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The Requiremente of Citizenship

in a Modern Democracy

Thesis: Our current understanding of citizenship ie grounded
in our culture of individualtisem and results in & flawed
conception of the good citizen in our liberal democratic
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The Requiremsnts of Citizenship

in a Modern Democracy

Does our current understanding of citizenship lack
gubatance? What iz required, if anything, of a citizen in a
modern democracy? bWhat obligations do we have to each other?

Ours seemz to be a cultures based on individualism. This
individualism ise far from completely negative. To a great
gxtent this individualisem supports, and i an essential
Justitication for, democracy, For as Robert Bellah states,

in his book Habhits of the Heart, our belief in individualism

fosters the fundamenitally democratic notion that that
"Anything that would violate ocur right to think for
curselves, Judge for curselves, make our own decisions, Tive
our lives as we see fit, ie not only morally wrong, it is
sacreligious” (142), Pogitive individualism supports what

Robert Dahkl calls, in his book Democracy and Its Critics,

the presumption of personal autonomy. Dahl defines this
presumpticon by sexring, "In the absence of a compelling
showing to the contrary, everyone should be asz=umed to be
the best judge of hie or her own good or interests" ¢1000.
This presumption of autonomy is essential to our demecratic
society-—for there seems to be no other justification for

ESpousing the ideal of self-goverrment. Therefore, to the
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gxtent our sense of individualism supports a recognition of
the auvtonomy of all individuals it is a reguiremsnt of

demaocratic citizenship.,

The Problem

Unfortunately, this indiwiduslism so important to
democracy may alsc be a democracy’'s greatest enemyr.
Feturning to Bellah, we fingd that while individualism can be
positive, it is also true that "somes of our deepest problems
both as individuals and as a society are alszo closely linked
to our individualism" (142), Taken to extremes,
individualism encourages the unltimited pursuit of persanal
Fulfiliment at the expense of the rest of society. Bz Fr.

Virgil Michel states, in his book The Socizl Buestion,

sxcessive individualism "glorifies the individual to the
neglect of the sccial aspect of man’s being" (103, Indeed,
this criticism of individualism lies at the heart of the
praobliems with ocur current definition of citizenship--a
legalistic vision which requires little more of the citizen
than that hesshe respect another’s individual rights.

Much criticiam of the dominance of individualism
foctuses an this neglect of the "social aspect of man’e
Being". Some critics beliewe that individualiam presents a

~ flawed notian of personal identity. Edward EBE. FPortis has
cooabgued that strictly individual notions of citizenship are

that

il

“Peychologically untenable” (458). He claim
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individoals necessarily define themseluves in social terms
and a failure to recognize this makes palitical processes
inherently unstable. William M. Bultivan simitarly finds
that much contemporary criticism of liberalism, often

recognized-—though perhaps unfairly in terms of contemporary

Tiberal thought--zs the philosophy behind excessive

individualism, "concurs in the idea that human heings are

intrinsically social, meaning that language, consciousne

it

XN
and personal identity all develop within, and enly within, a
context of interaction" (3%9).

Feriodically throughout this paper it will be useful to
Took at some anacdotal evidence of the notions of
citizenship espoused or condemned, This effort will ke made
in the attempt to clarify an inherently =lippery subject, &
sublject roocted in habits and attitudes more than facts and
figures, In this spirit, we see the character of Margaret
Mdham in Bellah‘e book as one who fails to recognize the
social aspect of an individual’s being. She is a therapist
who preaches personal rezponsibility abouwe all elze.
Unfortunately, Margaret’s "clear-sighted vision of eack
individual“s ultimate self-reliance turns out to leave very
little place for interdepenence and to correspond to a
fairly grim view of the individual‘s place in the social

'mgrtd“, Bellah states (135). While Margaret is very

f_§?1¥~aware, her wvision of self rejects 2 connecticon with

the zoccial aspect of her being. She



therefore has difficultly connecting with her own family,
much less the larger society around her, as she describes
her responsibilities to her children in strictly legal terms
{82y, Margaret’s gxcessive individualism leaves her
alienated from othere, the inewvitable result of a view of
personal identity which recognizes no sccial connections. AS
Bellah states, "Self-reliance is a virtue that implies being
alone" (152,

While perhapg the most fundamental compliaint, the view
that & culiure based on individualism presents a flawed view
of personal identity is far from the only source of
criticism of individualism. Individualiem also blinds us to
our interconnectionsg as members of community, encouranes an
overly adversarial notion of potitics, alters the nature of
our democratic processes, and finally, fails to allow us to
recognize the potentials of public action. Each of these
criticisms of ocur culture of individualiam, expanded on
below, exposes a flaw in our current conception of
citizenship.

Let ue now continue our explaoration of the inadeguaciss
of individualism as a guiding vision for citizenship.
Individualism fails to recognize our interconnections in a
complex moadern society. Dewey states that, “The forces,
gpringing from comkination and institutional organization
which contrelled below the surface the acts which formerly

tesued from individuals, went unnoted" 1013, & focus on




individualism, by placing undue emphasis on supposedlyw
igolated actors and actions, bBlurs cur vizsion. When we $2i1
to recognize the extent and the importance of our

interactions, we fail to recognize ocur common problems and

the wars in which they might be scluved. For Dewey, the

public is "eclipsed" by thie failure——unable to coms

together to solve problems.

Brian Palmer, another character in Belltah’'s book, is
"ecltipsed” by his failure to recognize our interconnections.
Brian i a successful businessman who iz proud of his
ability to rigse quickly up the corporate ladder. His good is
rooted in himself, only slightiy atternuated by the legal
rights of others. As Bellah states, "Even the deepest
ethical wirtues are justified az matterse of personal
preference. Indeed, the ultimate ethical rule is simply that
individuals shoutd be able to pursue whatever they find
rewarding, conegtrained only by the reguirement that they not
interfere with the ‘“value svstems’ of others" (&), Brian and
those like him fail to see the connections between
individual goods and those of the rest of scciety. This
blindness not only “"eclipses” the ability of individuals o
identify common problems hraought on by our offen hidden
tonnections, but also prevents the collective search for
answers to common problems.

Lontinuing our critique, individualism alsc fosierz an

j&dversariai notion of democracy. Aadversarial democracy is



predicated on the belief that indiwviduals with fundamentally
different interests come to the gowvernment to compete for

resources. While thi

i

system ig often effective, to the
extent that rescurces arg divided sfficiently, it hardly
pramotes cohesion and cooperation among citizens, Your
fellow citizen in thig conception is an enemy for whom you
have no concern beyvond the fact that hesshe may want what
rou want, and you have no desire to share. Furthermore, the
adversarial system fails to recognize interests that are
unable to establish their voice i{Mathews 275). One looks
with particular concern at the position of the disadvantaged
in our society. With Tittle money and often 1ittle
caonneciion with the "swystem" or even other individuals, it
ta unlikely thew will have & powsrful interest group with
which to compete for resources, and thus it is likelx they
wiltl be forgotten. Perhaps wores, as Feg Michels states, "If
¥ou have a very privatized concept of public action, when
You encouynter somebody who is not tike wou, »ou want to pull
cut. You get hurt® (2413, This fear of difference is =2
pariah in & pluralistic democracy~—-condusive to conflict,
not compromise. Finally, and particularly salient
considering our present state of affairs, while adversarial
competition may provide for 211 during times of plenty, =low
economic growth will legave increasing numbers, again we fsar

for the disadvantaged, out in the cold.
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Excessive individualism also seems to have altered the
nature of our democracy and changed the underpinnings of its
legitimacy. While our democracy is based upon government by
the people, a focus on distinct individual interests rather
than commoen interests depends upon advocacy groups and
lobbriste-—and government for the people (Bowte 1153,
CDitizens here are expected to do no more than sit back and
watch these groups govern for them. Surely the complexity of
our modern sociefty necessitates the existance of mediating
structures, but in government by the people these curbs on
direct participation should be seen as necessary evils, not
ectablished ideals.

Simitarly, citizens hzave come to be seen 25 more
pelitical consumers than activists, being further remaoved
from the process of government and thus further removing the
legitimacy of government by the people (Buchanan 2832, The
citizen simply consumes what the government provides rather
than actively participating in the processes which determine
that provision, rather than actively practicing self-
government, Finally, the very stability of our government is
brought into question by individualism because "our
poltitical parties and aszociations rest less on habits and
affections and more on words and doctrines” (Wilson, Landy
20% . The wviability of public 1ife is sustained by habits
and affections which have meaning to the individual, znd

shaken by words and dectrines imposed on the individuzl. The
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tack of substance in a political commitment based upon
zolely individual interests leaves little room for sacial
bonds and much room for doctrinal, or even coercive, bonds.
Last in our criticiesms of individualistic culture is
its failure to recognize the potentials of government and
community action. In speaking of the current state of
cities, MNorton E. Long notes that, "The dominant sthos is
that of Locke, with ite focus on property, individual
rights, and & conception of government 28 & necessary
convenience for 1imited purposes...” (&), These limited
purposes of individualistic government fail fo recognize the
potentiale for common action on the hasis of common

purposes. Individualizm subsequently encourages passivity In

pubslic life. David Flacks analyzes the present =tate of mass

movements as catalysts for social change in an article

entitled "The Revolution of Citizenship"., He dizcovers that:

The dominant culfure encouragss Americans to place
their hopes for fultiliment not on collective action in
the public sphere, but on the results of their
individual efforts within the spheres of wark,
education and family. éccordingly, rather than
endorsing ideological appsales to overthrow the powers
that be, Americans in the majority have preferred to
live within what amounte to a contract with them——a
contract that allows elites to rule in return for
continuing provision of the material basis for a
"normal® tTife. <410

This presents a disturbing vigw of citizen activity——ar lack
thereof-~and acceptance based on whaoley individual

=

.atiafaatian, teaving the general public to fend for itseldf.

Py




Beliah presents Mike Conley as the typical
gelf-described "concerned citizen”. In this twpe of citizen
we see the lack of potential for public actien brought on by
individualism. &2 Bellah states:

Implicit in this designation is the idea that one can

be a good citizen simply by being passively 1z

abiding, and that one need become actively involued in
pubtsl ic icsuese only when ane becomes concerned about
threats to the interests of cne‘s s8l+ and one’s

communi ty. (1213
Mike participates only when his interests are threatened.
bihen the Department of Housing and Urban Development
introduced plans that would have created some low—income
housing in his community, Mike was motivated to work with
hie fellow citizens to stop the project (182). The community
which he sought to preserve was not one in which people work
together to solve common problems, but one in which
otherwise distinct individusls come together only for the
purpose of preserwing their homogeneous enclave. Surely
there is more to public action, community, and citizenship
than the 1imited notion of participation espoused by Mike
Conlex and other “"concerned citizens"—-2 notion which

revolyes golely arcund individual righte and security.

Muth Sidel, in her book entitled On HMer Own, also

speaks of the failures of individuals to recognize the
rotentials of public action, a failure wound up in our
tultture of individualism. We can praise cur modern emphasis

on individualism for its contributions to allowing womsn to




participate in the labor force. By stressing individus]
rezponsibility, our society encourages young women to
educate themselves and participate in the work force so that
they can bhecome financially independant of men. Yet while
individualism in this respect has enhanced the personal
sutonomy of many women, it also seems to have discouraged
their recognition of the potential for public action, Sidel
uncovers the difficulty women have in balancing work and
family life, and the subsequent artificial boundaries their
individualism places on them. A= she states of the women she
spoke to, "Despite their corcern, virtually none of the
¥oung women raigsed issues such as day care, parental leave,
or the need to encourage the wider society to provide
gservices for them and their children® (214, This failurs to
recognize the potential for public action stems from our by
now familiar nemesig:
These young women hawve accepted an almost completely
individualistic wiew of their future: that they as
individuals will need to work out their conflicting
pressures and demands, in some cases without the
sustenance and support of the fathere of their
children, and in virtually all cases without the
support of their extended family, their community,
or of the broader sociesty. {2147
The individualiem of ocur culture has 1imited the discussion
of potential collective solutions to their, and our,
problem, Theze women, and the society as a whaole, meed

=omething more from their conception of citizenship than

individualism can provide.
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These flaws in our culture of individualism give rise

to an obviously flawed view of citizenship in a modern
democracy. While the flaws in individualism cataloged here
are many: a flawed view of the person, a failure to
recognize interconnections, an overly aduersarizl notion of
politics, a altteration of the democratic svstem with

increased consumerism, and a failure to recognize the

3]

potential of public action——the end result of the procesce
of sach of them is alienation.

Dur zociety is alienated from itself,. We see ourselues
as an aggregate of individuals, not a community of
heterogenous, but fundamentally interdependant peoples who
strive toward common goals or are willing to cooperate and
deliberate where interests diverge. The culture of
individualism, while at its base essential {again the
presumption of personal autonomyrs, has gone too far and
created a profoundly alienated society. & society in which
individuals f2il to recognize their need for others. A
iiociet? in which individuals fail to recognize their
%hterconnectimﬁg, their common problems. A socisty in which
individuals see conflict with cther individuals a5 the onlw
ﬁéana of goal attainment. & society in which individuals are
Céﬁiumers ot their government, not the controllers of it. @&
§5¢59t¥ in which individuale fail to recognize the potential

f collective action. Our society is alienated from itseldf,
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from its connections, and the potentials of those

connections.

The elimination of thie alienation, and the subsequent
realization of a more meaningful vision of democratic
citizenship, can be seen as the pursuit of a common good. A
pursuit not of differentiation, but of unity in the pursuit
of collective ende which might benefit us all, & common good
which refere not fo collectively detined ende forced upon
individuals, for as argued belowe that would violate our
firet requirement of citizenship, but to the collective
#ffort to secure and enhance the means necessary to allow

211 individuals to determine their own ends. This common

gonod in democracy xime at distributing the opportunities for
an ultimately self~defined though collectively influenced
satiefring life equally among citizens, in turn enabling all
individuals to practice their citizenship effectively. This
comman good is necessarily vague and relies on its citizens
for deliberation and definition, as the meaning of securing
and enhancing opportunities for all will vary, Monetheless,
- we do Know this common good cannot be pursued effectively in
‘& culture of individualism which zeems unable to recognize
ﬁhe potential extent of our callective problems and goals.
We now see that, Ffor & variety of reasons, our modern
tﬁlture of individualism leaves us alignated-—and wanting

Wanting a more satisfring conception of citizenship., The

Problems far democratic government inherent in the culturs
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af individualism have heen hinting at the requirements of

perhaps time to

13

citizenship in a madern democracy. 1L i

make those requirements explicit.

The FHequirements of Citizenship in 2 Modern Democrsacy

& belief in the 1iberal essentials

Qur modern democracy s based upon liberal principgles,
ble believe all individuale must be considered the best
Judges of their own best interests——the presumption of
perecrnal autonomy. We believe in the basic equality of 211
individuals, and while this is far from absclute, the burden
of proof is with the individual arguing for inequality.
Theee essentiale are to guide both the distribution of
authority and the application of justice among citizens.

