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Abstraot( R

,

conservatrve if there is-a liberal. .nauonahsm 1t is dlsrespectful botd of any mtnnsrc worthe that

t

man has ‘and of non- human nature Other writers: condemn natronahsm in general because
a

destmy. 1mposes uncompromrsmg and unrealtstrc prmcrples on the pragmattc busmess of

)

polmcal life; promotes 1ntolerance . aggression or 1solatlon1sm dentes hberty, demands' :

rant wntes that the only nattonahsm morally worthwhrle pursumg was

/
they clarm it is- dlsrespectf-m of tradmon' overestrmates man's a‘bthty to control- h1s0wn

conf ormtty and s0 on. Even defenders often say that extreme forms of natronahsm prroduce,:_'i» A

' such results sometrmes they say, though that natronahsm is generally worthy of approbatron'j; :

14

- because: 1t reflects a desrre to partlcrpate in modermzatton and the Westem way of lrfe

- T

The conclusron of thrs essay is that natmnahsm is necessanly polmcal and K

’ consequently. concerned wrth somethmg more than economic advancement Natronahsm 1S an‘ E

a

idea’ - dlstmgunshable from patnotrsm chauvmrsm 1mpenahsm and the hke - of a general '

- vprmcrple of a rtght of polrtrcal communities not just to be autonomous but to "determme ‘

themselves as well Thrs idea is related to the desire of mdrvrduals to partrcrpate in the way-
Y Ead

they are ruled - by formal polrtrcal processes and by the values or pohtrcal culture of the;b
commumty It follows that at least one form of what has been consxdered to be hberalrsm
may ahgn 1tself with this 1dea meanmg. though that natronalrSm is necessanly hnked with 1t

it also follows that conservatlsm and nauonahsm are antxthetrcal and that if the :

‘)

.understandmgs of man and polrhds contamed in nauonahsm are correct, then natronalrsm

1 M

‘hberal nationalism, is morally worthwhtle 1

.

v



: /- - Prefm_ :

One Df the thmgs that struck me most when I ftrst read Lament for a Nauon was

George Grant s cla1m that hberaltsm and nanonalrsm are not compattble whereas conservausm -

A

.'b.and nat:_o)nahsm -are - a.lthough both conservatrsm and nattonahsm .are: mcreasmgly tmpossxble

in Qur day After readmg more of his wrttmgs it beeame clear to me that hns clatm actually is,

'more specrfxcally. that the only morally defensrble nattonahsm 15 a tradmonal conservauve

1

,one even 1f hlS own arguments shoul& requtre hrm to qualtf y such a statement

I sensed that Grant was on to somethmg whether or’not hlS conclusxons were vahd

,‘.

‘ After all if Canadtan natronahgs sxmply w1sh to place Canadrans in inflaential posmon’s m a

codtmental culture wlnch we share w1th the Umted States and tf Quebec nauonahsts srmply

2y

‘ '1wnsh to partxcxpate in Amencan comrnerte and culture ina separate language is -the pursmt of

._nauonalxst polxctes by Canadrans or Quebecms morally worthwhtle" Especnally il polmcal

3 mstrtuttons are restncted to dealmg wrth mternal matters ‘of ltmtted tmportance" There are, of . o
‘.course other arguments concermng the morallty of any natxonalxsm arguments which portray-_

'_1t as mherently mtolerant exclusromst aggresswe 1rrattonally emotronal anq,,,wolent Are thcy_

'__atallcorrect" ol O i TS

.:.‘

~

l wrshed to thmk through Grant S mam clarm and the clalms of those others, to-

- come to my own conclusrons concemmg the morahty of lrberal and conservatrve nattonallsms -

o and of nattonahsm in general I undertook to defme rtgorously and better understand what

v

) natxonahsm hberaltsm and conservattsm are in order to do thrs

1 concluded that the cntlcs who say that nattonalxsm and collecuvxsm comcnde and. o

‘that . these together produce nattonal aggressnon. 1mper1altsm totahtarnamsm racnsm -

m:hWon, are- wrong The various phenomena they dtscuss are dtstmct If -any of

. ‘ them are. somehow causally lmked these Crmcs provrde scant evxdence - logical or hnstoncal

~
- to demonstrate*how R

I found that much of the problem lS that the lrtany of evrl charactertstrcs attnbuted 1o

nauonahsm are often attnhuted flrst to the ldea of collecttve polmcal decnston makmg and_r_

‘ then to nattonahsm as'a type of purposive commumty pohtrcal acttv:ty Many trmcs QPPOSC,

