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ABSTRACT. This essay attempts to assess recent communitar-
ian charges that liberalism cannot provide for genuine bonds of
community or fraternity. Along with providing an analysis of
fraternity, I argue that there is more common ground here than
supposed by communitarians and liberals alike. Communitarians

often fail to see that liberal concerns for liberty and equality
function as substantive constraints on the moral worth of fraternal
bonds. On the other hand, insofar as liberals ignore fraternity, or
see it as a purely derivative ideal, they too make an important
error.

“ ately liberalism has faced some serious attacks from critics who con-

tend that it cannot provide for social bonds that manifest a genuine sense of
community.! These critics charge that liberalism is all liberty and equality,
but no fraternity. Their implicit message is that liberalism should be
amended or rejected outright if its “atomized individualism™ prohibits a
truly shared social life.

Even though communitarian critics of liberalism have been short on their
constructive accounts of community, their attacks merit close inspection.
Most of us would like to believe that social life can be more than just a
necessary and inevitable inconvenience—that citizenship and other social
roles can play an intrinsically important part in human flourishing. Thus, we
need to see if a fraternal social life is possible and whether or not it has any
drawbacks. Only then can we decide whether liberalism stands guilty as
accused, and whether such a failure would constitute a serious crime.

1. The Sense of Community: Fraternity
Perhaps the best way to flesh out the notion of fraternity is to start with

a more familiar, intimate fraternal bond and work towards a more abstract
conception of fraternity. This calls for caution since there are important
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differences between various fraternal ties. Nevertheless, the bonds de-
scribed here as fraternal all share a common core that allows us to say
something significant about them as a class.

In this light, consider friendship as we know it in everyday life—as a
mutual, intimate commitment of care and concern. At times, friendship
seems to resist philosophical analysis since it appears to depend so heavily
o emotional reactions and attitudes. Individuals can find themselves at a
loss to explain why they like one another. Even if they can point to admira-
ble or endearing qualities in their friend, this may only provide a partial
explanation for the attachment since those who display these same qualities
to an even greater degree may fail to capture their love. At other times,
friendship can seem more intelligible and even predictable. Shared mutual
interests can forge people together since those who struggle hand-in-hand
often come to identify deeply with each other. In this case, mutual interests
engender an interest in each other.

Regardless of how friendships are born, every fully developed friendship
is marked by certain essential shared interests. Friends must share an intrin-
sic concern for the well-being of each other, for the well-being of their
relationship, and for being the sort of person who can remain a faithful
friend.2 Of course, these three commitments are rarely articulated by
friends, and under favorable conditions, there is usnally no need to do so.
Nonetheless, the very sharing of these commitments is what assumes pride
of place in bonds of friendship. Staying true to these commitments consti-
tutes an “indivisible” end for each friend. An indivisible end is distin-
guished by the fact that the sharing of the end itself is regarded as an
essential and preeminent good by those who share it.3

This emphasis on sharing itself is nicely underscored in the minor but
revealing insight that friends often care far less about what they do together
than they do about doing something together. The interests or circum-
stances that brought them together in the first place (a cause, school, phys-
ical appearances, etc.) may change completely without altering the
relationship. When this is so, it is because their love for each other and their
relationship prevails above other shared interests. Even when changes in
circumstances or character threaten the bond (e.g., a good and loyal friend
goes morally bad), there is usually a profound struggle in the person who
st break off the relationship. We find a good friend gone bad so tragic
because we care deeply for him and the shared relationship.

Thus, where the intimate bond of friendship is concerned, we can iden-
tify the shared nature of the intrinsic concern for each other and for the life
of the relationship as the foundation of the fraternal bond. Yet, since friend-
ship is such an intimate tie, this may lead one to question whether friendship
has much in common with less intimate bonds, and thus, whether one is
likely to discover a common core to fraternal ties by starting with friend-
ship. For example, consider the Vietnam veteran who identifies with those
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who served and suffered in the war, and who has deep feelings of loyalty
and (-ievotion to these “brothers.” Unlike friendship, which is extended to a
few intimates, the Vietnam vet’s loyalty can extend to all those who fall
unde.r a fairly abstract description {even if some who fit the description also
qualify as personal friends). Moreover, if asked why he identifies with
fellow vets, he will more likely cite shared experiences rather than the
intimate love that friends are likely to invoke as an explanation.

Despite these differences, bonds of friendship and the less intimate bonds
shared by veterans have enough in common to both qualify as fraternal
bonds. Vietnam veterans who experience a sense of community with fellow
vets assume a particular attitude towards their shared history. During their
ordeal, they came to prize the shared nature of their struggles and experi-
ences for more than purely instromental reasons. Instead, they came to
chc?rish being a sort of extended family with commitments to the well-being
of individual members and the well-being of their relationship.

Just as with the more intimate bond of friendship, the importance of the

shared nature of these commitments must not be overlooked or underesti-
mated. A group of American soldiers who saw their cooperation in Vietnam
as pothing more than their best chance of getting out alive would be unlikely
"co 1d§ntify with each other. For that matter, neither would they be likely to
identify with each other if they saw good-faith cooperation in strictly im-
personal terms like “what fair play demands.” In these cases, the sense in
which the struggle is shared is too shallow and coincidental to give rise to
a fraternal bond. Fraternal bonds require a sense of sharing that can lead to
a transcendence or expansion of the self to include others in a personal, even
if non-intimate way. The emotional reactions of those joined in fraternity
reveal the depth of this personal identification. Profound emotions of self-
assessment like pride and shame can be engendered by the deeds of those
known only as brothers in the common cause. The death or suffering of
these same people can occasion the sort of mourning that testifies to a
serious loss to the self.
] Hence, friendship and the bonds experienced by Vietnam veterans both
involve a deep identification with others in light of shared indivisible at-
tachments. In both cases, we witness a receptivity to sharing one’s life in a
way that gives rise to a shared care and concern for others. Those who are
incapable or uninterested in sharing their life in this fashion, like the mis-
anthrope or the narcissist, are therefore incapable of experiencing these
fraternal bonds.