While these liberal esszentials should not seem terribly
controversial, it is from this point that ocur departure +rom
common understanding shout citizenship grows, It is from
this point that we attack the failings of an individualistic
tonception of citizenship consistent with lTibkeral thought,
but inconsistent with a reduction in alienaticon or & pursuit
of the common good. The liberal essentials are not encugh to
€stablish whom in our modern democracy would qualify zs a
- 9ood citizen., Qur common understanding of citizenship is
' f9cu5ed on individualtism and & very limited subseguent

Tequirement to respect individual rightz. This notion iz
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fundamentally based upon the lTiberal sssentials, and it is
incomplete. However, It iz important to note that the search
for a broader and more complete conception of citizenship is
not & search for compromize between the liberal essentials
and some other notion——they sare too important to risk

compromi g&. Rather, we seek to add to the current

understanding of citizenship, to build on the solid base
provided by the liberal sssentials, not to supplant them.

Im short, while a belief in the liberal essentials is a
fundamental requirement of modern democratic citizenship-—it
is not the only requirement. It cannot ke the cniy
reguirement i+ we are to succezsfully move hevond the
current culture of individualism which has teft us
alienated, and if we are to successfully pursues democracy

with & vigion of the common good.

&8 respect for community relatiaonships

&11 of the problems we see with our current
understanding of citizenship stem from our culture of
individualism and the subsequent alienation it creates. The
solution suggested by many thinkKers in the area is an
increased attention to community. We must be willing to
explore the extent of cur commonalities, meaning our shared

problems, goals and solutions, rather than focus on our

i

differences. fgain, thiz is taken te be explicitly secondary

to the libersa]l essentials—-we zeek cohesion and uni ty where




possible, not ceoercion, exclusion or separation where it is
not.

# Ffundamental aspect of our respect for the
posgibiltities of community is the need to put this respect
into action=-—we muet participate. We do not require
leadership, but simple involvement within or outside of
government that reflects a2 commitment to one’s national, but
most importantly ones local community. Money alone does not
satisfy this requirement, it ig both shallow and & probable
yiolation of basic egquality unless one can argue that ane
should rightly ke able to bwy inequality of participation.
Yolunteeriasm, rightly understood to be action with others,
for othere and not as the means to strictly individual ends,
is a Kewy to thie participation,

Communication also of necessity flowe from a respect
for community relationships. Already covered in the tiberal
esssentials ie the necessity of respecting the opinions of
others, but, as is consistent with the theme of expanding
our vision of citizenship, we must oo farther, We cannot
szimply respect those with the loudest voices, we must pursue

and communicate with 211 voices.

Knowledge

The third regoicement of citizenship in a modern
democracy stems directly from the first two. I we are to

adequately undersztand the meaning of the liberal essentialsz,
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or argue about them when their meaning is not clear, we must
have Knowledge. IF we are to adequately respect and
participate in our community, and communicats with our
fellow citizens, we must have Knowledge.

The Knowledge required is both technical and
deliberative., Technical Knowledge refers to information
about societal problems, the possible soclutions to those
prablems, and the feasibility of those solutions. However,
thig technical knowledge is of value pot only in and of
itzelf, but also as it provides the context far deiihgratiue
knowledge. Deliberative knowledge refers to the ability to
make Judgements on the technical Krowledge. One must be able
tao form judgements and defend those judgements to aothers, to
deliberate with them. Similarly, one must alzo be able
understand and svaluste the Jjudgemsnts of others. Both these
dudgements must account for both the liberal essentials and
a respect for community relationshipe.

Here it becomes necessary to point ocut that the citizen
who mesets the requirements of citizenship in a2 modern
democracy as presentsd here must be able to use both aspects
of the necessary Knowledge to guestion. Good reasons and
arguments must be made for judgemente, and good questioners
must assure that this is the case. Therefore, it follows
that while the liberal essentials must be respected by sach
citizen in a democracy, thig is contingent on there being

good reasons to want democracy in the first place,



Furthermore, what is reguired by the Tiberal essentials is
often open to guestion. Indeed, the very espousal of these
requirements is in iiself open to question. It can thus be
ironically stated that the citizen under the vision
presented here must be willing to question this same vision.
There exists here a dual process. The setting foarth of
requirementes of citizenship here mests the need for
deliberative knowledge, as it is an argument in faveor of &
particuar judgement that can be defended to others. At the
same time these judgements must be open to questioning, and
hence, deltiberation. The deliberating citizen must be ahle
to both formulate and gquestion good arguments, both build
and tear down judgements.

Obyiously, for practical reasons, the requirement of
knowledge is seen to in turn require the communicaticon and
participation mentioned above. Yet it is Knowledge which
gives the necessary body to the other requirements gven as
it requires them., The reciprocal influences among each of

the requiremsnts must not be forgotten.

& Belief in the Liberal Essantials

The requirements of citizenship in a modern democracy
Fave now been briefly set forth., To begin the complete
Bxposition of the three requirements it is helpful to start
With the philasophical underpinnings of the 1iberal

gssentials. This will not only aid in revealing exactly what



the tiberal essentials are, it will also provide us with
clues as to the inadequacies of these liberal ezzentials
when taken alone to be the reguirements of citizenship.
Indeed, as the previous discussion of our aliernating culture
of individualism indicates, our current understanding of the
requirements of citizenship is focused solely on these
tiberal sssentialte as they are embodied in our syetem of
individual rights, A% this current notion has alienated us
and subsequentlty ted to a2 failure to recognize the common
good, the purpose of the following exposition is twofalds to
argue that the Tiberal essential are still indeed essential,
and to argue that we must build on them to prevent
alienation and build on a common good--and emerge with a
complete vision of citizenship,

To begin, Tet us first sketch the meaning of the
Tiberal essentiale. Strict definition of the liberal
essentials is a profoundly difficult task. & belief in the
liberal essentials does, however, rest fundamentally on two
Tiberal and democratic ideale: a belief in the presumption
of personal adtonomy and a belief in basic sguality., Yet the
individual rights which spring from these ideals——to
tiberty, property, free speech, etc.--are many and must be
defined and applied through a process of deliberation. The
Necesgity of this deliberation stems from the fact that, as
Charles W. Anderson states, "The great problem of 1iberal

thought is that starting from essentially the same premises,




it is possible to construct very different Kinds of
palitical theory" (8). UWhile our liberal sssentials are
strongly grounded in democracy, the difficulty still remains
in defining what exactly the essentiale or standards
require, and which essential or standard should ke prominent
in a particular situation in which they conflict,

Anderson states that, "The +irst probhlem of practical
liberal reascn then is that formal libsral political theorw
capnet tell us which principle to apply to particular Kinds
of cases and controversies, This requires and act of
dudgement" (?2. This search for the particular meanings and
applications of the liberal essentials is then & matier of
profound public concern, and hence the reguirement of a
beliet in the liberal essentials spills intoa the requirement
of a respect for community relastionships=-=-and its call for
participation-—and into the requirement of kKnowledge--with
ite focus on being ahle to form judgements. Again the
recipracal nature of the requirements of citizenship

zzpoused here is seen.

The Liberal versus Communitarian Debate

Let us now take a Took at our current philosophical
understandings of societal interzction in a democracy to
better understand our current conception of citizenship
under the essentials, and how it might be improved,

Currently we use the lamguage of liberalism and individual
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rights to describe our socistial obligations. In this
language we are given freedom from others, with Titdle
subsequent obligation to them other than a pledge not to
infringe upon fthem. This liberalizm so much a part of ocur
gaciety seems to counteract a discussion of the requirements
of citizenship berond a2 respect for individual rights. Yet
before we rashly abandon lTiberalism, let us first examine
ite strengths and 1imitations for describing citizenship
reguirements in a8 democracy.

Jobhn Rawle contends that ome of the fundamental tasks
of political philosophy in a democratic society is the
attempt to discover an underlying basie of agreement among
citizens from which mutually acceptable standards of
conflict resolution can be found (Fairness 2242, It iz
important to note that Rawls” conception of liberalism is
rooted in our democratic society. Therefore, when he speaks
of "justice as fairness", the fundamental idea iz that "of =
society as a svetem of fzir sccial coopsration among free
and equal persons" (2EF). Accepting that democracy must in
2ssence be & srstem of fair sacial cogperation among free
and equal persons, Rawle finds his justice prirnciples——our
individual rights, These principles or standards must be
agreed to by 211 citizens in a democratic society. The

standarde form not concrete answers to questions, but simply

Provide the base (im our language a base of 1iberal



gggentials? under which no argument is allowed to fall in &

demooracy.

In other words, liberal theory givese ue standards
through which we can judge competing arquments in a
democratic society., Those arguments or decisione which
viaolate individual! rights are cast off, those that pose no
viclation are not necessarily correct, only acceptable for
fur-ther discussion. Therefore, the standards of tibheral
theory and individual rights do not present, as Rawls
states, "a conception of justice that ie true, but one that

can serve as% & basie of informed and willing poltitical

£ L]

sgreement between citizens wiewed as free and egqual persons”
tFairness 22%)., Basic liberal thecory of justice reguires no
more of the citizen than & recognition of individual rights,
g that Jjustice will be =serwed in social cooperation.

The application of the Rawlsian principles of justics
arnd liberal ftheory in general describes the system of
individual rights so prevalent in our society. The standards
by which we judge arguments and go about making collective
decisions revolve around how those arguments and decisions
effect indiwidual rights. The importance of basic 1iberzl
rights should not be underestimated, for they are essential
te the survival of democracwy——they ars the 1iberal
essentiale mentioned above-—~and a beltief in them constitutes

the first requirement of citizenship in a modern democracy.
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The notions behind the Tiberal essentials provide the
fundamental justifacation for democratic govermnment. Because
liberal ideas only prescribe the necessary means of
deliberation (that ther do not wviolate righte?, and not the
ends of that deliberation, the anti-democratic notion that
society can be ruled by a group of experts who ¥now how to
find the "correct" end can be egasily discarded. é& majority
that attempte to define a minority’'s ends would vialate that
minarity's right to determine its own ends. In addition, in
termzs of the requirements of citizenship, liberal theory
suggests——though crucially it does not require—-—that
individuals need to participate in the dizcovery of answers
to collective problems. A= Rawls states, "we say that a
person is someone who can be a citizen, that is, a fully
cooperating member of society ouwer a complete 1ife"
tFairness 2313, Therefore, libkeral theory, as a base levsl
of standards which prescribe the acceptable means of social
cooperation and not its ends, preserves democracy as it
digcards theories which violate individual rights and
suggests participation.

Unfortunately, talk of individual righte brings to mind
a society of self-intersst in which all individuals are ocut
tor themselvesz, caring for no one but themselwes and
BFarticipating in collective action only to serve narrow
personal goale. Individual rights are seen to divide, not

Unite. This vision seems far from Rawls’ and contemporary



tikheralism’'s own, vet the ideclogical noticn persists. This
nrotion seems to persict not only in the libertarian strain
of liberal argument, but in common usage. Rawls believed
that part of what was necessary for an individuoal to be a

fully cooperating member of society, in addition to the

capacity to recognize the fair terms of social cooperation
encased in individual rights, was the ability to form a2
conception of the good (Fairpess 233). This conception of
the good was not to be interpreted only as those things

purzued +tor the sake of the individual‘s benefit, but as

also compoged of those things pursued because of our
connections tc others. A& Rawls states, "attachments and
loralties give rise to affections and devotions, and
therefore the flourishing of the persons and associations
who are the objects of these sentiments is also a part of
our conception of the good" (233, This conception reduces
alienation and fosters a notion of the commeon good in
citizenship within the liberal esserntials.

Hawls seems to sugoest that what individuals pursuse
with the individual righte they posess will not revalue only
around self-interest narrowly understoocd, but also sround
our connections to community and our societal sentimenis and
attachments which include others. Therefors, liberal theory
in the ideal not only suggests that individuals should
participate in democratic society, but alsec that this

Farticipation will not be only narrowly self-interested,
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Unfortunately, while participation in a fociety or community
on & level berond one‘s own direct interezt may be perfectly
consistent with liberal theory——it is certainly not
required, It i= from what may therefore be called a fziled
(or perhaps unrecognized) emphasis on that which is berond
the individual ‘s narrow interests, which subsequently lends
focus to & concern for purely individual rights, that leaves
us wanting more for a democratic concepfion of citizenship
than liberalism alone can provide,

The inadequacy of liberal theory and individual rights
centers around the fact that while a society in this vision
may have citizens who participate in collective action and
are more than narrowly self-interested, a +far different
vision is also perfectly consistent. Indeed, common thought
on liberalism today (while seemingly at odds with the
current philosophical thoughty seems to encourage a vision
of individualism; an individualism found above ta he so
consgistent with societal alignation and o antithetical to
the reguirements of modern democratic citizenship., IF
socigty revolwed only around the Tiberal sssentiazls in terms
of individual rights there would seem lTittle direct reason
to engage in any community activities, it simply would not
be geen as necessary, 80 we would do our own thing.

In this light, Amy Guimann, as she sxamines the

i

communitarian critice of libkeralism, recognizes that while

saciety that requires no more than that citizens recognize



the libkeral rights of others may be perfectliy tiberal,
"...it iz certainly not the best society to which we can
agpire’ (Lritics 3202, Mor ts this a perfect vigion of what
should be required of citizens in a demccratic state,
Theretors, becauss all that liberal theory requires of
citizens is & recognition of the individual rights of
others, it is severely lacking ass basis for discussing the
requirements of citizenship beyond the legalistic sense. The
lazck of further liberal requirements, as ocpposed to
suggestions, seems to have led to a lack of recognition that
there is more to & society and more to a citizen than the
protection and recognition of individual rights,

The communitarians are the most contemporary critice of
Viberal theory. They generally argue that liberal theory is
inadequate because it is not closely connectsd to the
particulare or to the context of a given situation, While
Rawlsian ltiberalism is abstracted from the context of an
individual ‘s wealth, prestige, etc., it iz not abstracted
from society, from our democracy. Yet communitarians go
bevond the abstract rights of liberale to contend that
theories of justice must be found by interpreting traditions
and shared understandings of the good in a scociety (Okin
A2y, The communitarian vision of individuals being
fundementally rooted in their communities and their
traditicone is a direct attack on the individualism of our

modern society. &s Alasdair Maclntyre states, "That
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particular actions derive their character as paris of larger
wholes is a point of view alien to our dominant wars of
thinking and yet cne which it ig necessary at least to
consider if we are o begin to understand how a 1ife mar be
maore than a sequence of individual actions and episodes”
{Sandel 1Z2&%.

Unfortunately, the communitarian focus on iraditicns
and shared understandings is unable to provide us with
standards of judgement. What iz just may simply be what a
majority or an elite group feels iz intimated by tradition.
It is then potentially acceptable for a minority to be used
at the will of a majority if that is what traditiaon or the
shared meanings of a community imply-—as interpreted by the
majority or the "experts", The minority may protest that
this is undemocratic, as it certainly ie, but so long az the
dominant group defines what is democratic, s they interpret
tradition, they are unlikely to have any luck. In this
vigion there are simply no obiective standards to which the
minority can appeal. Susan Maller Okin therefore rejects
communitarian arguments because ther necessarily rely on the
subjective evaluations of those in the position to define
the society s traditions and shared understandings——and
domination often results (&1).