¢



nat:onahsm then on what are conservatwe and libertarian grounds on the grounds that man |

‘ought not to try to mterfere with the natural course of events in the one mstance and on the = -

grounds that there is no such thmg as the common good (apart from' an addition of mdxvxdual -
1nterests) that ought to-be pursued polmcally in the. other mstance But, I argue pohtrcs is
necessartly and legmmately a collectrve enterprlse (Which is not,: of course, to say that all _
| collecuve decxsrons are just or wise.) ! ‘ , _. ‘
- Natnonahsm is.a pnnclple an 1dea concemmg the nght of peoples §Wlth common‘
j polmcal values to ITule themselves 1t does not focus only on polmcal nkans however as ways
of life can be great]y affected mformally as well as formally (i.e. mstxtutxoﬁally) This should'.i
-not lead us, though, to conclude that it is mherently totalitarian or imperialistic culturally, or
.undemocratic or aggressxve Natronahsm is srmply the articulation of the notion that aIl,
" peoples should be able to choose thelr rulers ahd- purposwely control those influences whrch '
shape therr character /r% : | ‘
We mrght thmk that a conservatrve may be an advocate of a romantlc type of
| _: natxonallsm I concluded otherwrse The conservattve is more properly consxdered to be a
- promoter - of a\kmd of patnotxsrn\ I questron ‘how strong a theoretlcal commltment to
umversal nghts and to purposxve polmcal action by the commum)' as a whole for the whole, j
even. in defense of non ratJon lly selected ends a conservatxve can have
It is a form of libera natlonahsm which is'most consrstent wrth the spirit of the 1dea,
of nattonahsm “and most ‘moral on at least one of the two main grounds Grant offers for
evaluatmg natlonahsm it is a form whxch promotes self determmatxon not only of natrons

* but also of the mdlvrduals composmg them .and is therefore respectful of the value of the-

- mdmdual

’

] regret that I have not' consxdered other questJons such as those relatmg to the

posmon on natxonahsm soctahsts (should) take That parttcular omrssxon is due to a lack of

R time, and due to the priority attached_ to- hbe_rahsm and_conservatrsm in Grant ) ,arguments.

I begm in chapter one by lookmg at Grant s’ arguments some of whrch are -

.

o provocatwe in th T comprehensrveness and umty, and others whrch are 50 in therr mflmshed_

Vi X : -'.'»..‘



qualrty, especrally in relatron 1q, the nature. of natronahsm I then proceed to try to dcf ine,
explam and evaluate d“atronahsm m general in chapter two | examrne natronahsm as an idea - “
. or ;mcrple that man us¢ to direct an aspect ‘of polmcal lrfe m chapter three | consndcr
b' natronahsm as rehgrous or o;her sentrment whxch is' a rejecuon or endorscment of

modermzatron am{somethmg other than a concern with the polmcal values of nauons and
then 1n chapter four I demonstrate a). that natronalrsm is not gurlty of crimes by assocnatlon
with various other isms because it is indeed distinct from them, and b) that ‘mtronahsm is

_ !
actually commendable bécause self rule a ratronal collectrve process which can be claimed as

a Trght is mherently preferable to erther _ narchy ‘or foreign rule I.attempt in

, chapters frve and six to come to grasp wrt the nature. of lrberalland conservauve pohtxcal

: phrlosophres and explainwhy a form of hberal self rule would be pref erable to a conservatrve}’
, one and why it is; in fact more compatrble wrth the 1dea of natronalrsm Fmally T use. thc _
onclusron to try to bring together the most major’ 1ssues whrch I address and to relate my '

.~ various fi mdmgs to the stands taken by Grant who was the catalyst f or this prOJect

.. Since this is a moral e’va-lu(ation of natlonalism 1 ‘shoul'd. malre it clear that 1 am
conc’erned". with alternatives; that is; with different ideas vvhich' could .p.ro.duce diff crent
outcomes. I am not interested i historical trends or f orces, unless they are ones which can' bc' .
directed or controlled by the promofron of ‘ideas. Therefore if the advotacy. of certain

prmcrples should cause certam behaviours rooted in the non- ratronal side of man l will be
| interested in them If thoughts and actrons cornc1de in hrstory in a non- causal f ashron but arc
somehow mherently compatrble I will be mterested in them But 1f rdeas and actions which

- are mcompatxble 1ssue from the same persons, I will not look to the combination of thcsc f or

__‘explanatrons of erther

K R Vii
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1

I On Gl'ant on Nationallsrn)
0 .

