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Friendship, Trust, and Political Order

A Critical Overview

Jitrden Gebhardt

The Exil of Politics

The strong man 1s most powerful when he 1s alone. (Schiller, Wilh e

Tell, 1, 3)

It 1s apprn::-priate to bfgiﬂ with the questinn: Does frienclship count 1n
modern politics? At first glance there are reasons for an answer n the
negative, as the following reflection on the modern political discourse
seems 1o suggest.

Politics and friendship rarely go together. As President Truman used
to say, “If vou want a friend in Washington get yourself a dog.” German
politicians subscribe to the following degree of comparison: enemy —

deadl}r enemy —fellow party member (Feind — Tod ﬁfiﬂ d—Pa Hezfrermd ).
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At best the power game of politics might allow for friendships ot utility.
Political friends do not love each other in themselves, but only insofar as
some beneht accrues to them from each other as Aristotle had already
observed. Based on the notion of the quid pro quo, a blend of trust and
distrust 1s required to complete a successtul bargain, This triendship of
utility shows in political logrolling and lasts as long as it promises
common political gain. But it the chips are down and the power game
turns into serious struggle for power, the triend of today might become
the foe of tomorrow. “From this perspective, friendship can be seen to
lead to an injustice akin to nepotism in public life, while political calcula-
tions can lead to bhetrayals in private life.” This modern view of friend-
ship, as Julian Haseldine indicates, brings torth an overriding concern
with the “distorting, even corrupting, influence of the personal and inter-
nal on the political and external.™ Thus the institution of friendship 1s
denied any ordering function in the political and social life of modern so-
ciety.! “Friendship is supposed to be strictly private.” This position lends
reason to the Dpiniﬂﬂ that the world of power that is the modern state
knows just a semblance of friendship among rulers and subjects, and that
politics 1s built on the exptctation that most pEDplc are to be distrusted.
From the vantage point of the modern Hobbesian we cannot but face the

“evil of politics”:

The ubiquit}r of the desire of power which, besides and bcynnd any
pa.rtin:ular selfishness or other evilness of purpose, constitutes the
ubiquit}’ of evil in human action. . . . To the extent in which the
essence and aim of p::-!itics 15 POWET OVEr Mall, pnlitics isevil. ... For
here the animus dominandi 1s not a mere admixture to prevailing
aims of a different kind but the Very essence of the intention, the
very lifebloed of the action, the constitutive principie of pnlitics asa
distinct sphcrc of human action. . . . The evil that corrupts pnlitical
actton 1s the same evil that COrrupts all action, bur the cnrrupti:::-n of
pniitical action 1s indeed the parac]igm and prototype of all pnssible

corruption”

Under the particular conditions of the modern state the scope of this
curruptir.:rn has been broadened and 1ts intcnsit}r strengthcned. As the

ultimate ﬂlﬂﬂifﬂﬂtﬂ.til}ﬂ D'F POWwWLEr, thﬂ IIIUCIEI'H state E]{Pﬂﬂdﬂ tllﬂ "CDI'-
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ruptic-n of the political sphere both qualitativel}f and quantitativcl}r.”
M-:-rgenthau does not denounce political ethics but 1t 1s an ethics of
clc-ing evil in that “its last resort. . . 1s the endeavor to clmc:-sc, since evil
there must IJE-_,. among several pcrssibln: actions the one that 1s least evil.”?
If this choice s guidec] I}}r political wisdom and moral courage man
mig_ht reconcile his leitical nature with his moral clcstin}r without,
howcvcr, cscapiﬂg the evil of pcrlitics.t'

Mc-rgf:ntlmu had dissociated himself from Carl Schmitt for moral
and pnlitical reasons carl}r in his German cla}fs. However, thE}-’ enunci-
ated the Very same Weberian concept of state- and pDWEI’—EEIltﬁI‘Ed puli—
tics. The pDIitiCﬂ] defined in terms of the ultimate struggle for power S
void of any ethicali}f grnunded political agency n societ}f that rests on
the notion of human fellcrwship, because 1t pits p{:litical collectivit}r
against pc}litical collectivit}r in a life-and-death battle thus cnnstituting
the fundamental distinction between enemy and friend. In the last
anal},rsis the animus dommand: reveals nself in the antithesis of WAL,
“whcreb}f men could be required to sacrifice lifﬁ, authorized to shed
blcmd, and kill other human beings.” Schmitt does not c]istinguish be-
tween war 1n gﬂneral and civil war. Civil war decides the future fate of a
disintﬂgrating pc}litical Entil::-,-' “and this is partil:uiarljf valid for a consu-
tutional state, c]espite all the constitutional ties to which the state 1s
bound.” So 1t should be noted that Schmitt denies the constitutional
state’s capacit}r for pﬁaccfui conflict resolution. Qunting from Lorenz
von Stein, he states that as soon as the constitution 1s attacked, “the
battle must then be wagf;d outside the constitution and the law, hence
decided b}r the power of arms.”* The c]isjuncti-::-n of enemy and friend
emerges from combat 1n an existenuial sense 1n that 1t defines the sub-
stance of the pniiticaL But who 1s the friend with whom we are here
concerned? [t 1s the comrade 1n arms whom [ have to trust because [
rel}f on him as he relies on me for survival. The collective ethos of pnliti—
cal co mmunit}r emerges from the combatant’s ex perience.

T\v’[ﬂrgﬁnthau left open the qucstion of how cummunit}-’ Springs from
the evil of p::.-litics in the modern state. Schmite respcrnds with the argu-
ment that all human beingz are symbnlicaﬂ}r combatants and that any
political cﬂmmuﬂit}’ destuned for pc-liticai survival in the world of
power must constitute itself as a fraternit}r in arms bound b}r the spirit

Df SDldiEr}-’, ELHC] 13.5[ I.')llt not ;ERSE l)}' thE authorit}f Df thﬂ dﬂCiSiDﬂmﬂ.l‘liﬂg
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power that s again, in an existential sense, 1N command of the fratf:rnil:}f.
Schmitt thinks through what Weber worked into his discursive exegesis
of the power- and domination-centered idea of pcrlitics. The political
cmnmuniry possesses the coercive power over life and death of its mem-
bers and their actions are ultimatel}f dictared IJ},r the threat of physical
force to the pcnint where “the serious demand 1s made upon the ind:-
vidual to suffer death in the service of common interest. This imparts
the pﬂlitical ccrmmunit}f its spcciﬁc patims and creates its f:ncluring_ emo-
tional foundations. Shared pDEitical destiniea, Le., above all the sharing
of pﬂlitical life and death battles, bring about communities bound b}f
shared memories which often have a clccpf:r impact than the ties of
merel}r cultural, linguistic, or ethnic cc-mmunit}f in that thf:}f are the ul-
timate constituent of ‘national consciousness.””® The crucial pnint is that
this p-::rlitic:a.l fr&tﬂt'llit}-' of a human group welded t:::-gether b}f the shared
e}ipcrience of war devalues the fraternal ethics of relig_jcrﬂ in that now
pc-liti::s creates the emotional basis of the coercive ccrmmunit}r that 1s the
modern state.'® This is reflected 1n the politics of modern mass democ-
racy, which rests on the emouonal bond between the charismatic leader
and his mass fDllDwing that puts its trust 1n the leader who 1n turn steers
the masses I::-}F means of dcmagﬂgic manipu]atiﬂn. From the fraternit}-' 1n
arms emerges the pnlitica] order of pltbiscitarian caesarism.

A final remark 1s in order: Schmitt denounces any anmrﬂpologicaﬂy
based vision of a common 1"11.111:1511'&'(}r of human bﬂingg that would allow
for an Ethicail}r grnundn:cl pnlitical communit}f gui-:]cd I:r}-' the mutual
trust among citizens, incluc]ing the rulers and the ruled. Neither
Schmitt nor Weber can deal with what the classics and the modern neo-
classics call “civil friendship.” When they think in terms of communal
traditions thc}r have 1in mind the Christian 1dea of fratcrnit}r and its
modern revolutiﬂnar}f varteties. 1o Weber the modern age 1s marked E}r
the marginalizatinn of ethics of Christian fraternit}-', and to Schmitt it
has become a liberal decert. Elz:-th, lmwever, hold the Christian notion
of a universal fratﬂrnit}f to be in principle apolitica! in the face of
modern pﬂiitics. Their pﬂint of view 1s mislcadiﬂg insofar as it down-
pla}-fs the impact of historicall}f metamorphnscd Christian 1deas of
cmnmunit}f on the diverse modes of pcrlitiu:al m:}c]ernit},f.