Communitarians will argue that cur traditions and
shared understandings mary change over time, presumably

allawing for the rejection of things such as slawvsry which
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were previously traditional and part of our shared
understanding, but which we now reject. Indeed, Maclntyre
states that, "A& living tradition then i2 an historicalily
extended, socially embodied argument, and amn argument

precisely in part about the goods which constiftute that

tradition” {(Sandel 144>, bhen a society becomes incoherent

with its traditions and understandings it will change in the

interests of Jjustice. Howewver, »et again there are no

obhjective standards to appeal to in order to judge the
current socisty. Because indiwviduals in the communitarian
vision are €0 bkound up in their community, ther cannot step
outeide of it in order to judge and criticize., Therefore,
for the white slave owner whose fradition and shared
communi iy understandings recognize sltavery's tegitimacy
there I8 no way to judge, The end result of this flaw is
that, as Gutmann states, "A great deal of intolerance hasz
come +rom sacieties of selves so ‘confidently situated’ that
they were sure repression would serve a higher cause®
{(Critics 317>,

The liberal essentials give us standarde with which itn
Judge the current functioning of our democratic society. The
dangers inherent in failing to recognize the personal
avtonomy of individuals, for example, and the wide degree of
inctusivensss that this autonomy implies can be sesn
throughout history. In the past both women and blacks (to

Mame just a fewd were sesn as incapable of making the



decisions that would promote their own best interests,
Because of thiz their frus interests were often ignored.
Fobert Dahl recognizes these historical injustices when he
states, "the record of human experience argues decisively,
#0 it seemse to me, against the view that, as a general
matter, the protection and advancement of the good or
intereats of any significant praportion of adults can safely
be entrusted to athers® (1032,

While our primary concern here is with the essential
reguirements of citizenship assuming one iz alreadyr =z
citizerm in the legsl =zense, a look at the interaction of
fiberal and commurnitarian arguments regarding immigration is
revesling. RBogers Smith contends that both ltiberal and
communitarian ideals have been used to justify policies of
immigration throughout U.8. history. While communitarians
have been accused of glorifving the past as & model for the
present, Smith criticizes communitarians not for glorifyving,
but for igrnoring the results of communitarian ideals when

formerly put toc use in particular states” immigration

i

poticies. He =state

Generally...these writers have not paid detailed
attention toc the role the ideals they invoke actually
plared in the nmation’s past political and legal
dekates. This fsiling ie & crucial one, for the acticons
that dmerica“s Governors have justifisd via these non-
Jiberal ideals have frequently been disturbing.
Community has often besn pursued only through harsh
exclusions and inequalities., (228}
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Again, the communitarian ideal, taken alone without the
liberal essentials, failszs us,
Steve Jdohnson, as described in Eellah s boolk,

subscribes to the exclusionary notioen that Smith saw put

forth by communitarians. He lives in a southern Californian
Tifestyle enclave of like-minded individuale and hopes to

keep his community as homogeneous as possible (180, Bellah
refuses to call Steve’s place a "community", preferring to

use the term "enclave” because it celebratss similarity, not

diversity. The litestyle snclave to which Steve aspires iz
socitally segmented in that it includes onl¥ those with a
common Jifestyle. Bellah further =tates, "The different,
those with other lifestyles, are not necessarily despised.
They may be willingly tolerated, But they are irrelevant or
even invisible in terms of one's own lifestyle enclave’
(722, While Steve lives in a community only in the broadest
sense of the word, we still see the danger created by a
focus salely on community without a belief in the autonomy
and equality of others in society——without a belief in the

Tiberal ezsentialzs,

0

The political philosopher Christian Thomasius als
recognized the potential dangers of 2 communitarian vision
;:withaut what we are calling the liberal ezsentiazals. As
Frederick M. Barnard states of him:

ctance to speak of political

Thomaszsiuve's reluc
£ communities had ite foremns=t smurce

associatio

1
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in a deeply ingrained fear that heneath the bensvalent
image of the communitarian vwision there Jurked the
danger of a highly problematic Kind of unity.

Froblematic, heczuse in order to find expression, it
may involve potentially repressive forms of pelitical

[~V

hosmogenization. (Fratermity S%E0

Yet Thomasius, while firmly grounded in the liberal
tradition, was also wary of the excesses of complets
individeal ism (5273, Therefore, his rejection of the word
community stemmed nat from & rejection of all that community
might stand for--for individualism alone was necessarily
inadequate-—but from a fear that the need for intrinszic
consensus in order to belong to a community necsssitated
coercion or excliusion.

White tikberaltism does not go far enough in a vision of

]

citizenship, communitarianism goes too far. The trouble lie
primarily in the communitarian vision’s attempt to define
the ends of an individual, while liberale merely prescribe
the means acceptable for individuals to derive their own
ends. Amy Guimann states that:
Liberal Jjustice therefore does not provide us with a
comprehensive moralityy it regulates our social
institutions, mot our entire lives., 1t makes claime on
us “not because it expresses our deepest self-
understandings,” but because it represents the
fairest possible modus vivendi for a pluralistic
gociety, (Critics 3130

Liberal standards situated in this manner serve to reconcile

tanpeting conceptions of the good life, rather than represe

them,



Liberalism provides us with the liberal sssentials

which give us the standards by which we can Judge our

societal institutions. Hence, we must be wary of attempte to

diac

w

rd basic Tikeral rightse, These righte must pressrus
democracy, the presumption of personal autonomy, and basic
equal ity lest communitarian justice be allowed to Justify

rule by¥ elites or the oppression of minorities with appeals

to traditions and shared understandings which are
necessarily subjectively defined.

The value of communitarian thought on the subiect of
political philosophy doss not then rest in its refuting of
the basic Tiberal essentiale, but in its chaltenge to the
notion that these values alone can create a society in which
we would like to live, As &my Guitmann states:

Communitarianism has the potential faor helping us

discover a politics that combines community with a

commitment to basic liberal vwalues., The critics”’

failure to undermine liberalism suggeets not that there
are no communitarian values but that they are properly
viewed as supplementing rather than supplanting basic

liberal values. {Critics 3207
Referring hack to Smith s analvsie of historical immigration
Pelicies, we find that while communitarian ideasle often led
to unfavorable results, & reliance on only likeral ideals
:élso had severe inadequacies. Smith recognizes that a focus
only on liberal individual rights comes at the price of

Vﬁaintaining viable political communities (2303, f&s he

Sﬁatei, "The nation“s freguent rejections of liberal
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canceptions of citizenship, particularly in times of ztress,
must cause us to doubt whether traditional liberalism can

provide & sense of civic identity that will prove

politically feasible or morally satisfying (247,

Therefore, for Smith, Gutmann, and for us here, it is

eccential that while we must precserve the essentials of
Viberalism, we must also seek to build upon them.

The communitarian concern for community and local
decision making and participation is & valuable addition to
the debate over what makes 2 good community and what should
then he réquir&d of a citizen in a democracy. As an example
of the potential communitarian capability of working within
liberal rights, Gutmann suggests the pornographic bookstore,
White respecting the right of free speech by not zllowing
the store to be banned, it is possible to simultanecusly
respect the values of community and democratic participation
through local efforts to regulate the location of and the

manner in which the store displays its wares (Critiecs 2200,

We must ke true to the liberal ezsentials, but if we are to
maintain a strong democracy the requirements of citizenship
demand much more--specifically a respect for those
communitarian values which constitute a respect for
community relationships.

Again, the values of the liberal essentials and their
subsequent focus on individual rights need not be the only

values we recogrize either for society or for citizens. Muck



Lk
PRN

constructive oriticiem is to be taken from the
communitarians. It is therefore the case that "The warthy
challenge posed by the communitarian critics...ig noet o
replace liberal justice, hut to improve it" (Gutmann,
Eritics 3227,

Before we move on fto an exposition of the requirement
of a respect for community relaticonships that has been
strongly alluded to in the arguments of the communitarians,
it may be helpful to provide some anacdotal evidence of the
application of the Jibersal essentials, or the lack thereof.

Ted Oster, again in Bellah s book, fails to recognize
the liberal sssentials. Ted is a lawrer who believes rigid
moral standards interfere with one’s enjovment of Tifs,
Indeed, he recognizes no sssential values or moral premices,
all walues are simply instrumental to the individual‘s
attainment of satisfaction. Ted, "must act so as to produce
the yreatest satisfaction of his wants or to express the
fullest range of his impulses” (Bellah, et al. 777,
Liberalism has often been unjustly accused of the value-less
instrumentality exemplified by Ted Uster. Yet modern
Tiberalism, particularly as it interacts with democracy, is
necessarily value-ltaden. The liberal sssentials, while they
cannot prescribe the ends of Ted’'s actions, do prescribe the
means through which he might achieve those ends. To mest the
requirements of citizenship, Ted must abandon those

zelf-defined values which, while individually irstrumental,
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do not meet the adequate respect for others encased in the
liberal essentials.

Mow for the good anacdote. In the early sixties, George
FArnastaplo was declared "unfit" for admissicon to the I1lincis
bar because he refused to answer, on First Amendment
grounds, gquestions pertaining o his possible affiliation
with the Communist Parfy. While Anastaplo’s belief in the
liberal eszentials forced him to stand his ground in this
issue, the two characters from his hometown who supported
him provide an sven more intsresting example of 2 belief in
the liberal essentials. As Anastaplo states, "Theze twe men
were bitter political opponents while I was growing up. This
ie the only igsue on which I have sver Known them teo agree’
111y, These two men shared a belief in the liberal
gssentials which allowed them to overcome their differsnces.
They met the requirement of citizenship which prescribes a

brase of beliefs necessary to a liberal democratic society,

berond thiz point they are free to continus their arguments,

What Should We Add to Citizenship?

ft Respect for Community Relaticonzhips

We have now seen that a belief in the liberal
#esentials provides the fundamental base of citizenship in
our modern democracy. Yet the abous debate between liberals
and communitariane strongly alluded to the need for

something more--provided the liberal essentiszl

i
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recognized. This something more, as previously noted, iz the
requirement of a respect for community relaticonships. While
drawing heavily on communitarian visions of scciety, the
constraint remains, as the liberal essentials must come
first if the repression and excluszion so antithetical to
democracy are to be avaided.

It is now time to make explicit why the requirement of
& respect +or community relationships is necessary, what it
would specifically require of citizens, and what this would
do to stem the tide of szocietal alienation——and ultimatelw
further the recognition of & common good,

The necessity of community has not been lost on
thinkers in American history. &z Rogers Smith argues:

While in comparative perspective the United States iz a

predominately liberal society, its political system has

never been as fully VTikeral as the critics...presume

—=in large part bkecause American law-makers have often

decided that the liberal ideals did not respond

adequately to the problems of community identity their

gociety faced. (2242
The people of this country have therefore long recognized
the failure of likeral principles, taken alone, to create
the Kind of society in which they would like to live., 14
citizenship were simply a matter of recogrizing the liberal
essentials, it would "fail to respond to desires and,
indeed, moral claims for community solidarity that have

#lwars been potent in American politice® £228). Throughout
P 3



the history of our democracy people have looked to commuf ity
to recognize the shared endesvors of government and to
create more meaningful public lives.

Like Smith’s exploration of the higstorical, David
Mathews recognizes s strain of dissatisfaction with the
current state of public life. Me believez that there are "z
group of unusual, different and insightful people who have a
well~informed instinct that something is missing in politiecs
ag it is usually practiced” (271>, Among this group are the
communi tariang, who believe that the answer to public
problems lies in community resolve and cooperation, not in
the zelf~interested pursuit of divergent goals.

The calls for community having been made, it is
necessary to explore what a respect for community
retationships would specifically require of citizens.
Marshall Dimock describes a citizen rocted in commur ity
relationships when he states that, "The good citizen is
interested, active, responsible. He/she sesks consensus and
national unit»" (24>, Dimock believes manw GrOUpsE are
beginning to recognize the power of consensus as they
attempt to realize self-determination (223, Implicit in his
afialyeis is the assumption that zelf-determination iz the
goal in democratic society and that far $rom impiying
individualism in citizenship, it actually requires the
search for consensus for realization. Thie search far

Consensus respects the potentials of community
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reltationships, as opposed to the individualism which ignores
thosze potentials, and hence fulfille a citizencship
requirement.,

John He Buchanan Jr,, as he describes the CIVITAS
framework for civiec education, states that, "The concept of

coammunity has alwars been a tenuous one, but recentliy it ha

]

Been eroded by an overwhelming emphasis upoen individual
advancement, to the detriment of the common good"--no doubt
an erogion due ltargely to a2 focus on only the liberal
essentiales as 2 requirement of citizenship (2803, In this
context, Buchanan gees the recognition of community zs an
essential part of the revitalization of citizenship
education toward which CTIVITAS aims. He heligves that
despite the pluralistic nature of our society, we share many
common valaes which the "entightened" citizen must
recognize. Some of these walues, such as a commitment to the
"basic ideals and walues of American demeocracy?, we hauve
already covered in the liberal essentials. But to these
essentials Buchanan adds community», or "a commitment ta the
public welfare", which also requires, "virtues of the
democratic citizen including toleration and appreciation of
diversity, compassion, civility, following the rules of the
game, and an acceptance of the need to compromise® (281,
The notion behind these virtuss ig that the phrasze "We the
Feople” implies that, "we are a people: that we recognize

our Kinship, our commitment to each other s well keing, and
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our sharing of & common destiny®—-—that we recognize
community ©231). The undertying theme, both for Buchanan and

for us, is one of & respect for the potential and the wvalue

of community relationships in a2 democratic socisty,

1!

David K. Hart also begins his speculation on what is
required of the "wirtuous citizen" with the stipulation that
hesshe must be grounded in what he calle the fmerican regime
values. His American regime walues can be seen as similar to
our liberal essentials, and as Hart states, these waluss or
essentials must be believed to be trus, "not just that the
majority accepts them or that they are psrohologically
gratifring, but that they are true® {114y, Hart then goes on
te contend, as is being done here, that more is reguired,
Ezgential to the realization of the American regime walues

is the notion of civility, which includes forbearance and

tolerance (11&). The respect for community relaticonships
inherent in these additional values allows citizens the
capacity to live together for common, as well as individual
PUMrpOSEes,

e#cilia Dougherty, in Bellah’s Habits of the Heart, is

T

#n individual with a respect for community relationships. fis
Bellah states, *she exemplifies a form of individuzlism that
is fulfilled in community rather than against it ¢1&23,

Cecilia is active in her local community, working for a
local attorney involved in progressive causes, and serwving

as an elected official of city government {159, She sees in
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her commitment to community a responcsibility to care for
others. Far from being alienated from her community by
individualiem, Cecilia is driven by a concern for the public
welfare that is part of her wery identity. Individuais like
Cecilia Dougherty lead Bellah to speculate that:
Ferhaps the notion that public life and private 1ife
are at odds is incorrect. Perhaps they are so deeply
invalved with sach other that the impoverishment of cne
entails the impoverishment of the other. Parker Palmer
iz probably right when he sars that “in a healthw
society the private and the public are not mutually
exclusive, not in competition with sach other. They
are, instead, two halves of a whole, two poles of a
paradox. They work together dialecticzll, helping to
create and nurture one anocther. (145
The call for & respect for community relaticnships is
not a new one, for the inadequacies of narrow individual ism
as reinforced by the x Took only at the liberal esssentials
have long been recognized, The uvirtues required of the
citizen who respects community relationships include: a
concern for and intersst in the public welfare and the
community itseld, toleration and an appreciation of
diversity, civility and personal responsibility, a search
for consensus, and & recognition of the need for cooperation
and compromise where no consensus exists. These virtues
revolve around the sssential notion that we in a liberal
demacracy are bound together in more than Tegal wavs and
that the best zociety we can hope to achiewve requires a

Vigion of ourselves not ase & collection of alienated

individuals, but as a community of interrelated peoples
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striving toward the common good. The aliensation resul tant
from our current understanding of citizenship must be
attacked through the requirement of a respect for community
relationships.