Although few people studrously reflect upon the natyre ol' nauonahsmE and rtw
correspondence wrth ‘the main political . phtlosophres or rdeologres there is"a dtscermble
common wisdom concermng such matters. -Whatever support lrberals have hrstoncally gtven to
nﬁtronalrst movements natronalrsm is 1nherently mcompatrble wrth libetalism, it is thought
» v
because hberalrsm _embraces a notion of the rrghts of men whnch ouﬁht to be respected
unrversally, it disparages drfferentratmg\etween men on the basts of colour language reltgron
or natronahty Lrberahsrn posrts that men should be free to deal wrth whomever they - wrsh in
‘order to advance theif own rnterests as long as they do not unaCCeptay harm others
Lrberahsm stands in . opposrtron to government mterference wrth lrbertres it opposes '
protectionism of vanous sorts Conservatrsm on the other hand it has been thought ‘seeks 1o
preserve and promote the order and interests of the communrty whrch has come to- exrst |
through a slow process of evolutron Conservatrsm attempts to conserve the behef 5, tradmons
* and the very drstructrveness of the commumty Socralrsm is strarghtf orwardly nonnauonahstrc

) havmg as its goal the collecuve enhancement of the condrtron of workers everywhere ,
, George Grant does not devaate far from such views. He does qualrf y- and add to them

-~

: however He argues that ltberalrsm is antagonrstrc towards natronalrsm for example bccause

R exalts autonomous reason and the will, and pushes asrde any public: proclamalrons of moral -

~and sprntual views. Many people accept thrs assess\ment as accurate. And they approve If wc'
;are reasonable they thtnk then - ‘we will shun nationalism and welcome other peoples and .

intéraction with them in all spheres of lrfe Grant drfl‘ers wrth this lme of thought

\ .
eontendtng that natronalrsm based on some mstmctrve feelmg rooted rn the (posmve)' o

: passrons and on a sprrrtual rnturtron promotes the good of the members of a socrety thetr o

good is tred to the drstrncuveness and to the approprrateness of the outlooks of therr o

B eommumty

v

t-maintains that nationalism must ally itself wlth conservatism

o

= \

articular tdentrtres he does not say that nationalism is completely_

-Now even though

" in order to advanee'

, rncompauble wrth lrberalrsm - only that nauonalrsm whrch is worth, pursumg is mcompatlble



. g . o | < - . q )
"The 1rony is that Gram condemns liberahsgt for the same reas'n that others denounce.
nauonallsm namely, that 1t egcourages man to thmk that he can drrect hlS own future. Tlus

glves us reason to question Grant's conceptuahzatton of nattonahsm And to ponder to Just

.'what degree he lS a fatalist, and to what extent his moral evaluatron of 1deoleg1es Tests on a
f"sense that man should be content to act’ Aas a spectator. There is no dou’bt that he employs as
hts primary crlterlon for evaluatron the “‘Tént\to whtch an ideology Tespects - "nature” Or:-__
eternal verities. Juermcal\ pomt however is whether actmg to control our lives necessarily
means ignoring given or s\omehow morally defensible standards. Grant, in any event,
‘maintains that control. is laréely an lllusion@.'Technolcgy, and in some Way("history;" _eontrol” |

-

" A. On Grant on nationalism in a technologieal age
If the objective is to consider the possibility, desirability or undesirability, and nature
~of nationalism in- the forms which it may take in the future, then a decision to. look at the

work of George Parkm Grant may appear questronable Grant in response to a question in
1977 about the survival of Canada, repl,@s that the universalizing and homogemzmg power in

a technologtcal soctety is very great That is the central fact: of our destmy It is for that

.. rcason that l have turned in" my own work from thmkmg about the details of Canadian life to

A .:' the nature of technologncal socxety That is ‘the btg questton "LIt is even debatable moreover '
.whether Grant® has ever been preoccupred with anythmg but ‘the nature of technologrcal
society and 1ts presupposmons concemmg freedont' and truth - at least in his pubhshed o
writings. 'Thts would even app}y to his nattonahst lament In the opening pages of that- essay
he laments the necesstty of Canadays drsappearance because Canada 1s what had claimed h1s
' polmcal alleglance2 not because the hope of burldmg -and mamtammg a distinct socrety on the
’ northern portion of the contment 'was slgmf 1cant - rt was msrgmfrcant in the endless ebb and
flow of nature."* He concludes that work by comment;ng that he does not know whether or

not "it is good that Canada should drsappear But he adds that" "If the universal and -

' 'homogeneous state would be a tyranny, then the drsappearance of even lhlS 1nd1genous culture .