The semantics of the pcrwer—ccﬂtered paracligm does not entail a

CDHCEPtiDH D'f 'ffili'ﬂl:] S}llp Ell]C] Df ltS pI‘EEDﬂditiDﬂ, I]H.II]E]}-’ frust, as S‘Eﬂ.tﬂd
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al_)cwe, nor does power-focused polirical science. A politician’s mixin
P P ¥ 24
his frienclships with his p:}litics may be a prﬂbablc moment of the
power game, but nota d&termining element of p:::-litical order. This also
holds true for the concept of trust, which until recentl}-’ was treated as a
psycholc:-gical or moral concept in Eurcnpf:an leitical discourse.!! So

runs tllf E'I.I'glllllf:ﬂl' Df GE[’II]E—’I.II}’?S lEEll:]iﬂg SDEiDngiSE

TI'HSI hﬂ.S NEvVer IJEEII | tDPiE D'f I'['H'I.illSt['E-."-ll'[l SDCiI}iDg}-ﬂ NEit}]Ef Clﬂ.SSi-
CE‘[I Ei.li.tl]DI'S nor m:::—d crn SDEiGiDgiStS s Ehf: erm iﬂ ad tl'iEDI'EtiEEI.l COIn-
text. FDI’ IlliE Ireasorn Ihf: Elﬂbl}fﬂtiﬂﬂ Df a IhEDI'EtZIICEll context, one Df ‘i'ht‘
main SOUrces Df EDI]CEPIUH] Cl-‘lI’iﬁCﬂIiDﬂ, 113.5 bEEl‘l I'Eiﬂti‘-'ﬁl}-’ ﬂEglECIEC].
Furthermnre, empirical I'f!SEEiI'Ch—fDI' ﬁ}iﬂlﬂplﬂ rESEﬂfCh E'li}Dl.lt trust
'.‘:'I.I"ld CliStI'l.lSt il'l Plellti'CS—l’lﬂS !'H.tl‘lf:l' ['Elif:Cl o1l gﬁllﬂfﬂl E’LI](I HHSPECII'EEC]
iCI.EiI.S, CDH{HSiﬂg PI’D]J]EIHS Df trust Wlt}] PDSitiVE :E'I.I"IC] ﬂﬂgﬂti?ﬂ E'I.Etitll.dﬁs
tD"ﬁ’ElI'd [}Dlitic-ﬂ.l lEﬂC] E'I'S}}ip oar PD“tiCE‘ll llllﬂtitlltiﬂﬂﬁ_-, Witll Hliﬁllﬂ—

12

tiDﬂ eony Witl] llDPES :El.l"ll:] WDI’I’iES, or Witll Cﬂﬂﬁdfﬂﬂﬂ.

This might hold true so far as mainstream social science is concerned, but
by and large this statement is off the mark because it neglects the great
tradition of “political trusteeship™ in Anglo-Saxon political thought and
practice that made “trust” a kev concept of political discourse in the
English-speaking world in contrast to continental European political
semantics. It speaks for itself that a recent German publication on Ver-
tranen refers to Hobbes of all people as the thinker who laid out in his
Leviathan the basic model for dealing with the problem of trust."

This observation points to the crucial point of this inquiry. The state-
centered notion of power politics portrays the modern political world
from the vantage point of the continental European experience, Its po-
litical paradigm of the modern state was not and could not be modeled
on the civil polity of democratic constitutionalism that has become the
hallmark of political order in the course of modern history, Anglo-Saxon
political science emerged from a citizen-centered civil polity but suc-
cumbed to a degree to the paradigm of power politics in spite of the
above mentioned fact that traclitic-nall}r the semantic cample:{ of “trust”
is politically coded in English-speaking political cultures.

Burt there remains stll the question to be answered whether the

D?Erﬂll ViEW Df PDliEiCS a5 Dutliﬂﬂd b}" ‘EhE ‘Wﬂberian Pﬂf-ﬂ.digfﬂ C]DES not



320 m Jirgen Gebbardt

in fact present us with an accurate portrayal of global politics in the
modern age. It reflects indeed the pervading disorder of our age with-
out, however, probing into the cause of the deplorable state of atfairs
that 1s characterized by the fundamental contradiction between longing
tor the good life in sociery and sutfering under harsh domination. The
explanatory force of the assumption that public order springs from
power i1s limited or more precisely deficient in theoretical and empirical
terms. Modern state building, whether revolutionary or not, involves
in effect power and force, and the activities of fraternities in arms are
instrumental in this enterprise. They provide the political nucleus of
the cmcrging public :::-rc]ﬁr; but the fraternity In arimns, once it 1s In
power, creates systems of domination that lack stable foundations and
fail to live up to the aspirations of their citizens in terms of life, liberty,
and prosperity. The world abounds in miscarried state and nation
building,

That is where the concepts of friendship and trust come into the pic-
ture when the question of political stability, and in particular of the sta-
bility of the constitutional regime, is raised by a theorist who argues
from the unspoken premises of civic politics. Such a theorist 1s John
Rawls. His A Theory of Justice introduces rather casually the notions of
civic friendship and murtual trust as factors stabilizing a just scheme of
cooperation 1n order to counter the Hobbesian recourse to sover-
eignty: “One may think of the Hobbesian sovereign as a mechanism
added to a system of cooperation which would be unstable without
it. . . . Now it 1s evident how relations of triendship and mutual trust,
and the public knowledge of a common and normally etfective sense of
justice, bring about the same result. . . . Of course, some infractions will
presumably occur, but when they do feelings of guilt arising from
triendship and mutual trust and the sense of justice tend to restore the
arrangement.” ¥ Neither here nor in the follow-up work Political Lib-
eralism is the quasi self-evident notion of civic triendship closely in-
spected. In Political Liberalism it 1s tied to the “ideal of democratic
citizens trying to conduct their political affairs on terms supported by
public values that we might reasonably expect others to endorse. The
ideal also expresses a willingness to listen to what others have to say
and being ready to accept reasonable accommodations or alterations in

DHEJS OW I "ir’iEW. '—.['hiﬂ Prescrves thE tiES Df Ci\-’iC fI'iEﬂC] Sllip ﬂﬂd iS EDﬂSiS-
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tent with the duties of civility. On some questions this may be the best
we can do.”!? Rawls’ “scheme,” Gianfrancesco Zanetti comments, “en-
tails a civic triendship, public values; respect for an existing reasonable
pluralism 1s coupled with the need for one particular ethos, that of
Rawlsian political liberalism.” Rawls “exhibits a strong sense of politi-
cal friendship, 1t 1s not surprising that a third of A Theory of Justice
aims ultimately to develop a uniform consensus that will create (politi-
cal) stability on the basis of a compound of justice and friendship dis-
tinctly reminiscent of Aristotle.™® A close reading of Rawls, hailed as
the high priest of modern liberal contracrualism, uncovers a commit-
ment to an idea of trust grounded in civic friendship operating as the
binding force in political life and sustaining the i1deal of democratic citi-
zenship in constitutional regimes,

From the perspective of modern democratic constitutionalism as ex-
emplified by Rawls, it i1s highly problematic exclusively to consider
triendship in terms of the subjective, informal, and personal in private
relations nﬂtwithstancling the fact that this view dominates modern dis-
course in general and power-centered politics in particular. At the pre-
sent moment the “Western tradition of thought” that regarded the idea
of triendship “the major principle in terms of which political theory
and practice are described, explained and analysed” might indeed have
“receded into the background” as Hutter and other students of the
subject claim.!” But “[the] problem which triendship presented to an-
cient thinkers, and which in turn seemed quite a natural starting
point . . . to their medieval successors” seems not to be (as Haseldine
assumes) so much of a different nature as far as the modern constru-
tional theoretician is concerned: “[HJow does the instutution of friend-