However , before we sxplore the epscifice of how a
respect for community relaticonships would combat the
alienation of ocur modern culture of individuaiism, it is
first necessary to clarify the tyvpe of community we seek.
What we need iz not so much & recovery of community as the
tformation of it, Thie is not to say that fine communities
have not existed which could give us models, only that a1l
to often we look at our past communities with an uneritical
ere. AS Marshall Dimock analyzes what he calls the "eclipse
of sturdy citizenship® he speaks against the individualism
ot the present dar. Mo argument there, bui he goes on to
describe this "philosophy of selfishness ae contrasted with
the ethical-altruistic view which was previously the
dominant motif" (22>, Certainly there it much to be said for
past communities and their virtues, as de Tocquewille will
tell you, yet it is misleading to say that we simply want to
recover them.

History tells us quite explicitly that communities in
the past, and indeed still today, have justified exclusion
and discrimination in the name of unity and & particlar
good,. The citizen in our conception doez not want to recover

the community of the past zimply because it often viaolated
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recover iz that
eszentials at ite base,

virtues,

when

the first requirement of citizenship-~—a belief

kKind of community which
from which
Fobert Bellah rejects
it applies to what he terms a "lifestrle enclave®

individuals who

simitar, Tike minded

+rom those who are different.
in the "lifestyle snclave" can
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in the

gzsentials, which cannot be compromised. The Kind of

community we would likKe to form or or develop or ewven

rezpects the liberazl

it pursues jts owwn

the wvery ferm "community!

o f
segregate themselues

In our context hers, a belief

be seen as a rejection aof the

essentiale, which respect diversity and equality.

defined within his community,

preferences. He beliesues that

since he was s boy, and hence

more glorious darvs., Yet while

tiberal essentials. fas Bellah

community which he wants to recover,

Bellah thersfore reserves the term community far that “which
attempte to be an inclusive whale, celebrating the
interdependence of public and private life and of the
different callings of all..." 725, We would do well to do
likewise,

Jog Gorman, in Habits of the Heart, has 2 profound
commi tment to and respect for hiz community. Joe‘s goals are

strictly by personal
community has deterjiorated

vearns for a recovery of its

it seemz foolish to suggest

that Joe does not meet the citizenship requirement of a

respect for community relationships, we must he wary of the

as it might vialate the

states, "The past waszs zlmost



certainly never as relaxed and innocent as Joe nostalgically
remembers it", and, "a dangerously narrow conception of
social justice can result from committing cneself to small
town values" (12), Furthermore, a recently proposed HUD
grant for Joe’s community was rejected by townspeople who
feared the presence of blacks and Cubanz in the low-caost
houzing units. Bellah states the viclation of the likeral

2
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sentials, "Townspeople appesled to the unity and integrity
of their tradition-rooted community to justify
segregationist policies” (132, While Joe disagreed with the
HUD grant decision, it ssems his nostalgic and uncritical
Taak at his own community might inaduvertently force him to
viclate the first regquirement of citizenship, a belief in
the liberal essentials, esven as he staunchly practices the
second requirement, a respect for community relationships.
While we can applaud the latter, we must be wary of the
tormer, for there canm be no compromise.

With our vision of community =o situated, the
citizenghip requirement of a respect for community
relationships can now be sesn fo combat each of the cul ture
of individualism’s alienation—causing tendencies. Stated

again, they are: a flawed view of the perscn, 2 failure to

recagnize interconnections, an overly adversarial notion of
politics, an alteration of the of the democratic swstem with
increased consumerism, and a failure to recognize the

potential of pullic acticon.

N



Ferhaps most obwicusly, % respect for the value of
coammunity relationships attacks the notion that we are all
atomistic individuals without connections, attacks what many
call a flawed view of the perszon., While Chrisitian
Thomasius, as noted above, was wary of the power of
consensual communities to exclude and suppress, he did not
believe in the atomistic individual. Az Frederick M. Barnard
states of him:

On the contrary, the autonomy that Thomasius envisages

iz held to be wholly compatible with the helief in

human interdependence, with the conviction that humans
cannot exist as humans without the help of others. And
it ie precisely thie muted belief in individual
autonomy that distinguishes the ethical individualism

ot Thomasius from later theories of ltiberalism...
tFraternity 5885

(Mote that the wording "muted helief in individual autornomy”
i¢ migslieading for cur purposes here, as it may seem to imply
3 muted belief in the liberal essentials——which carnot hbe
compromised or dituted. This is not migsleading i we
digtinguish betweern individual autonomy and the personal
avtonomy arqued for under the liberal essentials. It is
possible to reject, as I believe was Thomasius® intent, the

atomistic 1iberal notion without rejecting the libsral

notion that the individual iz the best judge of hissher cwn

best interests.? Thomasius therefore believed that it was
gssential that we intsract with others i+ we are to be 211
that we can and should be as individuals (592). In thisz

light, he attempted to reconcile individualism with mutual
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dependence. The individualism Thomasius rejected presented a
flawed wiew of the person, a view that could only hbe
corrected by = respect for what we call here community
relaticnships.

Edward B. Portis concure in the rejection of
individualism as defining the individual. é&s he states,
".oceven under ideal circumstances individusle can find
fulfiliment, indeed can best maintain themselwez zsz
individuals, only through seeing themselves as genuine
mamhers of some sort of soccial entity" (4723, The community
provides the "social entity” of which Fortis spealks.
Similarty, Bellah finds community esssntial as he recognizes
that "the individual self Finds its Fful+iliment in
relationships with others in & society organized through
public dialogue” (218)., A respect for community
relationships and the subsequent wirtues this respect
implies, asz described above, reflects a more pleasing, and
most would saxy a more accurate, view of the person than does
a foctus only on the liberal essentials——which tend to accent
our seperations, not our common fFulfiliments.

Mowing our attack of indiwvidualism alang, a respect for
community relationships also requires that we recognize the
interconnections among us all, that we see the connectiaon
between our public and private lives. Harry Borte Taments

the decline in power of citizen activiem because, xs he

states:



In these terms, the praoblem as identified by C. Wright
Mille as the basic dilemma of our times must be the
starting point: "People im 2 mass society are gripped
by personal troubles which ther are not able to turn
into sccial issues. They do not understand the
interplay of these personal troubles of their miltieu
with problems of social structure.” Activity to renew
and repair the ties dissolved by "mase zociet»” is the
mast elemental remedy. (1302
A respect for community relationships can be the "elemental
remedy»" to the problem of alienation which makes us
incapable of recognizing the problems which plague us all
and how those problems might be best addressed.
John Dewer also stresses the need for a recogrition of
our interconnections as the means to discovering and then

resolving our common problems. He defines the public as

£

Q

those people affected indirectly by the conseguences
other individual’s actionz. It is therefore essential that
individuals recognize the impact of their actiomns on others
g0 that we can collectively, "secure consequences which are
liked and eliminate those which are found obnoxious® (34,
Far Dewey, the recognition of cur interconnecticons then
revolves around the nesd for community. Dewey calle the
"Great Communitx” "a society in which the ever-sxpanding and
intricately ramifring consequences of associated activities
shall bhe Known in the full sense of the weard, so that an
organized, articulate Fublic comez into being" ¢184:.
Community so situated removes our alienating fazilure to
recognize our interconmections. &nd as this community

Fremoves our alienation, it fosters our democracy, "for




democracy i€ a name for a life of $ree and enriching
commurnion®, Dewey states (184, In these terms it is

apparent that a respect for community relationships ie an
gesential requirement of democratic citizenship.

The notion of adversarial democracy perpeptuated by our
culture of individualism has also alienated many., Louis C.
Gawthrop decries the focus which it seems adversarial
democracy puts on the principle of madority rule. He speaks
of the focus this in turn creates not on the quality of our
relationships, but on their quantitx, The guantifiable vote
has alienated those who want a higher quality of
participation., As Gawthrop states, "What should have been
tearned over the past 200 vears of gxperience with a
mechanistically applied doctrine of the public interest
Imajority rulel is how it has contributed to the denegration
and atrophy of the notions of citizen, citizenship, and the
art of government” (1085), While the quantity of
relationships is alsoc a concern to the requirement of a
respect for community relationships (discussed ?afer tn
terms of participation?, the quality of thoss relaticonships
is essential to their efficacy, the defeat of alienation,
and hence the practice of citizernship. In communi ty,
individuals come together as mutuallw interdependant
individuals to search for common solutions to common
problems, not as adversaries concerned with only their own

well-being. The guality of public relationships, which are




inhibited by adversarial processes, can be fostered through
& respect for community relationships.

Fo Stevens Redburn states that, “"Community development
~=in its literal, not its current official senge—-requires
that people secl a synthesis of interests with others whe
share the same environment” (159>, The meszage iz that if we
are to grow and achieve our collective esnds we must do more
than compete as adversariss for limited resources. We must
attempt to seel consensus, and compromise where consensus |o
nat available, so that we can 211 bernefit in times of
scarcity., In an adversarial system many lose, many are
atienated. The requirement of a respsct for community
retationships moves bevond this to 3 search for unity of
purpose and gain, toward cohesion—--not conflict.

Further cataloging the need for a respect of community
retationships, we note that the culture of individualism has
altered the purposes of our democracy from a system of
self-government to a syvstem of government to be consumed. As
Harry Barte states:

In America——perhaps the preeminent case of Uprootedness

from historical wisdom, communal ties, and cultural

identitisg——our very understanding of potitice has
consequently become degraded., "Politice" as normallyw
understood focuses narrowly on personatities, various
forms of advocacy for the people instead of by the
peaple, and the activities of government rather than
the people themselves. (i1)

I¥ we are to recover the notion of gelf-government from the

alienating hands of consumerism we must turn to, in Bovte‘s



words, "the renewal, empowerment, and interconnection of
communities of many sorte..." (113,

Terry L. Cooper notes our altering sratem from the
perspective of a2 public administrator, He belisues that a
focus on technical expertise will "reinforce the raole of the
politically passive citizen who views government as a
provider of public services, on the one hand, and the role
of the professional administrator who wiews the citizen as a
consumer, on the other” (147), This consumer rnotion j=
foztered by the conception of the citizen as a
self-interested individual imterected only in what hesshe
can get from the swvstem. Therefore, individualiam EnCograges
government by experts, for individuale~~inzstead of
aovernment by the pecple, far the people. & reguirement of
citizenship which =tipulates =z respect for community
retationships hae the potential to reztore the foocus of
agovernment into the harnds of the people, simutatansously
remaving our alienation and praotecting us from the experts
Tocqueville so long ago referred to as “hensvolent
gchooimasters®.,

Finally, we address the lost vision of the potentials
of government and collect|uve action under individualizm.

Pertiaps we should shiver as Wilgon Carey McWilliams contends

that, "The American citizenry is an audience. fActive

Citizensz attend, but they do not perform; they are listeners

rather than speakers, and theijr political role consists, for




the most part, in judging rather than proposing” (2068).
While Jjudgement ie certainly an important aspect of
citizenship ¢as will be discussed later under the knowledoge
regquirementy, Mcllilliams” fundamentally passive notion not
only alienates as it alterszs the democratic srstem, as stated
above, it alsoc alienates az it fails to recognize the
potential of popular government and community action. This
i the fipal problem our culture of individualism has
created which the requirement of a respect for community
relationghips is intended to resolve.

The potential of community and popular government haz
aften been downplared by likera]l thinKers who haue argued
that the govermnment must stay out of the individual s 1ife
lest oppression result. It is this very fear that has Kept
the requirements of modern democratic citizenship aduocated
here so firmty grounded in the liberal sssentials. Yet, as
Harry Borte states, "at times the aduocates of the new
community movement have perceptively pointed out that
liberal ar left-wing approaches, which slight or marginalize
communal bonds as hopelesesly parochial impediments to
Justice, ignore its foundaticons" (12Z). Therefore, while the
Tiberal essentials must come first, we would do well to
recognize, as the requirement of a respect for community
relationships attempte, the potentials of community

foundations—~which emphasize unity, defining common



urposes, buitding common ground, snd searching $ar
H = 1

Can
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ensuzxl answers to common problems whenever possible.
Much can be dons in community and in public action ance
the potential is recognized. As David Mathews states, "Ghat
makes penple willing to act ie seeing the possibilities theyr
did not zee betore" (2773, The culture of individusalism
zlienates us from the potentials of public action, the
requirement of a regspeci for community relationships fosters
the recogniticon of this potential. Our citizenship
requirsment fosters the search for consensus and the concern
for public welfare that are conducive to poterntial public
efficacy and productivity. We must see curselves as actors
in public lTife, not simply an audience to or consumers of
it. Once we recognize this potential we have gone a Jong way
toward effective community and public action that can
benefit «11 towsrd the common good,

We have now exposed how the citizenship requirement of
a respect for community relaticonships would specifically
attack the alienating culture of individualiem's notion of
citizenship. We have, in turn, exposed an alternative and
more satisfying vwision of citizenship in democracry. This
vieton strives not only to combat altisnation, but also ta
realize the common good--which recognizes that we have
commitments and connections to gach other which are
ssgential to the sscurity and snhancement of each of our

Tives, It is now necesssary to bring teo light two kKew



glements which allow for the practice of the requirement of

a respect for community retaticnships and fts vision.

Participation

What has been alluded to, and what will now be made
explicit, is the central citizenship requirement necessary
if & respect for community relationships is to be put into
action-—participation. Participation is the action which
returns the nature of our democratic srstem to a focus on
self-government, and allows the recognition of the
potentiale of communiiy and public action to be rezalized.
Participation may be the evidence of alisnation lost, and
hence we can never ses enough of |t.

