
reserved to enforcing equality in such rights, however defined and regulated
under a particular state’s law. Put simply, there is no inconsistency between
Trumbull’s desire to preserve federalismandwhat he had accomplished in 1866.

There is no doubt that Trumbull took amore cramped view of congressional
action in the 1870s than other Republicans did, but there are other explanations
for Trumbull’s positions. Rego acknowledges (187–88) that Trumbull opposed
the Ku Klux Klan Act of 1871 only because it suspended habeas corpus, which
Trumbull believed to be unconstitutional since the rebellionwas over. AndRego
also correctly points out (194) that Trumbull opposed school desegregation
because he believed that public schooling was a “privilege” and not a “right”
in the sense of the privileges and immunities of citizenship. (Quite confusingly,
the meaning of “privileges” in the rights/privileges distinction in antebellum law
was distinct from themeaning of “privileges” in the phrase “privileges or immu-
nities of citizenship”; the latter were natural or otherwise fundamental rights,
whereas the former were “public” privileges, like public welfare, that did not
exist in the state of nature.)

Rego could have done a bit more here to tease out the implications of
Trumbull’s views for today. Critics of originalism routinely claim that it cannot
reach the result inBrown v. Board of Education, and if Trumbull was right that
public education was a “public privilege” and not a “right” in the sense of the
Privileges or Immunities Clause, then the critics are right. Rego notes (195) that
other Republicans argued that the right of access to public privileges financed
through general taxationwas a privilege or immunity of citizenship.Who is right
has significant implications for originalist theory. Despite leaving the reader
wanting more at certain junctures, Rego’s book is informative and instructive
and has begun an important project: to place Lyman Trumbull in his rightful
place at the center of Reconstruction.

Ilan Wurman, Arizona State University

Danielle Allen, Yochai Benkler, Leah Downey, Rebecca Henderson, and
Josh Simons, eds. A Political Economy of Justice. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 2022. Pp. 400. $110.00 (cloth); $35.00 (paper).

A Political Economy of Justice is an interesting collection of essays written by
scholars from various disciplines and points in their respective careers. The
editors start by outlining the vision of the book and their analytic framework
for values-based iterative policy making, which frame the essays across the
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following themes: values, diagnosis, prescriptions, and action strategies. The book
is divided into three parts. I will examine each section in turn with comments.

In part 1, Yochai Benkler argues that the revival of political economy as a
framework encourages readers to reintegrate history, power, and the social
and material context into economic analysis—the three primary dimensions of
context being institutions, ideology, and technology. New political economy
replaces transhistorical assumptions with historically grounded explanations
of social relations, avoids the fallacy of purely structural explanations, replaces
self-interested rational actors with socialized individuals, and understands con-
flict and power as central determinants in economic relationships. Dani Rodrik
and Charles Sabel focus on producing “good jobs,” the definition of which the
authors admit is illusive. They argue that producing“good jobs” is a societal pos-
itive externality and that there are significant economic, social, and political costs
associated with failing to produce them. E. GlenWeyl posits that themost signif-
icant contemporary political problem is the failure to harness the power of
increasing returns to the benefit of society. Rejecting capitalism and populism,
the author offers the RadicalxChange movement (RxC) as a possible solution.
The RxC is a community of individuals focused on building political change
based on radically innovative political economies and social technologies. The
subsequent essay byDevaWoodly focuses on humanflourishing and the pursuit
of well-being. The author concedes that justice is not quantifiable, definite, or
certain and that not everyone can be made happy but suggests that our current
political economy makes “most people miserable most of the time” (120). The
economy is not an objective set of phenomena. It is a set of socially and politically
instituted processes of resource allocation. The political economy has been con-
ditioned by oppression and domination, which has shaped our understanding
of its possibilities. A political economy is needed that takes account of what the
social context allows or enables individuals to do andwhether one can take ad-
vantage of the opportunities that generate well-being. In the final essay, Julie L.
Rose argues against the need for perpetual economic growth using John Stuart
Mill, John Maynard Keynes, and John Rawls. Rose argues for a just growth
position in which society should neither reject nor endorse the pursuit of eco-
nomic growth. Society should aim to expand opportunities because economic
growth may or may not contribute fairly and reliably to the realization of the
principles of a just political economy.

