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By Alisdair MacIntyre. From The MacIntyre Reader.
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Iam grateful to the editors of Studi Perugini for their invitation to con-
tribute an introductory essay to this issue. But how should I respond? I
have already elsewhere recounted how I found my way into the themes
that have preoccupied me (see the interview with vaanna Bpnadon
and the interview for Cogito, below). And to summarize Over again theses
and arguments from my books would be less than helpful. PhﬁOSOth m
abbreviated summary is no longer philosophy. How then to pr .
What may be useful is to confront some misunderstandings of my
work, especially those that concern its political implications. Hilary Pu;n an;s’
for example, has asserted that my point of view is one which, aiyn;d
attitude to alternative ways of life, tends to immunize msmutxozweml
oppression from criticism ( Renewing Philosophy, pp- 185-6). And
commentators have mistakenly assimilated my views ¢ o
porary communitarianism. One principal aim of pm:;d‘ I
therefore to dispel such misunderstandings. (For an accurate hml' om’
tive discussion of my political views see Kelvin Knight, Rﬂggf renoes
Aristotelianism’.) But I can only explain the _full extent of méyef e of the
ffom communitarianism in the context of a diagnosis 0 7% L orore
gant politics of contemporary society. To b
TSt. :

1 Philosophy andtheexclasiomofgowﬂ?l’“m
. e itics to
How should the relationship of philosophy 0 ?mepﬁbodm
Philosophy be understood? Every complex form advanced Western mo-
Some answer to this question and the societics & societies is the excep-
dernity are no exception. A central feature ?‘f those their structures, sO
tonal degree of compartmentalization MIPOSS a:;m
the norms governing activities in any € TEC 0 e Sine activi-

&rea. As individuals move between home, tized encounters with gov-

8 of leisure, the arenas of Wl‘m
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in different roles and required to express different and even sometimes
incompatible attitudes. And, to the degree that one is at home in this
kind of society, one will have to have acquired, not only the skills neces-
sary for effectiveness in each of one’s roles in each area, but an ability to
move between areas and to adapt to the norms of different contexts.
Someone who, for example, insists upon observing the same ethics of
truthful disclosure in every sphere of life, holding her or himself and
others accountable for their deceptions in the same way, whether it is a
matter of conversation within the family, the pledges of politicians, the
presentation of products by advertisers in the marketplace, or the infor-
mation given to patients by physicians, will acquire a reputation not for
integrity, but for social ineptitude. A compartmentalized society imposes
a fragmented ethics. (On compartmentalization see further my ‘What
Has Not Happened in Moral Philosophy’.)

Unsurprisingly contemporary philosophical enquiry and contemporary
politics both exhibit the marks of this compartmentalization. Each has
become a specialized and professionalized area of activity, with its own
specific idioms and genres, its own forms of apprenticeship, its own met}l-
ods of protecting itself from anything that would put the form of its
activities seriously in question. Consider how much that philosophers
now write is addressed exclusively to other philosophers through the
medium of the professional journal or how the teaching of p}!ilosophy
has increasingly become the teaching of that philosophy that will enable
those who receive it to become, if they wish, professional academic phi-
losophers. Philosophical activity involves reflection upon concepts, theses
and arguments that are central to the activities, attitudes, choices 2
conflicts of everyday life. But the outcome of such philosophical reflection
cannot any longer play a significant part in reconstituting those activities
and attitudes, in directing those choices or resolving those conflicts, Just
because of the barriers imposed by compartmentalization. »

Just as philosophy has thereby been rendered unpolitical, so politics
has been rendered unphilosophical. The rhetoric of political life some-
times suggests otherwise, but there is a large gap between that rhetori
and the types of argument that are practically effective in contemporary
politics. The modern state is a large, complex and often ramshackle sét 0
nterlocking institutions, combining none too coherently the ethos of 2
public utility company with inflated claims to embody ideals of liberty
and justice. Politics is the sphere in which the relationship of the statei
subjects to the various facets of the state’s activity is organized, s¢ of
the activities of those subjects do not in any fundamental way disrupt
subvert that relationship. Voters in liberal democracies are in some e
free to vote for whom and what they choose, but their votes will not

cffective unless they are cast for one of those alternatives d& A
them by the political elites. Conventional politics sets limits t0 Pra ,f“‘ﬁ"ﬁfg ,
m"&“ limits that are characteristically presupposed by its mod o

» Tather than explicitly articulated. It is therefore g
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in different roles and required to express different and even sometimes
incompatible attitudes. And, to the degree that one is at home in this
kind of society, one will have to have acquired, not only the skills neces-
sary for effectiveness in each of one’s roles in each area. but an ability to
move between areas and to adapt to the norms of different contexts.
Someone who, for example, insists upon observing the same ethics of
truthful disclosure in every sphere of life, holding her or himself and
others accountable for their deceptions in the same way, whether it isa
matter of conversation within the family, the pledges of politicians, the
presentation of products by advertisers in the marketplace, or the infor-
mation given to patients by physicians, will acquire a reputation not for
integrity, but for social ineptitude. A compartmentalized society imposes
a fragmented ethics. (On compartmentalization see further my ‘What
Has Not Happened in Moral Philosophy’.)

Unsurprisingly contemporary philosophical enquiry and contemporary
politics both exhibit the marks of this compartmentalization. Each has
become a specialized and professionalized area of activity, with its own
specific idioms and genres, its own forms of apprenticeship, its own meth-
ods of protecting itself from anything that would put the form of its
activities seriously in question. Consider how much that philosophers
now write is addressed exclusively to other philosophers thrqugh the
medium of the professional journal or how the teaching of pl.'}ﬂOSOPhY
has increasingly become the teaching of that philosophy that will ?nabl.e
those who receive it to become, if they wish, professional academic phi-
losophers. Philosophical activity involves reflection upon concepts, theses
and arguments that are central to the activities, attitudes, choices Qﬂd
conflicts of everyday life. But the outcome of such philosophical reflection
cannot any longer play a significant part in reconstituting those gctxvn}ies
and attitudes, in directing those choices or resolving those conflicts, just
because of the barriers imposed by compartmentalization. .

