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Introduction

“Long before capitalism had become a dominant economic system, Anglo-American political thought had been fashioning a conception of politics and citizenship which saw the former as nothing but the clash of interests and the latter as a tool the individual could use in defending his own interests. Politics as the search for the good life and citizenship as a moral experience were conceptions which disappeared from political philosophy.”
 
“Political life occupies a middle ground between the sheer givens of nature and society on the one side, and the transcendental ‘kingdom of ends’ on the other. Through political action we strive publicly to order and transform the givens of nature and society by the light of values drawn from a realm above or outside the order of the givens.”

John Schaar (1928 – 2011) was one of the most important, if paradoxical, figures in the Berkeley School of Political Theory, a major influence on generations of students and scholars from the 1950s until the end of the first decade of the 21st century, including the Free Speech Movement, colleagues such as Sheldon Wolin, Norman Jacobson, and Michael Rogin, and subsequent political theorists such as Wilson Carey McWilliams and Peter Euben.
 Wolin cites Schaar as his most significant intellectual creditor;
 Euben claims to have been “transformed” by his encounter with Schaar.
 Peter Miller takes Schaar to have been one of the three founders (along with Wolin and Jacobson) of the Berkeley School, and thus part author of a movement the influence of which stretched across the profession of Political Science in the 1950s and 1960s and on to the student radicalism and civil rights movements of the latter decade.
 Despite this, however, the secondary literature on Schaar is negligible, particularly in comparison to that on Wolin,
 and is mostly confined to his supposed “futurism.”
 In this paper, I seek to fill that lacuna by providing an account of Schaar’s work and relating it to both the broader Berkeley School and the student radicals. A subsidiary purpose of the paper is to shed light on the nature of Berkeley School radicalism. 

Much of Schaar’s work, like that of the School in general, was driven by a “wish to see a revitalized radical politics in this country.”
 The School was an enormous practical and intellectual influence upon the student radicals of the 1960s, and Schaar co-authored with Wolin a book on the history of that movement
 that is sharply critical of the “multiversity” in its dealings with the students, and relates many of its authors’ major concerns – the narrow view of knowledge that predominates in “technological society,”
 the absence of popular engagement and participatory democracy, (and hence of any serious notion of politics itself), and the ways in which these developments permit the dehumanization of threats to technological society
 – to it. 

However, as Euben notes, Schaar is an unlikely radical, as he was an admirer of John Winthrop and states at the outset of Legitimacy in the Modern State that he would join Henry Adams’s party of Conservative Christian Anarchy if he could make the anarchists work the factories.
 Furthermore, a man who wrote several essays criticizing the modern commitment to equality
 makes an odd bedfellow of such groups as Students for a Democratic Society. In understanding Schaar’s thought, then, we have to pay careful attention to the nature of his radicalism. I argue that the radicalism of Schaar and the Berkeley School relies upon the etymological origins of the term. Schaar seeks to return to our origins or recover what we have lost in the modern age by appeal to the past. Interpreting Schaar in this way places him firmly within the Berkeley School tradition of “epic theory,” inspired by Wolin,
 in which politics correctly understood is a recurrent and collective deliberation on the common life. In the contemporary context, this means that for the Berkeley School, a radical politics must recover a world in which meaningful civic participation is possible, and that the focus on equality is a dead end. Given the uncertainties surrounding the nature of that revived participatory politics, I conclude that the label of “futurist” is remarkably inappropriate for Schaar. 

In his account of politics, then, Schaar is emblematic of the Berkeley School. Where he is distinctive is in framing the political dilemma within a particular view of the human condition, hinted at in the second of the epigraphs to this essay quoted above. As a critical review of Schaar’s first book, Loyalty in America,
 noted, Schaar was firmly of the view that “modern society is predominantly one of anomie and political massness.”
 However, one of Schaar’s major criticisms of Erich Fromm in Escape from Authority is that Fromm (like Marx and Durkheim) is mistaken to think that anomie and alienation are the result of the rise of capitalism. Rather, for Schaar, they are an inescapable byproduct of human mortality. Politics can alleviate alienation but never entirely overcome it. Understanding Schaar’s notion of politics thus requires engaging with his account of the human condition.  
Having situated Schaar’s conception of politics within his view of the human condition, I go on to explain why this made him sympathetic to the student radicals, and undergirded his advocacy of legitimate authority and patriotism as well as his critique of equality. From here, we turn to the task of political philosophy, and use Schaar’s discussion of existentialism to demonstrate the debt his work owes to Wolin’s notion of epic theory. This further helps to explain why, for Schaar, a radical American politics must set as its first task the recovery of politics on a small scale in a decentralized economy. 

II
Before we get to this argument, however, I give a brief account of Schaar’s life and works. Born in 1928 and raised on a farm in Montoursville, PA in a Lutheran family, Schaar moved to California to study, getting both his undergraduate and graduate degrees at the University of California, Los Angeles, before taking up a position at the University of California, Berkeley, where he taught until 1970. Teaching at Berkeley in the 1960s, Schaar was a significant influence upon the Free Speech Movement, which he witnessed first hand. In 1970, he moved to the University of California, Santa Cruz, where he taught for the rest of his life. He also taught frequently at Deep Springs College. His second marriage was to fellow Berkeley School member, Hanna Pitkin, who is still Professor Emerita at UC Berkeley. Schaar died of cancer in 2011.
 