Everyday life abounds with examples of intimate and less intimate fra-
ternal bonds. With little difficulty, we could draw examples from science
Fhe arts, sports, and social movements where individuals experience genuz
ine community in light of shared indivisible ends. Of course, a self-con-
scious awareness of a feeling of community is not something that is
experienced or at least dwelled on every day by those who share these
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bonds. This is why the distinction between fraternal bonds and a psycholog-
ical feeling of fraternity is so crucial. Any account of fraternity that ignores
the psychological sense of community leaves out an essential element of
these bonds. Friendship and all fraternal bonds necessarily involve certain
emotions and feelings. However, the bond itself is not reducible to these
feelings. An analysis of fraternal bonds that depends upon those joined in
fraternity experiencing omnipresent feelings of community shouid be rele-
gated to the stockpile of philosophical fantasy. Even best friends don’t live
life imbued with constant feelings of love and togetherness.*

The failure to adequately distinguish between psychological feelings of
fraternity and the fraternal bond itself often accounts for the tendency to
dismiss fraternity as a relevant or significant social ideal for large-scale
communities. The standard argument insists that fraternity can flourish only
within small-scale relations with face-to-face contact. The usual exceptions
are said to only lend greater support to the claim. The fact that extraordinary
events like the assassination of President Kennedy or the Challenger explo-
sion are required to pull us together for some short-lived solidarity is said
to show just how unrealistic large-scale fraternal bonds really are. Likewise,
grand social movements like the American civil rights struggle (or the
French Revolution) are depicted as little more than momentary aberrations
from the norm.

However, this argument moves too fast to be accepted as it stands. If
fraternity’s relevance as a socialfpolitical ideal depended upon our living
life in feverish solidarity, constantly embroiled in social movements and
causes, there would be no need for further discussion. The vast majority of
us are employed full-time with careers, families, friends and hobbies, with
little time or disposition to dwell on citizenship and social causes. Despite
this fact, our social/political life is best understood as aspiring to an ideal of
political fraternity, and our political practices, laws, and institutions are
guided by an ideal of this sort. Furthermore, even though the psychological
force of our bonds of political fraternity may go unnoticed amidst the
shuffle of everyday life and politics, reports of the death of a sense of
political fraternity are premature.

The notion of political fraternity attempts to make sense of the idea of a
community as a distinct “people” with special obligations and loyalties that
aren’t universally shared, and can only be fully understood as arising out of
a certain kind of association. A fraternal conception of society is best appre-
ciated by contrast with alternative conceptions. A Hobbesian “de facto”
political community depicts a “people” as those bound by a social contract
born primarily from geographical proximity and prudence. Rights and ob-
ligations are generated by prudential bargains struck with one’s impotence

and precarious situation foremost in mind. Even a more generous reading
of the social contract, one that entails an intrinsic concern for fair political
decision-making processes, falls far afield from the fraternal conception. So
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long as the dictates of the social contract are taken to necessarily exhaust
the rights, duties, and relationship that citizens have as memberts of the
community, there is nothing to be said against the ruthless manipulation of
political processes for self-aggrandizement. This picture casts citizens as
participants in a perpetual power struggle, even if one with accepted rules
of fair play. A fraternal conception, on the other hand, rejects this picture in
favor of one that depicts us as collaborators in the shared pursuit of prac-
tices, laws, and institutions which best express the spirit of principles of
political morality embraced as indivisible ends.

This fraternal collaboration must be more than a purely impersonal ado-
ration of various principles which are only coincidentally shared. The sense
in which those joined in political fraternity agree to share their fates must
be deeper and more personal. Political fraternity paints us as bound together
as a people with a pervasive care and concern for the equal worth of each
citizen, and committed to political principles that manifest this relationship.
It is in this sense that the concern for ourselves as a distinct community and
the concern for particular political principles are inseparable: the pervasive
concern for the well-being of each member of our community moves us to
embrace certain political principles (e.g., justice, fairness), and in turn,
these shared political principles corroborate our sense of ourselves as a
distinct people.

What is so special or different about this conception of political associa-
tion? Instead of grounding political obligations in abstract natural rights or
a social contract, this picture presents political obligations as arising out of
a particular sort of fraternal association. Despite important differences, it
models the picture of obligations that arises out of other social associations
like families and friendships. Herein lies one of the attractions of this
conception. This view depicts political association as more than a inevitable
burden, just as we see familial and friendship obligations as more than
yokes we cannot avoid (even if these obligations are sometimes quite bur-
densome). Instead, it suggests that political fraternity takes its place along-
side the other fraternal bonds that tc a large extent, make life worth living
for most of us. Of course, there is no denying that more intimate fraternal
bonds tend to occupy a larger role in everyday affairs. Nonetheless, this
picture insists that fidelity to our ideals matters precisely because we care
about each other as a people.

Moreover, a fraternal conception of community manifests some of our
d.eepest aspirations embodied in our political practices since it views poli-
tics as more than a contest decided by compromises along the lines of
power. On the fraternal conception of legislation and constitutional adjudi-
cation, the evolution from the 1896 “Plessy v. Ferguson™ decision and its
“sePa.rate but equal” provision, to the 1954 “Brown v. Board of Education”™
decision condemning segregation in public schools represents progress to-
wards the ideal of equality central to our shared constitution. A fraternal
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community (a genuine community) must embrace this commitment to
equality since without it, the assertion that we are brothers and sisters rings
hollow, and our “fidelity” to social obligations degrades into little more than
prudence, pure and simple.

This example demonstrates that a community joined in political frater-
nity must scrutinize its principles, and that so doing may reveal a superficial
fidelity or flawed principles. What was perhaps most dramatic and disturb-
ing about the civil rights struggle was that progress towards a fraternal
society required overturning long-standing traditions which supported gen-
uine, though parochial fraternal bonds. It was no accident that southern
jeaders so often excoriated civil rights leaders as “outside agitators™ de-
stroying a cherished “way of life.”

