CHAPTER FOUR

government? On this question John Stuart Mill parts company with funda-
mentalists such as Taliban members and Patrick J. Buchanan. For Mill, indi-
viduals judge best for themselves how to live. For fundamentalists such as
Buchanan, governments have an obligation to pass laws that discourage what
fundamentalism defines as immoral choices.

STUDY QUESTIONS

1. What is an allegory?

2. Explain Plato’s allegory of the cave:
What is the setting, who are the charac-
ters, and what major events transpire?
What does this allegory teach about the
process of gaining enlightenment?

3. How does Plato describe justice?
What are the three classes residing in
the just society? How does Plato de-
scribe injustice?

4, What is the purpose of the state ac-
cording to Hobbes? How does his an-
swer to this question relate to his
understanding of human nature?

5. Discuss Aristotle’s concept of equality,
and relate this concept to the six-part
dassification of governments outlined by
Aristotle. Of the six types of govern-
ment, which are proper (and why) and
which are improper (and why)?

6. Jefferson, Tecumseh, and Mendes
teach the benefits of equality; howevet,

cach writer may be viewed as anti-
Aristotelian in conceptualizing equality.
Explain this anti-Aristotelian element in
Jefferson, Tecumseh, and Mendes by
noting how Jefferson, Tecumseh, and
Mendes separately define and explain
equality.

7. How do the works of Nietzsche and
Vonnegut offer a critique of equality?
How does Nietzsche’s discussion of
equality relate to his analysis of slave
morality?

3. How does Machiavelli describe ef-
fective states? How does Madison dis-
agree with Machiavelli?

9. Compare and CONErast answers given
by Mill and the fundamentalists to the
following question: Should govern-
ments pass laws to make citizens ethical?
10. Discuss three decrees introduced by
the Taliban.

FOLLOWING UP THROUGH
INTERNET SOURCES

Ethics and Politics:

«  Ethics Updates, edited by Lawrence
M. Hinman (http:// ethics.acusd.
edu/index.html). Links to discus-
sions of diverse issues on ethics
and politics.

American Civil Liberties Union
(http:// www.aclu.org). An organi-
zation that follows an approach to
ethics and politics similar to John
Stuart Mill’s theory, emphasizing
individualism.

«  American Center for Law and Jus-
tice (http:/ Jwww.aclj.org). An or-
ganization that follows an approach
to ethics and politics similar to fun-
damentalist theory, emphasizing tra-
ditional Christian morality.

Revolutionary Association of the
Women of Afghanistan (RAWA)
(http:// www.rawa.org). Updates,
news, and background on RAWAS

opposition to Taliban fundamentalist

politics.
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the eighteenth-century works of Adam Smith. These early liberals are known as
classical liberals. In the nineteenth century, liberalism was modified by theorists
such as T. H. Green and Jane Addams. This later form of liberalism is termed

modern liberalism.?

Classical Liberalism

John Locke (1632—1704) was an English philosopher who is often credited with
being the originator of liberalism. Locke lived during a period of political turmoil.
In his lifetime, one king was executed and the institution of the monarchy was, in
turn, abolished, reinstituted, and restricted in its pOWers. Despite the disorder sur-

rounding him, Locke’s personal life was one of accomplishment and success. He
graduated from Oxford in 1656, taught philosophy, and published works on phi-
losophy, politics, religion, and education.*

In his Two Treatises of Government (1690), Locke argues in favor of limited gov-
ernment and protection

for individual rights. He builds a logical case for both
propositions by extensively discussing human nature, the state of nature, laws of
nature, and the origins of states. Locke’s discussion of these topics culminates in his
rejection of the political theory of English writer Robert Filmer (1588-1653), a
very popular theorist who supporte

d the doctrine of the divine right of kings. Ac-
cording to Filmer, God gives monarchs absolute authority over citizens. As Filmer
saw it, citizens were born nto subjection to the monarchy and had the duty to be
faithful subjects. In contrast, Locke believed that people created governments by
freely consenting to those govern

ents and that governments should serve citi-
zens, not hold them in subjection.”

Locke begins his liberal theory by examining human nature. He writes of
human nature in reference to what he calls a state of nature. The state of nature was

time prior to the creation of governments. It was 2 time in human his-
1nd men lived in small groups and communities, and for Locke
was so important about the

eriod of human history. What

als living in this state of nature had not been influenced or
s, because governments themselves did not yet

ds, we can look to individuals living in this nat-

level. We can look into

a period of
tory when women a
it was a very revealing p
state of nature? Individu
shaped by laws or political decree

exist. Consequently, Locke conten
ural state to see what humans are like at their most natural

the state of nature to observe human nature itself
If you find it unusual that Locke would refer to a long-ago state of nature in his

discussion of contemporary politics, recall that Locke was writing before the devel-
opment of modern geology and evolutionary biology. For Locke, therefore, history
did not consist of a very long cimeline. In fact, all human history was assumed to
consist of a few thousand years. Thus it made sense to Locke to assume that one
could trace back the existing generation to a not-so-remote state of nature.®
learn from a study of the st

human nature is characterized by freedom, equality, and reason. Hummans are nat-
urally free, born with the duty to submit to no one. That is, in the state ©

bedience. On the contrary, each person
is naturally equal to all others, according to Loc
free and equally in possession of certain natural rights (natural rights are rights we

According to Locke, what we ate of nature is that
f nature
are no natural rulers to. whom we owe o
ke. Each person is born equally
have just by virtue of being human). These rights are an element of our natural

POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES |
89

. “Box.-sn ciassicg[ and Moder_n Liberaligm

Classi . y
assical Liberalism Teaches That Modern Liberalism Te
ism Teaches That

= The individual is more important

than the state and becomes a citizen )
of the state only through consent

The individual is rational and capa.-

b]e of making his or her own decj-

sions; this makes the individual ;
capable of autonomy and self-

G.overnment intervention into indi-
vidual and social life is sometimes
necessary to prevent some individu-
a]s from denying freedom to others
Liberty should be understood in ‘
broaf:l, expansive, positive terms: as
the liberty to seek out ways to cie-

government.
- . - . V -

1li’aric:gress is possd?le in political af- tlilr:upichyman PDtt?ntla' e
. Stats, so change is not to be feared societe gl ot b

e power imi : \

" Econo;:nic ineshL:)aul!g l?e limited. = Economic inequality i

o quality is not necessar- garded with suspilc'y At

; jarde ion, as a condi-
tion likely to undermine the welfare

= gconomic freedom (individual free-
om t_o make economic choices) is
more important than economic
equality.