His PhD thesis was to form the basis of his first book, published in 1957 as Loyalty in America. That work is divided into three sections. In the first, Schaar offers a “philosophy of loyalty,” engaging in conceptual analysis to situate loyalty within the vocabulary of political science next to such concepts as community and liberty, and distinguishing between a liberal democratic and an authoritarian conception of loyalty.
 The approach closely resembles Wolin’s opening chapter of Politics and Vision, with its emphasis on the conceptual apparatus and architectonics of political philosophy.
 In the distinction between liberal democratic and authoritarian conceptions of loyalty, it also looks forward to Schaar’s famous defense of patriotism, which takes true patriotism to be not “my country, right or wrong,” but to be grounded in the nation or community’s upholding a set of values and ideals.
 That is because liberal democratic loyalty needs to be sharply differentiated from “loyalty-conformity,” the hallmark of the authoritarian conception then being promulgated by McCarthy.
 Democratic loyalty leaves scope for questioning, for other commitments, and for divided loyalty, seeking to elevate habitual loyalty into “a devotion founded upon reasoned inspection of the democratic system…The highest type of loyalty to democracy issues from a reasoned consideration of the triumphs and failures of democracy as compared with those offered by competitors.”

The second section of Loyalty in America offers an historical argument aimed to show that McCarthy’s loyalty program is part of a cultural and sociological shift in the dominant notion of loyalty, with the (authoritarian) notion of loyalty-conformity replacing the older American democratic conception of loyalty.
 Situating these changes within an account of a crisis of values and the increasing alienation and atomization of American life,
 Schaar notes that the new notion of loyalty includes the notions of “potential disloyalty”
 and “disloyalty by association,”
 which would be impossible if the democratic conception was still dominant. Finally, in the brief final section, Schaar compares the two loyalties, and argues that the problem of loyalty in America is not “the weak and miserable band of the actively disloyal” but “the legions without loyalty,”
 those who have no sense of a common good and instead see politics simply as group competition over resources.
 In the absence of public debate about the good life, loyalty has come to mean something more like orthodoxy, whereas loyalty can afford us “some of the richest experiences of freedom.”

In Schaar’s second book, Escape from Authority, published in 1961, these themes are further developed in a sympathetic but sharply critical account of the psychoanalytic and utopian theories of Erich Fromm. Starting with Fromm’s foundations in naturalism and universalism,
 and moving through his theory of character, which privileges “productive man” or man for himself as the path to happiness,
 his theory of alienation as the product of capitalism,
 and the good society as a communitarian socialism that enables the development of “productive man,”
 Schaar argues that Fromm’s work is beset by an unresolved tension. Fromm, in Schaar’s account, can neither accept nor escape from the fundamental premises of modernity. This is Schaar’s point in the first epigraph to this essay. Fromm rejects capitalism but fails to notice that capitalism is itself the product of broader developments in modernity that Fromm takes for granted. For example, productive man, who recognizes no authority outside himself and is the source of all claims to value, cannot escape the loneliness of alienation that capitalism enshrines, because Fromm’s notion of productivity “lacks a clear and accurate conception of the political.”
 Only through politics can the alienation at the heart of the human condition be ameliorated, and it can never be resolved, yet even in an alienated state, humans are capable of great accomplishments.
 

By failing to separate capitalism from modernity,
 Fromm denies himself the resources to offer a “truly radical” alternative approach to the organization of work. In his proposals for a reformed economy, Fromm’s focuses on democratizing the workplace, on co-management, and on worker participation.
 Yet, says Schaar, these proposals are not truly radical because they start from “prosaic” premises.
 Fromm depicts workers as seeking security and status, but so does neo-classical economics. Schaar suggests starting instead from the premises that humans are “sloths” and that “work is a drudge,” premises that he says are more popular than the modern ones historically, and argues that those premises would yield the conclusion that work should be reorganized so that people have to do less of it and are freed to spend more time engaging in the search for meaning, in artistic and intellectual pursuits, rather than that work should be reorganized to make it more efficient and to share the ever-increasing product of it more equitably.
 For Schaar, a true radicalism would rest content with sharing the social product more equitably, because that means simply querying the social outcomes of capitalism. Rather, it would reject the premises of capitalism by seeking to limit desires and by developing a notion of happiness not based upon the accumulation of more and more frivolities. 

Schaar was 33 when Escape from Authority was published. As he notes in the introduction to Legitimacy in the Modern State, in his “daily life” he was a “teacher of political theory,” which is not the same thing as being a “political theorist.”
 For the final 50 years of his life, Schaar’s writing was comprised of sets of related essays, some of which were eventually gathered together in two books. The first of these was book he and Wolin co-authored, The Berkeley Student Rebellion and Beyond, published in 1970, which brought their critiques of technological society and the absence of a genuine notion of politics to bear on the student uprisings. The second was Legitimacy in the Modern State, published in 1981. This includes the essays for which Schaar is best known, “Legitimacy in the Modern State,” and “The Case for Patriotism,”
 as well as a group of articles on Watergate and the contemporary American political malaise,
 critiques of Rawls and of recent political-philosophical defenses of equality,
 and assessments of the nature of exclusion in the USA in analyses of political apathy and violence used by juvenile gangs.
 In all these essays, Schaar’s argument that contemporary life lacks legitimate authority, making a genuine politics impossible, is a recurrent theme, so we turn to analysis of that claim, starting with Schaar’s conception of the political. 