The appealing nature of these essays notwithstanding, the arguments ap-
pear to be more idealistic than practical solutions to economic inequality.
Yes, individuals do need access to those things that make their rights valuable
(see, e.g., John Tomasi, FreeMarket Fairness [Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 2012]). Moreover, there has been an electoral shift in the Western
world. The educational political cleavage has reversed itself, and in response
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to globalization, class-based political conflict has been replaced with nativist/
globalist conflict. Those who would benefit most from economic reform have
realigned with political parties espousing social nativist ideologies that do not
lend themselves readily to cooperation or reform (see, e.g., Thomas Piketty,
Capital and Ideology [Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2020]).

In part 2, Tommie Shelby argues that nonprofit prison privatization could
be a viable option under certain circumstances. When government failure has
become so endemic that it delegitimizes and creates systemic distrust of the state,
aggressive action from civic society may be warranted. Shelby does not presup-
pose that a just societywill or should abdicate the public function of punishment
to the private sector. Nonprofit prisons are presented as a tentative proposal for
nonideal, unjust conditions. Rebecca Henderson argues for sweeping systemic
reforms and the rediscovery of the critical role governments play in constraining
and regulating the free market, which the author believes is needed to create a
just and sustainable society. Henderson argues that “authentically purpose
driven” firms that embrace prosocial goals beyond profit maximization are ide-
ally situated to act as catalysts for innovation in this regard (188); however,
Henderson also admits that operating a purpose-driven firm is not a practical
endeavor. Our current economy is oriented around profit maximization, not
just political economies.Moreover, there aremany problemsfirms cannot solve,
or at least cannot solve alone. Malcolm S. Salter discusses the foundation of
the profit maximization doctrine and offers ethical reciprocity as an alterna-
tive approach. Here, reciprocity refers to social cooperation in a transactional
setting. Ethical reciprocity requires a different conception of self-interest. In
treating the goods of others as part of our own interests, ethical reciprocity re-
quires a certain amount of self-sacrifice. To foster a change in corporate purpose,
Salter argues that management must shift its mindset away from profit maximi-
zation and toward the mutual interests of all constituents. F. Christopher Eaglin
asks howfirms should engage in the political process. Through political activity,
corporations attempt tomanage political institutions and influence political ac-
tors, which results in iron triangles or corporate capture of regulatory bodies.
The author uses Boeing as an ominous example, but the same can be said of
sugar, corn, fossil fuels, and big tech. Lastly, Juliet B. Schor and Samantha Eddy
offer the concept of a “sharing economy” as a possible solution for govern-
ments’ failure to address economic inequality and ecological challenges (263).
Sharing economy practices are focused on goods, space, and gig labor services
in both for-profit and not-for-profit consumer-oriented entities. Nevertheless,
with respect towages and compensation, the research ismixed, and the platform
or digital sector has also been found to re-create race and class hierarchies and
exclusionary practices (see, e.g., AyannaHoward, Sex, Race, and Robots: How
to Be Human in the Age of AI [Audible Originals, 2020]).
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Focusing on firms of all types is important; however, firms are not govern-
ments. Firms operate within the rules or institutional parameters governments
establish. I was therefore surprised not to find any mention of international tax
reform or cooperation, or international regulations on themovement of capital
across the globe. A nation’s greatest resource is its people, and a government’s
primary concern should be for the well-being and advancement of its greatest
resource. This cannot be done without continued capital investment in educa-
tion, health care, and infrastructure—all of which are public goods that gov-
ernments are better equipped to provide.