This example underscores the fact that whether one is talking about
fraternity in the more abstract sense of political fraternity (i.e.,asa commit-
ment to share our fates as a people guided by shared principles of political
morality), or about more intimate fraternal bonds, the sheer existence of
fraternity cannot be morally decisive on its own. Even a community with a
rich sense of political fraternity can embrace morally flawed principles
(e.g., patriarchal or caste societies) or ravage other societies. In the same
way, friendship can tempt friends to overlook their obligations to others.
This is not to deny the moral importance of fraternity or to imply that it is
a purely derivative moral value. As I shall argue below, fraternity is best
seen as an independent moral value of greatest importance. My point is to
draw attention to the danger of focusing on one moral value in isolation
from others. So doing invites one to cast a part of the moral realm as a
complete picture of that realm, thereby deforming it.*

Hopefully, this quick sketch of political fraternity provides some sound
prima facie reasons for refraining from dismissing it as overly romantic or
inherently dangerous. Like other fraternal bonds, political fraternity re-
volves around the sharing of indivisible ends and attachments in such a way
as to generate concern for those who share these attachments. The notion of
political fraternity is not meant to imply or demand that feelings of solidar-
ity must assume the role of a dominant end for citizens. Neither is it meant
to suggest that those joined in political fraternity must love their fellow
citizens the way they love their friends and family. Any such ill-fated at-
tempt would lead to the destruction of love as we know it and not to its
expansion. Instead, the notion of political fraternity appeals to the idea that
we, as citizens of a genuine community, must have a personal concern for
the life and well-being of our fellow citizens and shared ideals.

Is this an unrealistic ideal for large communities, made perhaps even
more unrealistic by the fact that more intimate forms of fraternity demand
so much time and energy, thus leaving little behind for citizenship? It is a
serious mistake to view this situation in competitive terms. The truth is that
our lives are more complex but also richer for integrating (however imper-
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fectly) fiisparate fraternal bonds. We are sons and daughters, siblings, par-
ents, friends, neighbors, colleagues, comrades in the common cause, and
c1t1'zens. 'Ijhe mature moral agent struggles to integrate these bonds “:ithin
a single life. Furthermore, there is a sense in which political fraternity
undergirds this entire fraternal framework. Assuming that citizens prize all
sorts o.f fraternal ties, we should expect a community bound in political
frate-rmty to (1) protect the ability of its citizens to freely form these frater-
nal ties (subject to suitable constraints by other ideals), and (2) perhaps even
encourage the development of multifarious fraternal ties (again, subject to
pertinent constraints). ’

' _My guess is that more citizens than not have the sort of regard for fellow
citizens and our shared political ideals that T am describing here, even if a
psychological feeling of fraternity does not make its presence ,felt all so
often. Those who are skeptical about this claim might ask themselves
w_hethe!' the secession of a number of American states would be found
disturbing by Americans only for prudential reasons (e.g., economics
travel, etc.), or, as I believe, as something like the breakup of,a friendshipi

If not, thifs is lamentable since a community which merits the description as
fraternal is also honored by it.

2. Communitarian Charges Against Liberalism

Before we turn to communitarian criticisms of liberalism, we need a
roug'h sketch of it as a political theory. Liberalism demands that the com-
mumty. assume a “neutral” attitude towards individual “conceptions of the
good life.” The idea here is that all individuals frame some conception
of_a worthw_hile life, and then proceed to structure their plans in light of
this (fonceptlon. A commitment to neutrality demands that the community
Fefr‘am from unfairly forcing a preferred conception of the good life on
individuals.

I.-Iow:ever, since any social life involves conflicts of interests, some of
W.hlch include powerful moral claims, liberalism must address ;uch con-
flicts. It_ does so by invoking a “thin” conception of the good; i.e., what any
person is likely to need in order to pursue a life-plan, regardl:ess of the
details of this plan. This thin conception is used to establish a moral “force
field” _of rights around each individual by dictating what every citizen is
owed in terms of respect from others. For instance, if the thin theory of the
good specifies that every person needs to be left alone in various ways in
order t_o pursue any life-plan, basic rights and duties are then assigned
accordu.lgly. Of course, this force field places constraints on the content of
conceptions of the good life: agents are not allowed to interfere with the
rights o'f others, even if intetfering with others is essential to one’s life-plan
Thus, liberal “neutrality” cannot entail literal neutrality toward life—plans.
Instead, liberalism attempts to predicate our social life on something othel:
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than power, and to insure that the weak, the unpopular, and the unorthodox
receive an equal opportunity to pursue their life-plans. This serious commit-
ment to individual rights manifests the conviction that each person has an
equal moral claim to pursue 2 life-plan that respects others.

How much liberalism can demand of individuals in terms of contribu-
tions to the common good depends upon how liberty is seen as a political
ideal. If liberty per se (save for exercises of liberty that invade the rights of
others) is seen as the ideal, then non-voluntary contributions to the common
good become increasingly difficult to justify. In this case, every mandatory
contribution to the common good requires a tradeoff where the ideal of
individual liberty is concerned. On the other hand, if the emphasis is placed
upon fundamental liberties desi gnated as rights, then the common good can
carry far greater weight. In this case, impositions on individual liberty for
the common good do not require a compromise of the ideal of liberty since
this ideal involves a commitment to particular liberties rather than to liberty
per se (i.e., “all rights are liberties, but not all liberties are rights™).® How-
ever, both versions of liberalism share a common attitude towards utilitarian
demands: the burden of proof rests with the community to show that de-
mands for the common good are consistent with an equal regard for the
dignity of each person.

With this sketch of liberalism in hand, consider some communitarian
charges against it. One attack has focused upon empirical observations
regarding the effects of so-called liberal policies. Liberal policies are said
to fracture traditional havens of fraternity: pornography, planned parent-
hood, and abortion tear against family life; the exclusion of school prayer
and religious symbols from public places pulls against shared religious
values; ethical relativism in the guise of toleration encourages a “valueless”
community; innocent social clubs are villified as bastions of elitism, racism,
and sexism.

There is a deeper conceptual criticism that transcends these observations.
Communitarians contend that even if individual conceptions of the good life
did not happen to diverge so widely (i.e., even if everyone agreed on all the
issues), a community founded on liberal principles of political morality
would still lack a genuine sense of community. This is because liberal
principles are said to lack a commitment to a truly shared social life.