Just as philosophy has thereby been rendered unpolitical, so polilics
has been rendered unphilosophical. The rhetoric of political life some-
times suggests otherwise, but there is a large gap between that rhetor
and the types of argument that are practically effective in contemporary
polmcs. The modern state is a large, complex and often ramshackle set 0
mter'lockm.g institutions, combining none too coherently the ethos of a
public utility company with inflated claims to embody ideals of liberty
and justice. Politics is the sphere in which the relationship of the 5“"‘3:
S“bm to the various facets of the state’s activity is organized, sn,thalr
the activities of those subjects do not in any fundamental way disrupt ¢
subvert that relationship. Voters in liberal democracies are in some SeBs

free to vote for whom and what they choose, but their votes will aqtf:
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and to the political sphere that there should not occur extended argumen-
tative debate of a kind that would make issues about these limits explicit
and therefore matter for further debate. And one means of achieving this
is to proscribe appeals to first principies. So in practice those who appeal
in the course of political discussion to the will of God or the natural law
or the greatest happiness of the greatest number or the categorical im-
perative will be heard only as adding rhetorical embellishments to ﬂ?eir
presentation, not as engaging in serious argument. When on occasion
some set of issues from outside politics, as it is now normally understood.
issues such as those raised in the United States by the civil rights move-
ment, or by controversies over abortion, seems {0 make some reference to
first principles inescapable, the task of the professionals of pohu:cai life is
to contain and domesticate those issues, so that any political appu.il to
first principles does not become a philosophical debate about first princi-
ples. And their success in achieving this exemplifies the degree 10 which
politics has been successfully insulated from philosophy and philosophy
from politics. . . .
Politically the societies of advanced Western modernity are oligarchies

disguised as liberal democracies. The large majority of those who inhabit |

them are excluded from membership in the elites that determine the range
of alternatives between which voters are permitted to choose. {\nd ile
most fundamental issues are excluded from that range of aImma;::gs. >
example of just such an issue is that presented by the threat of ¢ ofm::‘
nent disappearance of the family or household farm and with uhc a rme);
of life the history of which has been integral to the history of the v te-
from ancient times onwards. Good farming has required e 'itshxs:;san
?ance’ and has in turn sustained, virtues that are central to al
ife, and not just to farming. oy e irte
Of course t!arming housel%olds have often failed to exhibit ;h:se vm_t:ij
and farming societies have sometimes been mcﬂﬂ‘SP‘medhg badl: sfamling
But good farming has itself provided the standards by wwhjch it has at its
and bad farmers are to be judged, through the way in ion in contribut-
best fostered virtues of independence, virtues OfC"OWI.mme relationship
ing to larger human enterprises and virtues of regard t‘l)lrexr care. The de-
of human beings to land that has been entrusted to o therefore great
Struction of the way of life of the housechold farmﬂf . ﬂ@m -
significance for all of us and powerful statements facking. Yet these
from Andrew Lytle to Wendell Berry - have mot be::d this not because
Statements have had no effective I’Olft"‘ax % then rejected. Ti
;hey have been heard withindthgvg‘)hﬂ?l areEa $~ g
ave gone politically unheard. Why so. ion within the
Thegre arg‘;f cour:e issues that do receive @m of family
_Political arena that are relevant 10 this ﬁnai tanffs, farm subsidies, in-
farming into multinational agribusiness: BX6S, PE "0 ypough under
terest rates, bankrupicy laws. What is remarkable 3 ¢ b Kmﬁm
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in different roles and required to express different and even sometimes
incompatible attitudes. And, to the degree that one is at home in this
kind of society, one will have to have acquired, not only the skills neces-
sary for effectiveness in each of one’s roles in each area, but an ability to
move between areas and to adapt to the norms of different contexts.
Someone who, for example, insists upon observing the same ethics of
truthful disclosure in every sphere of life, holding her or himself and
others accountable for their deceptions in the same way, whether it is 2
matter of conversation within the family, the pledges of politicians, the
presentation of products by advertisers in the marketplace, or the infor-
mation given to patients by physicians, will acquire a reputation not for
integrity, but for social ineptitude. A compartmentalized society imposes
a fragmented ethics. (On compartmentalization see further my ‘What
Has Not Happened in Moral Philosophy’.)

Unsurprisingly contemporary philosophical enquiry and contemporary
politics both exhibit the marks of this compartmentalization. Each has
become a specialized and professionalized area of activity, with its own
specific idioms and genres, its own forms of apprenticeship, its own meth-
ods of protecting itself from anything that would put the form of its
activities seriously in question. Consider how much that philosophers
now write is addressed exclusively to other philosophers through the
medium of the professional journal or how the teaching of pl!ﬁosophy
has increasingly become the teaching of that philosophy that will {mabl.e
those who receive it to become, if they wish, professional academic phi-
losophers. Philosophical activity involves reflection upon concepts, theses
and arguments that are central to the activities, attitudes, choices 2
conflicts of everyday life. But the outcome of such philosophical reflection
cannot any longer play a significant part in reconstituting those activities
and attitudes, in directing those choices or resolving those conflicts. Just
because of the barriers imposed by compartmentalization. .

Just as philosophy has thereby been rendered unpolitical, s0 politics
has been rendered unphilosophical. The rhetoric of political life some-
times suggests otherwise, but there is a large gap between that rhetofi
and the types of argument that are practically effective in contemwfmz
politics. The modern state is a large, complex and often ramshackle sﬁoff Oa
mnterlocking institutions, combining none too coherently the ethos
public utility company with inflated claims to embody ideals of ey
and justice. Politics is the sphere in which the relationship of the S‘am
subjects to the various facets of the state’s activity is organized, S0 : of
the activities of those subjects do not in any fundamental way disrupt
subvert that relationship. Voters in liberal democracies are in SOMC “5
free to vote for whom and what they choose, but their votes will “‘?‘i oF
effective unless they are cast for one of those alternatives deiBe” ~
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an{i to the political gphere that there should not occur extended argumen-
tative debate of a kind that would make issues about these limits explicit
d one means of achieving this

?md therefoye matter for further debate. An
is to proscribe appeals to first principles. So in practice those who appeal

in the course of poligical discussion to the will of God or the natural law
or the greatest happiness of the greatest number or the categorical im-
rhetorical embellishments to their

perative will be heard only as adding
When on occasion

presentation, not as engaging in serious argument.
some set of issues from outside politics, as it is now normally understood,

issues such as those raised in the United States by the civil rights move-
ment, or by controversies Over abortion, scems to make some reference to
first pl’ln_ciples inescapable, the task of the professionals of political life is
to contain and domesticate those 1ssues, SO that any political appeal t0 '

first principles does not become a philosophical debate about first princi-
lifies the degree (O which

ples. And their success in achieving this exemp:
politics has been successfully insulated from philosophy and philosophy
from politics.