" can be seen as the ‘temoval of ‘2 minor bamer on the road to that tyranny "¢ And it appears
clear in Lament and elsewhere ‘that’ he does think that such a state. would be a tyranny, Still,
the suSpimon looms t.hat Grant here is regrettmg the apptoachmg tyranny rathcr than
lamenting the passmg nation and the nationahsm that might have sustamed it. It might seem,
after all, that Grant could welcome membership in the continental nation if it were not a ‘
tyranny, or if 1t were as, or more, traditionally conservative thal) Canada is on its own.

It is’'obvious, thewgh, that Grant does not “view the United States as tragiuonally

cons€rvative as the (;anada of the past and that he sees Canada's absorption into the empire

/f‘

as the consequence of the spirit ‘of our technological age, which has as a goal the attainmcnt ’

- of the universal and homogeneous state. (Grant tells us that the utord umversal" "imphcs a
world-wide state, Wthh would eliminate the curse of war among nations; 'homogeneous
means that all men would be equal, and war among classes would be ecliminated.”*) Yet thc

universal, ogen'eous state could be realized within nations stihtmaintainin’g- some dcgi‘ee of

forrnaln ] soverelgnty, sub umversal states could retain the independence to act in areas
of s1gn1frcanoe msuffrcrent to make them truly distmctive lndeed Grant states that western
c1v1hzation. 1s now umversal."6 We might‘conclude then, that national sovereignty which
'still is very much in evidence, is not Grant s preferred ve?ncle f or a successful defense of "
partlcular ways ' of thought\nd of life. Thus, by lookmg at the general line of Grant $

arguments both if¥relation to nationahsm and in relatron to technological liberalism, and by

-notmg his declmmg 1nterest in nationahsrn which was never strong, we could concludc that,'
o nationalrsm does not and never had an important role to play in his philosophy. Or we mnght

argue that what he was -advocating was not nationalism in .the sense ‘that that term is or
- should be understood‘. But we may only be able to do so by 1gnoring important parts._ of his
writings. For Grant does seem to directly argu_ethe merits of nationalism; a largely but not
_‘completely non-rationtnationalism, that is,‘ and when he is not so. arguing, his on-going ‘
critique ‘of tradition4"co’ntemplation- and virtue-destroying liberal capitalism implies that if -
_ uiversalism is undesirable, then not- umversahsm must be preferable.! This does not cxplam

however, whether not- uniVersahsm must take the f6rm or any parttcular form of nauonahsmr

o
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- a rather large 1ssue which Grant does address How a&equately and successfully rs one of

_ the main questrons that his wntmgs present,

-~ . [§

B Grant's defense of natlonahsm g
-

When Grant explams in Liament for a Natton that he 1s Lamentmg the passmg of the

entity whr_ch had claimed hrs political allegiance he prefaces this r jnark by the brief cryptic

‘of the good life."* You can find an.

elaboration of this idea, albeit a briefly ad_um’brated. one, in Grant's essiy "Canadian Fate and

comment that "some form of political loj}alty is part

'Imperialism." He responds there to critics of Lament who claimed that he could not see the ,

Vpossibilities for human excellence in modern society because of his nostalgie attachmen't to the

‘v

Canada of the past wrth its once strong ties to the British emprre He says that he does
(
;... regret the drsappearance of indigenous tradrtrons mcludmg my own. It is true that
' no particularism can adequately incarnate the good. But is it not also true that only
- »through some parttcular roots, however paptial, can human beings first grasp what is -
* good and it is the juice of such roots which for rnost men. sustain their partakmg ina
more umversal good?’ , _ s

The claiin Grant. makes, therefore, ‘is 'not)that the'good is bést known_ through British
traditions, but rather that it is best known through indigenous traditions which arise out of
and are suited for parttcular crrcumstances This is why Gram argues in 1951 for cxample
that European tradmons are not transportable to Canada as rs Europeans commg to. teach m
Canadxan departments of Phrlosophy must carry on therr work wrthm a context of Canadran
teaching 1mpregnated wrth our history and the form of our mstrtutlons and ideals."*°": |
Grant means by "the good" srmply that whrch 1s eternal and whrch is not created by
- man, that is that which exists and is true regardless of how -man concerves it or farls to .
conceive [it. "Nature” is a word Wthh could‘be substrtuted for "the’ good in Grant s
discoursé. "God" is another The notton of love or chanty ought to be mcluded perhaps u
But Just what is the nature of the political assocratjon through whrch Grant maintains we are
to know the good" '

The diff 1culty anses largely because Grant "neglects. to drscuss ‘what he means“gy the

~term "nation.” ‘We can presume. ‘however, that he considers the nation to be the unit with its