of those who have lower incomes
ang thus to erode their chances of
being free (freedom being defined
as expansive liberty).

human nature. Lock i
. e believed that ou ;
erty, and = r natural rights incl : s
cl:i};n t R II?SOfar as each of us is eqwillj% humC ude the right to life, lib-
m o enjoy these rights feely. an, each of us has an equal
you can see, the concepts of .
dom are logicall P s of natural equality, natural right
to Locke’s %Oncgpiir;ﬂrf;teil in Locke’s theory. These ideas arge a’lsac:1 ‘312:‘;11’31 fi‘ee—
and can use this reaso ural reason. Humans possess a natural capaci S
B n to deduce a set of ethical codes by whic}I; tY e
B el thir;l;;ple% the laws of nature. Notice the logic of histc::ehve" LloCke
; on 1s rooted in h rminology.
ducible b ; : n human nature; thereft R
y reason is natural. It is a reflection of and product gfffl’atzit \ﬂ£h1ch 15% de-
e. Laws of na-

ture are comm i
onsensi
s Todke _dcal ‘codes, ones that are obviously correct to r :
. deniified thites ipesific liws of mabace: easoning men

®  Preserve yours
elf. Take care of
ou
e yourself and your needs. Work to promote your

Do not harm others, D
. Do not seek out trouble b i
g - out e by starting confli
o 1o harm others, this will put you at risk Ef bei iy
s violate the first law of nature. i e

®  Help others if possi
possible. Hel i
Trpae elp others if you can help them without putting your-

Accordin,
g to Locke, each of ;
It makes » each of these laws is self-evid -
sense to take RIS EVIGENE to an thinki
which you may die anc; F:rehOtlﬂ YOUBEL, t6 avold ertuting daIngrous sit;l.l.gatPEISOFL
and help you. Thl’o,ugh hios dje P P?Ople who may later remember your gOO(;O:lf iin
B condlsi scussion of the laws of nature, Lock e
usion: Peopl e, Locke comes to a
have ¢ ple are capable of runni ; - b ¢
omImmon sense ng their own lives
. Government does not make people rational ](D}ecause they
. Government




m——

90 CHAPTER FIVE

does not make people fit for each other’s company. People have within their own
natural makeup the capacity for rational existence.

Governments are formed because rational people see that they are useful. In the
state of nature, certain annoyances may arise. Individuals pursuing their own
preservation and betterment (consistent with the first law of nature) may act mn selt-
serving ways at times. In disputes, individuals may be biased in favor of their own
positions. These biases may make it difficult to resolve disputes in an impartial man-
ner that is fair to all parties. In addition, an individual may act contrary t0 reason.
An individual may, on occasion, violate the laws of nature. Lockean theory, in
positing that reason is a part of human nature itself, suggests that such acts of irra-
tionality may not ut even if infrequent, such

be so frequent as to become routine, b
acts of irrationality create serious pro violates a law of nature—

blems. If someone

for example, if someone steals the property belonging to another—in the state of
nature, individuals themselves must be the ones tO enforce the laws of nature. In the
case of the thief, individuals must find the thief, adjudicate any disputes over the
thief’s actions, and then execu

te the laws of nature to discourage future theft. These
tasks are cumbersome and time consu!

ming. Would it not be nice to get rid of these
s? Would it not be nice to assign someone the task

of enforcing the laws
those individuals who abide by the laws of nature need not do the
nt arrangement is

enforcing? The desire for such a convenie the motivation for cre-
ating government. Government can do the job of legislating, adjudicating, and en-
forcing rules in conformity with the laws of nature.
Government is created when individuals come together and give clear, direct,

cit consent to the formation of the state. Only those who freely give their di-

s state. That is, no one is

expli

rect consent to the state are considered citizens of thi

forced to leave the state of nature, sO O one’s natural freedom 1s violated. In cre-

ating the state, Locke explains, citizens give it poWer, but only limited power. The

state has the limited tasks of making civil laws (humanfmade laws), which uphold

the laws of nature. In this way, natural rights are protected and made more secure

by the existence of an institution (the state) with the specific responsibility of mak-

ing and enforcing Jaws to protect life, liberty, and property- If the state ever €x-
lates these rights. Locke calls such a state

ceeds its appropriate authority, it vio

tyrannical, authoritarian, illegitimate. After all, such a state 1S making war against
reason and the laws of nature. Such a state has lost its integrity and is not worthy
of obedience.’”

In this discussion,

annoyance
of nature so that

Locke has made several points central to classical liberalism.
First, he has established that the individual is more important than the state. The indi-
vidual is the creator of the state and state authority. Without the explicit consent
of individuals, states would not exist. Second, Locke has concluded that the indi-
vidual is capable of independence and self-determination. Freedom is natural. Self-
control and self-direction are natural to people because people can figure out the
Jaws of nature. People are capable of making decisions for themselves and living
their lives as they please and for the most part can do so without causing problems

ke has established an ideological basis for believing that

for others. Third, Loc
progress is possible in human affairs. Because people are rational, they can take posi-
tive steps to Improve and reform their societies. Change is not to be feared, be-