III

One of the most distinctive features of the Berkeley School is its account of political life. As Miller notes, “Across the board members are in agreement about the primacy, autonomy, and scope of ‘politics’ and that most approaches to it within the field of political science – especially as they represent an ahistorical, behavioristic Methodism or scientism – misunderstand and trivialize the political world.”
 This theme is most famously developed in Wolin’s “Political Theory as a Vocation,”
 which coined the term “Methodist” as a descriptor of those political scientists beholden to the “behavioral revolution.”
 Wolin accuses Methodists of advancing “unpolitical theories” and offering “no significant choice or critical analysis of the quality, direction, or fate of public life.”
 By emphasizing technique and neutrality, the Methodists shape the minds of their students in such a way that the philosophical assumptions of the behavioral revolution are overlooked, and “an uncritical view of existing political structures” is enforced.
 By contrast, political theory – especially in the epic mode
 – relies on the concept of the “systematically mistaken,” refuses “to yield to facts the role of arbiter” and so tends to contain radical critique of the given order.
 In short, by refusing to engage with questions of value, behavioral political scientists commit themselves to acceptance of the prevailing value systems.

Schaar’s work contains a similar analysis of politics to that of Wolin, Jacobson, and other Berkeley School theorists, and it is a prominent theme of Schaar and Wolin’s co-authored work on the Berkeley Rebellion, with its critiques of technocracy and the multiversity’s account of knowledge. In “Legitimacy and the Modern State,” Schaar notes that the decline of legitimacy and crisis of authority took the profession of political science by surprise because of the narrow methods and standards of that profession. The “erection of the logical distinction between fact and value into a metaphysical dualism” rendered the profession vulnerable to “the grossest of all logical and practical errors, the idealization of the actual” and made it unable “even to perceive whole ranges of empirical phenomena.”
 Only by employing a broader range of methods, and a more expansive conception of the political than the dominant one that focuses on the authoritative allocation of values, can we grasp what Schaar takes to be the contemporary malaise in which a surfeit of competing values means that we lose faith in “great, steady, and demanding” values.

The loss of faith in such values stems from the demise of politics, properly understood. For Schaar, politics is about the transformation of nature through public deliberation on transcendental ends. Starting with a conception of political action that takes it to be “that type of action through which men publicly attempt to order and to transform the givens of nature and society by the light of values which are above or outside the order of the givens,”
 Schaar is already virtually at Wolin’s conclusion that “value-free” political science is neither value-free nor political. For, on Schaar’s view, politics is always informed by values. At the same time, political life helps to reshape those values. Schaar defines political authority as “that authority which defines the ideal aims of the community and which tries to shape and direct nature and society in accordance with these aims.”
 Differing from “Methodism” and from anti-perfectionist liberals such as Rawls who argue that government must be neutral between competing conceptions of the good life, Schaar holds that the essence of politics is people working together to define a set of ideals that can form a coherent vision of the good life that the community can hold in common.
 

Politics, on this view, is not about fully formed individuals with aims and ambitions of their own coming together to share the fruits of social cooperation, but is about the formation of the self as a fully human being by virtue of participation in the collective enterprise that is the transformation of nature. One of the most widely noted features of both Schaar’s work, and that of the Berkeley School in general, is its emphasis on political participation and on democracy.
 It is important to note that this call for participation is not just to benefit public discourse; it serves also as the ultimate fulfillment of each citizen’s humanity. As Schaar puts it, “Through acting with others to define and achieve what can be called good for all, each realizes part of his own meaning and destiny. Insofar as we are beings who want not merely to live but to live well, we are political beings. And insofar as any man does not participate in forming the common definition of the good life, to that degree he falls short of the fullest possibilities of the human vocation.”
 The implication of this view for contemporary life is stark and striking: insofar as our government and our laws are an embodiment of the principles espoused by Methodists in political science and by liberals in political philosophy, they are not in fact political, because they try to avoid forming a common definition of the good life. Furthermore, if we do not live in a society that has a place for politics, then we do not achieve a truly human state. That is a major reason why, in Schaar’s vision, contemporary life is one of anomie and alienation, and why the plethora of values that people hold
 exists alongside a profound sense that our lives are valueless and that ours is an “Age of Crisis.”

On Schaar’s account of politics, then, ours is an age without politics, and as a result we are prevented from fulfilling our potential as human beings. 

IV

In analyzing Schaar’s conception of the political, we may gain purchase by noting two related sorts of objections that might be raised against it. First, liberals and Methodists might argue that, although the search for common meanings is a laudable aim, it is simply implausible in the modern epoch. According to this view, following the European Wars of Religion, and in particular in a multicultural age, we cannot hope to achieve consensus on grand questions of value, and so must tolerate a range of such views, which makes a plethora of values inevitable.
 Second, those of a historicist bent might note that Schaar’s conception of politics relies upon the idea that there are “givens” in nature and society, and query whether the “given” is in fact the product of a particular time and place. 