4



. own values and traditions of the sort which he considers to be tmportant We obtain’ a f urther
tnsrght intor the charactertsttcs of the enttty whrch he wishes to see protected and to flourish
:when he. crmeizes mdtvrduals such as John Dtefenbaker and Grattan o} Leary for “holding
.v1ews of natronahsm Wthh are only romanttc He comments that a natton does not remain a _
'natlon only because it has roots in the past Memory lS never enough to guarantee that a
nation can arttculate itself in the present “There rnust be a thrust of mtention into the :

future.” Consrder also that Wthh he adds in a f ootnote wl arttcftlatton is a process |

through whrch human bemgs form ‘and re- form themselves mto a society 1o act htstortcally -

This process coheres around the intention realized in the actron et These remarks, in -
conJunctton with another statement constitute Grant' s only (somewhat precise) def inition of
natronalrsm that 1 have seen. That other statement is his explanatxon that he was attracted to
natronahsm as a govemmental means of preservmg and allowmg to expand certain tradtuons
~ that were diff erent from those of the -Un-ttdStates.

i The curious thing about thes}e comments is their resemblance to the liberal ideas which
he had -held . but claims to disavow (as I shall discuss. more fully later). The notion  of

’

articulation of the nation in order to act historically sounds very 'much like the doctrine of

e

.

progress and a product -of reason But Grant S thrust of rntentton sttll seems 10 depend to
some’ very srgmfu‘:ant extent on that whtch has been: inherited. ‘His nattonaltsm is both‘
ibackward and forw d looking as. well as somethmg whtch must be sa_leable 10 the'
commumty. Now this leadsc to the conundrum which Grant presents: "Nattonalism'can only

"be asserted successfully by an identification with’ technologicalv advance,” he says, "but

_ technological advance entails the disappearance of those indigenous_ differences that give

‘'substance to nationalism."** The spirit of technology, he ‘often argues, places all -modern men '

.in the'po‘sition of subject, acting on all of what is found in nature as indifferent stuff, that js -
as malleable \o'bject with no-’inherent essence whic’h’ought to be respected Nationalism (o"r is

patrtottsm the better. word") cannot be expertenced by a bemg wrth such a way of thmkmg
mcapable as he is of ackndwledgmg (if not feelmg") any natural attachments espec1ally 10

anything that is truly- larger or greater than. hrfnself-. Thts is espec1ally., true for North



Americans, he says, because ‘wg have only known that which we have made. van.d not anything
which has made us. The new continent "oould not be ours. in the way that the old.had been "
he. states \also because the very mtractxbthty. imme; ny and extremes of the new land
‘requrred that its meettng wrth mastenng Europeans be a ttle of s(bjugatron And after that
| bat.tle we ha /1o long history of lxvmg with the land before the arrival o_f the-new forms of
conquest whxch came ‘with mdustrrahsm

Now 1t may se3 easy enough to take issue with thls assertron We can probably
rcadtly recall examples of- what we could call Amencan natronalrsm Quebec natronahsm and
nattonalrsm in other technologrcally ‘advanced natrons,;_‘some of which, at least, are likely to
‘ find future -expression. " Grant, however, does not assert in the ‘particular words of the
', conugdrum under consrderatton here that technologrcal advance leads to the dlsappearance of
natronahsm but rather that 1t entatls "the drsappearance of those mdlgenmkdtfferences that
glve substance _to.natxonahsm. Clearly the implication is that you can still have natronahsm,-
~but not with subs‘ta‘nce." And this 'sub_stance, according- to Grant, arises‘out of .something
a mdtgenous 16 | | N - . |

It is not surpnsmg, therefore ‘to see Grant recognizing the existence of a Canadran‘
‘nationalism which he drsmtsses as phony There is "at a shallow level,” he says "a lot of
phony Canadian- nattonahsm which is simply tmrtatlon Amerrc:fglsm If they have Portnoy's
Complaint, we have Duddy Kravrtz. We'll have movies and universities Just like their movres
" and universities, etc. etc " Natronahsm whxch promotes that whtch is not distinctive. or .'
mdtgenous is not nauonahsm at all to put it another way A true natronahsm must promote _
fundamental differences. . : R ¢ | |

At one point Grant descri'bes_as an "extremely difficult question” the matter of"
whether the qualmes common to technologrcal emplres are more fundamental than thelr
h dlf fi erences. * ™! There is Jtttle doubt, though that Grant consrders all societies committed to
technologtcal advance to be essenttally the same (in that whrch they consrder 1mportant) o
""The one best means " he wrjtes, "must after all be the same in Chrcago Hamrlton and