Dawid Mathews analrzes three modern groups whom he
feels see something missing in our modern politics, and for
each of these groups participation is Kew. Thew all seek
zomething more than a conception of citizenship based solely
upoan the liberal essentials can give them. Something more
than the legalistic requirements of respect for other
individuals. fAs Mathews states of those individuals he calis
"seekers", they "are lookKing for is the Kind of politics
that engages them persconally. They want to do it with their
oun hands. Ther want to feel it in a personal way that
strikes more to the center of their being than writing =
letter, making & contribution, or evern voting in an

election" (272). Another group, the "Publicers", are
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individuzalzs who Know how to get things done and attempt fo
do so in communal, grass-roots oriented style. Fimnally, and
perhaps most interestingly,; we see the communitarians (an
interesting name in light of our previous discussionsy.,
Mathews draws their picture:
Their sense iz that the problem [lany probleml is not
well understood as an isolatable Kind of bad virus,
They zee "their problem" as resulting from behaviors:
Things people do or fail to do. The support structures
for peaple are not present, so Communitarians wiew the
community &% the network capable of providing the
support, caring, and nurturing neceszary to do the
things that cannot be done-—or are not being done—-—
because of some other social disfunction., 12730
The communitarians put the responsibility of action on
common problems squarely on their own shoulders, and the
shoulders of those in the community around them. Individuals
must participate in their community if problems are to be
solved. Each of these groups, out of dissatisfaction with,
and we might speculate alienation from, the current
understanding of public life, goes bevond the first
requirement of citizenship in a modern democracy to
acttualize, through participation, the szecond--z respect for
commurity retatiaonships.
In an interview with Harry Borte, Feg Michels speaks of
the same noticn of citizen responsibility and obligation to
participate that were reflectesd in Mathewszs’ three groups,

particularly the communitarians. As she states, "When people

identify their zelf~interest, vou can frame it in terms of
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accountability. What are you going to do about these things?
["ve found it's not difficult to call people on klaming
tactics. People Know that the responsibility liez partly
with them" (24812, If the "self-interest" spoken of here can
account for public and communal responsibility, in other
wards if it is "rightly understood® in terms of our
requirement of respect for community relationships, then we
again see a call for our citizenship actualized as an
abligation. Indeed, this notion of citizen accountability
turns the notion of elected aofficial accountablity so
essential to consumer citizenship on ite head. While we must
not derogate the necessity of official accountabiltity, we
can criticize the liberal notion that in & democracy this
accountability te not necessarily a two-war street. The
citizen must participate in the search for the sclutions ta
commen problems, and help to implement those solutions aonce
found. Such ig the nmature of the requirsment of a rsspect
for community relationships.

The citizen’s responsibility to participate is not
without histaerical rocts. William Sullivan nates that the
civic republican tradition in our society has long rejected
the historically liberal idea that individuasls exist cutside

of their social bonds. &z Sullivan states:

Instead, the republican traditicon has taught that thers
i an ineluctabkly participatory aspect to political
understanding that develops only through the moral
maturation of mutua) responsibility. Genuine politica)
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understanding, while it can be heightensd by conecious
reflection, is thus tied to specific experiences of
political practice. (213
Farticipation here is recognized as an ecsential form of
learning about society, as well as aiding in the realization
of tte collective goals, The citizenship requirement of a
resgpect for community relationships is fostered in either
instance.

Tet despite theee historical raots, the ohligation to
participate is far from easily recognized, as our familiar
nemesis, the cutture of individualism, arizes once more. An
over-reltance on individualism undermines the participation
of individuale in public Tife, as we are taught to believe
we need be concerned with only our own individual 1ives.
Therefore, most Americanse today find a desire to participate
in public affairs and community only when they freely choose
to do so, which is only when they zee their most direct
interests involved {Bellzah, et al. 198).

Yet participation is an essential aspect of democracy
as it enables us to golve problems together, seemingly a
must under the presumption of personal autonomy put forth by
the liberal essentials. The presumption of personal
sutonomy, far from requiring that evervone leauves euEryYone
else alone, dictates participation. I¥ one cannat be the
best judge of ancther‘s intsrests, the latter indiwvidual
must participate in order to assure that hissher interests

are recognized. Therefore, despite ite contradiction with



the present thought of our time, participation is an

ebligation of modern democratic citizenship both because it
actualizes the respect for community relzationships as stated
above, and because it is evssential to the life of personal
autonomy a&s put forth in the tiberal essentials.

Molunteeriam is an essential aspect of the

participation spoken of here. Brian 0‘Connell argues that

[1¢]

volunteerism is currently not given the respect it deserves
in academic literature, and that we must begin to fully
recognize its potentials. O°Connell is the president of the
Independent Sector, which has as its mission the empowerment
of citizens and inuvesiment in the labor-intensive voluntarsy
sector in arder fto “hetter serve people, community, and
causes" (311). A current campaign to increase volunteerism
ie entitled "Daring Goals for a Caring Society®, which
includes a standard of personal participation. This
standard, Known as "Give Five"-—five percent of vour income
and five hours of your time ezch week to a chosen
cause~—gives individuals a goal toward which to strive
(312-313). The establishment of such & standard may preve a
catalyst toward volunteerism, though there ie much work to
be done, as a 1981 Gallup pole fournd that 70 percent of the
population had spent one or less hours during 3 three-month

pericd in volunteer activities of any Kind (McGregor 1320,

]

Yet the effort must be made, for as 0‘Connell states, "émong

the crucial factors that preserve that demoeracy [of the



Urnitted States] and those freedoms are actiue citizensghip and
personal community service™ (3143, In this light we szee
participation through voluntesriasm as an essential war in
which the reguirements of citizenship in a modern democracy
can be met.

Howewver, it must be pointed out that the requirement is
realized only if the wolunteerism is rightly understood for
our purpcses here. The volunteerism must he dome with
others, for others. The whole ides behind = respect for
community relationships is that we are connected in
important ways and that because of this we musat strjve to
act together in the pursuit of common goals and the common
good. If we are fo be comnsistent with this vision, as
Citizens we must make the attempt to work with other
citizens toward other than narrowly self~interested goals.
Molunteeriem desigred to retisve our guilt after we have
pursued narrow interests which have harmed otherse in the
business world does not count. Yolunteeriem aimed at
increasing ane’s job opportunities does noet count. What
counte is volunteeriem which aims at the common good, not
Just the good of the sel$. These two types of good wil]l
eften overlap, as the line between self and cther-motivated
actions is a fuzzy one. Mevertheless, the line can be drawn.
A respect for community relationships is realized only when

Yoluntesriem is rightly understood to ke the realization of



a commitment to work with and work for the community and

cthers.

Ed Schwartz, in Bellah‘s Habits of the Hesar t,

actualizes a respect for community relationships thraugh

participation. Ed has worked as a leader of the Inztitute

for the Study of Civic VYalues, and is an advocate of citizen
education (214), Through his participation, Ed attemptis ta
refute the notion of citizenship which requires only that
one’s particular interests be advanced. He encourages a
notion which respects community relationships, which
attempts to see the individual in terms of a larger wheole,
with the obligations that follow. His participation
therefore revolves around a nesd to work in the coammunity to
empower those who do not now participate, and a concern for
the public welfare which leads him to stimulate cooperative
efforts among tocal institutions of self~help 218). While

one need not devote one’s entire life to the practice of a

respect for community relaticnships, Ed Schwartz provides a

model for doing 50 which makes him a good democratic
citizer, even as he works to make others the zame in his
pursuit of the common good,

gimitarly, Marra James, also in Bellah’s book,
recagnizes the need for participation in the practice of
Citizenghip within community. She speakse of the alisnation
wWwhich results from the failure to realize community when she

states that "Lontiness iz a2 national feeling", wet zhe doesz



not despair--she participates (158, She is extremely active
in her attempts to establish community for both herseld and
others, even in the face of failure. &s Bellah quotes her,
"1 sometimes describe mreelf as a rubber ball, I've heen
pushed down sometimes to where I‘ve almost besan pressed
flat, but 17wve alwars been able to bounce back ™ (1538, Her
perserverence in the face of defeat in the public sphere jis
admirable, showing a true commitment to and respect far
community relationships and the practice of citizenship.,

It should be noted that the participation spoken of
here does not necessarily mean participation within
government. In fact, it mar often argue against
participation within government. The groups discussed abouwe
as explicated by Mathews” all found government limited for
their terms of participation--zo thev turned to communi ty.
For them, no government could ever create itz own Tegitimats
purposes, build common ground, gensrate poiifical wiltl, or
transfarm private into public citizens. It is henceforth ths
self-appointed obligation of these groups to realize these
goals (2ZP&). Yet, as Mathews states, "MWeither are they in
the group that savs, “look, the government has really messad
up. It can’t do anything right. We have to give this all ta
the private sector.’ They don”t betong in either camp (2730,
These participators recognize the potential of publtic and

community action, both within and without guuernment,
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whichever way the respect for community relationships can be
best achiesved,

It should alse bhe noted that participation is not
valued as a good in itself, but only as it recognizes and
realizes bath the 1iberal essentizlc and the respect for
community relationships. The darger of participation taken
alone can often be =zesn in the modern day interest group . &e
Terry L. Cooper states, "The emergence and arowth of the
Yery» interest groups which demand and generally recejve
areater participation in the political process has not
xlwars been accompanied by a bBroad sense of obligation for
the common good" (1473, To recognize and realize the
citizenship and the common qood as presented here,
participation must show concern far more than the
individual s narrow interests, the needs of nthere must be
recognized and pursued, If the larger communal and societsz)
neede are not recognized by interect groups, participation
in them merelwy perpetuates the cul ture of individualism, and
the zlienation of those who have no advocacy group. The
interest group would merelw symbolize the notion of
adversarial democracy and the promotion of solelw individual
interests, leaving the rest of gociety to fend for itseld,
The participation required here must ke condusive ta the
respect for community relationships of which it ie but =
part. It must be remembered that participation, while

e#szential, is only one aspect af our citizenship



requirements. As Wilson Carey McWilliams states, "while
political participation may encourage or develop
citizenship, the two things are not identiral: citizenship
i= participation with at least some regard for the whole!

c204y,

Communication

Communication, while akin to the notion of
participation, should also be nmoated as an essential aspect
of a respect for community relationships. It is = specific
form of participation which requires that we et out, talk
to, and inferact with our fellow citizens. We cannot simply
tisten to advocacy groups for particular interests, we must
listen to those who may not want, at first, to talk because
ther are aliesnated from theip government, their community,
and worst of all their neighbors. It deoes not have to be
this war; we must strive to remowe the alienation and
discover the voice, @& Peqg Michels reflects an her activity
#% a campaign field director she ztates, "I discovered that
even in & small space of time, pecple can form Judgements
and learn about issues, if they are pozed in a particular
way. Feople are hungry for conversation" (240}, The
"particular war" to engage communication is through a

r
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spect and concern for the individual =z point of view,
interests, and concerns——through a respect for the likeral

#zzentials, The result of this communication is the
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recognition of and increased respect for the value of
community relationships, a fundamental motion in & modern
democracy and hence a requirement of demecratic citizenship.
Communication iz condusive to the integration of
individual viewpoints which is essential to Binding

indivwiduals together in a common purpose. The aguregation of

individual preferences so prevalent in a society which
stresses individualism is condusive not to a2 search for
common purpose, but to the alienation of those who Jose in
the percentages. As David Mathews reflects upon our search
for common ground he states that, "le aggregate jt, But
actually, agoregation is not democrazcy’s best resort, it iz
our last resort, The way we really get together is by
irntegration, not agoregation. Wh»? Because integration
transforms., It creates things that were not there hefora’
CEPFI. The power of direct communication lies within its
potential ability to unify and integrate, not divide and
alienate. The search for an integrated consernszusz and the
need to respect the concerns of all are facilitated oniw
through meaningful communications among citizens who
therefore share a respect for community relatianships.

Communication may alszo be seen as a protector of the

boundaries of community relationships. The liberal
essentials set the standard boundaries or means by which

community relationships can pursue commonly desired ends. We
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must be wary of violations and communicate discrepancies
when necessary. David K. Hart aets at this notion:
The matter is Unequivecal: whenever any situation
campromises the regime values [the liberal sasentials
in our conceptionl, the virtuous citizen is required to
act immediately in defense of those values., Thus, when
cne encounters racism, sexism, the invasion of privacsy,
or some such, one must instantanecus]y oppoge them. The
responsibility can never be shifted, t115
Communication i therefore not only an essential aspect of a
respect for community relationships, but alzo =z preserver of
that citizenship requirement’s tegitimacy within democracy,
We return to the character of George Ansstapla, the one
decltared "unfit" for admission to the I1linois bar hecause
he refused to answer questions about his potential
affiliation with the Communiszt Farty, as an example of the
preservative powers of communication. Anastaplo suffered
from a vinlation of the liberal eszentials, as the squality
and autonomy of his dudgements were not rezpected. The
INMlingis bar presumed to kKhnow Better than he what his
affiliations should be. Anastaplo rejected their pleas for
infoarmaticon and now speaks of the trials of hise time. He
communicates the injustice and thus performs a vital service
for the preservation of democracy. He has respected the

boundaries of a respect for community relationships, as

imposed by the 1ibersz] esgentials, and in so doing has

strengthened the ground upan which commurity relationships

necessarily reet in =z democr acs,




Finally, and importantly, the necessity of
communication ta citizenship can give us ingight imto the
viability of local versus centralized participation. It
would seem inherently eazier to recognize community, and the
need to participate and communicate within it, on the local
level, One“s connectionz tgo others are made all the more
obvious by proximity. It js easier to find common pUrposes
and common problems on the lacal level, and it is generally
easier to communicats those purposes and problems to
neighbors, than it iz to strangers. It iz in this context
that the requirement of 2 respect for community
relationships and the participation and communicat]on it
subsequently requires are seen to ke primarily loecalized
netions.

The power of the naticnal focus to alienate citizens
from participation, communication and a fealing of efficacy
should not be undersstimated, Morton E. Long laments the
idea that the vertical inetitutions of the nation have
#roded the horizontal institutions of ltocal communities
wWwhich necessarily preserve and foster our common bonds and
obiectives, fAs he etates, "The region and the state, unlike
the city, Tack the cultural memories of a2 functional and
rersonally interactive citizenship® (%3, Long then agrees
With Dewey that the power of the local community must he
restored if the public is to find iteelf and reinvigorate

democracy., I+ would seem that the Tocal leuel of CEATmUn i
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meshes far easier with the recogrnition of those common bBonds
and responsibilities which foster indiwiduszl participation
and communication, than do the immense and impersonal forces
of the state. There must be = return to the local i+ the
requirement of a respect far community relationships iz to
be fully realized,

Peg Michels sees the alienxtion af the elderls in
nursing homes where extenzive centralized qgovernment
regulation has deprived them of any autonomy, participation
or communication in their own lives., The culture of
individualism with its focus on individual righte alone za=
constituting citizermship is again to blame. As Michels
states, “"Government's role has been to protect the rights of
the residents, which leaves them not in charge of their awn
lTives" (243)., The solution comes wWwith localization aof
control--putting the power inta the hande of the residente
and staff.