In considering why Schaar held that there were social and natural “givens,” and that politics was the search for a way of transforming those “givens” by virtue of a set of shared values, we may also note that the notion of the “given” is a recurring one in Berkeley School analysis. For example, in criticizing Plato’s willingness to use “harsh methods” to overcome the search for competitive advantage in political life, Wolin holds that such methods would be an attempt to “extirpate what are the inescapable givens of social existence.”
 In Wolin’s view, then, the givens of social life include the fact that goods must be distributed among the members of an association, that conflict and antagonism inevitably arise over the distribution, and that politics is about conciliating that conflict and the various demands made on the social order.
 Schaar’s appeal to the “given” is in many ways similar to that of Wolin, and insofar as the two views are coterminous, they go a long way to responding to the first of the objections mentioned above. For one of the givens is the very “fact of reasonable pluralism,” or the idea that people will hold differing views on questions of justice and of distribution. The difference that remains is over whether agreement can be reached at the level of value or that of procedure. 

Yet Schaar also refers to natural givens, and these go beyond the inevitability of disagreement and reach to the question of what it is to be human. Thus his conception of politics makes sense only when it is nested within his account of the human condition. The best source for this account is in Schaar’s critique of the Frommian (and Marxist) view of alienation, which took it to be the product of capitalism. As the first of the quotes that start this essay show, Schaar was sharply critical of Fromm for collapsing capitalism into modernity and so confusing the cause of social ills. Here, however, he goes further and takes Fromm to have mistaken for the product of capitalism what is a necessary feature of humanity, that politics can only ever partly alleviate. As Schaar notes, “What is currently called alienation has been a concern of Western thought, and a reality in Western life, since long before the capitalist era…Fromm’s sociological theory of alienation…spares him from considering the hard question of how far social reform can heal the wounds of alienation.”
 Alienation, in Schaar’s view, is best approached through the philosophical lens of Existentialism and not via social criticism.

Treating alienation philosophically rather than sociologically reflects Schaar’s view that it is a recurrent feature of being human and not the product of a particular social formation. Why should we think of alienation – or “what is currently called alienation” - as a fundamental aspect of human life? Schaar’s analysis is based on the etymology of the word “alien.” As he notes, “It comes from alius, Latin for ‘other,’ connoting strangeness, foreignness, of different and unknown origin and nature. To be alienated…is to be made strange and solitary.”
 After distinguishing between self-alienation and alienation from others,
 Schaar then considers the causes of alienation. In our time, the most crucial are the division of labor and functional specialization, which prevent us from using work as a means to self-realization by breaking our lives up into roles and causing vast differences in life experience,
 and the diffusion of Freudianism, which has led many to be discomfited by their own histories.
 

However, these contemporary causes do not capture the essence of human solitariness and strangeness. Rather, we need to situate alienation alongside a cluster of related concepts, such as, “sin, the fall, depravity, [and] idolatry,” which “predate capitalism by a few thousand years.”
 Alienation involves isolation, lack of unity, loneliness, and feelings of loss. Indeed, Schaar defines “harmony” as the “opposite of alienation.”
 So, alienation is the modern way of referring to the absence of grace and the lack of fulfillment. It is, in Schaar’s view, a fundamental part of the human condition both because the journey of restoration must be taken alone
 and, more generally, because alienation exists as a product of our mortality, which separates us from other beings and from meaning in the fact of death. 

This fact of alienation both sets the tasks of political life and limits its possibility. Schaar argues that, “The good society is one which aids men in the search for themselves and the meaning of their lives. But institutional arrangements cannot by themselves…heal the wounds of alienation…No many may expect reconciliation on the merely sociological plane.”
 We are born into a world without meaning and yet we are beings who hope to transcend ourselves by making a meaningful future.
 The quest for meaning is something that we must take alone and yet it is something that requires collaborative effort. This makes politics, as the search for common meanings, an inescapable part of a truly human existence, and yet sets sharp limits on what can be accomplished by political means. 

So, by treating alienation as the philosophical concept at the heart of Existentialism, Schaar hopes to show why alienation cannot be understood, in sociological terms, as the product of capitalism, or even of modernity.
 According to Existentialism, alienation consists of four key features. First, in contradistinction to the rival “Essentialist” view, there is no sharp distinction between subject and object, and so we cannot obtain knowledge through detachment or objectivity. Rather, we gain knowledge through participating in other selves and sharing existence with them.
 This is what makes politics a necessarily participatory activity concerned with common meanings. Second, our existence is not purely spatial or temporal, so we cannot be understood via our properties, and must consider our choices because “the core of human existence is possibility”
 and above all the possibility of transformation via the creation of meaning. Third, the mistaken essentialist notion of knowledge has resulted in alienation by removing us from direct involvement with the world and “separating man from the objects of knowledge” so that “we are no longer able to realize that knowing means acting and participating.”
 Finally, we live in a world without transcendent or moral values, so the only ones that exist are those we create. That is, we find meaning in our choices and our relations with others, and so in the world of the political.
 As a result, Schaar concludes, the Existentialist theory of alienation counsels involvement in the world and an “incessant” search for solutions on both the sociological and the metaphysical planes, while recognizing the limited possibilities of transformation.