‘ Dusseldorf How much dtf ferenoe can there be between societies whose farth in. 'the one best
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. means transcends even commumst and capttahst drffercnces"""’ | Yo
Thrs argument assumes that matenal objects wxu'be used to- serve basrcalh' the same
fpurposes everywhere and that all men can be made to adapt to the same relattons of
production as 1f dlfferences in attltudes about authonty and partrcxpatnon in
decrsron -making, and differences in the 1mportance of economic producttoe m various
peoples’ lives: were u]txmately drssoluble OF unimportant, Such assumptions dealmg wnth ,'
'enormously large and complex questlons are debatable. Their veracny. m f act is central to
- any evaluanon of Grant $ clarms concemrng the nature of partrcular political creeds and therr '

relauonshtp toa meamngf ul nationalism.

- Grant s central argument in Lament for a Nation is that substantive natronahsm that -

is nationalism whrch is morally defensrble fs. mcréasmgly less possrble in an age of hberalism A
'whrch is wedded wrth technology In hrs words ."In thxs century, many. meff have known. that‘ |
the choice between internationalism and natronahsm is the same chonce as that between :
hberahsm and conservattsm "1 And since conservatrsm is not "a vrable polmcal 1deology in
our era"21 there really is no choice to make But there 1s after all, a choice - howcver
temporary + to be made. Grant ] account of modemlty mcludes specrﬁc reference to one

form of nationalism. which may survive; it allows for the existence bf another. The f irst is

nationaiism as ideology. The_ second is nationalism of -nations protecting themsclves from

other peoples more - or less - advanced technologically than they are. Then again, these two

_ nationalisms may actually be. only one.
V-3
- Ideology is, m Grant's view, a condemnable modern phenomenon, Wthh expands the
.role of 1losophy to mclude the role which had once- been assngned to rehgron
Ideplogies make public the modern demal that Teverence is the matrix of human
nobility; but as surrogate religions they slip reverence in. It is, however, reverence for
SO ethmg not truly. worthy of: reverence, such as the state, the race, the muititude,
nation. Those of us who are Jews or Christians would say they are idolatrous in
e worst sense of the word. On the other side, they claim to be rational, scientific
nd philosophic, and therefore to be giving knowledge of what is happening, when in
fact they do not. In this sense they are destructive of common sense and modcrauon
& the two. great protectors of ‘the health of the polltrcal realm n

{ . X . L4 .



Y
' ldeologres therefore would have us love our own because it-is our own, it would '
seem Therr purpose is to exalt as a fmal end that wrth whoch we. fi n‘st 1dentrfy Thete is no
.desrre to attempt to transcend the partlcular ' '

Grant leaves httle doubt that _he considers nlodem liberalism to be an ideology. As -
such it may be compatible with an ideologieal nationalism, I would presume. But, to Grant, it
is_ certam that liberalism s antrthetrcal to nationglisny”in any substant-ive ‘form‘ | Thus the

i argument that substantrve natronahsm is not possible may simply be the argument that
llberallsm is not substantive.. '

C. On Grant on liberalism . - ) o . .

Grant, in brief, considers modern liberalism to be advocacy of the liberation of the

- _ .selfrsh passrons and: the wrll the will predommatrng He is not an opponent of lrberalrsm as ‘

he defines it "in its genenc form whrch he says o o o TR
..is surely sometling that all decent men accept as good - conservauves included.
ln so far as the word 'liberalism’ is used to describe the belief that pohtrcal liberty is
-a central human good, it is difficult for me to consrder as sane those who would deny-
_ that théy are liberals. There can be sane argument concerning how far political lrberty
_ can be achieved in particular times and places but not concermng whether it is a .
central human good 3o _ ‘
~ Unf ‘ortunately Grant does not elaborate upon this kmd of lrberahsm which is not as
unﬁsally espoused as he thinks. lt is clear nonetheless why he does not. He mamtams that
only the modem Englrsh speakmg world vanant of lrberahsm is relevant for the present and
will be for the future. |
Grant does not take issue wrth "the great founders of our hberahsm for therr belief
"that the choxces of all its members should have influence in the govermng of the socrety
_and 1ts productron * He does take issue with them, however, concermng their conceptron of

justrce Wthh they thought was nerther a natural nor supematuralﬂvrrtue but arose from the

calculatrons necessary to our- acceptance of the socral contract "5 The liberal notion of social -

-contract as’ the basrs for legitimate polrt1cal rule, was predrcated ‘upon a rejection of
‘ _ metaphysrcal (or teleologrcal) conccpnons of man and socrety as pnncrples to govern the -