Politically the societies of advanced Western modernity are oligarchies
disguised as liberal democracies. The large majority of those who inhabit § ™
them are excluded from membership in the clites that determine the range
of alternatives between which voters are permitted {0 choose. .f\nd the
most fundamental issues are exclud Ves. An
example of just such an issue is that presented by the threat of the immi-
nent disappearance of the family or household farm and with it of a way
of life the history of which has been integral to the history of the virtues
from ancient times onwards. Good farming has required for its suste-
nance, and has in turn sustained, virtues that are central to all human
life, and not just to farming.

Of course farming households have often
and farming societies have sometimes mean-spirited 2 oppressh
But good farming has itself provided the standards by which bad farming
and bad farmers are to be judged, through the way 1o which it

best fostered virtues of ind ndence. i
ing to larger human enter;n?eses and virtues of regard for the fciagirc;xmhd:
of human beings to land that has been entrus mﬂ-gf‘ reat
struction of the way of life of the household farm has therelore g‘"&’
significance for all of us and powe statements of th‘aath ing. Yet these
from Andrew Lytle to Wendell Berry — have not beett 2. because
statements have had no effective polit impact. o mre;gﬁd “They
they have been heard within the political arena and then .
have gone politically unheard. Why so? k
There are of course issues that do receive
political arena that are relevant 0 K
farming into multinational agribusipess: ;
terest rates, bankruptey 1aws. What is 7 e decide at,
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debated by legislators, or lumped together with others in party programs
for parliamentary elections, there has been nowhere in the entire political
process where the members of modern political societies have been in-
vited to confront systematically the question: ‘What do we take the sig-
nificance of this transformation to be and should we or should we not
acquiesce in this loss of a whole way of life?” Questions about the value of
ways of life, let alone the provision of practically effective answers to
such questions, are excluded from the arenas of political debate and deci-
sion-making, even though answers to them are delivered by default, since
among the effects of modern governmental decisions is their impact upon
different ways of life, an impact that promotes some — the way of life
of the fashionably hedonistic consumer, for example - and undermines
others.

So far I have drawn attention to three salient features of the pOliti.CS Qf
the modern state: the unphilosophical nature of that politics and with it
the exclusion from politics of philosophical questions concerning politics;
the closely related exclusion from political debate and decision-mak{ll_gpf
substantive issues concerning ways of life; and the fact that the activities
of government are such that they are not in their effects neutral between
ways of life, but undermine some and promote others. To these three
features it is important to add a fourth, Political debate, whether in
electoral campaigns, in legislatures or in governmental bureaucracies 15
rarely systematic or in any depth. It is not directed by canons of enquiry
or committed to following through the implications of arguments. It is
instead sporadic, apt to be more responsive to immediate concerns than
to the longer term, carried through by those who are both swayed by and

selves make use of rhetorical modes of self-presentation, and open
to the solicitations of the rich and the powerful. Political debate, that is,
is gen and characterist ithesis of serious intellectual en-
quiry.

_ This fourth salient feature of contemporary politics marks the frustra-
tion of the political hopes of the Enlightenment and especially of Kant.
Enlightenment, on Kant's view, consists in thinking for oneself and not
m thinking as directed by the authority of some other. To achieve inde-
pen’ I one’s thinking is to make what Kant called public use of
One’s reasoning, that use which the scholar makes before the whole read-
g public ('An Answer o the Question: What is Enlightenment?’). Foucault
pomted out that the verb that Kant uses here — rdsionieren — is character-
istically used by him to refer 1o reasoning that pursues the goals internal
to reasoning: truth, theoretica] and practical adequacy, and the like. Those
:g:hgm?“?h reasoning is presented are invited to evaluate it not from

,'E nx’al‘ standpoint of reason as such. And it was Kant’s hope that the
; m“WWﬁW@ enquiry, publication and debate,
 spread fra cxemplified justsuch invitations to rational cvatuation, wo
e wan &WWWWW to religion and thereafter to the framing
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of legislation and the activities of government. But this of course is not
what has happened. '

What we have instead in contemporary society are on the one ha.nd'a i |
set of small-scale academic publics — scientific, historical, literary — within 2
which the rational discourse of enquiry is carried on more or less in -
accordance with Kant’s ideals, publics however whose discourse has no
practical effect on the conduct of political life, and on the other those
areas of public life in which politically effective decisions are taken and
policies implemented, areas from whose discourse for the most part sys-
tematic, rational enquiry is excluded, and in which decisions and policies
emerge from a strange mélange of arguments, debating points ‘fnd the .
influence of money and other forms of established power. What is lagk]; ? i
ing in modern political societies is any type of insngutlonal arena m w:uc r | '""‘;" e
plain persons — neither engaged in academic pursuits nor prof_essmna s O 3’ \ -
the political life — are able to engage together n systematic G
debate, designed to arrive at a rationally well-founded common m l on
how to answer questions about the relationship of politics to the c?x&::
of rival and alternative ways of life, each with its own conoep;lg; ;iio -
virtues and of the common good. And it is perhaps in terms & e
of the common good that these issues raised by contemporary po

best formulated
For, if this account of contemporary politics s In outline co and di-

We now inhabit a social order whose ‘institutional heter o
. N > = or a2 po{mGS
versity of interests is such that no place 1s lcftjgl})_'ﬁ!t?f’,ge.f 1 fo " hose agen-

the common good, What we have instead is 2 po a

§ enquiry c%hoerning the nature of that palieg e been usions and
politics thereby protected from perceptions of its mgood of political
limitations. Enquiry into the nature of the commo:;in contemporary
society has become therefore crucial for Lt cozmwn - We
politics. For until we know how to thmkﬁ :bogo:t e io
will not know how to evaluate the sign &

limitations.