Sl'li[} fDI'IIl HI}{] I‘-Eglliﬂl’ﬁ' 111111’13..[1 SDCEEI}’ ?”JE

The Politics of Civility

Asthereisa clegree of dcpravit}r in mankind which rcquires a certain
cln:gren: of circumspectiun and clistrust, so there are other quﬂ.lities n
human nature which justify a certain pDI’tiﬂﬂ of esteem and conh-
dence. Repui}lican government presupposes the existence of these

qualities in a higher degree than any other torm. (Federalist no. 55)
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The Federalist reters here to the quintessence of constitutional govern-
ment that was summarized in Cato’s Letters: “What 1s government, but
trust committed by all, or the most, to one or a few, who are to attend
upon the affairs of all.”’® The message of the early modern constitu-
tional revolutionaries is that any legitimate public order 1s built on
trust. It is the starting point of an ongoing discourse on trust that is in
some way a follow-up of the discourse on civic friendship that began in
Greek —Roman antiquity and resurfaced in the citizen-centered politi-
cal science of the democratic regime that, however, blended into and
occasionally succumbed to the prevalent power-centered paradigm of
politics. A basic outline of the current trust discourse 1s called for in
order to show how it connects implicitly or explicitly with the grand
theme of friendship and civility.

Surveving the phenomena of political order and political decay in the
glﬂbal world, Samuel Huntington points out that “the degrct of com-
munity in a complex society . . . depends upon the strength and scope of
its pcrlitical institutions. The institutions are the behavioral manifesta-
tion of the moral consensus and murual interest.”™® “A society with
weak political institutions lacks the ability to curb the excesses of per-
sonal and parochial desires.” Its politics 1s a “Hobbesian world of unre-
lenting competition among social forces.”™ “A government with a low
level of institutionalization 1s not just a weak government; i1t 1s also a bad
government.” It “lacks authority, fails to perform its funcrion and 1s im-
moral in the same sense in which a corrupt judge, a cowardly soldier, or
an ignorant teacher is immoral.” Thus, political institutions entail struc-
tural as well as moral dimensions. The morality of the institutional
makeup requires trust, which in turn “involves predictability; and pre-
dictability requires regularized and institutionalized pattern of behav-
ior.”*? There 15 a dialectical interplay between political culture and
public institutions that Huntington explains by referring to Bertrand de
Jouvenel: community means “the institutionalization of trust” and the
“essential function of public authorities™ 1s “to increase the mutual trust
prevailing at the heart of the social whole.” The “climate of mutual
trustfulness” that 1s conducive to the pursuit of the common gc:nd de-
pends even in modern complex societies on a modicum of “social
triendship.”*® “Social friendship 1s strengthened when all are aware of

one Elﬂl:] thﬂ same fI'ﬂIHEWDI'i{ Df lD}-’H.ltiES—ﬂ fI'ﬂIHEWDI'I{ ]Jll-il‘[ Df thE
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most complex materials, with as many small rituals as large symbols.
The construction of this framework 1s effected b}, life in comimon, it de-
rives from lessons and experiences which all have shared alike™; it de-
notes the “culture of the people.”™

Societies that lack stable and strong political institutions are, accord-
ing to Huntington, “also deficient in mutual trust among their citizens,
in national and public lovalties, and in organization skills and ca-
pacity.” In other words social friendship is missing, These political cul-
tures are “marked by suspicion, jealousy, and latent or actual hostility
toward evervone who 1s not a member of the family, the village, or per-
l‘mps the tribe.”® In sum: stable and effective pc-litif:al institutions
depend on mutual trust among the citizens and the cultural force of
social triendship generates this trust. Adam Seligman generalizes this
soctopolitical function of trust albeit without explicating the specihic
nature of the trust-generating quality of human relations: “The exis-
tence of trust is an essential component of all enduring social relation-
ships. . . . Power, dominance, and coercion, in this reading, become a
temporary solution to the problem of arder and the arganisation of the
division of labour therein, but they will not in themselves provide the
basis for the maintenance of said order over ume.”?

The foregoing considerations of trust derive from a broad range of
empirical studies of the subject. Practitioners of empirical trust research
distinguish between “social trust™ and “political trust.” The first refers
to the interpersonal dimension of social life. It entails the “expectation
that arises within a community of regular, honest and cooperative be-
havior, based on commonly shared norms, on the part of other members
of the community.™* The latter connotes “trust in government or other
social stitutions.” “Trust in other people is logically quite different
trom trust in institutions and political authorities,”** but “[a]cross indi-
viduals, across countries, and across the time, social and political trust
are, in fact, correlated, but social scientists are very far from agreeing
why.”** The answer to this question would require a reflection on the
moral constitution of human being that allows for the mutual recogni-
tion of trustworthiness because “[t]rustworthiness, not simply trust, 1s
the key ingredient.”® However, such an anthropological reflection
moves beyond the theoretical horizon of normal social science. In the

fDIlDWiﬂg, thﬂ SllleECE D'f thiS I'Dllgh Dlltl.iﬂf.‘ "ﬂ’l“. I.'}E explc-rccl iﬂ C]EPth.
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The sociohistorical context of trust must be clarthed 1n order to un-
derstand the meaning of the ongoing trust discourse stretching from
undertheorized empiricism to overtheorized system building a la Luh-
mann. There are three interrelated aspects to be considered.

First, it 1s foremost the self-understanding of the American republic
that preserved the idea of public or political trust as the self-evident con-
stituent of public order. That all rulership is political trusteeship was an
unquestioned and generally shared conviction as evidenced by public
discourse from the founding era onward. All power 1s iduciary power
granted by the citizens to their representatives. “The institution of dele-
gate power’ remarks Federalist no. 76, "imp!its that there 1s a portion of
virtue and honour among mankind which may be a reasonable founda-
tion of conhdence.™ This quasi Lockean legacy (to be discussed
presently) shaped the American concept of political legitimacy in a way
that distinguished it from the state-centered paradigm of politics

Second, as the Federalist asserted, entrusting othceholders with power
involves the assumption of a mutual trust that piaces ofthiceholder and
citizen under a reciprocal moral obligation. This raised the 1ssue of trust
in general terms: Does the democratic order depend on the presence of
trust among the citizenry ? “If one cannot trust other people generally,
one can certainly not trust those under the temptation of and with the
powers that come with public othice. Trust in elected othicials 1s seen to
be only as a more specific instance of trust in mankind.”** Trust, however
defined and measured, is considered to be an indicator of the strength or
weakness of the civie culture in the United States and elsewhere. The link
hetween political trust and the legitimacy of government is thus rein-
forced. From this point of view, trust—social and political —turns into
the moral foundation of democratic political order. Political trust articu-
lates the belief “that the government 1s operating according to one’s own
normative expectations of how government should function. The con-
cept 1s closely related to the notion of legitimacy, a statement thar gov-
ernment mstitutions and authorities are morally and legally valid and
widely accepted.” The democratic order rests on political trust; “when
that trust 1s undermined, the whole system of government 1s threat-
ened.” Since, however, political trust 1s contingent on trust among
people, it 1s social trust that is at stake: “[PJeople who trust others are all-

E'lI'Dllﬂd EDDC]. CitiEEﬂS, EI.I]C!. tllDSE more Eﬂgﬂgﬂ'{] iﬂ community l]fE arc
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both more trusting and more trustwurth}f. Conv ersel}r, the civi{tall}-’ dis-
cngagccl believe themselves to be surrounded b}? miscreants and feel less
constrained to be honest themselves.”*