- conduct of publrc affairs, in other words

o~



Grant credrts Locke wtth retaxmng in hlS state ol‘ nature at least a tenuous link- wuhv"
the way thmgs are in nature knowledge of whrch cduses’ men to contract wrth one another or' .'
" the ‘purpose of cornfortable self - preservation. The alternative is death.’* But, Grant says, this’
tenuous hold could not survive the acceptance of the new way of thought whtch had created« -.
: the 1mpetus for e mtroductton of the notion of the'social co‘ntract in the first place. -
The new lay of thinking ab'ou,t nature~has its roots in Granl's view, ‘i'n | the
Judaeo Chrrstran rdea of history, whrch is a vrsron of hrstory as the realm in which God acts
out Hrs will m a series of unrque events culmmatmg in a final purpose Man no longer sces’
time as a- collectton of non- untque events mrrrorrng. in changmg appearances eternal truths
or forms Evrl is to be overcome m and through trme What happens in the world matters
The 1dea of progress rs not only born, it replaces the rdea of natural law 7 Protestantism in
particular becomes obsessed wrth a détached practrcalrty lts adherents and those mfluenced
by thexr approach (all men in western civilization, essentrally) come. to see nature as
som:thmg to be used not respected Although thlS perspecttve orxgmates in rehgton it only‘

. develops: to rts rnature state in- mteractron with’ the new sc1ence Scnertce in its Engltsh'

1 commumty, brings forth emprrrcrsm and utrhtartan vrews 1t mfluences and is. inf luenced by

‘ Protestantrsm."

g , The. result‘is ‘not simply an objectification of non'-human nature it is also the -
outward-inward distinction which causes us to. see people as obJects" - and whlch causes us’
to see technology 1tself as somethmg external, as well as art musrc rehgron and sexum
whrch ought to serve as links with what is.” \- - | ‘ |
. Grant rejects” liberalism and modern science because he clarms that therr hopeful
" outlook 1s detached from any . 1dea of makmg mantfest the goodness that mheres in nature
;Treatmg non-human nature as neutral it also cannot recognwe the existence of an essential
bhuman’ nature or of natural ‘moral laws whrch govem human belravrour |
- Does thrs logtcally follow, and whether or not it does, has it hlstoncally followed”
Grant does not explicitly produce an argument in detatl to show any logical necessity (beyond

% his' comments. on the 0utward-inner distinction); he- does affirm that liberal thought has in
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‘ fact. takcn thrs drrectron He pomts specrftcally to Kant who he says turned around the'_f
‘ tradmon in posmng evil as the creatron of man 's wrll and more generally severed the wrll'-
f rom constramts of nature proclarmmg the wrll s autonomy S {3 matters little, Gram says,

‘ that Kant attempted to retam some cognition of a glvenness in the order of thmgs - this may.
inf act have smoothed the way for acceptance of his 1deas 3 . '

The key point, however, is that Kant, teaching that the good willfis' the only good'
without qualif ication, "took the contractarian teaching" of Hobbes and Locke which wasbased
on the passrons ol‘ nature and founded 1t rather on the freedom of human beings to legrslate a
timeless ratton:l morahty whtch qutte transcended nature."” |

Nonetheless, Grant asserts that j-ustice at least remains a given in Kant's theory;‘

"reason commands us to the faith that Justrce is what we are fmally frtted for."s* John

Rawls who often appeals to the 1deas of Kant, though does not recogmze any mherent

ontologtcal status of human beings. Grant says that: "Accordrng. 0 Rawls rationality is

analytrcal mStrumentahty; f reedom means that-we cannot avoid choigés. Thrs is different from ‘
Kant's account of « our frée moral Self legxslatron as partrcrpatron in the very form of reason ..

el " " |
~ Rawls version of the socxal contract the one. m which no teleologrcal assumptions of
any kind- are allowed to remain, and whrch 1sf‘ “based »_purely on - a‘nalytxc aBstnact rational
-calculations of self-interest - at least according to Grant :is the version which Grant?onsiders
: to mirror the state of liberal thmkmg in our day.* This version, in that it equates self - 1nterest "
with "the pnmary goods is, in Grant’ s opinion, "hard to dlstrngursh from the utrhtarxan

"account of pleasure "It provndes a concept of justice defmed in terms of the "cosy pleasures™

: alone 3

It mtght be questroned whether this is a fair representatron of Rawls conceptron of
: justrce becausec‘iawls in fact takes issue with utrhtarramsm for farhng to. give priority to i
common sense precepts of Jusnce and notrons of natural nght "3t But if Rawls is concerned
E only about drstnbutron of goods Grant may have a point - concermng Rawls, at least