cause rational humans can direct and steer change in ways that will promote

POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES |
21

well-being. Fourth, the logic of L ’
limited. Sta T ocke’s theory proposes th
enforcing :Ei T:avieo?falges BT SR e, beca'ie they i:ﬁ:’fnp::’;:;e’;hfé”ld ¢
our natuza] rights, How re. This enforcement offers protection to us as e onj o
us rational, or teli us h Rk in existence to make us momlwe i
violate the laws of natuiw t}? live. Each individual, as long as he or she’ c;) -
ko i s g e, s ould be left alone by the state, so that the inc;)' eﬁdﬂf)t
b i siobafios discussedemoé his or her natural freedom.!! Thus, with r fE e
Madison over Machiave]_ﬁm hapte.:r 4, classical liberals such as I:thke si?:leren':}fi
damentalists on issues i S0 (ARG of state power and with Mill -
e T a];lses mvolvlu;)g morality and politics over the fun-
; s was el orated on by Adam -
a Scottish g | Smith (1723~ 1
tion of botrll;mcliis?zll (]TI?P};EI- whose; econairic, writings Oﬁge:’fj e}Zbgc?j -tSIPlth .
and capitalism are mum:fl sm in}nd .capitalism. Indeed, in Smith’s the()a e ﬁgsnica_
ism share a conceptual b y reinforcing social arrangements. Libera]ism?;ld gl
nality. According to Sn?isilsl_-bzlt}h- are founded on the premise Ofindividuaiarilttial-
economics, for example méluzl viduals pursue rational self-interest. In terms o-f
changing objects (mone’ Vésuals seek to satisfy their interests and needs b .
ke e D
vorable from I anid can obtain
5. rewarc]?eilhznndﬁgnils C, As rational sef]f—mterest will inchnjiXOtII) t:;mha;n - 'faH
order to benefit from futu encoumg.?d to improve his or her objects of e:.:chge Wlth
which individuals exch: N ffan.?actzo'ns_ Capitalism—an economic arran. e m
g . o o ange t_he1r private properties according to thei A
R parar;fe lSSta‘E:i gtigfe;eni—his thus justified by Smith 1211‘ o self
& 1 cke. Both write o divs '
eiﬁb?&ng?ﬁiqﬁdei?e W}ll_flt is best for themselvel;s. ?ﬁtﬁiﬁn&l "::i?eua'ls e
C. Government isgsot r(::t:d cc)iw be§t © n,leet his or her needs—trade wi;e(;;dm?
e Ie }tlo direct As decision. Individuals deduce for th not
dividuals are so very r .t- ;115 ore b.Oth Smith and Locke agree that be i
The departure ﬁ:ol;y F?h:n s XIS regulatory governments are umff::a e
STt eranaroliies Accorgjrlss a mdl(fal one; free individuals have no needczstfalg'
S —————— b]ig to S1_mth, government’s role should be restrict da .
e ]jber:illjl ¢ services such as public roads, bridges, and sc(jhe IO
Although Locke and Smi:Irln » natural equality does not lead to SRS :1? ;
When individuals are born nc? z)(;fja;lz :11:;: mdi:ailduals aseafe W sl gﬁat ?;
ity over an natugal orprecedain iti ’
R beyd?\gsdpﬁsgrgj;&‘they conclude that i_ndi\Ir)iduals liv?:gp Trlxl t;f)acli:uthojrji
L ofrich and poor wil erent economic groups. Locke asserts that ecotz i
B o e emierge as an economy develops. Locke attribut Ortr}u]jc
the early stages of ec money. He outlines his argument by explainin, ;:S is
e e or_lcilnuc deYelopment in any country, individ.ualgt e
L — t}is fer*::' able objects. One person trades apples for bearsls ti-nd.m
purpose oBstockpiliig (1) aﬁ;:t;u(;i;zz}inge an:ﬁ ;f:cf:rishable, hoarding them,f(;); :;;
s10ns remain . S very 1cult. As a 1 3
more than arf;iizvzgee%’iilb: i colnc L an;s;iguzﬁ:fil;;g:;ﬁ_
: : conomic dev . i
s¢ money as a medium of exchange. Mon:;fogcl:;jnri):l sogztizl‘r:ids (Z(;ftézs l? egicfll l:;)
oarded.



i
Some individuals can be expected to take advantage o
money and start to store up increasingly
and poor begin to appear.

] jety illegitimat
injustice or render the society _
g:;y that they are willingly consenting to the cons
inequality is conse

erfectly capable o : ’
Eice something very important 1 Lockfe s
justify limited government is used to justify ec

CHAPTER FIVE
92

the imperishable quality' of
large amounts. In this way, classes of rich

ic 1 1 t create
this emergence of economic inequality does fno

e. Why? By using money, individuab
equences of money..Econom;c
nted to by rational individuals, whom Locke_: Con:?;::st(;\]' (:
f deciding for themselves how to manage theg oz ] S.ed >
theory: The same logic that 15 u

onomic inequa]ity——namely, the
¢ that individuals should be left alonf_: to rlnallce
’ ¢ to having economic inequality within

According to Locke,

notion that individuals know bes
their own choices.}* If md1v1d1_1;ﬂs consen
1 ities, then so be it. ‘ _ I
- Co'mmum that natural equality 1s not sufficient to produ.ce e o
it st ery candid.!® He points out that, at birth, childre
itv. Smith’s discussion 18 V! 7 . iy e
equaé;anﬂy equal in terms of natural abﬂ1t1es.. As chlldlrlen ,tgl::;vdo ep; o Coni
ilie enter different worlds. One pursues education, andht (; (})3 i
- 1 turns on the lal s
they earn different re . . =
B e h};n unskilled laborers. Like Locke, Smith accepts ec

iy i 1 hen it embraces
PhYS_ICﬁfl Jlity. He sees society as making a ratmr_ml tradeoft ?ﬂvh s
e L an’s and the unskilled laborer’s lives ar

i s

d]fferen . In return for economic mequ ty ; ty : v

fr 1 tdiVidua].S producing gOOdS an.d Services as leel'SC as thosﬁ CIeated bY
om 11

' ising the
hvsicians, unskilled laborers and the other occupational groups comprising
physicians, :

s Seiltc;r.xﬁth have arrived at some important conclusions, v_v}uchhgo ci:r: r:
servléojsklia?iqc precepts of classical ]iberalign’s approalch éo flzﬁr?lni gsah?; b no,t
T ality is not necessarily unjust ot unfair. Eco i e
e miﬁ“ al equality. Instead, it arises from the free choices ma gl Fs
: WOht'mr% (?dnilturorti?lg out the options available to them. Sef::ond, in v; .
s mc'h“ . Sbse sacrificed for the creation of economic equality. States i ot
frc?d?ildlz ?t;)'ctot(t)he economic interactions of individuals and mandate equ
to intr

] 2 l ts‘ . S (& not (0] be—‘
S oL § S g S p S, O p Op €
comes 1I terms alarie wage rice T T er! Wah] S State ar t

ical” i ive people equal incomes.
come “despotical” in order to give peop q e gl i

ical I ism has appe e :

the years, classical liberalism : o e

dr. “Cr): f;f) itseaZguments in favor of keeping government scxlnalé j;lldh]l.;l;l t; ryet
cail liberalism has been praised by many for upholding Indivi

ice i litics and economics. . ‘ . e

don;'of Chm:: e\::itgfs have seen in classical ]jberahsm.somethmg ltem}:lz aﬁlji;vethey

e::z?g: Is classical liberalism too comfortable with economic 1neq i
even s :

Q.Sk- Does Clﬂs 1 3]. hberahsln. concern Wlth. h.tn.ltlil state P()U‘der tum 1t nto an 1df:—
S1C: S 1 g

0].0 th-at 13 ulSGIISItlve to rn.a.ttEIS Of SOCla]. ustices QUCSUOIIS SuCII as thESC 16(31 to
J
gy

Clltlcﬂl dlsa [eelllellts amon l)eIaIS. ()th Ol th.e debate IIlOdCIn hbe[allsrﬂ. emer: ed.