Thircl, the pnlitical, intf:llet:tual, and sn:lmlarlj.r debate of trust sprung
from A merican politic&l £ex periencc and, as a consequence, the A merican
rf:publi-: was considered the paradigmatic case of a “culture of trust,  at
least as far as the concensus school of American social science was con-
cerned.”” And it referred with g-DDCl reason to the spﬂciﬁc “assoclative
charactﬁristics,” the persistenc& of which in American hismr}-’ has been
pniﬂtcd out b}f A merican and fc-reign observers since Tu:-cqucviﬂt‘:“'“ The
associational trust Tncquevillc found in America resurfaces in modern
trust discourses in two different modes: {1) c:}nceptuall}r, in that trust
W as rn.:n:-::-gﬂizﬂd as a crucial ingredient of cc:-mmunit}-' formation in p{:nlit—
ical culture sustaining regimﬂ smbilit}f, and (2) in terms of rich empirical
research in that the develo pment of survey research mfthc-clcrlugy in the
1930s made trust research into a scientific instrument for the measure-
ment of the levels of trust and distrust present among citizens. lrust
scientiﬁcall}r measured became an indicator of pc}litical stabilit}r and
societal well ]Jf:ing and trust research mutated into a collective self-
an&l}fsis of the l)c:-d}-' pc:-litic in tumes of pﬂlitical crises because decline of
trust meant in this view that “[t]he heritage of trust that has been the
basis of our stable clemc-crac.‘}r S -f:r-:_':-t:]ing.""'1"F The more trust research
SCems 1o Uncover sVmptoms of trust decrcasing the more trust discourse
turns into a crisis discourse: a jercmi&d about the "stra.ng-: clisap pearance
of civic America.” Americans are bowling alone: “At century’s end, a
genﬂratiﬂn with a trust quc-tif:nt of nf:arl}r eigﬁt}r percent was being rap-
icllj.f replaced b}’ one with a trust qu::-tir:nt barel}f half that. The 1nevitable
result 15 a steadii}r cleclining social [rust, even tlmugh each individual
cohort 1s almost as trusting as it ever was. "** Be that as it may.

The crucial p:}iﬂt is that trust research and trust discourse are con-
tingent on principles of pnlitical order that in themselves are never
elucidated in spite of the fact that American political science has
universalized the assumptions underl}riﬂg trust research and has made
the trust—distrust disjunctic-n a functional determinant of pnlitical cul-
ture 1n genera} as demonstrated b}r Huntingtoﬂ. Almond and Verba,
the gnclfat}mrs of modern comparatiw: pD[itics, inform us that trust sig—

nifies the “sense of c:}mmunit}r’ of politicai culture: “Political cultures
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are built either upon the fundamental faith that it 1s possible to trust
and work with tellowmen or upon the expectation that most pcopie are
distrusted. . . . Each pc:r-litical culture differs accc—rc]ing to its pattern of
trust and clistrust, its definitions of who are prnbabl}? the safe penple
and who are their most lil{el}f enemy, and 1ts expectations about
whether pub“c institutions or private individuals are more wnrth}f of
trust.™* Verba and Almond pioneered this new approach of survey re-
search based on comparative stud}f of democratic pc:litical culture that
started with the civic culture project in the late 1950s. Thﬁ}r integratec]
the trust -:Dmpin:x into their paracligm of political culture that was
widel}f acceptcd b}-’ international social and p:}litical science,*? Dnly
since then has trust research been carried on 1n non-American demo-
cratic polities. There it 1s still marked ]3}-' the vexing prc—blem that 1t
clashes with Weberian pnlitics where pc-litica.l trusteesi‘lip and the
modalities of trust never ﬁgurr: prc-minentl}f.

The leitical culture apprnach sull begs the question as to the nature
of this community building “fundamental faith” that 1s held to be the
warrant of pnliticai stabilit}f. [tis vai-::rusl}-' considered the most impor-
tant sociomoral resource a civil pc}lit}r possesses and 1t 1s suppﬂsed to
shape social life whose main features are those “nerworks, norms, and
trust that enable participants to act mgether MOre Effectivel}-' to pursue
shared objects.”™ This sociocultural comple:{ that permeates political
culture was recently defined as “social capital.” In fact it fits Jouvenal’s
concept of “social friendship.” Neither Putnam nor the Straussian
Fuku}’ama nor any other author resorts to the semantic of fricnclzhip, 1
spit& of the fact that at least Putnam has an inkﬁng of the anthro pﬂlﬂgical
moment mvolved: “Social capitai 1S clc-sel}-' related to what some have
called ‘civic virtue.” The ditference is that ‘social capital’ calls attention to
the tact that civic virtue 1s most p:::-werful when embedded 1n a dense net-
work of social relations.™? Indeed it 1is—and this network of social rela-
t1ons IllﬂDI‘ﬂtiCﬂll}-’ anal}rzed denotes civic or pulitical frienc]ship. Asan
asicle, it should be mentioned that trust anal}rsts never refer to the Rawl-
stan notion of civie fricnclship. Social capital 1s a “value free” descriptive
term that nevertheless treads over nornmtivcl}? loaded issues, and 1n the
latter sense 1t points to the anthro pniﬂgical grcruncl of civic lllﬂraliry and
its formanve force of community creation. But even the most theorencal
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prﬂblem,” It remains to be stated that mainstream p:}litical science 1n
Spite of its devotion to trust research has neither l:]f:‘-'EleEd a concep-
tual apparatus nor a theoretical trame for anﬂl}fsis of the principles of
order as E}:pressed in the historical vision of a civil pﬂlit}r that was to
evolve into the Western form of poiitical order. American normauve
p:}litical science runs into difficulties in this respect because it 1s fix-
ated on the symbnfs of Sﬁlf—iﬂtﬁrprﬂtﬂ.ﬁﬂﬂ couched 1n scientific lan-
guage with a claim to univcrsalit}r. It s rarcl}r aware of the distinction
between thenr}r and civil thﬂDng}’, settling for a more reflective self-

il]tf:l"PI'E‘tE‘ltiDﬂ iHSIEEiC] Df thEDfEtiEﬂl Elﬂd hiS[DI’iCﬂl l:].lSCDllI'S'E,

The Politics of Tradition: The Lockean Hypothesis
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ship thcthﬁr, and some Trust one in another. {]Dhn ]_.D-El{f:_-, The

Second Treatise of Government §107)

The critical discussion of political culture research as it was outlined
above evokes some historical observations and comments that provide
the subject of the following reflection. First of all, civic culture, the key
concept of this approach, racitly presupposes the citizen-centered com-
munitarian notion of the political. It originated in the ancient citizen-
polis, was interpreted and explicated in terms of a discursive paradigm
of order by the philosophers, and received into Western Christian cul-
ture to be reinterpreted, revised, and adapted to the cultural exigencies
of their time, In the form of a Christian neoclassical blend, this para-
digm of politics informed the idée directrice of an emerging public
order committed to the republican principle of self-government of free
citizens. The principle of civic self-government that is explicitly em-
phasised in all modern democratic theory and empirical political cul-
ture research only makes sense on the condition of the rational and
spiritual nature of the citizen-man, which 1s the source of ordering
spirit among cooperating citizens evoking community. This vision of
civil politics originated in the seventeenth-century crisis of postrefor-
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monarcho-confessional state and it brought forth the consttutional
state in the late—Eighteenth—ccntur}r Atlantic revolutions.

The Greek polis found its reflexive exegesis in Plato and Aristotle,
Rome in Cicero, the Christian rcpublic in Thomas, and the monarchical
state in Bodin. For the constitutional state we are at a loss in this respect.
We might refer to Harringron, Locke, the Federalist, or Tocqueville —
even Kant— Kant for theoretical illumination, but none 1s the philosopher
of the consttutional state who discursively separates theory from sym-
bolic self-interpretation that is civil theology. Notwithstanding this caveat
all these thinkers have expounded to a degree the principles of order that
ground civil politics. John Locke is certainly not the spiritual godfather of
Western liberalism —a misreading of his part in the history of the modern
political mind that owes much to American self-interpretation and its
impact on the social sciences at large. But in one respect Locke 1s impor-
tant in that he contributes to our understanding ot the principles underly-
ing the notions of trust and triendship 1n a civil polity.