Communitarians see the liberal community as little more than an aggrega-
tion of atomized individuals. Since the fundamental concern is the individual,
critics see little room for an appreciation of a true common good. Any concern
for the collective good is essentially individualistic in character: contribu-
tions to the collective good are required if they play a role in the pursuit of
individual life-plans. This emphasis on the individual is manifested in the
liberal dichotomy between public and private life, and the eviscerated con-
ception of the former.

Communitarians like to advert to the liberal conception of the self to
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el‘tplain tl.lese concerns. The liberal self is depicted as “radically free,”
divorced in theory from any social context. As Alisdair MacIntyre puts it,

From the standpoint of individualism I am what I myself choose to be.

I can always, if_ I wish to, put in question what are taken to be the merely
contingent social features of my existence.’

Maclntyre and other communitarians insist that such a view of the self is

:‘:;fg; :rtlficlal and ultimately destructive. This view of the self ignores the

- We a_ll approach our own circumstances as bearers of a particular
social identity. I am someone’s son or daughter, someone else’s cousin
or uncle; I am a citizen of this or that city, a member of this or that guild
or profession; I belong to this clan, that tribe, this nation. Hence what
is good for me has to be the good for one who inhabits these roles.®

Cf)rmm_mitz_nrians can admit that liberals usually choose to include these
rglatlonshlps in their life-plans. However, communitarians believe that the
lll.)eral conception of the self works against experiencing real community
with others—even for those liberals who desperately desire these bonds.

I‘n effect, c9mmunitarians argue that insofar as the fundamental unit of
social concern is the autonomy of the individual, liberalism lacks an indivisible
end th?t rr_nght provide a foundation for fraternal bonds. They see the autonomy
of the 1nd1v1.dual as a “self-regarding” good, and as such, one that provides little
ground for‘lndividuals to identify with each other. The acquisition of a purely
se]f—regardu}g good is unlikely to oceasion any identification with others unless
we a{ready identify with them. Since communitarians see nothing in liberal
principles of political morality besides the demand for mutual toleration and
respect, they see nothing on which fraternal bonds might grow. As they see it,
Ifi-lil::;l:s] }fi;s.pect and toleration can provide for civil relations, but hardly civic

Ultlfnately, communitarians see this liberal threat to bonds of political
fraternity as a part of a larger danger. Liberal individualism is thought to
threaten life’s non-political fraternal ties since flourishing friendships, ro-
mances, and familial relations are incompatible with the liberal preoccl’lpa-
tion with the‘ self. Friends, lovers, parents, and siblings must transcend the
se%f to experience these bonds. Communitarians believe that most liberals
prize these relations as much as the next person. But they also believe

th . .
abzsnedggzis are not to be had unless the liberal conception of the self is

3. The Liberal Response

_ In this section, I pr?sent a libera] response to these communitarian criti-
cisms. I should make it clear from the outset that some depictions of liber-
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alism may fit poorly with my interpretation. Even so, [ contend that liberals
would do best to assume the stance I describe here because it casts their
concerns in the most attractive light.

First of all, consider the charge that the liberal conception of the self is
artificial and unattractive because it depicts the individual as removed from any
social context, free to form ends in a social vacuum. Though some liberals help
create an image of the liberal self as one devoid of any rootedness in social
relationships and traditions, this conception of the liberal self is misleading.
Even liberals must admit that we have genuine moral obligations to others
which are not “chosen” in any sense. Familial obligations are perhaps the
clearest example. These obligations are generated by virtue of our unchosen
membership in this natural association. The real core of the liberal appeal for
periodic detachment is an appeal for reflective moral agency: moral agents
must possess and exercise the capacity to critically evaluate both self and
community. When liberals criticize the blind acceptance of traditions or social
solidarity predicated on injustice, it is a mistake to conclude that liberalism
adopts an inimical or indifferent attitude towards traditions or social solidar-
ity. Liberalism merely insists that traditions and social bonds can be morally
pernicious or imperfect, and so cannot be blindly accepted.

Of course, communitarians may insist that certain social roles should be
fixed in a way that is immune to moral questioning (i.., the selfis “radically
situated™ in a particular social context). Yet, even communitarians should
realize that deliberation is often required to figure out just what is de-
manded of us as parents, siblings, spouses, friends, or citizens. These
social roles require constant interpretation and reinterpretation if we are
to live true to them. Moreover, we need to figure out how these and other
social roles are to be integrated since they can pull us in opposing direc-
tions. Without this capacity for deliberation, we are stuck with whatever
de facto conception of social roles happens to rule in a community at a
given time. In this case, any notion of moral progress or vision is lost and
moral legitimacy devolves into a glorification of the status quo.
Liberalism's call to scrutinize social traditions and roles can be rejected
only at the price of embracing some version of moral relativism.

In the face of this kind of response, communitarians may retort that the
real problem rests not so much with the questions liberalism encourages,
but with the answers it generates. By concentrating on the autonomy and
freedom of the individual, liberalism reveals its indifference to genuine
community in favor of the ideal of the “autonomous chooser™ who is free
to realize his choices, whatever they may be. This predominating individu-
alistic ideal ignores or trivializes the sense in which we are social beings.

Given the way liberal rhetoric so often waxes poetic about individual
liberty and has so little to say about fraternity, it is easy to understand why
one might conclude that liberalism cares only for the former. However, this
conclusion should be questioned. Liberalism’s commitment to individual
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liberty is best understood through, or at least in conjunction with the ideal

of equal‘ity. Liberalism should be viewed as embracing, first and foremost

a'c:ommltment to the equal well-being and dignity of every citizen. Eacli
f:ltlz.en should be seen as an equally important member of the association
just as each member of a good family or friendship is seen as an equai
member.®

Ijiberalism views the capacity for autonomous choice and the freedom to
rea.hze such choices as constitutive elements of a well-lived life, and therefore
strives 'Eo protect these capacities in citizens when assigning rights and duties
Liberalism need not paint the exercise of these rights as unconditionally 01:
supremely valuable. Quite the contrary, liberalism can recognize tragic clashes
between the exercise of liberty and other goods. No doubt we have all been
te?xlpteq to 'manipulate or override the choices of a friend for her own good.
Liberalism interprets our hesitancy to do so {or our resentment at having it done
to us) as a recognition of the intrinsic importance of exercising autonomous
controI. over our life. This does not mean that autonomous choice is seen as the
only thing that matters; we wish to make wise choices and not merely choices
Nevertheless, liberalism insists that we care about our choices being ou1:
own, and about being free to realize them.