Schaar’s account of the political as involving the search for values that can transform the givens of nature is nested in a theory of the human condition that starts with the fact of alienation due to human finitude, goes on to assert the desire to transcend alienation, and takes politics to be a crucial, though partial, means of ameliorating the condition. We must find meaning alone, but because the quest for meaning is a search for a way out of loneliness and isolation, it also involves common action and values. That is why the task of politics is a participatory one and requires involvement with the identity of citizens. It follows that a politics that eschews questions of value and identity is not a genuine politics and cannot help us overcome alienation through the building of harmony. Schaar’s version of the Existentialist theory of alienation makes it clear that a radical politics must involve rebuilding a common set of meanings. As we shall now see, it is thus at the heart of his embracing of the student radicals, whom he interpreted as seeking a more meaningful politics, of his search for a renewed sense of authority and of patriotism, and of his rejection of so much of contemporary “radicalism,” founded as it is on the quest for material equality, which involves redistribution of goods between isolated individuals rather than a new, activist politics.  

V

For Schaar and Wolin, the heart of the conflict between students and administration in the “Berkeley Rebellion” of the 1960s was whether “technological society” could replace the need for values. The era was marked by a paradox of “powerless power” – a sense of the ineffectualness of power as conceived in the technological terms of Essentialism in dealing with increasingly pressing problems of environmental degradation, spiritual fulfillment, the inability of administrative structures to provide basic social services or resolve anger over racial and minority relations, and to effect a solution to Vietnam by either withdrawing or “pulverizing” that “small Asian nation.”
 What made this a paradox was that the crisis was caused by the country’s success in pursuing its goals, and what made the Berkeley Rebellion so inspiring was that it raised the hope that the American value system would be radically rethought. Schaar and Wolin sum the argument up thus: 

The affluence of technological society persists through the crisis because the crisis is not, fundamentally one of production or distribution. The crisis is spiritual and psychic rather than material. Its prophets [include] Blake rather than Marx…Much of the novel activity on the campuses expresses a quest for new forms of power by those who feel themselves powerless…The politicization of the campuses thus appears as an expression of powerlessness; and politics, along with the cultural revolution, becomes a way of claiming legitimacy and demanding change.

The student rebellion was political in the true sense, because what it stood for was not a redistribution of the benefits of technology but a rethinking of the appropriate decision-making procedures. Schaar and Wolin are stirred to their most lyrical when they note the hopeful moments of the controversy, such as when, “Setting aside the ethos of power and growth, the faculty stirred to ancestral memories of the ideal of a community of scholars…pledged to truth rather than abundance.”
 What made the conflict so fraught was the conflicting systems of knowledge that the two sides were operating with: hence, it took far longer than it ought for the Regents to recognize that the heart of the students’ demands was simply that they “must be viewed as participating members of the academic community.”

The issues in the struggles between students and university administrators were thus, in Schaar’s analysis, almost synonymous with those involved in the debate about the meaning of political action: whether we can achieve a set of values that enriches and enlightens our common lives or must rest content with producing more and more goods and treat politics as about the distribution of those goods.
 What made the student cause so appealing was that they were “aware of the shortcomings of their society and [were] passionately looking for authentic values to replace what they perceive[d] as the phony slogans and spiritual tawdriness of so much of the public rhetoric and action of our time.”
 In this respect, student activists were in a similar position to juvenile gangs, and other political outsiders with whom Schaar was later to express sympathy.
 Following Hannah Arendt, Schaar held that the violence of juvenile gangs was the product of “rage,” itself the result of deprivation of deeply held wants, including both decent living conditions and genuine authority and hope for a meaningful future.
 The absence of a participatory politics that involved the search for values that can mitigate alienation has led inexorably to a lack of legitimate authority in our society. This argument is at the heart of Schaar’s work and detailed analysis of it must wait until the next section. The key point with regard to juvenile gangs is that, in Schaar’s view, society lacks the authority with which to inspire gang members away from a life of crime both because opportunities are often closed to them and because the opportunities that are available may not be desirable.
 As with the students, the issue is that technological development has made plentiful production of identical goods possible without a concomitant increase in the dreams of the good life that make life bearable and worth living. Just as the contemporary university has ceased to be a “genuine educational community” and become instead a “multiversity” or a “mere research factory…designed for the mass processing of men into machines,”
 so contemporary society has become a “technological society,” and our value system has fallen out of joint with our social system.
 The urgent task we face, and the only means of assuaging long-term student unrest, curbing gang violence, and encouraging a larger proportion of the population to participate in political life, is “to provide a meaningful society and culture, one worth growing up to.”
 A meaningful society is not an equal variant of the technological one, but one infused with a set of political values, including a genuine sense of authority. 

VI


At first glance, it would seem as though someone seeking for a radical rethinking of politics would be more like to disdain authority and seek a society with a greater commitment to equality, so it is crucial for understanding Schaar’s conception of the political to consider why he held the contrary position with regard to each. 


For Schaar, authority is the crucial element in legitimacy, and his major thesis in “Legitimacy in the Modern State” is that “law and order” – i.e. legitimacy – has become “the basic political question of our day” because of a decline in authority.
 In that same essay, Schaar connects the crisis of legitimacy with the modern commitments to “rationality,” to “efficiency and power,” and to “equalitarianism,” and argues that social science has failed to perceive this crisis because it is a product of those modern commitments.
 Only if we reject those commitments can we get to the root cause of the contemporary crisis, which have left obedience a matter of habit. 