In his study of American political culture, Donald ]J. Devine con-
tends that “a consensual political culture has existed in the United
States, csscntiail}f unchanged 1N 1ts entire higtor}f. It roots are in the re-
publican principles of Locke and were reinforced and adapted 1o
American circumstances by Madison and the other ‘founding fathers’
of the constitution.” Devine’s inquiry reflects the “liberal tradition”
thesis that had been proposed by Louis Hartz in the 1950s.** “The po-
litical culture of the United States 1s conceived as being composed basi-
callvy of Lockean values, which can be called the liberal tradition.”*
This “Locke hypothesis™ guides his analysis of American culture, In
the meantime, American historiography has come to disregard this
nihil practer Locke approach to American intellectual history in favor
of the “republican synthesis.” It refers to a republican paradigm of
order that blends neoclassical civic humanism with the radical Protes-
tant republican biblicism and fits Locke into the overall republican in-
terpretive frame of analysis sketched out in the foregoing paragraph.*’
The “Lockean hypothesis”™ works if limited to the issue at hand, as
p-:-intﬂc] out as far as the modern trust discourse 1s concerned.

In the tollowing [ confine myself to what I think are the key con-
cepts in a theoretical analysis of friendship, trust, and the civic polity,

Whatever We tlliﬂk Df L'DCkE pl]ilGSDPhiCHll}-’, hE CliSC'l.lSEEC]. thﬂ funda—

mental questiﬂn “What 1s the bond of human s::u:iety?” in a way that
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proved to be historically effective in that it became constitutive for the in-
stitutional and symbolic form of the civic polity. His “trust-discourse” 1s
motivated by the classical idea that a commonwealth 1s established for
peace, security, and “common frin:nclship. 4% His arguments may be
guided by tradition and informed by the constitutional debates of
seventeenth-century England and by widely held tenets of the neoclassi-
cal republicanism, but he formulates a concept of common friendship
whose centerpiece is the idea of trust, which is the foundational morality
of political order. Locke’s conception of political trusteeship builds first
of all on the analogical legal figure of trust developed in the constitutional
conflicts since the earf}r 1600s; “We . . . find two main forms, with some
minor varieties: first, the 1dea that the king, or the executive, is a trustee
for the people governed, and second, that the members of parliament are
trustees of the electorate.” Thus, the concept of political trusteeship had
become an established mode of thought by the middle of the seventeenth
century and it “reached Locke 1n a well-developed form, and . . . he did
no more than receive and apply it.”7° This is correct as far as Locke con-
siders all legitimate power hduciary power entrusted to the legislative to
act for certain ends. But the doctrine of p:}htical trusteeshi p as prcsentﬁd
in The Second Treatise of Government involves the well-known conclu-
sion that the power reverts to the people whenever the legislative acts are
contrary to the trust reposed in the members of society. In legitimate civil
societies ruler and ruled are morally bound by muwal trustworthiness —
the root of all political agency —and society in itself is conceived as an en-
terprise of cooperative agency operating on the assumption that “[t]rust
is both the corollary and the safeguard of natural political virtue.”*

In his early Essays on the Law of Nature Locke denounces the
Hobbesian law of nature that men are in a state of war: “So all society 1s
abolished ‘et societas vinculum fides.””** The term “fides” means trust as
well as faith, and in this sense it refers back to medieval political thought
and practice: iides defines the teudal relationship between lord and sub-
ject as well as the religious relationship between God and the Christian
believer. Either relationship involves mutual trust. Locke’s anthropology
and Socinian thec-;c-g}f 15 dubinus, but we are concerned with the puliti—
coreligious part of it. The virtue of fides is the virtue of keeping one’s
promises: “Trustworthiness, the capacity to commit oneself to tulfilling
the legitimate expectations of others, 1s both the consututve virtue of,
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what makes human society possible. ... The duty to be trustworthy s
primary because moral conventions and positive laws depend on 1t.7*
Trust springs from human beings’ natural sociability, but 1t i1s sate-
guarded by the comprehensive order of the divine laid down in the /ex
naturae. Human trust and trust in God are intrinsically joined rogether
in the sense of the biblical tradition. Human trust is premised by trust in
God: “Those are not at all tolerated who deny the being of God. Prom-
ises, covenants, and oaths, which are the bond of human society, can have
no hold upon an atheist. The taking away of God, though but even in
ths::ught, dissolves all.”** In an addendum to the final draft of his 1667
Essay on Toleration Locke explains “that the belief of a Deity is not to be
reckoned amongst purely speculative opinions for 1t [represents] the
foundation of all morality, and that which influences the whole life and
actions of man, without which a man 1s to be counted no other than one
of the most dangerous sort of wild beasts and so incapable of all soci-
ety.”* “To be ratuonally and consistently trustworthy, for Locke the
human being must fear the wrath of God.”* Common friendship 1s
guaranteed by the reverence for and fear of God. They alone lastingly in-
grain the true principles of the law of nature, the foundation of morality
in the hearr of people.

To Locke the obligatio moralis is contingent on the sensual apper-
ception of the well-ordered universe, the contemplation of which leads
the mind by 1ts discursive faculty that is reasoning to acknowledge God
as the creator of everything and the author of the lex naturalis: “Hence
it appears clearly that, with sense-perception showing the way, reason
can lead us to the knowledge of a law-maker or of some superior power
to which we are necessarily subject™ —insofar God “has a just and in-
evitable command over us.”*” Once the nature of this command is more
closely inspected it 1s clear that this God 15 not the God of the philoso-
PllEI’E, not the God of the Deists, but a kind of Christian God as re-
vealed in Locke’s The Reasonableness of Christianity. The labors of
reasoning produced only an inconsistent modicum of morality. The
law of nature in its entirety gave Jesus Christ the authority of God in
the Gospels: “Where was there any such code, that mankind might
have recourse to, as their unerring code, before our Saviour’s time. . ..
We have from him a full and sutficient rule for our direction, and con-

formable to reason.”™* Locke extracted from the Gospeis a Christian
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core doctrine, similar to the radical Protestant biblicism that ex-
pounded a primordial Christianity: the acceptance of Christ as the
Messiah, the belief in the one God, and genuine repentance and the
submission to the law of Christ. “In his last major work . . . Locke sets
out a clear and simple account of how for an English Christian in 1695
trust may be more confidently and securely disposed.”*

But there 1s more to this ethics of belief. This reading of the Gospels
authorized Locke’s religiopolitics. Since the coming of Christ, God’s
command, the law of nature, is known to be the fundament of morality
and this commits one to the reverence of God. Genuine “religion” com-
bines piety and peacefulness, and the salvation of the soul is beyond the
jurisdiction of the magistrate, which 1s to tolerate all religions believing
in God and animated by the fraternity among human beings, This in-
cludes all Christian denominations that agree on the minimal dogma as
laid down in the Gaspels, and I'viuslims,]ews, and pagans so far as they
do not deliver themselves to the protection and service of another prince
as Catholics to the pope of Rome and Muslims to the mufti of Constan-
tinople. Nobody who confesses to the beliet in God should be excluded
from civil rights of the commonwealth on account of his religion.®® Thus
political conceprion of public morality anchored in monotheism is a
nonconformist Protestant version of the Roman concept of religio that
had been reanimated and reformulated by neoclassic humanism albeit
without raising the matter of trust in any particular way. Religion in the
sense of reverence for the divine emancipated the spiritual dimension of
politics from doctrinal Christian orthodoxy and delegitimized the politi-
cal power of the church. Locke dissociated the public sphere from the
church-dominated spiritual sphere, but he committed the whole society
to political monotheism. This ordering faith of the commonweal was
separated from the saving tfaiths of the warring denominations. This
concept of a more or less nondenominational Protestant public religion
untfolded its tull ethecacy in revolutionary republicanism to become the
religiopolitical framework of the American republic. All American
tounders and in particular the early presidents Washington, Adams, and
chfcrsun subscribed to this :}rdering fﬂith, mai;ing it the civil religic—n of
the republic.