Modern Liberalism

E hS p O OP € [ I [ ree! “:56_ IH 2 was an adv() ate ()i OdeIIl ].lb =
h M S h. T - G 11 (1 8 ) C. ol €ral
ng .

ssm. Modern liberals make the following revisi

;ons to liberal theory: They argue in

POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES | 93

favor of interventionist government and expansive liberty. Interventionist gov-
ernment is government that takes a role in regulating economic and social interac-
tions. Expansive liberty is the objective sought by the interventionist government.

Green justifies his revised form of liberalism by pointing to what he considers

to be the unacceptable implications of classical liberalism. Classical liberalism, he
writes, views freedom in terms of freedom from state intervention. Someone is
free, as the classical liberals see it, if he or she is not being regulated by or dictated
to by government. For Green, this definition of freedom is too narrow. He prefers
to define freedom as broader, more expansive, and more inclusive. Green’s liberty
is freedom to expand the boundaries of human potential and make a creative con-
tribution to society.! Modern liberalism’s expanded outlook conceptualizes
liberty as maximizing individual potential and using that potential to be a con-
tributing member of a society. It is a liberty involving living fully and actively,
using one’s talents and fulfilling one’s potential.

Consider the ramifications of this revised definition of freedom. Think about
hypothetical person Mary Smith. Let’s say that she is unemployed and living in a
homeless shelter. She is free to make personal choices in terms of where to look
for a job, what kind of job to seek out, and how many hours to spend at the shel-
ter or looking for employment. Of course, she is also free to make choices on pri-
vate matters of conscience—whether to believe in God or not, whether to
support capital punishment or not, and so on. Despite her freedom of thought and
opinion, however, let’s say she is demoralized by her poverty and feels defeated
and hopeless.

Is person Mary Smith free? From a classical liberal standpoint, because she is
not having choices dictated by an intrusive government and is not being interfered
with, she is free. She is not happy, but she is free, and classical liberals would ex-
pect her to use her rationality to find a path out of this desperate, unhappy exis-
tence. From Green’s perspective, however, Mary Smith is not free. Her potential
to participate as a contributing member of society is being wasted. How very dif-
ferent her life appears, depending on how one defines liberty. If one moves from
a classical liberal definition to a modern one, hypothetical petson Mary Smith is
transformed from a free person into an unfree (oppressed) one.

Green argues that an interventionist state is needed to promote the cause of
this new expansive liberty, which is often called “positive liberty.” States should
not be limited to the protection of individualism (Locke and Smith are incorrect),
but should intervene in society on behalf of those whose positive liberty is vio-
lated. Modern liberals such as Green supported government action to help those
who lacked the resources needed to develop their own potential. Modern liberals
have called for government assistance to working women and men who could not,
in the absence of laws supporting them, demand that employers provide safe
working conditions and increased wages. Modern liberals have also proposed that
laws be enacted to regulate the amount of hours that employees could be required
to work, and that laws be passed to promote regulations to further public health.

Did such laws interfere with negative liberty? Of course, they did, Green argued.
It was government’s job to intervene in society and restrict the liberty of one per-
son or group if that person or group happened to be carrying out actions that de-

nied others the opportunities of pursing the fullest realization of human potential
(expansive liberty).!”
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Green’s theory provides insights on the Jogic of modern liberal ideology. First,
dern liberals believe that state interven-

we can see from Green’s writings that mo
dividual freedom. Defining freedom as expansive

tion can promote and enhance in
otecting health, education,

liberty, modern liberals assert that state regulations pr
_being of the less powet-

workplace conditions, and generally promoting the well
and the denial of (positive) liberty. In-

ful sectors of society prevent exploitation

creased state intervention in society can lead to increased levels of expansive
liberty. Second, modern liberals are not as willing as are classical liberals to accept
economic inequality. According to modern liberals, someone who is poor may
have a difficult ime realizing his or her potential; therefore, poverty 1s an imped-
iment to expansive liberty and should be remedied by laws enacted by the inter-
ventionist state. In other words, modern liberals believe in both natural equality
and economic equality. Third, modern liberalism promotes the social welfare of
society. Indeed, we can see the parallels between Green’s ideology and the logic of
welfare policies designed to help the marginalized to achieve their potential.

Jane Addams (1860—1935) advanced the cause of modern liberalism in the
United States. Addams was a founder of Hull House in Chicago. Hull House was
2 community center that offered assistance to immigrants, workers, young WOInen,

and others in need of social services. In addition, Addams campaigned for legisla-
tion to support social welfare programs, women’s rights, consumer protection, and
economic equality. Specifically, she worked on behalf of the eight-hour workday,

d the right of workers to serike. Addams viewed

the prohibition of child labor, an/
these reforms in quintessentia]ly modern liberal terms: If the state intervened to
m of the powerful to exploit the
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become empowered? To Addams, the answer was obvi-
ded to act as advocate and enforcer of expansive liberty.
Aected in many of the New Deal policies of the Roo-
dent from 1933 to 1945.
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During the years of the Great Depression,
lowing federal agencies and/or policies:

ration. Provided federal funds to state govern-

to help the unemployed.
). Created federally funded jobs for the

w  Federal Emergency Relief Administ
ments to finance relief programs

s Works Progress Administration (WPA
unemployed.

s Banking Act of 193
industry.

s National Labor Relations
workers who wished to unionize and

of antiunion activities.
s Social Security Act. Established a federal pen

systern.

5. Established governmental controls over the banking

Act. Provided federal government protection for
prohibited employers from a number

sion and unemployment insurance
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Notice the logi

. gic of these New Deal

inte ; : programs. Thr

rvened in society to protect individuals from th: lllc%sI: :)}fl“ee}lc\;zw 'De?ili,: iy e
nsive liberty.