This decentralization results in the formation of
community, with participation and communication soon to
follow. Michels speake of the communication at & meeting in
the home sz che states that, "the point there was to give
rermission to talk about their experiences., It was a publijc
zetting, not a private conversation, so differences of
ocpinion had to be allowed., They had to find out that pot
Buerrbody was happy and content" :2443, Communication and

Participation at the lewel of local communi ty was able to



facilitate the identification of common pUrposes, CORmMon
probtems, and eventually, common solutions. Through & lacal
emphasis which enabled communication and participation, the
requirement of a respect for community relationships had
been restored. The elderly Michels speaks of now can be full
citizens, both respecting the value of their new—found
community relationships and practicing the liberal
essentials to which they zre entitled.

The potential of localities to foster the Kind of
citizenship required in a modern democracy is not a few
concept. Nancy L. Schwartz speaks of Max leber‘s conception
of the city as follows:

veahiat is most distinctive about the city is its form

of asscciation, the guality of the relationships among

ite citizens. The city is "bevond a1l thie also a sworn
contfraternity® in which the members bind themzelves one
to ancther in & callective body. Through a series of
institutional practices, a diverse collection of people
who had previously been strangers, immigrants te this
few and alien place, now become Known to each other.

There is a ritual joining of people as symbolic

brothers, implicated in the fate of others. (5445
The abkility of the local association to foster commur i by
through a recognition of common bonds, purposes, and &
commitment to the public welfare must hbe recognized iFf we
are to successfully respect commurnitby relationships.
Proximity and interaction bear the fruit =f participation
and communication, not the alienation which often Eprings

from the distant state. It is in this Tight that we nad in

agreement with Schwartz s statement that, "While the natiaon
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as & political society remains cruciasl for certain Kinds of
mititary and adminiztrative action, it may well be that the

nation-state is no longer the appropriate locus for the

Pk

range of activities we call citizenship” {532,
Yet ocur agreesment with the previous statement is
somewhat hesitant, as the necessity of a respect for
communi ty relationships is not lost in the ftarger state. In
cur modern democracy, we are still citizens of the both the
United States and each of our individusal communitises. The
practice of citizenship is simply mare feasible and direct
in the Tocal community. It is more difficult ta recognize
the community in an entire state, and to an extent it is
less essential-—for we do not associate with thase BOPOSS
the country on & regular basis, However, this said, we must
£till respect community reltationships in regard to the
entire country, not just our own Tocality, In the country as
% whole we are stil] bound together by ever-—more complex
common purposes and problems, and we must still care for the
weltare of those gecgraphicalix distant. Communication and
participation, as the actualizing agents of a respect far
community relationships, are still escential 4 we are tno b
good citizens in both our modern democratic country and
community. Robert Bellah recognizes thiz and states, "The
fullest conception of civic poltitices that emerges from the
citizens’ movement proposes to link lacal participation to s

national dialogue®™ (218).




Still, community retationships are primarily a local
atfair. So what of the nation? Dick Flacks feels that we
must ouercome the disintegration of the naticn—-state through
the empowerment of individuals in communities, Yet he does
noet reject the role of the nation, he revises it. As he
states, "We need to think of the naticnal state not as the
source of initiative and control, not as the vehicle for
solutions of problems, but principally as the potential
source of capital and law that would enable people to salue
their problems &t the leval of the cammuni t¥" (4%¥2, This iz
an appealing conception. The nation as a =ource of capital
is= essential to communities, for localization of contrel and
participation in the resoclution of problems does not require
a parallel localization of funds. Similarly, the nation can
provide the source of Jegal enforcement of the liberal
essentiale-—for as diecussed earlier, small communities have
far from a perfect record of remaining true to cur first

requirement of citizenship.

The Homeless

Ferhaps we can better underetand the Timits of the
Tiberal #ssentials, and the potential of the additional
requirement of a respect for community relationships to
Expand our notion of what democracw regquires of citizens, by
chserving the plight of the homelese im our society, It

seems a worthy endeavor to examine the requirements we have
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of citizens im terms of how these requirements would affect
the zociety’ s most disadvantaged, Indeed, perhaps more than
any other group, the homeless are alienated from our society
and unable to partake of the common good-—and subsequently
are also unable to practice citizenship.

Fgain we see the culture of individualism, with its
focus for citizenship on only those liberal essentials which
give protective rights from atherz, Turking in the shadows.
The language of individual rights even spills into the
manner in which our saciety attempts to aid diszadvantaged
individuals. The welfare state grants entitlement rights,
While this welfare state iz then abie to dote cut some of
the maoney for the provision of basie needs, it tends tno
overehados the need to help disadvantaged individuale bevond
their basic survival needs. The welfare state, hy
transferring money through a bureaucracy, avoids what
Michael Ignatieff calls "the enslavement of gift relations,”
Yet while this is neceszarily a positive in terms of our
lTiberal essentials, he goes on to state that, "if the
welfare state does serve the needs of freedom [one of our
Vibaral eesentisalel, it does not serwve the needs of
solidarity. We remain & societw of strangerse” (18),

It would seem that it is this salidarity or community
tor, in our terms, this respect for community relatianzhips)
which is avoided by the welfare state that must be

Fefurbished if groups like the homelezsz zre to ke helped
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berond their hasic surviuval needs. Individuoslism simply doss

not allow us to soive the probtem. William Sullivan notes

The twentieth-century welfare state is expected to take

Care of issues af justice while relving on the "me—too®

motivation of self~interest, Thie ie consistent with

modern liberalism’s notion that politice is an
extension of the pursuit of Private interects through

palitical bargaining. {33
Unfortunately, this notion, while consistent with that of
the liberal essentials taken alone, is inconsistent with the
respect for community relationships essentizl to #iding the
homeless bevond survival——and into citizenship.

If we are to realize the common good and enable the
homeless to become good citizens, and thus be good citizens
ourselves, we must lTook bevond the narrow zelf-interests
Bncouraged by our current culture, Ae Frederick M, Barnard
states, "There is & warld of difference betwesan seelking
one’s inner peace, which iz a wholly intrinsic affair, and
seeking means for the removal of obstacles that externally
Dlock the means of its attainment” (Fraternity 58%). While
certainly we must be concerned with the former, the Jatter
is equally essentizl if we respect community relationships
and so it g that we must participate in remcuving the
obstacles for the homelese. The responsibility to be

involved is made explicit by Mathews” Communitarians, as

discuzsed earlier. The Communitarians focus on the necessity



of community as the network through which active individuals

ot

Can give support, Caring, and nurturing (Mathews 733 .

Currently, the last thing on the mind of the homeless
individual is how to hbe =z good citizen. Survival s ap
all-consuming task. The homeless simply do not have the
meang to practice citizenship as presented here. They are
alienated by a welfare sysetem run rampant with asbsurdits>,
Jonathan Kozol, as he observes the plight of the homeless in
Mew York City's welfars hotels, sites a myriad of examples.
There is the "restaurant allowance® which is meant far
araceries, not restaurants, and which enables the homeless
to buy food which they carnat legally cook in their rooms
1132, Then there are the rules which require that the
homeless search for apartments thew cannot possibly afford
L34, Kozol refers to theze and ather ewents as the
Yimmersion in irrationalitw". I+ again seems clear that i+
the homeless are to hbe helped, and are to have the means for
citizenship, we must go bewand what their rights have zo
cruelly granted them to find something more.

A respect for community relationships among those who
are not homeless, and therefors have the means to practice
Citizenship, would give the something more that iz the
answer. It seems that cnly z small community can recognize
the nonmaterial needs of =« dizadvantaged person and respond.
Similar to liberal rights which provide for the basic

Protection of democracy but fail to provide o complets
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vision of democratic citizenship, entitlement rights provide
basic care for disadvantaged individuals but fail to address
their compiete needs. In bhoth cages then, there is a need to
move bewond individualistie righte znd to expand cur wision
of what citizenship requires i+ we are to truly help. Again,
the requirsment of s respect for community relationships
provides such an essential expansion. This requirement would
g0 beyond what the 1iberasa) essentiale have required--a
provision of, at best, survival--tao require that the
homeless be taken inte caommunity and allowed to berome full,
participating and communicating citizens., Kozol draws the
distinction between sheltar and home thusl»; "Shelter, i+
it’s warm and safe, may kKeep a family fraom dring., Only a
hrome allows a family to flourish and breathe" (500, We can
draw from thie a parallel reltationship between what the
liberal essentials require——a shelter--and what 3 respect
for community relationships as a citizenship requirement
requires——a hame in communi tw,

Currently, it seems cur society has chosen to provide
only shelter, consiztent with our dominant culture of
individualism and its focus en only our first requirement.
Be Kathleen Hirsch reviews the higstory of attempts to help
the homeless she notes that the welfare state smerged from a
Conception of poverty based sxiely on money, She goes on to
state that, “Shattered in this conception was the broader

Conception of poverty as interconnected material and
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nonmaterial harriers to fulfiliment, and with it the beliaf
that social and economic welfare was the province of small,

private, nonprofit agencies and foundations® 95y, Again,

the welfare state has (to g limited extent) preserved the
likeral essential of freedom for the homeless by providing
for their basic material needs and not making them subject
to a master’s charity, Yet it has simultanecusly, by
focusing societ» s aid on entitiement rights, made the

provision of the nonmaterial sid which cannot be provided b

an impersonal federal government hard to come bee,

S0 again it seems that only lecal community efforts by
citizens who respect the value of community relationships
can recognize the particular needs of the homelezs as
individuals, not as an impersonal aggregate Qroup,
Homeleszneszss iz a compiex problem which defies an answer
ased solely upon rights. Yet we in community fail o
respond ta the need to find connections with the homeless,
to recognize their problems sz our problems, and to
participate and communicate with tham because thew, under
aur current conception of citizenship, have no right to
impose obligations on us. The focus on rights has crowded
cut our recognition of the necessity of community jn helping
the homeless. We therefore see a "disturbing breakdown of
some essential glue in American society, a failure not just

of large systems but of family and community to provide
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security, support, and a senss of belonging to all its
membere” (Hirsch 202,

We must restore this "essential gtue" if we are to help

the disadvantaged. Consistent with the theme of citizenship
requirements argued for here, it iz not that we musét abandon
the liberal essentials, only that we must add onto them sznd
in doing o revice our conception of what those essentials
are meant to do. The 1iberal esgentiale, once we note a
respect for communi v retationships, are not meant cnix to
divide and protect us from one anothar. Ragers M. Smith
argues for our cause when he states that:
~«swte should reformulate the nation’s dedication to
liberty into a positive, substantive goal of human
empowerment. Freedom should not be understoond to mean
simply & lack of hindrance in doing what we will., It
means valuing and exercising our capatitiss for
reflective self-direction and choosing wars of 1ife
that preserve and enhance thoce capacities far all.
{Z247)
Through & respect for community relationships we can
formulate a vision of the common good which empouwers all
individuals to be good citizens, which both preserves and
enhances everyones ability to tead & self~deftined, though
community situated, satisfring life. We must do more than
leave others alone, we must strive to enable them to be good
fitizens——and hence be good citizens ourselves as e
Practice a respect for community relationships.

Kathleen Hirsch makez 3z preszing call for a respect of

community relationships as the anlw thing that will bring



real change to the problem of homelessness, According to
Hirsch, the homeless are wvictims of our individualistic
society which only furthers their problems by isolating and
glienating them. Further, as she states, "isolation and
insularity ircreasingly lead to parochialism in public

policy, & lack of political will te address issues that

don’t touch directly on ocur perceived self-interest" (4032,

Yet cur individualism not anly perpetustes the rlight of the
homelezs, it blinds us to the saolutions to their
Froblems--relationships with cthers from which self-care and
eventually citizenship can emerge. The complexity of
problems which the homelesz face cannot be addressed by a
raternalistic state which dispenses cash, but anlw through
peracnal contact with fellow citizens. Hirech states that

effective programs can be given only "on a meaningful

gscale-=-not through vast, impersonal, and centralired =watems
with revolving staffs of caseworkers, but in neighborhoods
that permitted one-on-one interaction between residents and
staff" (404,

Im this context, Hirsch argues that = transformation in
the philosophy and structure of our service agencies is
needed to enable the homeless o achieve resl change. In aur
terms, and consistent with Hirsch’s approach, therse js the
need for similar change in our rnation of citizenship. The
addition of a respect for community relationships can be

&en to require the concern for others and the participation




in their lives essential to Hirsch’s vigion, and to the
emancipation of the homeless from an alienating society,
Service agencies must hecome participatory centers of
concerned, community-minded citizens, Orly on this lewvel and
in this manner can we simultanecusliy enable the homeless to
become citizens by addressing the true complexity of their
problems, and actualize the citizenship of those of us who
already have the means. The indirect call made by¥ Hirsch for
what we call a respect for community relationships is
powier-fut
+aathe only real change occurs when we invest ourselyves
in the lives of others: by atteviating the lonliness of
& sclitary neighborhood child 1ike amanda [discussed
belowl; sharing our sKills; easing the plight of
Americans who cant buy private solutions ta the
problems we a1l share, such as a lack of child care;
contributing time and money tao educational, housing,
and work cpportunities for those who haven’t had our
good fortune; listening with an open hesart to the
songs from the alley. These are the investments that
will »ield real change. Mothing elss, nothing less. The
solution to homelessness begins at home. <4103
The term for what Hirsch wants, and what we want in the
participatory aspect of a respect for community
relationships, is "coproductian®. This reters to the
provisiaon of services for citizens, by citizens~—a nifty
parallel with government by the people, Contrary to the
belief perpetuated by our sacietyr’s current ftrend toward
professional ization, one does not need ta ke an expert or =

professional to provide a public szervice. Yet it is not only

in the provision of serwvices and hence the application of
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ability to foster that citizenship itsel$, as F.