2 Rival conceptions of the common good ]
The notion of the common good has becn‘ mmw MM'
ways and for so many different purposs &mgpeak of a common good I
ations are in order. First, we may bly different 1ype of hnman
characterizing the ends of a vamety ssofaf
association. The members of a family, e ;
the members of an investment club, themg; ;
trators of a school and the scienfists a{“ea‘ﬁ ’

their shared activities. Secondly, w k
common good of an associaiion BT T
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goods pursued by individuals as members of that association, just be-
cause the association itself is no more than an instrument employed by
those individuals to achieve their individual ends. So it is, for example.
with an investment club, by means of which indivxdgals are able to avail
themselves of investment opportunities requiring capital sums larger than
any one of them possesses. Participation in and support for §uch associa-
tions is therefore rational only so long as and insofar as it provides la
more efficient method of achieving their individual ends than would al-
ternative types of activity open to them.

er'}'lhere aryepzlso howeve}l,' k?rfds of association such that the good of the
association cannot be constructed out of what were the goods ol;)elts
individual members, antecedently to and independently of their mem bf'
ship in it. In these cases the good of the whole cannot be arrived h?tv e()il
summing the goods of the parts. Such are those goods not only ?;]C. esi !
by means of cooperative activity and shared understanding of t ellI artii
nificance, but in key part constituted by cooperative activity and s o
understanding of their significance, goods such as the excellence in b
operative activity achieved by fishing crews and by string quartets, iz
farming households and by teams of research scientists. Excc:]]ex(:;::?hat
activity is of course often a means to goods other than and beyon i
excellence, goods of types as various as the production of _food anWide
making of reputations. But it is central to our understanding of a i
range of practices that excellence in the relevant kinds of activity is recog
nized as among the 0ods internal to those practices. .

The achieverient ogf excellence in activity characterist%call)_l reqhu;&‘m‘:.;
acquisition of skills, but without virtues skills lack the direction tha Jic of
exercise requires, if excellence is to be achieved. So it is characteris -
such practices that engaging in them provides a practical education o
the virtues. And for individuals who are so educated or are in the comay
of being so educated two questions arise inescapably, questions thatrs 2
never be explicitly formulated, but which nonetheless receive ?95‘:; the
the way in which individuals live out their lives. For each individu 5
question arises: what place should the goods of each of the p{aC‘fCisiV,i_
which I am engaged have in my life? The 80oods of our productive dCS »
ties in the workplace, the goods of ongoing family life, the good -
musical or athletic or scientific activity, what place should each haveho
my life, if my life as a whole is to be excellent? Yet any m.dmdualm\“’t it
attempts to answer this question pertinaciously must soon discover H_S
iS 00t a question that she or he can ask and answer by her or himse he
for her or b » apart from those others together with whom she of .
'S engaged in the activities of practices. So the questions -have_tg e
posed: what place should the 200ds of each of the practices in whi -
are ged have in owr common life? What is the best way of life for
. These questions can only be answered by elaborating a conception 0:
the common good of a kind of community in which each individual
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?ﬁ:l;]V:rr:snt og her or h1§ own good is inseparable both from achieving
of the COmgoo s of practices and from contributing to the common good
e trguﬁl(ljty as a vyhole. According to this conception of the com-
my it 10 ¢ identification of my good, of how it is best for me to direct
COmmlinit nsefparablg _from the identification of the common good of the
form of cg » of how it is best for that community to direct its life. Such a
tuted b antlmumty 18 by. 1ts nature polit'lcal. that is to say. it is consti-
or deredy . };pe of practice through which other types of practice are
for then, 0 that individuals may direct themselves towards what is best
I[' em and for the community.
i ltlslsr?por_tant to observe that, although this type of political society -
indeed lreng.nze that in it which is Aristotelian by calling it a polis — does
NPy - qtu§re a high degree of shared culture by those who participate in
fr;)m o ot itself constituted by that shared culture and is very different
S osle political societies whose essential bonds are the bonds of a
societ C‘; tural tradition. A polis is at least as different from the political
i deeg of a Volk as either is from that of a liberal democracy. A polis is
mav Wllrlnpossxble, unless its citizens share at least one language — they
delibe ell share more than one - and unless they also share modes of
stan d'r ation, forn_lal and informal, and a large degree of common under-
ino ing of practices and institutions. And such a common understand-
B f{ ‘Shgenerally derived from some particular inherited cultural tradition.
= t]ese requirements have to serve the ends of a society in wh:ch. indi-
: uals are always able to put in question through communal delibera-
ton what has hitherto by custom and tradition been taken for granted
both about their own good and the good of the community. A polis is

always, potentially or actually, a society of rational enquiry, of self-
rerational and nonrational.

;}C;;“““}f The bonds of a Volk by contrast are P g
¢ philosophers of the Volk are Herder and Heidegger. not Aristotle.
_Enough has now been said for it to be possible to sketch the part that
?‘ffefem conceptions of the common good play In different types of po-
itical justification. Political justifications are those arguments advanced
to show why we. as members of some particular political society. should
or should not accept as having legitimate authority over us the com-
Mands uttered by someone claiming executive authority over or it that
society or the laws uttered by someone Of SOme body claiming legisiative
authority over or in that society. Consider now the part played by differ-
ent conceptions of the common good in different types of political justi-
fication. Lo
~ There is, for example. the claim that pcﬁtimi‘authgﬁty g
nsofar as it provides § secure social order within which it mﬂ%&ﬂfz
pursue their own particular ends. whaiever they are. Individ effect el
cooperate. both in order to pursue their own particular coh i)
and in order to sustain the security of the social order. But o
peration is a means to-their individual en gl authority is
common good invoked in this type of justification of political autac:
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such that the common good is arrived at by summing individual goods. It
1s a conception at once individualist and minimalist. And Justifications
which employ it have this important political characteristic: that to the
extent that they are believed in a political society, that political society is
endangered by them, and this for two reasons.

First, if this is the Justification for the acceptance of political authority,
then rational individuals will attempt to share fully in the benefits pro-
vided by political authority, while making as small a contribution as
possible to its costs. It will be rational to be a ‘free rider’, so long as one
can avoid whatever penalties are imposed by political authority for free
riding. Secondly, it will correspondingly be contrary to rationality, thus
understood, to accept an undue share of the costs of sustaining political
authority. But no political authority can be sustained over any extended
period of time, unless some of those subject to it are prepared to pay an
undue share of those costs and this in the most striking way, since the
sustaining of political authority requires that some of those subject to it
should be prepared, if necessary, to die for the sake of the security of the
political and social order: soldiers, police officers, firefighters. ]

It foliows that no political society can have a reasonable expectation of
surviving, let alone flourishing, unless a significant proportion of its mem-
bers are unconvinced that the only justification for accepting and l.lpho.ld'
ing political society and political authority is individualist and minimalist.
Only if they believe that there is some other and stronger type of connec-
ton between their own ends and purposes and the flourishing of their
political society do they have good reason to be willing, if necessary, to
die for the sake of that flourishing. And indeed, only if they believe that
there is just such another and stronger type of connection, do they have
Sutlicient reason to resist the temptation to act as ‘free riders’ on occa-
Sions in which they could do so without penalty. g

An individualist and minimalist conception of the common good is
then too weak to provide adequate Justification for the kind of allegiance
that a political society must have from its members, if it is to flourish.

d any political society whose members hold themselves and one an-
pther to account in respect of the rational justification of their actions,

including their collective political decision-making, will have to be one in
which Tational argument can sustain the claim that their practices and
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action with others in which I learn from those others and they from me.
Our primary shared and common good is found in that activity of com-
munal learning through which we together become able to order goods,
both.m our individual lives and in the political society. Such practical
!earnmg is a kind of learning that takes place in and through activity, and
in and through reflection upon that activity, in the course of both com-
munal and individual deliberation.