Classical and Modern Liberalism Today

Think about how disturbing the i

et rbing the ideas of Green, Addams, an

sy 03 tt:};;fela:;ll::l Ihbgrals Qf the period. Modern libeil?\?vzzv:ét o
i ct assxlcal hbetal.s fought so fiercely against: bi i
Y TS defs ate intervention sounded tyrannical to Ilnang %:Tve'm_
e e o e nense of n?onaljchy had sounded authoritarian}t: ESSK;?I
ekt glz'1 i:ilassmal liberals disassociated themselves f: Ochje
il et ss;)c _ be%'als started calling themselves conserv r'om et
T end e, THHy T i 8 T i

i el ; us, nited State, I
o ;y gsoic;iﬁizi tris::lr?l};l)e cllfssmal liberalism n criticizisngmvill?;t c%iet;{:blzi{epu})hcan
e e dassi;al hber;llgd the Repubh(_:an Party calls itself conservat:frn 515966 e
R Ye1 s reflected in the British Conservative Par ei: We
it i,r S linessaga_a, Conservative John Major remjndts;l ];)r 1n1’_1
fre e - arty viewed the individual as more import i
it i (:tate s powers should be limited.? The md.ivli]du ?ﬂLthan
bt recii iy Cliver_ltla(fg as pqsmble, Major asserted. Major hinis;lfomd
ks Mms;:;ch liberal ideology of his predecessor, Conserva:'vaS
S bt argaret Tha!:cher, who described herself e
_Party represents itself as the EE(&I‘QJIZI;?:E;?:;Z X tt:lle S Democz;iz
is fosr ;II:; rilé)lsltt é)rjlrt the later \{ersioln of ﬁbera]jzzl—eni?eﬁhl(izggzl?si lzt; et
 ——— alflzza.aryf;:iazsmal liberals ca.]l themselves libertarians: The Lib
el ,ClaSSi ?nﬁgle, exp.hc1t1y identifies itself with classical l'i) el;l
e e L.c .erals, libertarians favor strict limits o 8
ple, the Libertarian Party of the United States suppo;zss;;‘: f?)(i_

lowing policies:
m  Legalization of drugs
= Legalization of prostitution
= Abolition of Congressional subpoena powers
! o
Prohibition of censorship of books and movie
= Legalization of suicide :
. "
Abolition of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA
= Support for abortion rights )
= Support for gay rights>>

Each of :
these i . .
B afeoilzc;:, thfi Libertarian Party argues, would return po b
[ epasing i S:Yf om government. Smoking marijuana \1;.3:ftc‘l]-lvier g
3 X ] 1
or money—these and other actions should notri)g (;Crtalg
e force

on anyone, but neith,
il er should they be denied as choices to naturally free, rational
3 OI
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ertarianism just noted, recent platforms of the Democratic

dern liberal ideology. This party’s platforms have ar-
to help the disadvantaged. It has

the state has no responsibility for

In contrast to the lib
Party reflect many ideas of mo
gued for a government that intervenes in society
often accused the Republicans of believing that
coming up with solutions to social problems such as poverty; in contrast, the
Democratic Party has put forth a vision of using government policy to give citi-
zens more power and equality in their Lives. In 1992, for example, the party’s plat-
form supported laws to improve workplace safety, to provide universal public
health care, to expand public transportation, to support Medicaid, to advance
women’s rights (including the right to obtain an abortion), and to protect civil
rights. Although sharing classical liberalism’s concern with freedom of conscience
and personal choice (negative liberty) in many areas, the Democratic Party ex-
presses modern liberalism’s argument that people are not fully free unless positive
liberty exists. Thus one sees the influence of thinkers such as Green and Addams

in the Democratic Party’s positicms.26

Summniing up liberalism, we can se¢
applying the lessons of political theory to the present. I
the ethical foundations of politics discussed in Chapter 4, classical liberals and mod-
ern liberals have very different views on how to leave the cave and achieve en-

lightenment. Although neither embraces Hobbes’s call for authoritarianism, neither
find justice and fairness in

accepts Plato’s concept of justice either. Classical liberals

limited states, whereas modern liberals find it in interventionist states. Classical lib-
cralism upholds natural equality but not economic equality, whereas modern liber-
Alism advocates both kinds of equality. Neither form of liberalism is Machiavellian;
however, clearly, on questions of state mobilization of power, modern liberals are
more supportive of expanding state power than are classical liberals. Both classical
and modern liberals advocate individual liberty, and as a result both tend to claim

John Stuart Mill as an ally. Thus, we see, both types of liberalism draw on the his-
tory of political theory, but they disagree radically in terms of using that history to
come up with pragmatic solutions for contemporary problems.

how the two forms of liberalism diverge in
1 terms of the debates over

CONSERVATISM.

ought of as seeking to conserve OF
conservative ideology 15 complex
nservatism. Indeed, we have
f conservatismr—classical liberal conservatism. Classi-

e for small government and thriving capitalisn.
es draw their ideas from the
rvatives aré

ally from

sm is an ideology that is generally th
ty. Like liberalism, however,
1127 There is no single form of co

Conservati
preserve some reali
and multidimension:
already discussed one type ©
cal liberal conservatives argu

However, a second group of conservativ
eighteenth-century teachings of Edmund Burke. These Burkean conse
called traditional conservatives, and their ideology differs dramatic

that of the classical liberal conservatives.

Traditional Conservativism
Burke (1729—1797) was both a scholar and a men=
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B i . " i
ox 5.2 Co;servatlsm: Classical Liberal Conservatism
and Burkean Traditional Conservatism

Classical Liberal Consi 1
e
= Makes the argum L i , = Argues that traditional authorities
eralism (see Bg ents of classical lib- should pass on long-standing moral
ox 4.1) tgachings through the familg recl>ir-El
:_:Jlous institutions, and governmental
= Asserts that b s
s humanifaantg:nif tthe pro- = Insists that compliance with tradi
tional behavior, huma:s &:\Zird e e Moralltyls mare importanlc-
uidan A than individual li o
‘?ional ;Stznd_ (_ilrectlon f_rom tradi- words, people shkr:E:cJ;yr WS
orlt|g§ for society to enjoy freedom to viol ot How: the
peace and stability iolate moral precepts

Burkean Traditional Conservatism

rors of liberalism. His most f2
. st amous work is Reflecti '
e i eflections on | i
Eh e9§j)},p1;;&$gh lfle uses tl?e occasion of the French Re:ol?liiftivfciumm i
o :). conser'vmg tradition, authority, and moral valuescoamflem'on
i IS very important to Burkean conservatives. Ind R
,B rsk E riving force of their conservatism T
urke begi is di i iti .
= natuneglnlfleh;in (él}i:ufssmn of political ideology with a critical analysis of
. . sizes two points. First, Burk i
- _ , Burke argues th i
4 reasonarzgzzngif by rational supremacy. Although indi%;dflalsa;lhum;n ik
i déaﬂy cr) - (;gb;eo B‘Iurke,_ the ability is severely limited. Most ;‘;i)tle? c:liblhtY
e on n:jmg hmto.ry, Burke believes, one sees that peo IE a Ofn o
| , an uppredlctable. Individuals most certainl dg ire e
o Burkeng CTRHCRY accorded to them by Locke and ch clasr{aalploifasess
. : explains, individ i i . i
e uals are incapable of using their reason to run
Not onl i
e natumg i}:epzzlple less r:atlonal than liberals believe them to be, but th
e p-eo_qié_,. accorfilng to Burke. Burke asserts that diﬁ}:ren’ce;1 i .
e Sta}:l 1n1!:10 different levels of abilities. Recall that classi :;l.lnlirll:)e“:uml
ing that people are equal in terms of all their abilil:iesc 3331_5,
, argued in

