective discussion and decision-making, and the substantive decisions made would differ a great deal across societies according to different distributions of individuals with these different kinds of values and preferences. 


� The distinction between the broad idea of politics as a collective discussion of how we will live our individual and collective lives and the somewhat narrower but related idea of how we will use state power to enact our conceptions of individually good lives is crucial to understanding the distinction between what we might call civic life on one hand and political life on the other. In one conception, civic life includes a great deal more public discussion and interaction than political life. It includes discussions of right and wrong in intimate settings -- what Jenny Mansbridge describes as everyday feminism and that gives great weight and significance to wider movements designed to change laws. It also includes direct citizen action to deal with public problems without relying on the apparatus of government either to certify the public purpose that is being pursued or to apportion out responsibilities for achieving the social goal through the use of state power to require contributions from individuals. Politics, in contrast, is focused primarily on the narrower question of how we ought to use state powers. (I am offering these as useful definitions, not as essentially correct. One could say Civics incorporates politics, or that politics incorporates civics, or that they are two distinct but highly inter-related realms. I am less sure about these ideas than I am in the distinction between acting on individually or collectively (but not politically ratified) ideas of public purposes on one hand and the idea of seeking the political ratification of a decision to use the power of the state in a particular way, or to elect those who will have the powers of the state in their hands.)


� Utilitarianism as a mechanism to guide legislatures about the use of their powers


� Following Charles Taylor here on the idea of "irreducibly social goods."


� Hirschman, Exist voice and loyalty


� Hirschman, Exit, Voice and Loyalty


� This is a fundamental principle of welfare economics and one of the things that ensures the overall efficiency of market processes.


� There is an interesting sense in which individuals who are strongly altruistic or idealistic create interdependencies among individuals where they do not exist materially. The good part of this is that it may help society to organize and to act collectively with attention to the rights and interests of the many individuals who make up society. The bad part is that it makes us all vulnerable to one another in a more profound way. My welfare can be hurt by your sadness. My welfare can also be hurt by your ideas of what I should do. There was a time when the celebration of individual material interests was seen as crucially important in liberating individuals from oppression and non-negotiable conflicts. If we could get individuals interested in their own material welfare, we could stop the ideological conflicts and brutality that they engendendered. See Hirschman, The Passions and the Interests 


� Mill, originally. Packer as a more contemporary proponent.


� Arendt


� Not quite true, of course. Theory and practice of negotiation has show us the degree to which even the most materialistic, self-interested negotiations depend on and are shot through with ideas about right conduct toward one another. These are often sufficiently important that they will influence the ultimate outcome of the negotiation. The point is that there is a powerful set of ideas that suggest that this need not be the case.


� Rawls


� Kelman, Mansbridge


� Marx, Dahl, Shepsle


� Klitgaard, Tropical Gangsters


� "Hypocrisy is the tribute that vice pays to virtue." Rochefoucault


� Basic theorem of welfare economics


� Evidence on private markets and economic growth and development as opposed to cross sectional efficiency.


� Ideas of natural monopolies, collective goods, externalities as things that private market will not work well to provide. Insurance as an odd case.


� KSG books on globalization and marketization


� Median voter as both a positive and normative idea in political theory


� Arendt


� Weintraub and Kumar, Public and Private in Thought and Practice


� Ibid


� Minow on family law


� Moore, et. al. Juvenile Justice


� Chavez, Kanaan


� Coffin


� Thiemann


� Dobkin Hall


� Thiemann


� Bane et. al. forthcoming


� On the formation of religious identity, see Ammerman


� Coffin Study of Lexington


� Theological traditions and congregational practices differ from one another on this important point. See Bane, et. al, forthcoming


� Coffin


� Dobkin Hall


� Karl


� Histories of Catholic and Lutheran Social Services and role in service provision. Katz?


� Ammerman on religious identity, Article using economic theory to describe institutional development of churches, Sargent book on Seeker Churches


� See Orange Hats Case


� Putnam, Bowling Alone


� Putnam on Italy


� [[It is important and interesting to note, I think, that this socializing realm is importantly supported by the commercial market. Greeting card companies, caterers, and home decorators all make their economic living at least partly on the desire of individuals to socialize with one another. Politics and government, too, end up supporting the desire to socialize. After all, the collective forums created by politics and government are not just an occasion for representing our political views, they are also a place where we can meet and hang out with our friends and neighbors.]] I am indebted to Dean Robert Clark for drawing attention to this point.





� Note example of BIDS, however


� Shepsle et. al.


� Ibid


� Downs, an Economic Theory of Democracy; ________, the Electoral Connection


� Downs, an Economic Theory of Bureaucracy; Niskanen,


� Kelman


� Economic Theory of the Firm


� Corporate governance


� Corporate law


� Easy to overestimate how similar these views are


� Hirschmann, Exit voice and Loyalty


� Kelman on Procurement


� Steuerle book on Vouchers. Donahue on privatizatoin
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