When I speak of practical learning and practical enquiry, I refer to that
type of learning and enquiry that takes place in the course of asking and
answering practical deliberative questions about some subject matter,
whenever there is a serious attempt to answer those questions as ad-
¢quately as possible and to diagnose and to remedy whatever has been
defective in one’s past answers. Practical learning and enquiry are there-
f0r€§ features of various kinds of activity. It is found among farmers and
fishing crews, in the work of households and in the practice of crafts.
What is learned does not have to be formulated explicitly in words, al-
though it may be so formulated. But it cannot take place without some

significant transformation of activity. And where deliberation i$ intc:g;gl
to some type of activity, as it is to any politics of the common oo
i . f reflective deliberation

Practical enquiry will be embodied in that type o i
to which rational participants in such a politics are committed. Indeed
politics will be that practical activity which affords the best 0pp0rtumgy
for.the exercise of our rational powers, an opportunity afforded On}yl'b}-,
Political societies to whose decision-making widely shared ra}xonal de ;h
eration is central, societies which extend practical rationality from t'tz
fan.n and the fishing fleet, the household and the craft work;_wlace,l t“:d ;0
political assemblies. It follows that no Volk can be such @ society. vy
follows that, if the political characteristics of advanced Wésmggm io
nity are as I suggested earlier, and if, as I am now suggestng, .
political allegiance can be justified only where there IS the ¢on;:‘; 0 oy
of communal political learning, then modem states cannot ;zwa pofrah
Justifiable claim to the allegiance of their members, aﬂdtfhﬁ o prac.
are the political expression of societies of deformed and mg::}mmigy i
tical rationality, in which politics. far from being 20 arr‘:; < itself one
and through which other activities are ratl yhordgeen =

More compartmentalized sphere from which there has :
possibility of asking those questions that most o

3 Liberalism and communitarianism )
not 3 potitical

Pghncal phi}OSOphy in our culture 18 an aca C g medgﬁmsm

oon - saralle betweenR
activity. There are of course important pars %ﬁmm«auﬂmﬁf? and the
i each sphere. Issues of rights, of utility, of legitumab are oft OCCASION
like are central to both and in both the s& “due to some quite unusual
nvoked and attacked. Yet it is only rarely, d¢ A
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conjunction of circumstances, that something said in political philosophy
has any effect on something done in politics. And even when it appears
that this has happened, it is always wise to ask whether whatever it was
that was done in politics would not have been done anyway, no matter
what had been said in political philosophy.

It is therefore one thing to criticize liberalism as a philosophical theory
and quite another thing to engage in conflict with contemporary liberal
politics. It is true that contemporary liberal politics owes a good deal to
past theorizing. For the formative periods of liberalism in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries were periods in which the relationships of phi-
losophy and politics were other than and closer than they are now.
But the actualities of contemporary liberal politics — and I use the word
‘liberal’ inclusively here, so that it covers the whole spectrum of liberal-
isms from that of American self-styled conservatives to that of European
self-styled social democrats — are not only in crucial respects different
from the politics hoped for by the great prophetic theorists of eighteenth-
and nineteenth-century liberalism but also at odds with the guiding
principles of contemporary liberal theory. It is therefore not at all impos-
sible to elaborate positions that are plainly incompatible with at least
some versions of liberal theory, but nonetheless quite at home in the
realities of contemporary liberal politics. Just this, I want to suggest, is
the case with the theses of the movement that is identified by the name
‘communitarianism’,

'ljhjé principal exponents of communitarianism have defined their own
positions by contrast with some central theses advanced by liberal theo-
rists. Where liberal theorists have emphasized rights, communitarians
have stressed relationships. Where liberal theorists have appealed to what
they take to be universal and impersonal principles, communitarians have
argued for the importance of particular ties to particular groups and
individuals. And where liberal theorists have characteristically held that
it is for each md:vxdual to arrive at her or his own conception of her or
his good, communitarians have been anxious both to establish the exist-
ence of irreducibly social goods and to argue that a failure to achieve
such goods will result in a defective social order.

Itis casy to frme each of these two positions so that it not only
contrasts with, but is set in sharp opposition to the other. And liberal
critics of communitarianism have usually presented matters in this way-
But there are certamnly some versions of liberal theory and some formula-
tons of communitarian positions which are such that the two are not
(énly DOL IR opposition to each other, but neatly complement one another-
w"m“mm{:?bl:;{om this latter point of view is a diagnosis of certail

aknesses in eralism, not a rejection of it. And consequently it i
unsurprising that just as liberal theorists disagree among themselves abou!
their own Rositions, so too they disagree about the implications ©
commumtarinism: Yet the ‘ , ,

ne outcome of these debates at the level of theoty

may not be of great significance. For at the level of contemporary politr
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cal actuality the key issues have a is i
C"‘l:;mgporary politics that makes tllrliesa (sic})l?been setled. What is it abou
pingozinilrg osriifteiin retain the ’allegiar'lce of those het?rogeneous, overlap-
long by negotiati es competing social groups to which their subjects be-
failure (o wobic ing temporary settlements with those groups, whenever
(he Stato s ave gettlgment with them would exact too high a price for
politics havepty' dut, in so doing, those engaged in government and in
stances, ap alc') adopt a range of varying and sometimes incompatible
o m ie ing to dlffc_:rent and sometimes incompatible values, here
g market considerations an overriding value, there denying them

s weight, here accepting governmental responsibility for this or that

as S ; governm _
pect of social life, there disowning it, here expressing respect for custorm
f modernization. Modern

zgset:;idition. there flouting them in the name o
from, WI;:'EI;:" that is to say, needs and has a ragbag of assorted values,
ich it can select in an ad hoc way what will serve its purposes in

this . . . . . . .
Shov:sr dt'tfl‘tzilt particular situation with this or that particular group. So 1t
ifferent faces and speaks with different and often enough incom-