As with alienation, Schaar’s analysis of legitimacy is based on etymology. As both The Oxford English Dictionary and Webster’s Unabridged explain, to be legitimate, something must be conformable to law or ratified by an authority. In other words, “political power is legitimate only when the claimant can invoke some source of authority beyond or above himself.”
 Possible sources include custom, natural law, or a constitution, but in any case, the source of legitimacy is not an action taken by the holder of power. On the other hand, contemporary social scientific definitions “all dissolve legitimacy into belief or opinion. If a people hold the belief that existing institutions are ‘appropriate’ or ‘morally proper,’ then those institutions are legitimate…the older concept has been trimmed of its cumbersome ‘normative’ and ‘philosophical’ parts.”
 Such definitions take legitimacy to rest on popular belief, which may sound like a democratic notion of legitimacy, but in Schaar’s view means that there is no recourse to independent inquiry into claims to legitimacy. Furthermore, the new legitimacy also entrenches a system in which leaders act, including by telling followers how they should feel, rather than everyone been included.
 In short, the new legitimacy is “almost entirely a matter of sentiment,” not reason or participation, which means that successful social conditioning is taken to be capable of producing legitimate authority.

On Schaar’s view, legitimate authority is, rather, arrived at by inspiring us to imitation.
 As traditionally understood, authority does not hem us in and constrain us, but counsels and encourages us. By virtue of doing so, an authority is “one who starts lines of action which others complete.”
 Authority figures inspire us by example – by showing us the way – and by assuring us of the rightness and potential for success of our actions. So, the “two basic functions of authority” are to “provide counsel and justification” and to “increase the confidence and sense of ability of those under it.”
 The crucial underpinning of authority, in this view, is that it has “a rationale that backs its claims to assent.”
 That rationale must include “an account of reality, an explanation of why some acts are preferable to others, and a vision of a worthwhile future toward which men can aspire.”
 In other words, authority rests upon a set of shared understandings and ideals that orient those who hold it in space. In the absence of such rationales, authority is impossible, and we are left with power, naked, unadulterated, and, most importantly, illegitimate. 

It is Schaar’s contention that that is the situation we are in today. Through both changing epistemologies and altered understandings of morality, the foundations of authority have been “hollowed out.”
 In epistemological terms, we have departed from the age-old assumptions that our cognitive apparatus did not condition what was known and that there was an order whole independent of humanity, which had laid the foundation for legitimation by grounding it in a “structure of order” immune to our transient choices.
 Without those epistemological assumptions, the political order is in a permanent state of flux, forever being made and remade, and with only scientists having conceivable claims to authoritative knowledge. This does not mean that we must return to a belief in a natural order but that, until we find new arguments for the limitation of our desires, authority cannot be an important part of political life.
 We need some sort of coherent account of reality. These developments are shadowed in the moral sphere, in which, where there was once a belief in a “community identity set within a cosmology” which tied our identity to the legitimacy of group structures of authority, now individuals withdrew from and reject the received values of the group.
 This process is particularly marked in the United States, which took as its founding myth the attempt to implement these ideas in practice, representing “freedom from inherited authorities and freedom to get rich. Community and society meant little more than the ground upon which each challenged or used others for private gain. Others were accepted insofar as they were useful to one in his search for self-sufficiency. But once that goal was reached, the less one had to put up with the others the better.”
 Yet these foundations leave American attachment to the polity vulnerable and so expose the fragility of legitimacy in the modern American state. A politics founded upon mutual indifference to others cannot in Schaar’s analysis be a legitimate one because it is not grounded in a shared picture of reality, or a common set of values and goals. When we achieve “self-sufficiency,” we eschew “a worthwhile future,” even though the latter is the necessary foundation of a legitimate source of authority.  

What is needed, Schaar argues, is “humanly meaningful authority and leadership.”
 This is a type of authority that escapes the Weberian trap of conceiving of authority as repressive, succeeds in re-introducing us to each other on a smaller scale, rejects the division of labor and explosion of data characteristic of the modern age, and reconceives of leadership as a means of interpreting event, exploring courses of action, and vouching for the worth of those chosen.
 Authority figures also help us come to terms with what was earlier discussed as the “givens” of human nature and the questions that they inevitably pose for human beings. Schaar notes that, 

Each person is born, lives among others, and dies. Hence, each one’s life has three great underpinnings, which no matter how far he travels must always be returned to and can never be escaped for long. The three underpinnings present themselves to each one as problems and as mysteries: the problem and mystery of becoming a unique self: but still a self living among and sharing much with others in family and society: and finally a unique self among some significant others, but still sharing with all humanity the condition of being human and mortal…humanly significant authorities are those who help us answer these questions in terms that we ourselves implicitly understand.

The shared structure of human life inevitably raises a set of questions for us. We must, in part, face these alone, but doing so renders us isolated and alienated, and so collective or political action is also a necessary part of dealing with them. But just as the human condition makes politics possible, recurrent, and necessary, so it creates scope for authority that encourages, rather than restricting, us. This is authority that involves mutual understanding and shared meaning, and requires a relationship of “mutuality, identification, and co-performance.” Rather than us coming to the collective arena with our own, private identities, and pursuing our private goods, “The leader finds himself in the followers, and they find themselves in the leader.”
 This constitutive view of leadership and authority was, moreover, prominent in political theory for most of the tradition, and it is only the contemporary account of science and knowledge that has displaced it and made it seem mystical.