L T Of th. 1 y q [0} S81 atu
1 € noti
1n hat pe ple ar natura]l 1.121 i terms Of p SSi i al
ﬁv() t10 t O & e n te [& ng 11 I

rights to life, liber iti

. d‘lﬁ‘elr Z;tan;ligzoperty. Traditional conservatives such as Burke seek
e fre , namely that people naturally differ in political ca -
better B alnéort? ‘capable of ruling than others; some individ alpac_
e indiVid:;al ecision making than are others. Thus socie ’ Sbare
o s who are natural rulers do the ruling. To call f'(:)}; . j.ls t
o e lfl?ind that all people be placed on the same (equ alec%u 1
e e erroneous, according to Burke.?’ p—

L e;];'ﬁts classical liberalism’s emphasis on natural rights. Cl
e i 4 tsen ’lfht_ay contenql:l that the purpose of governriené i GE—
People . abomgha g his emph;.wls on rights confuses citizens Bt.u.rl-cjzt y
e ;{nng nat_ura.! rlghts, and they begin to mistak=e i ; B
urke explains it, if someone is told he or she has zlfi};lit Sr
)

British philosopher Edmund ;
g, he or sh ; ;

e begins to expect it, begins to demand it. These demand

5 nas

ber of the British parliament. osed what he saw s the eog

In both capacities, he opp
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place undue pressures on society, as people clamor for the power t0 enjoy all that
they're told they have a natural right to possess. Thus, Burke concludes, although
natural rights technically exist in an abstract, analytical sense, they should not be

the basis of government decision making, nor chould they be stressed in political
speeches and platforms. If governments stress rights, they engender grandiose ex-
pectations among the populace.

Government should take care of human needs, rather than protect natural
c. Burke believes that humans have a fundamental need

rights, according to Burk

for order and control. Given the less than fully rational impulses of human nature,

Burke writes, people have a fundamental need for stability, for a guiding direction
2] existence meaningful and harmonious. .

in their lives to render socl
Burke gives long consideration to the implications of these insights. For ex-
fications of limits of reason. If

ample, he nstructs his readers to ponder the rami

reason is fragile, it is unreliable. Therefore, he concludes, classical liberalism must
be wrong on two additional points. First, because reason is weak, it is impossible
to deduce ethics (laws of nature) from reason. We need something other than rea-
son to show us right from Wrong. In looking to our reason to decide what to be-
lieve on euthanasia, for example, we can probably think of rational arguments in
its favor. However, we cail also probably imagine rational arguments against it. Yet
if reason can justify either position, what good is it for deciding moral questions?
This is Burke’s point. Reason cannot be considered a trustworthy guide to ethical
decision making because reason Jlone is insufficient to generate ethical clarity.
Second, if reason 1s so very weak, reason is inadequate as the primary of only basis
for individual decision making and self-guidance. If an individual cannot depend

on reason to deduce any laws of nature, to figure out the co

tential decisions, or to logically select between any possible

individual’s reason has left him or her completely helpless.
Something beyond reason is needed. Something solid and trustworthy 1s

needed. Traditional values are needed. Instead of looking to reason for answers,

look to the moral guidelines passed down by generations of women and men.
ded solace during periods of cri-

These guidelines have comforted humanity, provi

sis, represented moral clarity during times of uncertainty, and offered encourage-

ment and strength during times of ethical confusion. Which sounds more reliable,
life from scratch as

traditional conservatives ask, trying to rationally deduce your
you go along, or learning how to live well by following the ethical rules that have

served humanity across the ages?

From the standpoint of political ideology, Burke has told us something very
¢ Traditional conservatives do not glorify traditional values just t0 be

nserve traditional morality because, wi

nsequences of any po-
alternatives, then this

importan
“old fashioned.” They challenge us to €O
out traditional morality, we lose our connection with ethical certainty. Traditio

values teach us right from wrong in a way that reason, as W¢ saw earlier, cannot:
Reason can only confuse us by suggesting that there are no moral absolutes (be-

cause any side of any ethical dilemma can be made to look rational).
We are wise, Burkeans believe, if we come to know the difference between

trends and traditional moral values. A trend is something new and different, Su¢
as a fashion or a fad. Traditional moral values, In contras
dures after fads are long forgotten. Morality s

t, are based on what en=
hould not be like fashion. It should
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not go out of style j P
o tlz :n.lcl)lrs(: :)riii::e 111:l is old. Indeed, the older the moral teachi
b e G e e htrtdy those teachings tend to be. Hence BELC kmgs’
e muondlities: 'k rYl eral sense, _seeking to preserve older ,t dfi?am
progress, 2 d replace them with something new in th:e ;'flm::m}
Civil institutions should teach traditi ¥
institutions are non -tmijlal morality, accordin 1Vi
i e eligio ugso‘i’zlfzil:;nt organizations within society. ngta(;niilel;k;ccl: lzﬂ
e i o b ons. By Pasismg along long-standing moral alu e
Lescefilly and ordedy, When n.ej,‘ cn_ql Institutions prepare individuals tV 1111 e
L Rincaions smoodi withocw hlnstfltutlons are operating in this mannero e
Bk asthe French Re;olutiorl:t é ()ev‘;zl;nce and disruption caused by upl';es;l(:zl;
providing a secure ino i L ents are to support civil instituti
ing theseginstitutiolj;3 t:g%ej;n‘:hmh S Sslpenl Irlfi)mtecrigm;i;u lzmm' i
in the grand process soliiab AGbss partafia Lipet nsyay Partic"mn'Sh_
before, as the teachi y each generation connects itself to th ; o
Each of thes B (if the past are conserved.?? SOyl ceainte
e points leads Burke to anoth ' i .
portant than un e er conclusion. M . !
e rised o e;?:?f;izg ;llldlwdual freedom. Individual Of{;ael;tgoi;mn?re HE_
o uhs conform to the teachings of traditional u:lt ]
should not insist on the free:i3 T ek ; uelS.
conservatives believe in fre (c)im /o5 prr Bt e B e T tr';‘di o
B L for e me 1Om, but freedom with boundaries.3* It is ntlom-l
B ot your tmeP & tcclo go out and do whatever is pleasin bu?tdto
L mn]fe' to indulge your irrational and implﬁsiv T_
In the nineteenth centu ]; i bougdlessly that you destroy YourselefSe :
BREG:. by contrsting Oolgiy, nghsh. Cardinal John Henry Newman ex 1
dom of opinion, for exang1 1 o 'Of ekt wilss bl gy Wil o
ple. Cardifal N _ regard to free-
erty upheld morality, wher _ ewman explained that proper uses of lib
B o0 25 Bad or iI;lprO ee;lisb improper exercises of liberty violated S
ggrary traditional conserv:iixteg If;gqfeac:rogﬂizid no rules. For example COE:;;&I
e : i -
B e
e hePOISZ hlz tzilkmg freedom too far; he or she is exe;::gisis 7 13};{) iy
should be acknowledging traditional moral ;foscrfggozf