Redburn notes, "where coproduction involues

gererating shared commitments and new bonds

and association

Unfortunately,
citizenship, who
coproduction
relationships, often feel
indiuidua]iam, as
HE, concamitantly alisnates the rest of
homeless, e recognize no conmectian
we easily attribute their difficulties
dieregarding the complexity of the situation,
individualized homelessness
of our hands,

our attempts, or lack thereof, to dsal with

Tike us,

our children. There must e zometh

citizenship far which we applaud coproduction, but also for

Stevens
cooperative

it helps to develap the commun ty, the sense of

in
of communrication

that may take on other commurnzl] functions®

those with the means to practice good
would therefors help the homeless with
sprung forth freom 3 respect for community
no need to do so. The culture of

it has alienated the homeless from the
us fraom the

ta the homeless and =o
to strictly personal

We hauve
g2 that the problem is taken out
donathan Kozol

sees this individualizatiaon in

the homeless as

he zpeaks of how we distance ourselves fram them, "“She-s

This nightmare could not happen in our lives op

ing wrong wi th

flaw we do not share.” In this wWay perhaps, we

consalation for the grief we feel and zome

that our own lives are secure’ (130), Michzel BE.

our zxlienation from the homeless in oup uge of the
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language of "us® and “them" (of which we are admitted]

guilty hered. &= he

113

tates:

Even in the tanguane of social sclence, as well zs in
ordinary conversation and palitical rhetoric, poor
Feople usually remain cutsiders, strangers to he pitied
or despised, helped or punished, ignored or studied,
But rarely $51] citizens, members of a larger community
on the same terms as the rest of us, {238

Much of what Katz suggests should be done ta tharge

this situation revmsives around a notion in the =ame apirit

a% our call for a respect of community relationships., Far
instance, he suggests "The substitution of human dignity,
tammunity, and the realization af demcocracy in place of
classification, work ihcentiuea, and the obligation of the
Foor as the foundation of Public policy" (239, We must
strive tn rFeCognize our connections, have concern for the
pPublic welfare, and participate and communicate in order to
realize our common goals. These attempts would remove cur
alienation from the homeless, and hence a1 ow those with the
mMeans to practice citizenship to help those without the
means attain them. A respect for community relationships is
‘therefore szeen as both a requirement of democratic
Citizenship iteelf, and a requirement for the enabling of
fﬁthera, tike ths homeless, to attain that citizenship. In

Katzeg words, we must "Fipd ways to tzlk about poor people

2% "us' that expand ideas of citizenship.,.." (239,
Despite the culture of individualism'e duzl alienation,

them" from "us" and "us" from “them", thsre are those who
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have "expanded ideas of citizenship® both for themseluves and
far athers. Ther have moved bBevond the often alienating
language of individual rights evinced by the 1iberasal
essentials to recognize a respect for communi bty
retationships. Mathews’ Communitarians have an expanded wiew
of citizenship which focuses on individual and communal
responsibility for providing the necessary caring and
rurturing structures in public Tife <273, David Hilfiker in
an article entitled "Healed by the Foor", writes of his
experience as a doctor living in community with the
homeless. He notes, "As I‘ve walked the rocky path between
the different worlde of the rich and poor, I've come to see
that healing for both groups will be Ffound in the
re-creation of community, Community with the poor breaks the
alisnation we experience sc profoundly" {11).

Kathleen Hirsch, in her book gongs from the Allew,

finde stark evidence of the reed for a respect for community
retationshipe to expand eur notion of citizenship as she
traces the sxperiences of two homeless women, Amanda and
Wendy. At the end of Hirsch’s book we find Wendyr still
slesping in the streets, having just suffered =z migcarriage
due to excessive drinking. Amanda, on the other hand, had =z
newWw apartment, a job, and a habby». What made the
difference?~~the qual ity of their respective retationships.
While wendy recieved no spegcial attemtion from any

Caseworbksesr or volunteer inp any shelter, Amands waz zhle +o
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cannect with Jackie, a good citizen who respected the value
of Ccommunity relationships. Jackie helped Amanda bBuild her
self-confidence and supported her when times were tough.

Jackie was no expert or professional in homelese care

indeed, "The unusual thing about Jackie ac & character in
Amanda’s life iz her normalcy, She‘e been married, she has
Kids. She‘s not dealing with any major problems in her 1ife,
She is just a verw nice, normal, motherly, warm, caring
Wwiaman with lote of louve to give" (2705, In our language,
Jackie simply practiced volunteerism rightly undercetoad, She
provided the kKind of ore-on-oche relaticnship, which Wendw

tacked, that Hirsech found ezsential to enakling the homeless

to restore their Tives, and remove their alienations. In
doing so, Jackie recognized and realized a3 respect for
community relationships through participation and
communiication as she engaged in coproduction, and, most
impartantly, furthered the common good as she gave anocther
the means to become a gend citizen, as she was herself.

Ornly in close commurity can the true intricacies of the
homeless individual-s problems be recognized and addressed,
the impersonal state simply cannot do it. Yet currently |t
I5 upon that stats that we rely, as "Traditional
Church-based Qroups, civic action assfociations, and leocal
family organizations founder for lack of voluntesrs" {(Hjirzch
 483). Our individual entitiement righte aranted by the stats

May give uyz the welfare checks we reed for base




survival—~but thew cannot give ys citizenship, or dignitw.
For that, the means are much figher. For that, we need =z
respect for the walus of community relationships. The
requirements of modern democratic citizenship require that
those with the means to practice this citizenship help those
who do not, zo that the common qood might be realized as
those without the means attain the potential ta become full
citizens,

The language of individusl righte alone again has
failed us, thiz time harming those who are most in need of
help. Surely thiz is noat a1 our society can be and a1] that
We Can require of our citizens, that thew suppaort indirecttiy
through the welfare astate, Again we hear the call for an
improvement on ocur sole reliance on libkeral values, on only
the 1iberal essentiale, this time in Ignatieff s wWords. Ao
he states, "lWe need Justice, we need tiberty, and we nesd as
much soltidarity [communityl as can be reconciled with
dustice and tiberty»" (1413, ke need community to further
help our society'a most alienated, most dicadvantaged, =zo
that they too can participate in democracy. We need to
expand the reguiresments of citizenship in a modern democracy
to include community, participation, and communication an
many levels, not just regarding the homeless~~thaugh

Certainty this is not a bad place to start!

anw}edge



Krowtedge, the third and final regquirement for

citizenship in a modern democracy argued for here, provides
much of the substance of the first tuo requirements, In a
sense, Knowledge provides the means through which the ends
of a belief in the liheral essentials and a respect for
community relationships can be pursued. The knowledgs
required is of two types, technical and deliberative, the
Tatter of which might 21so be called wisdom. Technical
Knowledge consists primarily of fzcts and figures and an
underetanding of the requirements of citizenship and how
they apply to pubklic 1ife. Delibherative knowledge congists
of the ability to use techpical Knowledae to form judgements

and participate in meaningful discuseions, We must be able

to recognize those situations where the libersl eszcentials
are called into question or must pe applied, we need
technical knowledge. Further, If we are to determine the
meaning of the liberal essentials, or find which sssential
has priority, we must he able to argue and deliberate with
each other, we need deliberative Knowledge., Similarly, Our
ability to respect community relationships is directly
related to our ability to zee them, to understand our
ctonnections and their implications, we must have technicsa]
Knowledae. The quality of our participation and

tommunication also bears influence an our respect, we must

“have deliberative Knowledge, Finally, we must have the
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Capacity to use both these twpes of Knowledge in questioning

both the status guo and those who desire change,
To an extent, we acquire both types of the Knowledge

MNecCess

i

¥ to meet the first two reguirements of citizenship
presented here simply as we interisct with cne arother . fAs
Edward O'Meil states, "lessons are first tearned and later
practiced in the countless face—to-face irnteractions that
soour in our daily lives. It is thie learned conngctedness
to individuals-—first tamily, then friends and neighbors

~-which provides us the context of sharing democratic values

Ll

with memhers of the culture who remain unmet® (3203,

Howewer, in ocur efforts to enhance this knowledge of
connectedness and interdependence we nften confront A
familiar enemy. &gain in D°Meil s words:
A rather virulent strain of independence and
individualism distinguishes our culture. We often value
the freedom from individual constraint more than the
freedom to participate in collective actiorn. The notion
that there might be = process of civic education which
iz conscicusly constructed and a visible part of our
public institutions Teaves most of us trving to
remember where we left cur copy of the Bill of FRights.
(304>
Tet i f we are to ke conzistent wWwith the requirements argued
for here, we must necessarily move beyond ocur notion of
individualism as strictly freedom from athere and EERHOUSE
#ducation for all that will give substance to citizenship.

The technical knowledge needed refers to information

about ocur societal praoklems, the possible soluticoms to those
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problems, and the teasibility of those solutions., This is

more than simplw Knowledge of facts and tfigures, though that
is a large part, for we must alzo be able %o recognize those
issues where the liberal essentiale are brought inte
question (abortion iz an ebviaus example) if we are to have
any hope of dealing with them. Similarly, we must learn to
recognize our interconnections |4 we are to recognize our
common praoblems and their potential solutions, & Know!ledge
particularly crucial in our complex modern times,

Indeed, John Dewer’s notion of the "eclipsed" public
seems to stem largely from & lack of technical knowledge

among & citizenry faced with great complexity, As Dewew

Indirect, extensive, enduring and sericus COonEequences
of conjoint and interacting behavior call a putrtic into
existence having & common interest in contralling these
consequences. But the machine age hag so emormously
gxpanded, multiplied, intencified and complticated the
#cope of the indirect Conmsequences, ,..that ths
resulttant public cannot identify» and digtinguish
itself. (1243
For Dewey, and for Us, it is esgential that we haus the
technical Knowledge to recagnize our connections and the
tommon problems that zpring from them. Unfortunately, our
tonnections are even more complex now than in Dewer’s time.
Further, it seems that complexity has not only Blinded LS,
but has encouraged the narrow vision of citizenship as

fSpoused by the culture of individualism. We become

alienated from citizenship bevond the legal by ocur lack of
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technical Knowledge and the lack of understanding therein,
FAe Edward B, Portis states, "As szocieties grow in population
and structural complexity, meaningful invalvement in public
affairs declines and citizenship tends teo loze jt= cul tural
content and become mere legal status, indicating the
possession of certain rights® (4&0), lWe must be sducated in
technical kKnowledge i we are to mwercome the blinding and
alienating complexity of aur age and emerge with a2 =pound
understanding of the implications of our belied in the
tiberal essentials and our respect for community

relationships.

r

John H. Buchanan arques for techpical krnowledge ag he

speaks of the need to create the “infarmed citizen® asz a

=

aspect of citizenship education. This Knowledge, he states,

Yincludes an understanding of kasic contepts such as the

nature and purposes of governme#nt and law, fundamental
principles of a@merican government, political institutions,
and what constitutes the cffice of citizen" (2807,
Therefare, technical Knowledoe is important not onlty as jt
helps us move bevond complexity to recognize and rezpond te
our callective problems, but zlso as it ensbles us to
understand those praoblems in relation to our current
sotietsl étructures. This kKnowledge provides us with the
Means to realize the first two of our citizenship

Fequirements. If one understands the facte and implications

f an argument ouer a tiberal essential, one can join in jt.



If one understands the position or power sitivation of

anaother group, one can better pursue the consensus o
cooperatinn necessitated by a respect for community
relationships. & technical understanding of the issues of
and the cperations within government then provides the
foundation for the deliberative knowledge discussed Tater.

While cbviously the technical knowledge required here
can be attained in the classroom, it ie more interestingly,
and perhaps even more effectively, attzined through

participation in the actus] processes of government and

community service. The coproduction menticned above, sven as

it realizes and fosters a respect for commurity
relationships, also provides essentizal technical krnowledge.
As F. Stevens Redburn statez, through this process "citizens
become intimats with the production of a particular public
service, which gives them information they can use as
participants in policy development® <1403, Simitarly, Susan
Schwartz states that, "Many sducation leaders believe that
public and community serviece can do more than any classroom
tearning to make social responsibility an inteqaral part of a
student’s life" (28%», In this tight, there has beern much
recent experimentation in manditory community service in
high schoeis and curriculum requirements of service in
colleges (295-98). This twpe of sducation neot cnly fosters
the realization of a respect for community relationships,

but teachez the technical knowledge necessary to understand
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what our requirements entail, how we are connscted to each
cther, and how the current sretem works and does not work in
the provision of public geryvices,

The role of the public admirnistrator in dispensing the
technical Krnowledge neceesary is g potentially great one.
Eugene B. McGregor defines this type of knowledge as, "anp
understanding of the nature of puhiic problems, the options
available to zalys prablems, and the alternative eriteria by
which public choices can hbe Judged® (124, MeGregor belisves
that this Krnowledge aor "civic capital", made mare difficult
by modern complexity, must be fostered in the citizenry =zo
that self-governing becomes more possible, In this Tight, he
suggests that, "career service Lof the publije administrator]
works ezt when it constantly seeks ways to devalve
responsibility for service delivery and production back te
the communities where the praoblems arise™ (128, Therefore,
i+ technicat knowledge were further distributed through the
citizenry, we would both hetter realize the capacity for
democratic self-government toward which the firet two
reguirements of citizenship aim, and concomi tantly reduce
the risk, long recognized, of rule by experts or elijtes,

However, technical Knowledge, as alluded to earltier, is
not only valuabkle in its rale ss dispeller of complexity,
alienation and aovernment by expsrts, or in its sbgequent
ability to give us the meansz to practice what the first fwo

Fequirements of Citizenship require. It iz alen important in



av

ite capacity to give us the information necessary for
daliberative knowledge, that knowledge which enables us to
deliberate, to form dudgements and defend those Jjudgements
to others. Deliberative Knowledge alsc refere to the
capacity to understand and evaluate the judgements of
cthers,

Jobrn H. Buchanan Jr. espouses the necessity of
deliberative Knowledoe as a part of citizenship education
whern he zspeaks of "the thinking citizen'., #e he ztates,
“what our countpyw desperately needs——and must haue for its
survival as a democracy——is people in eversy field who have
tearned to think and make Judgements and responsible
decisions” (282). Citizens must learn the analvtical and
critical thinking skills necessary to make judgesments. Thew
must learn how to think, not what to think. This
Juﬁgementu%orming ability inherent in deliberative knowl edge
ie an essential part of recognizing the implications of the
Vikeral eseentials and the need to respect community
relationships., While technical Krowledge of information, as
stated before, is also essential to this end, it will cften
noat be encugh and =& Judgement will have to he made . As
Dennis F. Thompson states, "The connection betwesn the
Principles and thas policies of government iz left for

Citizens themselves to make. Tet making that

Ennnection——exerciaing political judgement-—iz an gssential
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part of citizenship, and should have prominent place in the
education of citizens™ (193,

The ability to deliberate is at the very heart of
democracy, and hence democratic citizenship. Amy Gutmann, in

her book Democratic Education, proposes a theory af

education rooted in enhancing the individual s ability to

deliberate. For Guimann, the individual in a democracy must
learn to deliberate among competing conceptions of the good
lite and the good society. She goes so Ffar as to equate this
deliberative character with democratic character in the
belief that one cannot exist witheut the other (523, The
purpose of democratic political education, in Guimanns
words, is then "to foster the capacities for democrat)e
deliberation essential to conscicus social reproduction, ..

{288). Similarly, in our terms, the point of education for

deliberation in terms of democractic citizenship is the
respect of all individuals® viewpoints as the means toward
consciously pursuing our collective ends when they exist,
Far Gutmann, as for us, deliberatian is central to the
processes of democracy. S0 it is that deliberative Erowl edge
is an sssential regquirement of citizenship in a modern
democracy .,

Yet whilte deliberative knowledge, conszidersd alone, is
of essential value, as in the case of technical brnowledge @t
te perhaps best seen insofar as it provides substance to the

firet two requirements of modern democratic citizenship.
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Deliberation ig actually constrained by the Tibera
eszentials of the first requirement. These essentiale run
parallel to the principles of nonrepression and
nondiscrimination whick Gutmann espouses. And so it g that,
as Gutmann states concerning education, issues "gpe to he
decided within the bounds of the principles of
nendiscrimination and nonrepression” (Education 288, So taoog
with the essentials, zs they set the boundariezs ar the meshs
of argument below which rno deliberation can fal) in our
democracy. Deliberative knowledge in this conception is thuse
tar from value—less, it is value—laden with the liberal

essentials.,

m

The relationship between deliberative Knowledge and the
tiberal essentials, however, runs £till deeper. Indeed, the
presumption of personal autanomy and its focus on the
individual“s right to be hissher own best Judge, taken to
ite logical conclusion, seems to demand deliberation in
public Tife. If we are to respect each individus] = point of
view, as we must under the essential, then certainly it
follows that sach individual should deliherate Wwith mthers
in the public realm so that sach individuals Eaint of wisw
is Known. However, we can only say "shouid® deliberate
regarding the liberal essentials, as nonparticipation in
Public deliberation iz also perfectly rconsistent (Al though
A= noted previously, this “should” is replaced by the mor e

forceful "must" under the requirement of a respect feop



community relationships and its focus on the ssarch for
consensus,y participation, and communication?. But even i+
the 1iberal essentials do not demand deliberation per se,
their formation does.