From the trust discourse of Lockean politics emerges the unique
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in English thought were the legal concepts of trust and trusteeship
transferred into the leitical sphere. The Weberian semantics of domi-
nation does not admit a concept of government in terms of trusteeship,
nor is there a people that exerts this iduciary power in terms of self-
rule on the admittedly precarious basis of common friendship. The
Lockean espousal of an order grounded in trust represented a paradigm
of the political less fixated on the reason of state as Dunn explaimned:
For Locke “the political primacy of fides 1s certainly not a marter of
the priority of private rights over public utlity. What divided him on
this score from . . . exponents of the claims of state authoriry . . . was
not any lack of scnsitivit}? to the rationes status. . . . Rathcr, it was a
more disabused and less alienated conception of the state. For him the
state was only an organizational system through which some human
beings are enabled to act on behalf of (or against) others.™® This con-
clusion oversimplihes the matter in that Locke, like his neoclassical
contemporaries, expounds the idea of a civic community unifhied by
public virtue and committed to a “Higher Law™ “promulgated by the
Deity.” Implied in Locke’s conceprion of community was the notion of
civism that animates cooperative civic agency and that Locke himself,
on account of his specific theological individualism, was unable to ar-
ticulate. It was the concept of reason, in that Locke differed from the
neoclassic paradigm that was to absorb his politics of trust in turn,

The crucial point of this theological epistemology 1s thar it eclipses
reason as the constituent of humanity in terms of the ordering center of
humans’ personal existence in society. This has to be viewed in connec-
tion with the further observation that Locke did not develop a notion of
citizenship. The alleged father of modern liberalism speaks of the “citi-
zen” neither in his political tracts nor in his dratt of the constitution for
Carolina. All political and 1ntellectual factions of this era envisioned the
“free man” to be the pivot of civil politics, but it fell upon the neoclassic
tollowers of Harrington to elevate the “free man” to “citizen” in the civic
humanist tradition. “[ T The difference between civis and servus is irrecon-
cilable; and no man, whilst he is a servant, can be a member of a com-
m:::-nwea.lth; for he 1s not 1n his own power, cannot have a part in the
government of others.”® This credo of republicanism inspired by the
Greco-Roman legacy, however, atfirmed the essential ratonality of

human nature and made 1t the condicio sine qiHa non of the citizen’s po-
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litical agency. This premise provided Locke’s trust discourse with a more
specific political rationale: “common friendship” reveals 1tself as “civic
friendship”™ based on the common sense of rattonal human beings. The
trust discourse justiﬁcd the right of revolution and legitimizec] ru:gimr:
change, but Locke “is not at all explicit about whar actually happens
when people ind themselves at liberty to entrust new hands with the
government. "> It was the republican legacy of 1649 that filled this lacuna
with the republican paradigm of civic self-government grounded on the
principles of reason and common sense. Moreover, it was easily entwined
with the Lockean concept of political monotheism and the privatization
of church establishment. Sf:tting aside the com pl-::r: hist{:-r}-' of emergent
Anglo-A merican republicanism, and at the risk of simplifying the story,
the following brief comment might suthce in order to indicate how the
moment of political rationality came to play a crucial role in the revolu-
tionary trust discourse of the founding era of the American republic.
The salient point is, 1n brief, that Locke’s highly individualistic po-
litical ontology was cleansed from the subjectivist implications of his
anthropology by the Scottsh philosophy of common sense that became
an intellectual force in iatc—eighteﬁnth—ccntur}r America. [t supplied the
Lockean idea of common triendship with a philosophical grounding
of the kind that objectifies ontologically the civil-theological precepts of
the Lockean idea of political community. Thomas Reid’s philosophy
of common sense restates the rationality of human nature and, conse-
quently, of the citizen as the prudent man of common understanding
that activates his moral sense. [t enables him to make right judgements
on private and public affairs, Common sense 1s the symbolic expression
of the bond of community in that the common sense of the individual
coincides with the sensus communis of interacting people. It is the con-
stituent of the common world of human agency. Therefore, it 15 to be
distinguished from the discursive faculty of reasoning (Locke’s dehini-
tion of “reason”), because it denotes that degree of reason that is neces-
sary “to our being subjects of law and government . . . it 1s this reason,
and this only that makes a man capable of managing his own atfairs and
answerable for conduct toward others; this 1s called common sense, be-
cause 11 15 common sense to all men with whom we transact business or
call to account for their conduct.”™ It installs a regularity of human con-
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confidence in our fellow-men that they will act such a part in such cir-
cumstances, it would be impossible to live in snciet}f with them. For that
which makes men capable of living in society, and uniting in a political
body under government, 1s, that their actions will always be regulated,
In a great measure, by common principles of human nature.”®

Reason allows for judging of things self-evident and apprehending
first principles of order. Common sense in this understanding “coincides
with reason in its whole extent” and is an “inward light or sense . . . given
by heaven to different persons in different degrees™ and it 1s “this degree
that entitles them to the denomination of rauonal creatures.”™ The
public world of common sense emerges from reason as the source of
order —it 1s the order articulated in common friendship among citizens.
It rests on “public spirit, that is an affection to any community to which
we belong. . .. Without it, society could not subsist.” If this affection of
belonging is dominated by private concerns, public spirit 1s weak; but
when it 1s “under the direction of virtue and reason, it 1s the very image
of God in the soul. " Needless to say, Reid, like many of his intellectual
confreres in the late eighteenth century, insists on the nation’s duty to
“honour God by stated acts of devotion and piety,” “ratonal piety being
the most powerful mouve to virtue.”* And he even protfers with refer-
ence to Locke the idea that a state may be well governed without an es-
tablished religion, as in the case of Pennsylvania.

The concept of common sense 1s central to this understanding of the
modern version of friendship in the civic polity because “it is the habit
of judgement and conduct of a man formed bv ratio” as Eric Voegelin
indicates. But contrary to Voegelin’s assertion, Reid was aware of the
tact that “common sense i1s a civilizational habit that presupposes
noetic experience.” He would agree with Voegelin that the citizen of
common sense need not himself possess “ditferentiated knowledge of
noesis. The civilized homo politicus need not be a philosopher, but he
must have common sense, ™"’

The civie culture of civil polity, 1 conclude, presupposes political
friendship and political friendship rests on the community of existen-
tially formed bomines politici. This Anglo-Saxon view of government
has been so instilled into the political mind of the moderns that it has
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ever, as Eric Voegelin indicates, “A theory that insists on discussing
politics in terms of Anglo-Saxon democracy can not deal adequately
even with the Western national states, and not at all with the political
Drganizatic-n, (=5 of Asiatic civilizations. It wiH, thcrcfﬂre, be...a
problem of political philosophy to separate the essential from the his-
torically contingent and to break with the habit of treating the institu-
tions of a particular nation state at a particular time as i they truly
manifested the nature of man.”™

Such a systematic and reflexive account of the essentials of the political
triendship discourse as distinguished from the modalities of its historical
form is not an easy task for several reasons. First, 1t 1s inextricably bound
up 1n the doctrine, thought, and institutional practice of Anglo-Saxon
democracy, and its understanding of political trusteeship. In this regard it
is a product of experiences engendered by historical situations, and effec-
tively interpreted in terms of sets of symbols that were, as pointed out, an
ideational amalgam coming to fruition in the modern constitutional state.
Second, to reflect theoretically on the essence of this complex of ideas,
sentiments, and behavioral artitudes requires penetrating to the formatve
principles and the underlying experiences at the root of the political
triendship discourse in order to make sense of its modern modalities. This
reflexive that is the philosophical approach to this discourse entails neces-
sarily a recurrence to its ancient beginnings of a political reading of triend-
ship and trust, because it emerged from a philosophical reading of citizen
politics that set the ground base of the discourse that continues to resound
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The Reflexive Politics of Friendship: Ancient and Modern
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Hannah Arendt’s lifel-::-ng theoretical endeavours aim at a reconceptu-
alization of citizen-related p:}litics that would bring this classical idea
of civic ccrmmunit}? to fruition in modern p-:-litical discourse. This she
accnmplishes b}r reanimating the concept of fricnc]sllip as the kE}r to
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pnwar—centercd notion of pnlincs, her reconstruction of the pnlitical
realm reasserts the clignit}r of the pnliti-:al that in terms of the "practical
truth of pnlitics” Is a pnlitics of friendship. Arendt’s thenrizing on
pnlitics 15 set to retrieve ﬂﬂﬂ.l’ﬂﬂﬁtiﬂﬁ“}’ the Spirit of civil pnlitics and to
mnstil a modicum of civilit}’ into the apnlitical manner of modern
pnlitical lite.” This entails an A ristotelian meditation of kind. She refers
to Aristotle’s explanation that “community i1s not made out of equals,
but on the contrary of pEDPlE who are different and nnequal.” The com-
munit}f comes Into being thrnugh Equalizing in economic and pnlitical
terms. The pnlitical NONECONOMIC cqualizatinn is friend ship. The cquali—
zation In i:riendship, Arendt argues, means that the friends become
“partncrs in a common world —that they tngetllcr constitute a commu-
nit}r. ” And she brings to the fore the crucial pnint of her analysis: the po-
litical element 1n frienclship 1s that 1n truthful dialngue each friend can
understand the truth inherent in the other’s npininn.