‘ These. considerations shed light on the “public/private™ distinction asso-
ciated _W1th liberalism and so often criticized by communitarians. The realm
of “pflvate morality” should not be seen as less important than that of
“publ_lc morality” for liberals. Indeed, liberals can recognize that in every-
day life, concerns of private morality may play a far greater role in the
weIl—being of citizens. Liberals can recognize that citizens would live far
better lives by forging all sorts of fraternal ties. However, liberalism refrains
from attempting to force citizens to forge these sorts of bonds (or pursue
other goods) because (1) such coercion wouldn’t work—you can't make
someone be a good friend or spouse, and (2) such coercion would militate
against the very nature of these relationships-these attachments are prized
as expressions of freely given love and affection. Thus, liberalism eschews
enforcement in the so-called private realm, but not because this realm is
seen as less important.

Of course, in a less-than-ideal liberal community, the well-being of all
requires enforcement where public morality is concerned. However, under
qptlmal conditions, citizens would freely embrace the political id;:a]s of
liberty and equality as indivisible ends, and see fellow citizens as members
of an e.xtended political family who have agreed to share their fates by
s.ub_)ectlng t.h?,mselves to self-government guided by these ideals. In real
life, some citizens will always see their fidelity to laws and institutions as
1.:10thmg more than a strategy to enhance self-interest. For such citizens, the
idea of a “common good™ must be shallow and coincidental since the g,ood
of 1"e.llow citizens is linked to theirs in a purely instrumental fashion, and
political association is little more than an unavoidable nuisance. In&eed,
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much the same can even be said for those who might have an intrinsic, but
putely impersonal concern for liberty and equality. In this case, the appre-
ciation of the shared nature of these ideals would be missing, and without
it, one is left with little more than a coincidental aggregation of individuals
who only happen to have certain ideals in common. In contrast, in the ideal
libetal community, the commitment to liberty and equality manifests a
pervasive concern for fellow citizens.

Hence, my suggestion is that the liberal commitment to equality and
liberty is best seen as located within an account of political fraternity. This
interpretation allows us to make the best sense of phenomena like the
American civil rights movement with its sentiments like “None of us is free
until all of us are free.” The liberal outery against injustice to black Ameri-
cans was more than prudence or a purely impersonal, individualistic regard
for justice. Though black Americans bore the burdens of injustice, liberals
saw the struggle as one for ail Americans. The exposure of racial injustice
shook our self-conception as a people described as “indivisible, with liberty
and justice for all.” Just as families mourn the death of a child or the breakup
of divorce, Americans mourned the suffering of fellow Americans and our
infidelity to our own ideals.

My guess is that communitarians may be sympathetic to this fraternal
“twist” on liberalism, but insist that the foregoing constitutes nothing less than
a substantive revision of liberal political thought. However, I believe that the
seeds of this interpretation are to be found in some prominent, mainstream
liberal accounts.

Consider John Rawls’ important work, A Theory of Justice. Much of the
attention to this work has focused on Rawls’ account of the “original posi-
tion” and whether his two principles of justice follow from the formal
constraints imposed by the “veil of ignorance.” On the one hand, some
critics have expressed doubts about whether any substantive constraints on
social choice can be derived from these formal constraints. On the other
hand, others have asked whether such substantive constraints (assuming
they can be derived) should have any force since Rawls’ social contract is
forged under artificial and purely hypothetical conditions. These critics
openly wonder whether the original position is rigged in such a way as to
produce the desired result-Rawls’ two principles of justice.

However, these criticisms miss the real point of the original position. The
original position with its veil of ignorance is used to generate a conception
of justice that fits and honors what Rawls sees as our most fundamental
right-the right of every citizen to equal concern and respect from the
community.!® The conditions of the original position are not the product
of any social contract, but rather, a manifestation of the principle of
equal concern. These conditions place constraints on the content of any.
contract by reducing or eliminating opportunities for favoring individu-
als, groups, or classes in a way that would offend against the ideal of
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equality. Notice that Rawls offers no direct argument for this ideal. His is
:ess 311 account of wll;y we should embrace this ideal (one he sees as central
o a democratic republic) than it is an articulation of this ideal giv
en th

that we already share it. g =
' pf course, communjtarians may insist that even if Rawls’ social contract
is mspfred by 'shared‘ld.eals, the very notion of a “contract™ hardly brings
fraternity tq mind. This idea of a contract seems most at home where strang-
ers and busmegs associates struggle to insure their own rights “in writing.”
The very mention of contracts and rights suggests that something has gone
awry where friends and fagnily are concerned since the assumption is that
one should never have to invoke one’s rights within fraternal bonds. Per-
haps R'awl's preoccupation with contracts and rights reveals the absence of
fraternity in his account.

Yet, those who persevere through Rawls’ dense work to his conception

of a““s?cial union” find a deeper conception of community. Rawls rejects
the “private society,”

No“f the sociability of human beings must not be understood in a trivial
fashion. It does not imply merely that society is necessary for human life,
or that by living in a community men acquire needs and interests tha;
prompt th.em to work together for mutual advantage ... The social nature of
mankind is best seen by contrast with [this] conception of private society.
Thus hunr_lan _beings have in fact shared final ends and they value their
commeon institutions and activities as good in themselves. We need one

anltc)thelrl as partners in ways of life that are engaged in for their own
sake...