In part 3,Marc Stears argues for open and critical reflectionon thedemocratic
politics of changing the economic system. The author puts forth the possibility
of an intellectual, practical, and political democratic emergent system-change
movement. The consequence of this is that system-change groups reject stan-
dard democratic policy making and are uninterested in community-oriented
approaches. These types of go-big and go-fast movements show little regard for
nationhood, decision-making, and economic control, or the pleasures of everyday
life like having dinner with your family—the latter being of utmost importance.
The author believes that beginning with the everyday pleasures will allow us
to make better-informed decisions about the former. K. Sabeel Rahman argues
that inequality should be understood as a problem of political domination and
the concentration of unaccountable power. Rahman believes that we must ex-
pand government and public power to the extent necessary to achieve social
justice and that government is the onlymeans to do so. LeahDowney puts forth
a compelling argument in favor of regularly rechartering the Federal Reserve
System. After a brief history of the Federal Reserve, the author argues that reg-
ular assessment via rechartering wouldmake the systemmore democratic in the
Rousseauian sense. Lastly, Danielle Allen argues that immigration is the most
significant impediment to building a just political economy. Allen argues that
we need to reconceptualize our unidimensional understanding of political mem-
bership and adopt polypolitanism. Polypolitans are members of many polities
simultaneously. She argues that this approach would allow for immigrants to
movemore freely andwould give them access to a political voice within the var-
ious polities.

To reform a polity’s political economy, much less many societies’ econo-
mies, a new set of international discourses and institutional arrangements are
required. Inequality is political and ideological and thus is strongly influenced
by national borders and the allocation of political rights. An international agree-
ment between the largest economies on international economic reform and
cooperation would be needed at the outset to persuade nations to move toward
a just political economy (see, e.g., Piketty, Capital and Ideology). Without
an international agreement on taxation and banking transparency, nations
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and firms will not be sufficiently incentivized to move toward a just political
economy.

Brandon Rudolph Davis, Tulane University

John Agresto. The Death of Learning: How American Education Has
Failed Our Students and What to Do about It. New York: Encounter,
2022. Pp. 272. $30.99 (paper).

John Agresto sets himself two tasks in The Death of Learning. First, he wants
to explain the reason for the contemporary decline of the liberal arts and sciences
in American higher education. Second, hewants to provide an account ofwhat a
properly constructed understanding of these liberal studies might look like. It
turns out that as he pursues these tasks, they compete with, rather than comple-
ment, one another.

Agresto is well positioned to contribute to debates about the nature and im-
portance of liberal education. He has an extensive teaching and administrative
resume (president of St. John’s College in Santa Fe, senior positions with the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities, chancellor of the American University in
Iraq), in addition to entrepreneurial work with his own educational consulting
company.He received his PhD in government fromCornell during the upheavals
of the 1960s and worked closely withWilliam J. Bennett during the 1980s, so he
is intimately familiar with the academic culture wars. His scholarly and admin-
istrative values and experience allow him to offer much good counsel for those
committed to and worried about the future of the liberal arts and sciences; the
scars and bitterness generated by the culture wars threaten to subvert this coun-
sel. These tensions present us with a book somewhat at war with itself.

Why are so few students currently drawn to the study of the liberal arts and
sciences? Agresto believes that the contemporary academy has, quite simply, no-
body to blame but itself for the decline in demand for liberal education. He be-
lieves that the liberal arts and sciences have decayed fromwithin; what we find is
a “suicide” rather than a “murder” of liberal education. The self-inflictedwound
began when university faculty and administrators capitulated to attacks on the
Western literary and philosophical canon. His touchstone here is Stanford’s dis-
mantling of its Western Civilization program in the 1980s; indeed, the Stanford
student chant “Hey hey, ho ho,WesternCiv has got to go!” symbolizes for him a
broader rebellion against our cultural legacy. In his judgment this rebellion has
succeeded all too well in promoting a passionate (left-wing) academic politics at
the expense of reason and education. The demand, it seems, was never for an
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