More than his friend as a person, one friend understands how and in
what speciﬁc articulateness the common world appears to the nthcr,
who as a person is forever uneqnal or different. This unclerstanding 1s
“the pnlitical insight par excellence.” This understand ing and action in-
spirecl ]:r},-’ It brnught about withour the help of the statesman would
mean for “each citizen to be aruculate Ennugh to show his npininn n
its truthfulness and therefore to understand his tellow citizen.””” Re-
pubiican friend ship binds tng_&ther the citizens of gnncl jud gment Com-
municating their mutual juc]grnents on the basis of truthfulness. This
common understanding of frienc]ship allows tor icadership n pnlitics
but not for domination. The virtue of judgnlent S pruc]ence, the virtue
of the mature citizen {the Aristntelianpf:mnim as). The cnrnnlnnalit}-' of
prudfnce articulated in civic interlocution and interaction brings forth
the common sense of pnlitical sn-:ictj,r. This Arenduan apprnach to cIvIC
culture illuminates to a clegrf:f: the notion of the model citizen and the
mod alit}r nfcnlnmunity conducive to civic self—gnvernlnent in terms of
friendship that 1s the unspnl—:.-:n prerequisite of all democratic pniiti—
cal thc:::-r}r. Arendt recngnizes the signiﬁcance of the prucl::nt citizen’s
capacit}r for judging for the common realm of pnliticaI interaction but
she does not raise the quﬂsti-:::-n whether 1t rcquires some existential
qualit}r inherent in juc]ging that makes 1ts persuasiveness Into an active
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To Arendr the truly political realm 1s constituted by the plurality of
human beings whose quality of being citizens blunts the temptation for
domination on the part of the despot, be i1t even the philosopher.
Arendt’s Heidegger-induced anti-Platonism causes her to underesti-
mate the theoretical relevance of Plato’s retlexive critique of “normal”
polis politics. He follows Thucydides in analyzing the destructive
impact of power politics on a citizen-community —not constrained by

a EDII’II’[lUﬂal Spirit:

Where othces of rule are open to contest, the victors in the contest
monopolize power in the polis so completely that they offer not the
smallest share in otfice to the vanquished party or their descendants;
and each party keeps a watchful eye on the other, lest any one
should come into office, and in revenge for the former troubles,
cause a rising against them. Such pﬂhfﬁi‘:ﬁﬁl we, of course, den}r to be
politerar, just as we deny that laws are true laws unless they are en-
acted of in the interest of the commonweal (koinon) of the polis. But
where the laws are enacted in the interest of a few, we speak of stui-

stoteiat rather than :}fpﬂf:'tfidi. e

Also, “a polis ought to be free and wise and in friendship with 1self,
and . . . a lawgiver should legislate with a view to this.”™ Plato’s radical
antidote to a stasioteia riddled by brutal interest and power politics was
a politera where there 1s observed the old Pythagorean maxim that
“friends have all things really in common”™ meaning that there 1s “a
community of wives, children, and chattel as well as all other private
things (idiz).”™ We no longer have such a succinct terminology at our
disposal as suggested by the stasioteri—politeia disjunction in order to
distinguish a civil society based on trust and consensus from that one
derailed into pure interest and power politics. The problem itself has
heen a vexing one in civil polities ever since, and Locke’s trust discourse
1s Just one case 1n point.

To Aristotle as well as to Arendt, and —as should be noted —to the
“constitutional™ tradition at large, the Platonic price was much too
high since with the stasiotera the cinzen polis altogether would have to
go: “It 1s clear from this consideration that it 1s not an outcome of
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say that 1t is, and that what has been said to be the greatest good in the
poleis really destroys poless. ™™ “For in one way the Polis as its unifica-
tion proceeds will cease to be a Polis, and in another way, though 1t
continues a Polis, vet by coming near to ceasing to be one 1t will be a
worse Polis, just as if one turned a harmony (symiphonii) into a unison
(homphonia).””” For the polis 1s by nature a plurality of persons, and 1t
consists of persons differing in kind.”™ A gainst Plato’s triendship of a
guardian class engineered by a community of wives, children, and
property, his student A ristotle opts for a friendship of civic integration:
“We think that friendship 1s the greatest blessing of the Polis, because 1t
is the best safeguard against lapsing into stasioteia (stasiazein).””
“Friendship.” Aristotle asserts, “appears to be the bond of the Polis,”*
and a politeia of tree citizens requires “that all citizens shall be equal
and shall be good, so that thev all rule in turn and all have an equal
share in power; and therefore the friendship between them is also one
of equality.” “For where there is nothing in common between ruler and
ruled, there can be no friendship between them either, any more there
can be no justice.”™ This 1s “political friendship” the substance of soci-
ctal concord (bomonoia). “Theretfore bomonowa exists when there 1s the
same purposive choice as to ruling and being ruled —not each choosing
himselt to rule but both the same one. ™ In passing it should be noted
that this conceptualization sums up the Philosopher’s analysis of polis
politics. Neither the historians nor the orators speak of philia as a politi-
cal concept in the Aristotelian sense. When friendship and friends were
mentioned, they referred to personal relations among associative ties
based on family, regional, and cultic networks and their working to-
gether or against each other in the political process.™

Arendt’s concept of republican friendship builds on Aristotle’s po-
litical triendship and she follows Aristotle in that not the rule of the
philosopher, but friendship among citizens 1s the proper response to
the crisis of democratic order. The Arendtian conception of republican
friendship unfolds its theoretical potential only on the condition of in-
cluding the constituent element of human rationality, because accord-
ing to Aristotle friendship among citizens reflects the modality of
“primary friendship” among good human beings that is a loving meet-
ing of rational spirits united 1n mutual trust (pistis). Primary friendship
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relaticlns, the bond of ff:eling, var}fing In CDlDr, intensity, and stabilit}'
ﬂccnrding to the things which are felt to create the u:c-mmunit}’ in the
concrete case. Primar}r friendship ﬁgurcs as the source of order in
human relations “in so far as a perff:-:l: cnmmunit}' will be achieved be-
tween men who have the order of the nous in common.”™ Political
agency in the citizen p:::-lis rests on p:}litical fricndzhip that 1s homonoa
or like-mindedness 1n that 1t requirea citizens to be of one mind or
spirit in rcgard to subc-rclinating their interests, plans, and actions to the
common weal: p:::-litica.l friendship determines whether concord or dis-
cord rules in SDEiEI}’. The concord —discord clisjunctic-n cnrresp:::-nc]g to
the trust —distrust junctinn of leitical culture research. The ﬁrst, how-
ever, brings the prni}lcm of the substance of order into the picturc, the
second does not.