It is therefore no accident

f;;:b:e voices in differ.ent types of situation. .
that Sﬁﬂtemporary politics is a politics of recurrently broken promises of
ﬂagranftxfeszul contemporary politicians are SO often open to charges of
tions h inconsistency. A willingness to break promises and to shift posi-
of m odas become, not a liability, but one aspect of what in the social life
Th ernity is accounted the chief of the virtues, adaptability.
Sableet values defended by liberalism are of course among those indispen-
them o the governments of advanced modernity.- Even those _whq flout
ar must pay lipservice to them. But the values of communitarianism
e also to be found in the state’s ragbag of values and they were there

long before the name ‘communitarianism’ Was given to them. So along-
to universal principles that

::}: th,e commitments of modern governments I
s guard rights and confer liberties, there are the g:om;mtments of the
c)fme governments to uphold family ties and the solidanties of a vanety
exroups. And alongside the commitments of modern g0 ts to
ending the scope of market economies, there ar¢ a variety of commit-
3‘5“‘;‘0 sustain institutions whose workings are inimic; to market s;e}a-
- nships. What happens when in some particular situation Omhigher—
orgun itments conflicts with another? The answer'ss that there 1S nom het
¢ er set of principles to which appeal can be made to m P
conflicts. There are instead outcomes determined by shifting © tions
Interest and power within the limits those giites who deter-
mine - ajthough not at all at will f choices confronting
“Sointhe p ’ . an values COEXISt.
So in the politics of modern gov_emmeni commtgng%mm A

Sometimes uneasil i happily, Wi S

y. someumes quite D] Y. ade
gnly at those extremes of the political spectrum af Wiich mﬁ? )
ierence to principle entails political impotenee that alleglane® beral
ism is allowed to entail the rejection of communitar ISt
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A communitarian politics is at home within the contemporary institutional
framework imposed by the state and the market and, Jjust because it is thus
at home, its conception of the common good is limited by that framework.
Communitarians are apt to place great emphasis on their rejection of any
merely individualist conception of the common good. But the communitarian
conception of the common good is not at all that of a kind of community
of political learning and enquiry participation in which it is necessary for
individuals to discover what their individual and common goods are. In-
deed in every statement by the protagonists of communitarianism that.I
have read the precise nature of the communitarian view of the relationship
between the community, the common good and individual goods remains
elusive. And that it should remain elusive is perhaps a condition of
communitarians accommodating themselves, as they have in some cases so
notably done, to the realities of contemporary politics.

4 The politics of local community

My arguments so far have resulted largely, if not entirely in negative
conclusions. How are we to move beyond these? Any more adequate
account of political community and authority will have to begin from a
somewhat fuller account of political justification.

Political reflection is 3 relative latecomer on the human scene. And,
Wwhen it does emerge, it must inevitably at first be local reflection, reflec-
tion upon local political structures, as these have developed through some
particular social and cultural tradition, and moreover reflection guided
by and limited by the conceptual and argumentative resources of that
Same tradition. As such reflection develops into philosophy, it continucs
debqt&s and enquiries that are framed in terms that are in crucial ways
specific to its own tradition — consider the differences between Confucian
political reflection, the discussions in the Mahabharata and the political
philosophies of Plato and Aristotle — but the questions that are thus

m local terms are understood to have universal import and the

answers supplied to those questions in local terms give expression 10
universal claims,

having merely local significance ang joe] authority. Anthropologists
S;;tonans and philosophers may sometimes be relativists, but those about
th om they write never are. So that when philosophers come to evaluate
th:i norms and those conceptions, they confront the task of evaluating

man oo for which it is claimed that it would be right and best for
km::;mn beings 1o live by them and as adequate conceptions of the
So mgood, and not M&EGRC& or the Indian, or the Chinese good-
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uman beings as such?

tions as: What are the norms appropriate for h
And these turn out to

What is the human good? What is reason as such?
be political as well as philosophical questions.
For every political and social order embodies and gives expression to
an ordering pf different human goods and therefore also embodies and
gives expression to some particular conception of the human good. Hence
when philosophers enquire about goods and the good, and most of all
when they enquire about the common good of political society, and about
r’hat kind of political society it is in which human beings can best come
0 an understanding of their good, they necessarily put to the question

the political order of their own society.

Correspondingly, when the representatives of the political order claim
authority for their legislative, executive and judicial acts, they can now
justify their claims only by showing that the exercise of their political
authority accords with norms that serve the common good and the hu-
man good. There are indeed types of political justification that antedate
the rise of philosophy, but the rise of philosophy transforms the nature
and standards of political justification, by opening uUp questions t

. o which
political authority must either respond

: or discredit itself. _Among these
questions one is central: under what conditions are individuals able 0

1earp about their individual and common goods, so that questions about
the justification of political authority can be asked and an_sxyereq through
rational enquiry and debate? ‘What form of social and political life makes
this possible? .

It will have three sets of characteristics. First, it ¥ be a type of

mmunity whose members generally and characteristically recognize
obedience to those standards that Aquinas i tified as the precepts of
the natural law is necessary. if they are to
what their individual and common goods a o of
Suby;rsive: The Case of Aquinas’). the aythor(;ty o
positive law, promulgated by whatever means the community 2 0?3;55
will derive from its conformity to the precepts &3 And plain
ity by plain persons.

persons will thereby exhibit their understanding tha tfiuthe eaithful | :

for, patience with and care for the neefis of others,
ing of promises, are required of us, just becat
governed by these norms they will not S:eable to mfa B that involves

;leed to learn. But strict observance of th
practical understanding of their point an bt :
fetishism of rules, requirges the cultivation.md exetc!seif gi'simh a sOGEEY
prudence, temperateness. courage and justice: So the :;al understand
will embody to some significant extent 2 shafed.'pm n m&gsmudmg
of the relationships between goods. rules and virtues- al R will be
that may or may not be articulated at the level of“th%& cti
questions recetve answers in actions. A
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This type of shared understanding is one familiar to most of us in a
variety of local social contexts. We rely on it in many of the everyday
enterprises of family and household life, in schools, in neighborhoods, in
parishes, on farms, in fishing crews and in other workplaces, and, that is
to say, in all those practices and projects in which immediate decision-
making has to presuppose rationally justifiable answers to such questions
as ‘How does my good relate to the good of others engaged in this
enterprise?” and ‘How does the good to be achieved through this enter-
prise relate to the other goods of my and their lives?” Where that under-
standing is absent, is indeed excluded, is in the activities that have come
to be labeled ‘politics’ in the contemporary meaning of that term. So
paradoxically the life of so-called politics is now one from which the
possibility of rational political justification is excluded, while in many
local contexts that possibility remains open. Reflection on why this is so
directs our attention to a second set of characteristics that a society must
possess, if it is to be one in which individuals are able through practice to
learn about their individual and common goods.