Rawls_ ir_lsists that a “well-ordered society™ is itself a form of social union
an association characterized by “shared final ends” that are prized at least in
part_because they are shared. Rawls even invokes fraternity in his defense
of his second principle of justice, the “difference principle,”

The difference principle...seems to correspond to a natural meaning of
fraternity: namely, to the idea of not wanting to have greater advantages
}ml.ess.this is to the benefit of others who are less well off. The family.

in its ideal conception and often in practice, is one place where th(;
principle of maximizing the sum of advantages is rejected. Members of

a family commonly do not wish to gai i
- gain unless they can do so in wa
that further the interests of the rest.!2 ¢ i

Des:pite the “individualistic™ overtones of A Theory of Justice, Rawls’
\York is best_understood as an attempt to construct a blueprint for institu-
tlotns éhztfmlg{lt honor a community conceived as a political family—an
extended family with a pervasive concern for the well-bei i i
3 =aded tamily being of its constit-

In his most recent work, Law’s Empire, Ronald Dworkin has been far
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more explicit about the central role he sees for the notion of fraternity in
liberal political theory,

...the best defense of political legitimacy —the right of a political com-
munity to treat its members as having obligations in virtue of collective
community decisions—is to be found not in the hard terrain of contracts
or duties of justice or obligations of fair play 'fhat m.lght hold among
strangers, where philosophers have hoped to find it, but in th_e mor;e fertile
ground of fraternity, community, and their attendant obligations.}

These two examples are not meant to convince anyone _tl}at fraternity has
played or currently plays a prominent role in liberal political thoug'ht. In-
deed, in the final section of this essay I shall consider why fraternity has
been absent from liberal accounts (in theory and practice) and why commu-
nitarians have done liberalism a service. Nevertheless, tl.le fact that 11bera'ls
have often ignored fraternity doesn’t mean that fraternity has no place' in
liberalism (anymore than the fact that Christians may often be unkind
means that benevolence plays no role in Christianity). Quite the confrary, as
I have suggested, liberalism is best understood by appeal to the ideal of
political fraternity. Liberal concerns for liberty and.equallty should be
viewed against the backdrop of a people whose pervasive concern for each
other is both manifested and sustained by their fidelity to these ideals.

4. Liberalism & Fraternity: Theory & Practice

When people are friends, they have no need of justic:e, bgt when they
are just, they need friendship in addition. In fact, t.he Just' in the _fullest
sense is regarded as constituting an element of friendship. (Aristotle,

Nicomachean Ethics, 1155a25)

If T am correct in claiming that liberalism is best understr:)od against the
backdrop of political fraternity, why should thits clairfl seem like news to us?
My guess is that most people do not associate liberalism with fraternity, and
if this is so, why is this the case? .

One patt of the answer has to do with the simple fact that bo.nds of fraternity
of any sort or scale can be strained if the participants’ conceptions of the good
diverge too radically. Consider good friends who want onl)f what is best for
each other and see respect for their autonomy as intrinsically important. If they
exercise their autonomy in ways that seem base and unworth.y to each other, it
may prove difficult to maintain the bond. In fact, at some point they may even
consider themselves morally obliged to sever the tie if the perceived flaws are
0 serious. - .

It should be unsurprising if less intimate bonds of pol.ltlcal fraternity can
be strained by divergent conceptions of the good. S.uch dlfferenf:es can ofte.n
be put aside and solidarity maintained with an attitude of “We’re all in this
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together.” But as with personal friendship, there are definite, even if impre-
cise limits here. Insofar as liberalism encourages and supports debate and
diversity with respect to conceptions of the good life, it must sometimes pay
the price in diminished social solidarity.

Nonetheless, it would be a mistake to focus too much attention on this
point. For one thing, there is a risk of encouraging the conclusion that social
solidarity is predicated upon absolute consensus. This conviction can lead to a
“love it or leave it” attitude that casts a concern for fraternity and a willingness
to question shared traditions and practices as incompatible. This confuses
fraternity with collectivism. Genuine fraternal bonds can exist without a con-
sensus, and a mere consensus may be a sign of little more than the fact that
people care too little to argne about something. For another thing, it would be
misleading to ignore the fact that despite differences in conceptions of the
good, our society is marked by a great amount of agreement over “the good
life” and “the good society.”

The deeper reason for the relative paucity of explicit concern for frater-
nity in Iiberal accounts and liberal communities has to do with liberalism’s
historical roots. Liberals have always concentrated on individual rights and
have focused their energies on enacting structural changes in laws and
institutions. They have taken it upon themselves to fight for the “outsiders™ in
society (often the majority) and against more powerful factions that would
prefer to maintain a favorable inegalitarian balance of power. Under these
circumstances, liberals have tended to forego appeals to fraternity in favor of
eking out improvements in individual rights. One need only imagine the hope-
lessness of trying to convince Klu Klux Klansmen that we are all brothers and
sisters. Hence, because liberals have often found themselves at war with un-
sympathetic “enemies,” the notion of fraternity has taken a back seat in the
fight for rights that are precious—rights that are no less precious even if
they are granted begrudgingly and for the wrong reasons.

Even if historical circumstances have conspired against the third member
of the French Revolution’s famous triad of “Liberte, Egalite, Fraternite,”
this does not mean that liberals must continue to ignore it. A common
concern for liberty and equality may eventually lead to fraternity amongst
those who struggle together in good-faith, but not necessarily. A principled
misanthrope, enamored with the sublime moral beauty of the idea of free
and equal rational beings could embrace two-thirds of the triad, but reject
the third member. Likewise, a society devoid of want and injustice, and
imbued with a pervasive commitment to combat these evils wouldn’t nec-
essarily be fraternal since the commitment could be a purely impersonal
one. To prize fraternity, one must prize the very sharing of indivisible
attachments and concern that mark these bonds. Fraternity is more than a
mere psychological epiphenomenon or serendipitous side-effect that occurs
whenever people have a coincidental concern for the same thing.