Although humanly meaningful authority is the only genuine type of authority there is, it does not follow that is always legitimate: it becomes “pathological and dangerous” when divorced from the limits imposed by tradition and shared values.
 This mention of the limits of authority ties Schaar’s conception of it to other important themes of his political thought, and notably to his accounts of loyalty and patriotism. As mentioned above, for Schaar, democratic loyalty is to be contrasted with authoritarian loyalty, or “loyalty-as-conformity,” in that the former allows for questioning, and involves loyalty to an ideal that the nation is said to uphold. In “The Case for Patriotism,”
 Schaar recasts that argument, with loyalty being substituted for patriotism as the value being defended. As the central meaning of patriotism is “love of one’s homeplace,” the most basic type of patriotism is a “natural patriotism” to the territory, people, and ways that have nurtured us.
 Natural patriotism can be divided into two subtypes: the former is a “land patriotism,” in which the object of devotion is a particular landscape or habitat; the latter is a “city patriotism,” which is devotion to a human artifact and is hence more fundamentally social, but which remains “natural” in that it centers on love of home and on nurture.


Politically speaking, however, the most significant type of patriotism is now “covenanted patriotism,” in defense of which Schaar appeals to Abraham Lincoln, who conceived of this as a particularly American patriotism. Americans are not bound together by common heritage or religion, or even by the traditions of a city, but by a political ideal. Americans are “a nation formed by a covenant, by dedication to a set of principles and by an exchange of promises to uphold and advance certain commitments…Those principles and commitments are the core of American identity.”
 Patriotism thus becomes loyalty to the covenant and to the principles and commitments that the United States is pledged to uphold. As the Biblical prophets pointed out with regard to the Hebrew covenant, this type of loyalty is contingent, for when Americans do not abide by the principles of the covenant, they “lose everything,”
 including the rationale for patriotic loyalty. Schaar concludes that this conception of patriotism offers “the noblest rationale for active citizenship (government of, by, and for the people” available to Americans,
 because other arguments start from self-interested premises, and that it should be sharply differentiated from nationalism, precisely because covenanted patriotism is so far removed from the demand for unswerving loyalty of the sort countenanced by “my country, right or wrong” sentiments. Patriotism is best understood as commitment to a set of values that the republic has pledged itself to uphold, which means that the patriot, like the prophet, combines the role of loyalist with that of social critic. 


Schaar’s visions of authority, loyalty, and patriotism all contain an emphasis on the importance of critical thinking and of limits to themselves imposed by the requirements of shared interest. Each thus also contains the seeds of Schaar’s critique of the contemporary “political” order, which as we shall see is based on the rejection of limits to growth and desire. They also provided Schaar with further reasons for supporting the student radicals. He notes that the Port Huron Statement of Students for a Democratic Society was “the finest expression of the Lincolnian idea in recent times” because it “offers a vision of an active and cooperative citizenship who see the political system as their system, and who understand that if the system is to survive according to its own principles, it will survive only by their efforts.”
 This makes a participatory politics a necessity, for electoral democracy is, in effect, a form of electoral monarchy combined with managerial elitism.
 Wolin echoes these sentiments, noting that what made the students radical was not “their objectives” but their “appetite for politics,” which might lead to an expansion of democracy beyond the electoral arena and with a questioning of the direction of American commitments and values.

VII


Schaar’s critique of “equalitarianism” is grounded in a few of his major political commitments: it fails to challenge the technocratic commitment to growth and focuses instead on redistributing the ever-larger social product; like technical knowledge, it threatens to subsume other important political concepts (such as justice);
 it fails to set the footing for a participatory products but keeps bureaucrats at the helm and so is compatible with electoral monarchy; and it fails to treat people on their merits.
 In a series of four essays in Legitimacy in the Modern State, Schaar offers a critique of the movement to equality that takes it to be pretty much synonymous with “liberal, economically oriented psychology and morality.”
 Given that Schaar argued throughout his career that, for any talent, there are natural aristocrats,
 this is perhaps to be expected. Understanding it, though, requires engagement with Schaar’s conception of equality.


In Schaar’s analysis, there are at least five ways of thinking about equality: it means equality of opportunity; of treatment; of membership in the natural species; of legal status; and constitutional equality as a means to advancing valuable social ends.
 For the most part, though, Schaar’s critique is focused on equality of opportunity, and his objection is encapsulated in his depiction of it as “the equal right to become unequal,”
 and in the claim that it is “the product of a competitive and fragmented society…in which individualism…is the reigning ethical principle.”
 Few today oppose equality of opportunity, because of its modesty and attractive simplicity.
 Recognizing the same facts of inequality that Schaar notes – namely that talents are not distributed equally and that these inequalities cannot be eradicated – it gives each the ability to develop her talents and rewards people equally for the same performance. Nonetheless, Schaar argues, given that talents cannot be developed equally in any given society, this formulation is somewhat misleading.
 More importantly, for our purposes, given that some values will always be prioritized, equality of opportunity obfuscates the crucial question of what should be the dominant values and goals of a particular society.
 This is what makes the critique of equality at one with the demand for a value-laden, participatory politics. The doctrine of equality of opportunity fits into a liberal capitalist society because it does not challenge the dominant epistemology and value system of that order, but takes it as given, and lends itself to the development of electoral monarchy in which democrats “discover [their] own most capable masters in the fairest and most efficient way.”
 What makes matters even worse is that the principle tends in practice to increase material inequality between classes, and to appear to legitimate that inequality because it is based on “merit.” This is especially problematic in an era of organizational complexity and bureaucratic power.
 In short, equality of opportunity, for all its supposed democratic credentials, is in fact inimical to democratic equality. 