Such societies must be small-scale and, so far as possible, as self-
sufficient as they need to be to protect themselves from the destructive
mncursions of the state and the wider market economy. They need to be
small-scale, so that, whenever necessary, those who hold political office
can be put to the question by the citizens and the citizens put to the
question by those who hold political office in the course of extended
deliberative debate in which there is widespread participation and from
which no one from whom something might be learned is excluded — that
is, frgm which no one is excluded. The aim of this deliberative participa-
tion is to arrive at a common mind and the formal constitutional proce-
dures of deci§ion-making will be designed to serve this end. Once again |
am not describing something alien to everyday experience. This is a kind
of deliberative participation familiar in many local enterprises through
which local community is realized. What is less familiar is the claim that
these local arenas are now the only places where political community can
be constructed, a political community very much at odds with the politics
of the nation-state.

Two aspects of the difference between them should be stressed. First,
the politics of small-scale local community politics cannot be a separate
compartmentalized, specialized area of activity, as it is for the politics of
advanced_ modernity. More generally, the forms of compartmentalization
characteristic pf advanced modernity are inimical to the flourishing of
local community. The activities of local communities will indeed be dif-
g‘:}‘g“‘?}aéf into different spheres, those of the family, of the workplace

© parish, for example. But the relationship between the goods of
each_kset of activities is such that in each much the same virtues arc
:Iqm’? cach the same vices are all 100 apt to be disclosed, so that
e 1S not fragmented into her or his separate roles, but is able
© succeed or fail in ordering the goods of her or his life into a unified




‘Politics, Philosophy and the Common Good’ 249

whol . )
eand to be judged by others in respect of that Success or failure. One

and the s
same set of individuals and groups will encounter each other in

the cont _
tween orel:tsofla number of very different types of activity, moving be-
phere and another, so that individuals cannot avoid being
y individuals show

jud
Jthexglfscllizg Whgt the}’ are. And in politics especiall
as deserving the confidence of others as holders of political

office : . .

the Cotr’gn:gﬁ integrity of their own pursuit of both their own good and

good in a variety of spheres, and especially those of the
ifically political abilities.

hor

W}ﬁieazg the “fo,rkl?lace. as well as in their spec

tiona} fOr:lptakf"htY_ is now the key virtue of the dominant and conven-
coxélmunity.S of politics. integrity is the key virtue of the politics of I
strik?,c,e again the difference from the politics of the modern state is
g. For this latter is a politics in which the techniques of self-

resentati L
Presentation, the techniques of advertisement i1t the market place, arc
andidates for public

cha o
ofﬁ?:czznsuc‘my used to project images behind which €
n conceal aspects of their reality. The candidate has become to

Some . C
degree a fictional construction, @ figure constructed by public rela-
opinion and cosmetic art-

tio

ist: szxperts, speech-writers, manipulators of

only thlzt mfu ch as a film star is or used t0 be. The problem here is not

candidat of the gap between image and reality. It 18

qQuires h ¢ tends all too often to become whatever an

W er or him to become.

SCSSe:I l;ave then identified two sets of characteristics that must be pos-

Justific y any society in which there is a possibility of rational p01;a

degre ation, and with it of rational I litics:_ﬁrst, it must have é‘!L rge

ond} ¢ 40f shared understanding of £ , VITtues, and ruk - and, sec-
y, it must be a relatively small-scale society whose relanoqshlps are

not deformed b " - also
Al Y COmpartmentahzanon. But there 15 8% p
Conditions to be satisfied. The deliberative and other soctal relationships
: olated by some of the m 0 f

jes (see off this the

:frf:g; h a society are systematically violate
Introg of large-scale so-called free market ;cononneéh e ), Such
eco uction to the second edition of Marxism and CAris - SV
maf;(Omxes are misnamed ‘free markets’. They 12 fac:’f ru ?vemworwh
thai et conditions that forcibly deprive 2 y workers € Wéa ave ond
wh lco“d_eff}n parts of the labor force 2 metropolital €0 - o’
ti00 e societies in less developed areas £ e w:;lfethwomwénﬂ : dcp;l s
Orn* @h.at enlarge inequalities and divisions Of realts. chgdom ander
Sranzing socictis into compeng S antagonistie DT 1o the
sour Cﬁgn?xgong inequality og \;eo‘ilitp :}n;x;r‘::rme& B
of both economic and polii€ v S gt i
Genuinely free markets are always local and sma%ﬁ xizf;dkeﬁ .
i S e e
fles with genuinely free markets will b W 0 in which o one IS
daem.ﬂy farm is very much at heme 18t suchsﬁcle 1es - which they
nied the possibility of the Kind of productVe :
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cannot take their place in those relationships through which the common
good is realized. Such societies can never of course aspire to achieve the
levels of economic and technological development of advanced moder-
nity. But from the standpoint of those who give their allegiance to such
societies the price to be paid for limitless development would involve a
renunciation of their common good. Indeed the conception of the com-
mon good presupposed by large-scale so-called free market economies is
necessarily an individualist one, although the ‘individuals’ are sometimes
corporate entities. So that the conflict between the kind of local commu-
nity that I have been characterizing and the international and national
economic order is at the level of practice, as well as that of theory, a
conflict between rival conceptions of the common good.