. against such behavior.

Thus, traditional :
‘of the duty to live i conservatives favor freedom limit
b ve . . ed by an
favors in a revealin macomphance with goodness. Burke dzscribz(s:ktrlllomqumem
g passage from Reflections on the Revolution in France f; 50}‘;1‘3"}’ o
. 1n the good

A Ciety, we ]jve “

. according to th

ne; ) e laws of God, as

b by traditional authorities, 36 d, as passed from one generation to the

Traditional Conservatism Today

tempol-&ry tra dl .
t o2
W6 i SOCietielsonli rcc;nservaitwes share Burke’s goal of elevating th al
: 5 € Imor:
tway and find Burk REMPIE Fome oAt Lk e e Glonieiiie
. ean concerns expressed through Tvative party of
o ghout th )
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values and
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If to the preservation of the moral values of the country. Like
Burke, the party proclaimed that individuals require the guidance provided by the
teachings of traditional institutions. Very significantly, the party rejected the clas-
sical liberal conservative call for limited government. The state’s role should not be
minimal, because the state’s purpose is to sUpport strong civil institutions that can
provide the moral certainties needed by Norway’s citizens.

In contemporary U.S. politics, traditional conservative ideology has many pro-
ponents. Burkean ideology is reflected in conservative writer William Bennett’s

ern over the weakening of civil institutions, because such institutions are
g of any society.”® Burkean ideals

de in recent years by Re-

committed itse

conc
vital, Bennett believes, to the moral well-bein

are also articulated in many anti-abortion arguments ma

publicans such as Robert K. Dornan of California.>”
Alan L. Keyes organized his 2000 Republican presidential bid around anti-

conservatism.*? The Family Research Council

abortion politics and traditional
(FRC) has also maintained a Burkean conservative posture in U.S. political de-
didates for office and as-

bates in recent years. FRC members closely monitor can

sess their degree of compliance with what the group considers to be pro-family
positions. The FRC defines “pro-family” in ways it defends as traditional; specif-
ically, the FRC opposes gay civil rights, criticizes cohabitation by unmarried
people, opposes no-fault divorce, and supports the view that children should be
cared for by mothers, not commercial day care centers.’

Yet perhaps no group is more closely associated with traditional conservatism
in U.S. politics than is the Christian Coalition. Formed in 1988, largely through
the efforts of television minister Pat Robertson and Ralph Reed, the Christian
Coalition has affiliates in all 50 states. The Christian Coalition has embraced the

following positions:

= Anti-abortion policy

= Opposition to legalization of gay rights, such as gay marriage
= Subport for school prayer

= Opposition to sex education in the public schools

= Opposition to sidewalk sales of pornography

Notice the parallels with Burkean ideals. Individual freedom, it is believed, should
be curtailed if that freedom veers into areas in which ethical taboos are violated.**
Indeed, in a 1995 survey of the Christian Coalition, more than 60 percent of the
Coalition’s members stated that immorality was the most serious problem in the
United States.*

Ironically, if by immorality one means support
ters of abortion and sexuality, one of the greatest contributors to immorality 15 a&=

guably conservatism itself—classical liberal conservatism, to be more specific.
Lockeans have been in the forefront of arguing that individuals are the best judges
in matters pertaining to their own lives. Because many Lockeans have called
themselves conservatives since the late 1800s, they and the Burkeans share an 1deo=
logical label, but not much else. As a result, conservative ideology is deeply di=
vided, with classical liberal conservatives seeking to minimize state actions an

traditional conservatives seeking to use the state’s au

for individual choice on mat=

thority to make society more
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Conservatives like the
ones shown here
display Burkean
concerns over what
they see as the loss of
traditional morality.
How would classical
liberal conservatives
view their protests?

© Alan S. Weiner for The New York Times

] 44 . .

- moral. I 1

- ﬁﬁt Elassmal liberals have been trying to convince individuals to be self-
g ; l\;vtheu.:as Burkeans ljle.lve been trying to convince people to submit to tradi-
B ority. Not surprisingly, conservatives often come into conflict, as we see

I
oln €Xamination Of some recent controversies 1n CoOnser Vative p()]iti(:al ]'deO]()gy.

Traditional Conservatism and Classical
Liberal Conservatism in Conflict

Qﬁi;;sd‘zj;;:dn;\?m?ml consexjvatives and classical liberal conservatives have
B A rcric. fmand:lr 1ssue.sbrel.at1ng to governmental regulation, the Contract
. Ca;npgj C(iin;l uttops to the .1996 Dole and 2000 George W. Bush
oldwater. Wich reg:]s;;nt heplti lican relations with conservative stalwart Barry
b goveminml o the first controversy, conse;vatives recently split over
'use s rf:gulatlon gf the pharmaceutical industry. In 1995, the
¢ Committee considered measures to ease such regulations.