That last statement should make clear that Schaar is in fact neither opposed to equality in all contexts nor to all conceptions of it. He notes that “among the members of any genuine community” a kind of equality will obtain: this is “the feeling held by each member that all other members, regardless of their many differences of function and rank, belong to the community” and do so fully.
 As equal members of the community, each has an opportunity to rule and be ruled in turn. This does not mean that citizens will receive identical treatment, but it does mean that no member should be prevented from participating fully in collective life, which makes equal treatment by the law and a substantial degree of economic equality necessary.
 The purpose of this, though, is not material comfort but freedom of choice and mutual respect. It is not a “leveling demand for equality of condition” but involves recognition of the fact that inequality when prevalent to contemporary levels is corrosive of the virtue of the body politic.
 For the ultimate purpose of the democratic conception of equality, as sketched by Schaar, is to make possible the search for common ideals that is constitutive of the political life. It is no coincidence that he concludes his most damning assessment of equality of opportunity with one of his fullest accounts of the true nature of politics: for the former is constitutive of politics as understood in contemporary, technocratic society, and so must be juxtaposed to the search for values implied by Schaar’s preferred conception of political life. That conception would involve greater equality of treatment and of material condition than we have at present, but would also recognize “the existence of necessary and just superiorities and differences.”
 However, recognition of those inequalities would not lead to different overall assessments. Rather, they would provide justification for those temporary and limited forms of authority by example that are necessary if we are to reach together for a life of greater meaning: “The teacher justifies his authority and fulfills his duty by making himself unnecessary to the student.”
 So, Schaar’s analysis suggests, does the humanly meaningful authority figure. 

VIII


In the late 20th century United States, radicalism is normally thought of as the preserve of the Left, and the Left is normally taken to embrace equality, to be suspicious of patriotism and authority, and to take alienation to be the product of capitalism. John Schaar rejected all of these things and yet, as noted at the outset, took his writing to be motivated by the quest for a revitalized radical politics. In this paper, I have tried to show how Schaar’s commitments arose out of his characteristically Berkeley School account of politics and the political, which in turn was the product of his depiction of the human condition as the search for meaning in the face of death and the fact of human mortality. One of the crowning features of Schaar’s thought is that we live in an atomized and alienated society. This was a major feature of his work from Loyalty in America’s argument that loyalty-conformity was replacing democratic loyalty, through Escape from Authority’s study of Erich Fromm’s analysis of alienation and The Berkeley Rebellion’s sympathy with the student radicals of the 1960s, to Legitimacy in the Modern State’s claim that legitimate authority has all but disappeared from American life. Yet as well as being Schaar’s critique of the contemporary, it is part of his reflection on what it is to be human. Coming into the world alone, and knowing that we will exit it in the same manner, we are in a sense isolated and, to that extent, alienation. That alienation can never be overcome, but it can be mitigated. The work of ameliorating our existential aloneness is the task of politics, and necessarily involves the search for a set of shared values that can orient us towards our society and an association that will outlast us. In Schaar’s view, by taking political life to be about “who gets what, when, how,”
 and not about values, we have narrowed the meaning of politics to the point that it is all but meaningless. We live, in essence, without political life. 


This analysis of politics is widely shared among Berkeley School Political Theorists of Schaar’s generation, as is its implicit notion of the nature of political philosophy. Like Wolin, Schaar is basically an epic theorist, taking much of his inspiration from the Greeks, including frequent references to such Socratic arguments as the distinction between a good man and a good citizen, and treating central political problems as recurrent throughout history. This is most notable in his account of existentialism developed in response to Fromm, which includes the claim that “what we now call” alienation is in fact a timeless feature of (at least) Western life and set in contrast to harmony. Schaar’s version of political theory as epic is a byproduct of his account of the human condition, which takes it that there are recurrent features of our situation that cannot escape the attention of any thinking person and have not escaped the attention of any first-rate writers. As the situation of humans does not change much over time, so the nature of politics varies mostly along a theme. 


It follows that the nature of Schaar’s radicalism is best explained by inquiring, as he so often did, into the root of the word. In late Middle English, radical meant, “arising from or going to the root.” Something akin to that remains the major definition of most dictionaries. Only secondarily does radical mean “departing markedly from the usual” or “extreme.” Schaar’s radicalism seeks to get to the root of the concept of politics and restore us to our more overtly political origins by engaging us in a participatory, collaborative project to find values that can create a meaningful life. Any politics focused simply upon redistribution of material products does not get to the root of politics and is therefore not radical in this sense. That is why, Schaar argues, “We may have to readmit Cephalus to the conversation about justice.”
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