5 A response to some misunderstandings and objections

We are now in a position to understand better what it is that makes some
types of social relationship oppressive. Some measure of inequality — it
must not be too large - is not necessarily oppressive. And that some
people rather than others should exercise power through political office 1s
Dot necessarily a mark of oppression. What is always oppressive is any
form of social relationship that denies to those who participate in it the
possibility of the kind of learning from each other about the nature of
their common good that can issue in socially transformative action. It_ 1s
this that makes relationships between slave-owners and slaves oppressive
and it is no accident that defenders of slavery from Aristotle to the apolo-
gists for slavery in the American South have felt compelled to assert what
is plajnly false, that their slaves do not possess the capacity for rational
!ear;xmg. And so it is too with certain other forms of oppression. The
Justrﬁcatiqn of the oppression of women has characteristically represented
them as inferior to men in rationality. The justification of European
imperialist annexations of territory has characteristically represented its

natve inhabitants as lacking the rational powers to develop it.
Although I have not drawn attention to it, the argument that has led
us to this point is one that has drawn systematically on the conceptual
and argumentative resources of a Thomistic Aristotelianism. But while it
1S important to notice this, it is also important to notice how much of this
account of political community and political justification is at odds with
Aristotle himself, and not only because it rejects his exclusions of women
and slaves from cttizenship. For Aristotle believed falsely that the life of
productive labor of a farmer. for example, was incompatible with the
political life (Politics, 1328b33-1329a2). And here he needs to be cor-
::;‘tggagﬂ the 2!msxs of’ {1is own principles, by drawing upon aFO‘her
which | et 50 Siemming from the ancient world, that agrarianism. t0
1| referred earlier  its charter document is Xenophon’s Oeconomicits

- which has understood that the virtues of the farmer sud of the fisher-
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man ar i g
And s ;Il;ge;?rgfev;)régﬁ?or:le:xifed in l;he politics of small-scale community.
constitute just such a or which I have coqtended in this paper
e AT correction. But still more is needed by way of
this point 1 ; Mazrl p 1illlosoph.er who can provide much of what we need at
tems that have bx. arx himself, that is, rather than those Marxist sys-
eed to put of Meen ’apt to obscure Marx. The questions that we now
often posed. n th arx' s texts are significantly different from those most
T s o € past, whether. by those participating in OF by those
sce “The Theess O\If;ements of social democracy and communism (on this
- on l;e’merl‘)ac'h: A Road Not Taken’, above). And they are
fects of the so-mﬁ :1 ¢ relationship, for example, of the ineradicable de-
answers to wff’l g free market economy to the nature of social activity
aspires to ich are badly needed by any form of Aristotelianism that
o contemporary relevance.
Whilelsitone of the marks of a community o
s tracdailtl'nm but begin from the standpoi
knowing holv(vm’ “{hat it is gble to lpam, in order to sustain itself, includes
to dran tg identify its own incoherences and errors and bow then
— gsen/t\ e resources of other alien and rival traditions in _order to
fent of me o \nd Hilary Putnam’s misinterpretation of the political con-
Understan}(,j positions can now be seen to derive not only from failing to
- what they imply about oppression, but also from rego}utely
ing what I have written about the relationships between different

and rivz . :
nd rival traditions of enquiry. Nonetheless there is a much more plausi-
that is closely related to his.

bk; %b)ectlon to my positions than Putnam’s re
nit ;Ve asserted not only that the kind of small-scale pqh_tlcal cominu-
hig)},; . at deserves our rational allegiance will characte{lsngaﬂy have 2
10 be legree of shared cultural inheritance, but also that its life will have
goo0d informed by a large measure of agreement not only on its common
ala . but on human goods in general. And not only liberals may find this
th rming. For this may seem at first glance to be 2 kind of community
at could have no room for individuals or groups who do not share the
Prevailing view of human goods. But this is a mistake. a!_lti ‘Hoiié’hﬂ’?
in such a

ause nothing that I have said precludes the existence Wi
hold and are recogr

f enquiry and learning that,
at of its own cultural and

political societ indivi
y of individuals and groups who hold ‘
to hold radically dissenting views ont tal 1ssucs. What will be
important to such a society, if it holds the kind of view of the human
will be to ask what can

g2ood and the common good that I have outlined,
i It will therefore be crucial not only to

e learned from such dissenters. ]

erate dissent, but to enter into rational copversa .
Cultivate as a political virtue not merely a passive tolerance, but a2 m&:
ind enquiring attitude towards radically dissenting views, . %n -

ly absent from the dominant politics of the present. THIS 1S & 5 f
past. For among the worst faifures O
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g;le_aljned from our own Christian P2

ristianity has been the inability of Chrisuan societies, o Jewish
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communities in their midst, an inability that has been both a consequence
and a cause of the poisonous corruption of Christianity by anti-Semitism.

A very different accusation that has been and will be leveled against
my political positions is that I am recommending a politics of Utopian
ineffectiveness. It is impossible, so such critics will say, to change any-
thing worth changing in the modern world except by engaging in the
conventional politics of the nation-state, since too many of the problems
of local communities are inextricably bound up with national and inter-
national issues. This objection moves from true premises to a false con-
clusion. Any worthwhile politics of local community will certainly have
to concern itself in a variety of ways with the impact upon it of the
nation-state and of national and international markets. It will from time
to time need to secure resources from them, but only, so far as is possible,
at a price acceptable by the local community. It will from time to time
have to concern itself with the conflicts between and within nation-states,
sometimes aligning itself with this or that contending party in order to
assist in defeating such politically destructive forces as those of imperial-
ism or National Socialism or Stalinist communism. But it will always also
have to be wary and antagonistic in all its dealings with the politics of the
state and the market economy, wherever possible challenging their pro-
tagonists to provide the kind of justification for their authority that they
cannot in fact supply. For the state and the market economy are so
structured as to subvert and undermine the politics of local community.
Between the one politics and the other there can only be continuing
conflict.

_ To this it may be replied in turn that these responses to misinterpreta-
tions and objections are much too brief to be convincing to those who
advance them. Indeed they are. In this paper all that I have attempted is
to state rather than to defend a set of positions, and even so to state them
only in outline. Those statements provide, I hope, a starting-point for
further debate and enquiry and this in at least three areas. First, the
diagnosis of the ills of contemporary politics needs to be extended and
deepened. Secondly, it is important to note that the conflict between the
politics of local community and the dominant modes of contemporary
politics is not only a conflict between rival conceptions of the common
go<_)d. It' is also a conflict between alternative understandings of practical
rationality and we need a better philosophical account of what is at stake
in this conflict than has hitherto been provided. And finally it is impor-
tant to examine mstructive examples of the politics of local community in
a Villlﬂetllf‘ gf Sgcxﬁ_al and culmtt;rfffll contexts, so as to learn better what makes
such poiitics eflective or ineffective. There i i ical and
litical work to be dome. 1s both philosophical po-

Re