b




Doing so would be consistent with cl
of limited government. In:
mittee, and Republican Spe
speeches in support of reducing
However, in 1995, other conservatives
Committee to expand federal regu
these conservatives wanted massive re
This drug can be taken orally and can
United for Life, a conservative pro-life group,
tee to require extensive testing
the form of innumerable testing and review p
pharmaceutical industry’s plans

tive goals of stripping g
traditional conservative objectives of uphold
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assical liberal conservative arguments in favor
deed, Republican Thomas Bliley, Jr., chair of the com-
aker of the House Newt Gingrich made stirring
regulations and fighting to end “big government.”
began pressuring the House Commerce
lation of drug companies in one particular area;
gulations covering a drug called RU-486.
be used to induce abortions. Americans
lobbied vigorously for the commit-
of the drug. They hoped that federal regulations in
rocedures would effectively stall the
to market RU-486. Here, classical liberal conserva-
overnment of excess power Came into direct opposition to
ing traditional pro-life morality.*>
Conservative ideology also became an arena of conflict and dissent during de-
bates over the conservative-sponsored Contract With America. The Contract
With America was put forward in Congress in 1995 as a means of reducing gov-
ernment spending and controlling taxes. Many conservatives believed that these
two measures would spur economic growth and contribute to the country’s fi-
nancial strength. This made perfect sense from a Lockean/Smithian perspective.
After all, who better than classical liberal conservatives can understand the need
to work to create a society in which women and men pursue their rational self-
interest without the meddlesome intrusions of an overspending government sup-
ported by excessive taxation?*® However, as part of Contract With America’s
offorts to cut government spending, some conservatives proposed cutting the
welfare benefits of children of single mothers as well as cutting payments to
mothers who had additional children while on welfare. These provisions caused
alarm among a number of traditional conservatives, who feared that such cuts
would encourage women to have abortions. Indeed, some traditional-minded
conservatives pronounced the Contract With America immoral.*” Again, we see
the complexity of conservative ideology: A conservative drawn to the ideology
by Locke’s arguments may have major conflicts with a conservative who identi-
fies with Burke.
Bob Dole’s 1996 presidential campaign was beset by conflicts involving con-
tradictory pressures from classical liberal conservatives and traditional ones. In
1995, the Dole campaign received a contribution from a conservative group
known as the Log Cabin Republicans (LCR). The Log Cabin Republicans sup=
port the Lockean/ Smithian principles of capitalist economics and small govern=
ment. They are also gay activists. To the LCR,, government has no more business
regulating sex lives than it does regulating business. Members of this organization
liked Dole’s commitment to rolling back taxes and government programs. Con-
tributing to his campaign seemed rational and commonsensical. However, to some
traditional conservatives, it seemed unacceptable for the Republican nominee for
the presidency to be affiliated with a gay rights group. Dole’s campaign returned
the donation out of fear of antagonizing CONSErvatives more Burkean than Lock-
ean on the issue of gay rights; however, Dole himself later critict

zed his staff’s de=8
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cision to .return the money. Dole attempted to strike a co i
5(;?0 (;;E::rﬁezor‘irsﬁr:a}tlwes and the ti:aditional consewal:iversnis):;i?l’rlmjs:3 geatrv;eg;utf:
e Iath € Saw as Dole s.mdecisive wavering on an issue involvi :
i pt:l.n Erllriese tiOOI(i pregdgnnal campaign of George W. Bush durizgV fiﬁ
o e Log Cabin Republicans criticiz ¢ bei
?ﬁ:cgucii z :;ailé;qnalfcc;lnseryative: The group accused himii' !?;;:l; g(;rnzi];igdtobo
ki d%nc; ;nehli{r;elp;;brl.xé:sgsfrfgvand insensitive to the Lockeans wh?::
ere. e re 1 I
ZE::c;selzl,o Bush met w.ith LCR members, and dmlgggin:i:o&oltsgf gdm'g i
g n gay civil rights, LCR. decided to endorse Bush. Ind Ontmu'ed o
$250,000 in pro-Bush radio ads to help him defeat Al G : I‘:S i
: _Conservatlve criticism of Dole and George W. Bus}?fl.a be
f;r;i:rg;vzitdfvcventf ;:lonserva.tive attacks on another long-sZandiri;mIi\:}:fl:hS; n
. E-f-fq_ ut ni};;f{l;:;f E:O some qbservers. One might think thaft) if ;m;r—l
onservative reproac
::‘;; lgzer;_l tehéi.; aperson: Goldwater was the Repubri‘ican ?1!01]?;:63:3 ?0‘;’131\:3;;;5;? .
Charge(i. o Wii };:c;zzciers:d so conservative that many mainstream connnentato?;
N nus;nu. Goldw.ater took it as a compliment. More recentl
pmvokeé e \;iai c ehd a traitor by a number of fellow Republicans HS:;
is the pro-choice onz ar?d1 [tll%ai tzﬁetl;eengueirlll‘;;dy Conser?qtive A abOl:tion
b _ ’ conservative position on i is
e lféoan%?zs ;ﬁits Iftarilse.SiCr:uo_lli\h;ztetrh s conservatism is clearly the cons%iialtsissﬁsc;;
nith. e conservatism i i
i\igﬁtlsq; nﬁdn;n_l:t;ator .Christipe Todd Whitman, ;iﬁnzlr;;r?:ﬁéiepr;:;fizn
coa]i;ion agd ! lljr;;i;lv; action but at oFlds with the ideology of the'Christ%arZ
oo e iuy esearch ‘C‘ounc1l.49
o fme ustrate, traditional conservatives often disagree with their
U C}rlpaialrts as much as they disagree with modern liberals. Tradi-
i enge both c‘lassu:al liberals and modern liberals to learn
. e reasoflave an:]i avoid the misleading shadows represented by an
o o ,Plequ ty, ;_md unrestrained individualism. Traditional
L e 1‘%1 Plato a belief that the well-ordered society is one in
N groupS # c:’ns its p.Iace and fulfills its natural calling, even though this
o re.e}::t . not exist on a level of natural equality. In fact, traditional
o _]gu . ﬁ:t.cor;(l:ept of na‘tm:al equality for many of the reasons con-
et iIl101‘1 account in ‘Harrison Bergeron.” A society that tri
ak 1ply ends up pushing everyb el
o 1 g every .ody down to the lowest level.
B govemmen?re ccioser to fund:-amentaltsm than John Stuart Mill on
o | S :l.nt- ma(}rahty.. Mﬂl’s. freewheeling tolerance would be
B Fiva, e d’;l .10n3_1 and 1mpul.s1ve individuals, traditionalists con-
. fava tl(f)n conservatives abhor Machiavellian calls for
e ai)r ? expedlency, they do believe in empowering states
L i sanelguardmg the well-being of civil institutions. They
-. on.ian L azcese??:f }:o Waiak?n state power through excessive
lthcu L pm_m,ora]j t(; r:t;: Sui::.ng left the state powerless to sup-