Arendt’s anti-Platonism lets her repudiate Plato’s anthropological
principlc that God is the measure of all human things b}r cmphasizing
Aristotle’s statement that the measure for ever}fbocl}r 1s virtue and the
gm:-c] man: “The standard i1s what men are themselvﬁs,” she ciaims,
“when tl"n:j,r act and not snmetlling which 1s external like the laws or su-
perhuman like the 1deas.”® But the political truth attained by prudence
1s the truth of the gm:rd lite that prﬂvides the measure of a well-ordered
pnlitical life. Accnrding to Aristotle we arrive at 1t b}r induction that s
the living expn:riencc of the gu:u::c] man who practices the life of reason:
“Nort in virtue of his humanit}f will a man achieve It, but in virtue of
somcthing within him that 1s divine.”# This seems to ﬂ}-’ in the face of
the modern’s humanistic belief. It might well be that this 1s the reason
for Arendc’s ecli psing this existential that defines the essence of the cit-
zen's humanit}r. The Arendtian cnnceptinn of pniitical frienclship has
Aristotelian iﬂlplitﬂ.tiﬂl‘lﬂ that must be E}iplicated in order to confront it
with so-called modern cnnceptinns of ::-::-mmunit}f. Both are deficient in
that tllﬂ}-’ avoid acknﬂwlcdging the anthrnpnlngical prﬁmises of the
Western 1dea of civic ::c-mmuﬂity as mentioned abov €y nﬂmfithsmnc]ing
the historical fact that the modern constututional form of public c:rcler,
its institutions and S}-’tnbﬂliﬂ fc:r-rm, derives from a paracligm of order
that made human nature the base of self—gm'ﬂrnmcﬂt. So 1t may come
much to the surprisc of the practiticrﬂer of pc:-litical science that this
notion of human nature’s spiritualit}r became the t:f:nterpiece of the
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that it accounted for the legitimacy of republican self-government, as
demonstrated by a close reading of Locke’s trust discourse and of
Reid’s common sense philosophy.

This statement necessitates further comment. Arendt’s paracligm of
republican friendship provides the modern friendship discourse with a
near-Aristotelian theoretical grounding but she misses the “religious”
moment involved. If we compare her vision of friendship to the civil
theological thinking on friendship, this drawback becomes obvious.
This 1dea of civic friendship was religiously connoted insofar it fed ona
trans-denominational nonconformist version of Christian communal-
ism, The community under God that is the national commonwealth
blends the political notion of civic friendship with the Gospel’s postu-
late of fraternity. Thus was the Christian vision of like-mindedness in
Christ’s body transferred to the body politic in the course of the “spiri-
tual closure of the national cosmion.” From the outset this whole
complex of ideas represented a politicocultural provincialism whose
claim to universal validity was evoked by the new revolutionary
regimes of Western constitutional democracy. In this respect the Chris-
tian ethic of fraternity was not marginalized as Weber claimed but
metamorphosed in modernity. Weber is only correct in his analysis
where he is concerned with another modern outgrowth of Christian
fraternity: the eschatologically loaded project of a fraternity of revolu-
tionary comrades in arms recreating the political world in their own
image. “The relationship between Christian and pagan reflections on
philia/amicitia is a complex one” 1n antiquity and even more so in the
Middle Ages.®™ The presence of friendship in discourse and variegated
modes of social practice in the Latin West 1s beyvond the scope of this
inquiry.* But an understanding of the revolutionary evocation of fra-
ternity in modernity is contingent on its backdrop in terms of the evo-
cation of the spiritual community of Christ. It was eschatologically
coded insofar as it allowed for friendship with God (being denied by

the pagana} to be pcrfected in a world to come:

The Very last, and perhaps most dcﬁning, IlD‘-.fElt}’ of the Christian
theortes of friendship—deﬁning because all other elements lead up
to 1t—was the inherent hink fﬂrgtcl between frienc]ship and the life of
heaven. . .. Aelred of Rievaulx brought his De Amicitia Spirituali to
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a close with the fDllDwing words . ..: The sting of death, which now
afflicts us and makes us g_rieve for one another, will be C]f:StID}-’E{].
And then, in complctc securit}r, we shall rej::r-ice for the everlastiﬂg
existence of the Highest Good, when this frienc]ship to which on
earth we admit but view, will be extended to all, and bj.r all will be

extended to God, since God will be all in all.*™®

Once the Christian paradigm of a sacred history was transtormed
into a speculation on the meaning of the intramundane historical
processes leading up to a terrestrial paradise, the promise of true frater-
nity was relegated to an open horizon of human perfection: a democra-
tze 4 venir 1s the imagined place where the quest for true friendship
comes to rest, as jJacques Derrida argues in his Pﬂfz'tiqzws de Damitie.
Derrida’s meandering speculation on the politics of triendship sets the
counterpoint to Arendt’s republican friendship and “deconstructs” the
civil theological tradition in general. From his vantage point the politi-
cal discourse on trust and friendship in past and present is under the
spell of a political world marked by the Schmittian triend —enemy dis-
junctinn, The deconstructivist hermeneutics revolves around an apoc-
rvphal saying of Aristotle: “He who has friends can have no (true)
friend” or “O friends, there is no friend.” Derrida operates with an
erudite sleight of hand. He follows Plato and Aristotle in their philo-
sophical understanding of primary friendship and hyperbolizes it in a
twofold way: all modes of friendship are exclusive and theretore “poli-
tically” connoted (family, gender, nation) and the relos of friendship
par excellence, universal and treed trom any social fetters, is unattain-
able either because the pursuit of friendship is infinite or because the
nature of friendship in itself is incomprehensible.® Thus, whenever
people befriend each other they miss the all-inclusive universality of a
true human intercourse —at least for the “pc-iitia:al“ time being. This
reading destroys the ontological underpinnings of any politics of trust
and friendship as well as it neglects the empirical reality of civil politics.
This done, there 1s only one question left: “Is it possible . . . to think
and to live the bittersweet rigor of friendship, the law of friendship
with the experience of a certain inhumanity, in the absolute separation,
on this or that side of the commerce between gods and men? And
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measurement of the man without becoming a theologeme?”” Neither
man nor god is the measure: Who is left but Derrida? His imagined
point of reference 1s a parousia: the “democratic 2 venir.” It appertains
to the time of promise, and it remains in all future times “in coming™:
“Is it possible to open with the ‘coming’ of a certain democracy that is
no longer an nsult, which has the friendship with which we try 1o
think beyond the homotraternel and phallogocentric scheme?™* In the
last analysis Derrida acts the French Jacobin turned prophet, passing
judgment on the lapsed people of democratic common sense.

The Western discourse an trust and friendship is a theoretical and
practical discourse on the human condition of political order and as
such it 1s an inherent element of Western self-understanding from 1ts
origins in the Greco-Roman world onward. But the semantics of
triendship connotes foremost the highly personal moment of the face-
to-tace encounter of individuals and defines the optimal mode of
human intercourse. In this respect it 1s correct to say: “The language,
ideas, and lived experience of friendship are common place in human
society,”” because this personal friendship is a transcultural phenome-
non that can be studied 1n terms of equivalent modes of expression. The
crucial point 1s, however, the “political” understanding friendship: 1t
refers to the public sphere of common meanings sustaining a common
reference world that signifies common purpose, action, and aspiration
of the members of society. They live together by virtue of the binding
force of trust. Its social ethcacy results from a public ethics of trust. It
links the personal habitus of trusting and trustworthiness to an image
of human personality that serves as the ordering principle of society. It
envisions the existentially engaged participation in the life of commu-
nity on account of the common reason present in all citizens that signi-
hies the theomorphy of human being’s humanity. This linking of
friendship to the public order was dependent on the citizen politics of
Western antiquity, and following suit the evocation of the spiritual
Christian cﬂlnmunit}n From a theoretical pcrint of view the pnlitical
symbolism of trust and friendship entails a paradigm of order emerging
from a specihic mode of Western experience. The symbolism welds the
historical contingent to the essential inherent in the political form of
order: the constitutional state. This became obvious in the course of the
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founders on the lack of community-creating substance because no or-
dering experience has materialized and become socially effective in the
process of societal and political “Westernization.”

In effect, any theoretical reflection on political friendship is in prin-
ciple limited insofar as it 1s bound up with the Western form of order.
The theoretical quest for the essential involves the study of symbalic
and structural equivalent modes of evoking a political unit, a “cosmion
of order” (Voegelin), into existence by acts of imagination in accor-
dance with an ordering 1dea of human existence in society in intercivi-
lizational perspective. The reflexive politics of friendship is in this
respect a case study of human nature’s potential for creatively ordering

Its exi1stence in SDCIEtﬂl fDl‘Iﬂ.
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