Whether one is talking about personal or civic friendship, fraternity is
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best seen as a non-derivative moral ideal that merits explicit attention.
Individuals can have a common concern for liberty and equality without
being friends (personal or civic), but can’t be true friends without a perva-
sive concern for each other and their fair treatment. Of course, fraternal
bonds are not morally decisive on their own since the conceptions of liberty
and equality that inform the bond can be skewed (e.g., paternalism towards
women in patriarchal communities), or those joined in these bonds can
mistreat others. Nonetheless, it would be a grave mistake to explain
fraternity’s moral value by accounting for it under some more general,
universal moral principle like “respect for rational beings™ or “the maximi-
zation of human happiness.” What we owe parents, siblings, children,
friends, neighbors, and fellow citizens, and the way in which we owe them
cannot be adequately explained by appeal to what we owe just anyone or
what would maximize happiness (even though we do have moral obliga-
tions to just anyone and ought to care about maximizing happiness). Frater-
nity constitutes a distinct form of personal moral regard that involves an
often profound transcendence of the self. These bonds account for much of
the structure and meaning to be found in a human life. Hence, they have as
great a claim as any more impersonal principles to a place of importance in
the pantheon of moral and political values.

How might a liberal community evince a high regard for fraternity? First
of all, liberals must forge a vision of citizenship and political life that
appreciates individuality without fostering the sort of individualism
Tocqueville observed and feared in American society,

Individualism is a calm and considered feeling which disposes each
citizen to isolate himself from the mass of his fellows and withdraw
into the circle of family and friends; with this little society formed to
his taste, he gladly leaves the greater society to look after itself...Such
folk owe no man anything and hardly expect anything from anybody.
They form the habit of thinking of themselves in isolation and imagine
that their whole destiny is in their hands.!

This attitude encourages a view that sets public and private life at odds,
and casts the former as a nuisance we would ail prefer to do without. This
view is incompatible with the democratic ideal of self-government, where
citizens yearn to participate and struggle together with the common good in
mind, and see this activity itself as a good. The liberal conception of the
common good must be one that treads a delicate and subtle line, incorporat-
ing the communitarian aspiration that a community be more than a mere
aggregation of individuals, but also paying proper attention to liberal in-
sights about the autonomy and equal worth of each citizen. Thus, individual
rights must occupy a special place in the common good, but against the
backdrop of our being a people who care too much for each other and our
shared ideals to sacrifice some by ignoring or oppressing them. Hence, in
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constructing their vision of citizenship and political life, liberals would do
well to temper the dichotomy between the public and private. Liberals
should continue to insist that many of life’s greatest goods militate against
public coercion and enforcement because they lose their value when not
freely pursued. But they should also do their best to discourage a radical
“schizophrenia” between the public and private self.

The liberal community must alsc develop a sensitivity to the demands
and value of a sense of fratemity, and take this into account when assigning
rights and duties. This is not to suggest that the preservation of fraternity should
ever override the demands of justice. Quite the contrary, fraternal bonds that
are based on injustice lose their moral authority and are rightly overridden.
Nevertheless, we often need to appeal to fraternity in order to see what justice
allows and demands. For instance, though justice requires that we treat all
people alike in certain respects, it does not require that we treat people alike in
all respects. Such a requirement would militate against essentially inegalitarian
foms of concern like friendship. Without proper attention to fraternity, the
ideal of equality might be foolishly interpreted as demanding that we be all
things to all people.

In this light, consider the controversial social issue of flag-burning. To
many Americans, the flag is a mere piece of cloth and flag-burning nothing
more than a dramatic form of political protest that should be protected under
thfa rubric of free speech. However odd as it may seem, other Americans see
this practice as nothing short of a vicious and contemptuous repudiation of
our nation and its ideals (tantamount to mocking Christ or mounting a
“Hitler for Man of the Century” campaign where Christians and Jews are
concerned). Under these circumstances, those who feel duty-bound to exer-
cise their liberty to burn the flag cannot do so gleefully or capriciously if
they truly care for their fellow citizens. The mere fact that burning the flag
dfa?s not pain them does not change the fact that it deeply offends fellow
citizens. At the very least, such action should be regretfully chosen only
after other avenues of protest are exhausted. In comparison, consider what
we \.would think of someone who burned their family portrait in protest over
a minor family disagreement, or just because they felt like exercising this
liberty for its own sake.

The point here is that preserving a sense of fraternity where less intimate
fraternal ties are involved requires more self-conscious attention since the
respect and affection of more intimate bonds cannot be taken for granted.
Confronted with issues like flag-burning, a community that prizes fraternity
must consider the devisive repercussions of such a practice. This is not to
suggest that a community ought to pander to the whims or prejudices of
factions in the service of social solidarity. No doubt some citizens find
homt?sexuality, miscegenation, and atheism offensive, but to outlaw these
corgvmtjons and ways of life (even if so doing would create more social
solidarity) would compromise some of our most important liberties. It is
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certainly less obvious how flag-burning constitutes an esseqtial liberty, and
thus we need to consider whether something of value might be lost by

condoning such a practice. - '

Ultimately, careful attention to preserving and encouraging bonds of frater-
nity would no doubt support many policies liberals have ardently advanced.
For instance, all of the following would help provide a ful!et and more egual
membership in society for various citizens, and therefore evince a more serious
commitment to their well-being as equally important members of the commu-
nity:

» amore egalitarian distribution of resources (wealth, education, opportu-

nities) for naturally and socially disadvantaged citizens

e integration of the handicapped into the mainstream via trainipg pto-
grams, and handicapped-access facilities and public transportation

o affirmative action programs aimed at enlivening the hopes and expecta-
tions of those with little reason for optimism

However, attention to fraternity might also call for other practices less
automatically associated with liberals:

* restrictions against plant closings and business pullouts in communities

* encouraging public service through incentive programs (e g., service in
return for educational vouchers), and perhaps even a national service

requirement

« loosening up the interpretation of the separation of church a.nd state so
as to aliow for the display of religious symbols on public property
during holiday seasons

» allowing local communities a greater say in standards of obscenity and
offensiveness

« encouraging discussion of moral values and virtues in public schools
and public forums

e supporting family life via publicly funded pre-school and child-care
programs, and through educational programs

These suggestions may prompt the question of what all _this has to do 'twt_h
political fratemnity since some of these examples clearly m-volve more 1:}tl—
mate fraternal ties. Since a fraternal community must evince a pervasive
concern for the good of its citizens, it must do its best t.:o encourage zfll the
fraternal bonds that give shape and meaning to the lives of its citizens.
Clearly, no community can make anyone into a good parent, spouse, sibling,
friend, neighbor, colleague or citizen. As Rousseau noted, laws can change
behavior but leave hearts untouched. Nevertheless, a community must do
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its best to provide fertile soil for fraternity in all its forms if it is to lay claim
to being a community joined in civic friendship.