Im ather words, because the actual requirements of a

belief in the liberal essentials, andsor the 1iberal
ezsential which should prevail when they conflict iz nat
always clear, there must be deliberation. Charles .
Anderson argues for what he calls pragmatic liberalism, a
vigian that relties heavily on deliberation among citizens.
The difficulty with liberal values, or oupr liberal
sssentials, is that, irn anderzon‘s words:
There are a variety of syvstems of liberal principles
and no sure metatheoretical standards for deciding
among them. The difficulty is that the method of
liberal philaosophy does not result im & unique set of
principlies. It is possible to order the guiding values
af liberalism in & number of wavs, and the meaning of
such fundamental liberal concerns as right, freedom,
equality and the like zegems alwars contestable. (157
In this light the necessity of deliberation, and hence
deliberative Knowledge, emerges. While the 1iberal
essentials, consisting of a presumption of personal auifcromy
and equality, argued for here set forth the unique set of
principltes in which the modern democratic citizen must
believe, the necessity of deliberation remains. What
individual rights and obligations flow from these

principles, and which & primary in 2 particular scenerio,

P2 always the subject of public deliberation. Indeed, the



liberal sssentials arqued for here as essential to
democratic citizenship merely constitute an argument oo

cpen to public deliberation. Such is the happy dilemma of

philosophy which refuses to prescribe the snds of bndividus)

and collective action, lest oppression resylt,

Deliberative kKnowledge is also essential in itz ab i bity
to foster a respect for community relationshipe. The respect
of another’s viewpoint and the search for consensus wihern it
gxists can only take place through a proceszs of deliberatiaon
among #qual citizens. William Sullivan states that, "Ths
secial task of & public philoseophy ie critical in a frighty
differentiated society in which common coRsensus ie abwars
in some measure the achievemsnt of an active process of
dizcussion and persuasion among involved citizens® (%),

eliberative Knowledge provides much of the subsztance

-—discussion, persdasion, argumentation--to the necessity of
participation and communication with other citizens.
Deliberative Knowledne can also bhe seen to provide the
means through which we pursue our collective ends as
determined through public discussion. Becsuse this knowledge
is concerned with the formation of wvalid Judgements, it i=
arounded in reason. This rezson provides an gzsential, i
not entirely realized, level plaving field on whichk pubitic
discussion takes place, provided all citizens have the
Frequisite deliberative Knowlsdge. Frederick M. Barnard

states,

w

2 he interprets the thinkKing of the palitical
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acting as a political mediator, as the instrumsnt of publft;
discourse, anvwhere and at any time" {Fraternitz 384, Thé:
function of deliberative knowledge is nat then to determihe;

the ends of public discuesion, but only to provide the means

of raticnal argument through which that digcussion can he
pursued-—thus mediating betwesn desired ends, Again in
Barnard’s words, "the ende of 3 palitical society merely
confrant its members as possible objects of public choice.. .
As such, they are subject to debate and intersubjective
agreement, since there is nothing self-explanatory or
self-justificatory about them" (S%2), Barnard himeelf finds,

% we do here, rational grounding to be anm sssentia) aspect

of citizenship, as he contraszsts this motion with the notions
of fraternity and patriotism in two seperate articles on
Christian Thomasius and Rousssau rezspectivelyr,

The necessity of deliberative knowtledge, here
understood to provide the realization of democracy as it
#llows individuals to expose their views and zs |t provides
the substance of the Ffirst two requirements, as a
requirement of democratic citizenship imposes one further
burden. The need and abkility ta question must ke fostered.
The citizen in this conception must not anly form hissher
owr Judgements, but also be able to evaluate and understand
the judgemerts of athers so that meaningful discusaion over

Lommen problemz can occur, Meither the ztatus fduo nor changs

philosopher Christian Thomasiug, "reason is seepn capab]e §¥ ;:.H
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from it should he excepted blindly. Mary Cornelia Porter
states that, "1t g when they [students] are asked to “think
about’ their heritage, to confrant the array of differing
Wiews of what constitutes the commean good, and how it may he
attained, that teaching about coincides Wwith educating for
citizenship" <2183, The citizen must alwavs sirive to
recognize and, i+ heCessary, combat and question good
arguments so that quality deliberation results, Furthermore,
The citizen must alwars question and examine whether esck o4

three requirements far modern democratic citizenship is

being realized, both in himsherself and in athers,
Concluscn

The reguiremsnts of citizenship in a modern democracy
arqued for here provide a distinct vision of what the ideal
citizen in & modern liberal demacratic saciety would ook
like. The argument given here is for an expandsd
understanding of citizenship in the ethical, rot the Tegal
sense, Ethical citizenship, asz Terry L. Coaper argues,
Yinvolves & much brosder definition of the rale, which
includes the social and economic sapects of 1|fs 25 well as
the palitical. Citizenship, +rom this perspective, has to dao
with membership in commurity..." (1443, The communi ty of
membership here considered iz aur Cry and hence the

Freguirements given here Will not apply elsewhere. bl Forl ] o
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the Aristotelian netion of citizenship rooted in the
particualar regime,

A explaration aof the tegal implications of this
gthical vision of citizenship has hesn avoided for purelw
practical rezszons, Simply put, there are o direct legal
implications for citizenship in this Conception., The 1ibepral
egsentials must consttyte much of the tegal system in this
vision, hut this j= alrzady primarily the Case or the goal
in our societw. Any legal implications from the first
requirement therefare stem from the search for =a more
compiete realization what the essentials require, not s
fundamental change in thinking. The second two citizenship
requirements argued for here would constitute drastic changs
in our legal notion of citizenship-—but this js naot their
purpose. The second twe requirements cf citizenship onty
RFropose to provide the requirements for becoming an ideal
citizen, not requirements for gimple membership.

In fact, if the second two requirements were lTegallw
enforced, thers would almost of necessity be rampant
violations of the first Fequirement. While the first
requirement provides objective standards, the second twe are
Bpen to far more subjective interpretation, hence the
danger. The requirements of citizenship pressnted here
Simply provide a Vision of the ideal Citizen, 2 vision to be
fostersd and pursued in our society, not legally enfarced,

Indeed, it would be impossible for any individuyal to meet




a1l the requirements all the time. One looks with particu?a£ 
fright at the overwhelming amount of technical Knowledge
zeemingly nesded. We maxr not be able to meet all of the
reguirements all of the time, but we can constantly make the
effort and look to the ideal.

LCitizenship in the conception presented here is not any
one thing, not a particular abitity, nor a particular tvpe
of person. Citizenship here iz & way of life that can be
realized in a variety of differant wars. It is2 3 marner of
behaving, thinking, acting and interacting that would best
suit our liberal democratic society. Each method of
realizing this ¢itizenship must account for each of the
requirements. In the end, it is believed that an individual
who lives hissher life with 2 belief in the liberal
essentials, a respect for community retationships, and a
Knowledge both techrical and deliberative, will be a good

citizen in our modern ]iberal democratic society,



Works Cited

Fnastapla, George. “Human Being and Citizen." Ancients

and Moderns: Eszave on the Traditjon of Philosophy

in Hongr of Leo Strauss., Ed. Joseph Cropsey. Mew

York: Basic Books, 1944, 105-14,

Bnderson, Charlee W. "The Flace of Frinciples in Folicy

Analysis." The @merican Political Science Reuisw

73 1PFRyy P11-23,

Anderson, Charles W. Praomatic Liberalism. Chicagos:

The University of LChicago Press, 1790,

Barnard, Frederick M, "Fraternity and Citizenship: Two
Ethics of Mutuality in Christian Thomasiuys.,"

The Review of Politics 50 Mo.4 (19880 S82-402,

—=—. "Patriotiasm and Citizenship in Fousseau: & Dual Theory

of Public Willing?" The Review of Folitics 44 Mo, 2

(15845 244-44,

Bellah, Robert, et al. Hahite of the Heart, Berkelew:

University of Califarnia Press, 1985.

Bowte, Harry. "Berond 1924." Scocial Folicy 14 Mo.3 {19832

10-158,

Buchaman, John Hoy Jr. "Civitas: Civie Education to Infarm




and Invgluys o Mational Civie Feview 78 Mo.4

Cooper, Terry L. "Citizenship and Frofessicnaliam in Fublic

Fdministration,® Public Administration Reyjeow

34 {1784 special issue): 143-51,

Dahl, Robert g. Democracy and Its Eritics. Mew Haven:

Yale University Fress, 1587,

Dewey, John, The Public and Its Froblems., 1927, Chicageos:

Swallow Fress, i9gs,

Dimock, Marshal]. "The Restoratiuve Qualitiss af

Citizenship.” Pubiic Administration Review

JanuaPyHFebPuary 1990 21-%5,

Edmundson, EBrad, "Making Yourszels at Home: the Baby Boom

Generation Tearns to Settle Dot o Utne Readsr,

Maxs/June 1550 Fd-02,

Flacks, Dick. "The Revolution of Citizenship." Saerjal

Folicy 21 WNo.2 19907 V=50,

Gates, Bruce, "Knowl edge, Metworks, and Meighborhoods: Wit
Microcomputers Make Us Better Citizeness® Public

Bdministration Review. 44 <1984 special issue):

lad-da,

Gawthrop, Leuis o, "Civieg, Civitas, and Civilitas: & MNew




Focus foar the Year 2000.7° Public Administration

Heview 44 (1984 special issued: 101-0%.

Gutmann, Amy. *Communitarian Critice of Likeralism.”

Fhilaosophy and Public Affairs, 14 Mo.32 (Summer

19851 205-22.

-=—. Pemocratic Education, Frinceton, N.J.: Princeton

University Press, 1%87.

Hart, David K. "The Virtuous Citizen, The Honorable
Bureaucrat, and “Fublic’ Administration,"

Pubdic Administration Revisw 44 ¢]984 special

tsguer: 111-19,

Hilfiker, David., "Healed by the Foor," Jhe COther Side

27 tMay—-June, 19913: 8-11.

Hirsch, Hathleen., Sonas from the @llew. Mew Yarl:

Anchor Books, 1989,

Tggers, Jeremyr. "Advocates try to Jump-start Democracy.?

Star Tribune 3 April 1991, 1E.

Ignatieff, Michael. The Meeds of ctrangers, Mew York:

Fenguin Books, 1984,

Ratz, Michael E. The Undeserving Foor. Mew Yark: Pantheaon

Books, 193%.




Long, Morton E. "The Citizenships: bocal, State and

Mational." Urhban Affaire Guarterly 23 Mo, 1

CIPEYY d4-14,

Mansfield, Harvew Coy dre "The Teaching of Citizenship.”

Political Science Spring 19284: 211-1%,

Mathews, David., "The Politics of Communitx," MNaticona]

Livic Review 78 No,4 (1529, 271-78.,

MeGregor, Eugene B.y Jr. "The Great Paradox of Democratic
Citizenship and Public Personne] Administration, "

Fublic Administration Fevisw 44 {1954 special

Mcldiltiams, Wilson Carey and Marc K, Landy. "0On Folitical

Edificatiaon, Eloquence and Memory." Poglitical

Science 17 HNao.Z2 (15847 ; 203-1

Michel, Fr, Virgil. The Social Buestion, St,. Cloud, MH:

Falmer Printing Company, 1587,

Michetls, Pag. Interview, "Facilitating Citizenzhip."®

Mational Civic Rewieaw FE Mo.d (19891 2E%-44,

Mewmann, Fred M, "Citizenship Education in the United

States: & Statement of Meeds." National Civig

Feview 7¢ No.4 ¢1987: 280-377,

Oakeshott, Michael, "Fatitical Education.® Liberalism and




1040

1ts Critics. Ed. Michsae] Sandel. Mew Yaorl:

Mew York University Fress, 1784,

0'Connell, Brian. “Strengthening Fhilanthropy and Yoluntary

ABction.” Mational Civie Feview 74 Mo.d (19875

ang-~14,

Bin, Suszan Moller. dustice, Gender, and the Familw, Mew

York: Basic Books, 1989,

C'Meil, Edward, "Ciuvic Education: The Problems and

FPotentials.! Mational Civic Review 74 Mo.d

LIFEPI: Z02-07,

Forter, Mary Cormneliz and Corey Verning, "Teaching About and

Educating for Citizenship.” Political Science

Spring 1984: 2i4-1%,

Fortis, Edward BE. "Citizenship and Personal Tdentitw.n

ad

Polity 18 Mo.Z (1984 : 457-72,

Rawls, John. "Justice as Fairness: Palitical pot

Metaphreical." Philasophy and Foblic Affairs, 14

Mo.3 (Summer 1985): 72a-251.

=== A _Theory of Justice. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard

University Fress, 1771.

Redburn, F. Stevens and Tong Heo Cho.o "Government’ s

Responsibility far Citizenship and the Guality




1ot

of Community Life." Public Administration Reuwiaw

£

-~

ol

44 (1784 special issuer: 15

*

Schwartz, Mancy L. "Communitarian Citizenship: Marx and
Weber on the City." Polity 17 Mo.2 (1984);

S30-48.

Schwartz, Susan. "Encouraging Youth Community Service: The
i

Broadening Role of High Schools and Colleges.

Mational Civic Review 7d& Mo.d (19573 288301 .

Smith, Rogers M. "The “@merican Creed’ and American
Identity: The Limits of Liberal Citizenship in the

United States" Western Political Quarter]y 41 ho.2

-~

1#g8r: Z25-51.,

Sullivan, William M. Reconstructing Fublic Philosoph»,

Berkelewv: University of California Press, 1%8s&.

Thompson, Dennis F. "Faolitical Theory and Faolitical

Judgement.® Political Science Spring 1%&84: 193-97,

van den BrinkK-Budgen, Roy F. "Libersal Dialogue, Citizenship

and Mentally Handicapped Personrs.” Political

Studies 34 (19843

3]

T,

e

Walzer, Michael. Spheres of Justice. Mew Tori: Basic Books

Inc., 1983,

==me MWhat Doss It Mean to Be an “Amerjcan’ T0 Socdad




10z

Fesearch 57 (Fall 1990: S5%1{-514,

White, Jamesz Bord. "How Should We Talk About Corporations?
The Lanquages of Economics and of Citizenship."

The ¥ale Law Journal 94 (15853 141 4-25,




	The Requirements of Citizenship in a Modern Democracy
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1511197421.pdf.xTRdb