In an age where citizens feel alienated from what they interpret as a
politics of naked self-interest masquerading as something more, and where
many traditional havens of fraternity have experienced hard times and even
disintegration, liberalism is faced with a challenging task. Communitarians
have done well to awaken (or reawaken) liberals to the importance of
nurturing a genuine sense of community. Liberals, for their part, have done
well to point out that traditions and social solidarity have often flourished
only at the price of injustice, intolerance and exclusion. Now liberals must
set to work towards a society that is at once just and fraternal. Despite the
fact that liberal political accounts have often had little to say about frater-
nity, a sympathetic interpretation of the liberal ideals of liberty and equality
reveals that these ideals are best understood only when conjoined with the
ideal of fraternity.
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20ne may question whether a concern for one’s own character must play a necessary
part in friendship. However, without a concern for our own character, we would
never succeed as a friend since we are all occasionally assailed by inclinations which
pull against friendship,

31t is tempting to refer to indivisible ends merely as “shared ends.” However, such

a description is ambiguous and can invite misunderstanding. Ends or attachments
that ate only coincidentally shared (i.e., we happen to desire the same good), shared
for purely instrumental reasons {i.e., we find it more efficient to cooperate), or
shared because it is literally impossible for any to have the good unless all have it
{e-g., a clean environment) are not indivisible in the sense I mean to convey. In these
examples, the fact that an end is shared does not enter into the specification of the
end in any essential way. The sharing of these ends is an non-essential feature of
the deseription of a relationship between an agent and a good. These agents would
be petfectly happy if their ends weren’t shared so long as they achieved their goals.
With indivisible ends, the shared nature of the end is an essential feature. Those who
share indivisible ends can draw satisfaction from the sharing of these ends even
if their goals sometimes seem hopeless (e.g., South Africans united against
apartheid).

40ne notable exception is the example of those who are “falling in love” or
infatuated with each other. However, this is usually only a temporary phenomenon,
and if it petsists for too long, we may find it comical or annoying.

SNotice that even a central virtue like justice ought not to be considered in isolation



144 ANTHONY CUNNINGHAM

from other virtues. For instance, Shakespeare’s Shylock in The Merchant of Venice
is a wotse person for demanding what he is owed because he lacks mercy. The same
might be said of communities or institutions that ate just, but devoid of mercy.

6Ronald Dworkin has argued (correctly I believe) that liberalism should be inter-
preted as embracing liberty in the second sense described here. See his “What Rights
Do We Have?” in Taking Rights Seriously (Harvard University Press, Cambridge,
1977, p.266).

TMaclIntyte, After Virtue, p.205.
8Maclntyte, After Virtue, p.204-205.

9For an insightful account of why equality should be seen as central to liberalism,
see Ronald Dworkin, “Why Liberals Should Care About Equality” in A Matter of
Principle (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1985, p.2035).

10Hence, Rawls’ original position is both hypothetical and designed to generate a
specific result, but Rawls would not see this as a drawback. Though purely hypo-
thetical contracts usually carry no force, Rawls’ contract is different because the
contracting patties already share an interest in creating a just society (after all, this
is why they embrace the admittedly untealistic original position). Moteover, Rawls
does not sce the sense in which the original position is designed to generate a specific
tesult as question-begging in any objectionable way. The original position helps to
refine an ideal that may only be dimly perceived, but one that Rawls thinks can be
denied only under pain of a radical revision of the starting ground for political
discourse. For their part, communitatians have objected to the individualistic over-
tones of the original position; i.c., to the image of mutually disintetested individuals
trying to maximize their self-interest. Yet, this complaint ignores the deeper social
concern for equality that motivates the original position.

11John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Belknap Press of Harvatd University Press,
Cambridge, 1971, p.522-523).

12Rawls, ATOJ, p.105.
13For a contrasting view on Rawls, see Michael Sandel, Liberalism, chapter four.

14Ronald Dworkin, Law’s Empire (The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, 1986, p.206).

15Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, trans. George Lawrence, ed. I.P.
Mayer (Doubleday, New York, 1969, p-506).
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@STRACT. 1 argue against the claim of certain functionalists
like Jerry Fodot, that theories of psychological states ought tc;
abstract frqm the physiology of the systems that exhibit such
states. Taking seriously Darwin’s claim that living organisms
s.truggle to survive, and that their “mental powers” are adapta-
tions that assist them in this struggle, I argue that not only emo-
tions but als? paradigm cognitive states like beliefs are intimately
botfnd up. with the physiology of the otganism and its efforts to
maintain its own well-being. I defend the definitional aspirations
of functionalism but reject its attempt at ontological neutrality.

n t was once said of G.E. Moore that “neither Freud, n
Emste:,ln, so far as one can judge, has affected his thinking in tI?; Iﬁi?’:'nor
This remark suggests to me an analogous but more limited one that might
be_ T:de about the work of c.ertain functionalist philosophers of mind. One
E;ﬁ kus:;); ;;)it"h t];elrex:‘ ;ltl-at Darwin, so far as one can judge, has not affected their
Before givir_lg any detailed arguments for that claim, let me say a bit
a-bout.the precise aspects of functionalism that concern me. Certain func-
tionalist accounts of psychological states are careful to make no mention of
the phys_lologlcal makeup of the systems in which those states are realized
One major concern of these functionalist theories has been to characterize:
such. states by reference to their function—-defined in terms of their causal
relations—rather than by reference to the “stuff” of which they are com-

posed. One of the earliest and most sweeping statements i
in one of Hilary Putnam’s papers: i i

...these examples support the idea that our substance, what we are made
of, places .almost no first order restrictions on our form. And ...what we
are rf.:ally interested in, as Aristotle saw, is form and not matter. What is
our intellectual form? is the question, not what the matter is. And
whatever our substance may be, soul-stuff, or matter or Swiss