},
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Grant defmes hberahsm in: any event .as the set of behefs whrch procecd f rom the
central assumpnon that man s essence is his freedom and therefore that whal chie concerns
nian in' thts life 1s to shapc the world as we want it.”** This definition would seem 10.{it mosl,
closeiy that whrch (\}'rant refers to as either modern lrberalrsm or Amerrcan lrberalrsm yet
it is consrstent with the account Grant grves ‘of even the first social contract theonsts They
may have had some pious beliefs whrch they wished to retain as part of their theorres but
‘ . they could only do so at the cost of inconsistency.

We are left wondenng, nonetheless, how. completely Grant drf fers from liberals. Is he
really argumg for the authorrty of traditions? His answer is a qualifi 1ed yes He says that:

- as what is handed over is a confusion of truth and falsity, remembering is clearly

not self -sufficient. Any tradition, even if it be the vehicle by which perfection itself
is brought to us, leaves us with the task of appropriating from it, by means of loving
and thinking, that which it has carried to us. Individuals, even with the help of their
presently faltering mstrtuuons can grasp no more than very small segments of what
is there 40 .

- Does this constitute an argu'ment for evaluation of tradition by individuals? Of .
tradmon as passed along by social institutions? It may be, mste_ad. “an argurnent A or' '
‘rejuvenated tradltxonal institutions. ’ - | S

~Yet G_rant_‘does value liheral'ooiitical institutions. His argurnent, in fact, is not only |
that technological liberalism creates’ philosophical tyranny. or represses philosophy, but _also
‘ that i.t creates politr;cal‘ tyranny - that of “the universal, homogeneous‘ state. He. does not.‘
conjure up the image of a ‘w‘orldwide dictatorsh_ip u;d by one man in order to warn of this soft .
of tyranny. Instead, he strongly inrplies that our western d_emocracies, even with their formal
political freedoms, are so far from the_'demo_cratic ideal that they are already tyrannies. Two
rnain factors have contributed to ’creating this situation, in his estimation - the elimination of
discussion of the ends of pohtlcal life from pubhc d,ebate and the establrshmenl of massive, |
1mpersonal centrahzed admuustratxve orgamzauons necessary to operate the machmcry of
technolog]cal society. , K
.. ‘Grant maintains that the liberal state has sold itself to. the public, in ‘large part, as the
pluralist state. By relegating r_eligio'us and cultural values to the private sphere it has created

the illusion of tolerating thein, provided that they do not interfere with one another. It claints
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: tha't it does not interfere wi‘th, or favour any of them itselvf‘ , because it is morally neutral. But -
the liberal state in fact is monistic, or monolrthrc 51_1‘1‘ its assertion of what constitutes
excellence - "the pursurt of technologrcal effrcrency 1s the chief purpose for which’ the
: commumty exigs. " Art entertainment, and politics itself cannot have attnbuted to them
' .any relatedness 1o the meanmg of things. All that remams for publrc debate are questrons‘
about the best means for advancmg téhnologrcal ‘progress; polrtrcs is about admmrstratxon
(Thede thoughts of Grant s recall comm_ents about the need for political parties in office to .,
forget their ideological leanings and the need for them to supply "good governmen_t" instead..
They also recall claims by various parties that their leaders can provide the.best management
of the economy.) Members of the public consequently lose interest in politics.except as the
domain respdnsihle for the }continued flow of consumer goods.' There is little incéntive to
.actually hecor_ne involved, except to assure the eléction of the best administrators, or to gain.‘ »
" the pleasure:'of ‘power, perhaps. "The old i_ndivid.ualismr.of | capita{:%' the frontier and
Protestantrsm ' in North America he.mainta‘i‘n's "becomes the.de

1d10syncratrc wants taken as outsrde any obhgatlon to the commumty which provrdes them

"What is. central to this new experience and what drstmgurshep‘t from ltvmg in the
old small town and rural worlds Grant wrrtes in 1961 "is that the individual is at one and'
‘.the same time more dependent’ o big mstltutrons and yet less'organically related to 'them
The mstttutrons whrch control us are 5o powerful and so 1mpersonal that mdrvnduals come to
'belreve thal there is no pomt in tryrng to mfluence them..

-

Loss of ef fective partrcrpatron in polrtrcs would not-seem to concem @rant as much as
another consequence of the - perceptron of the pohtrcal as the. realm in which desues for |
objects are provided for in as convenient a manner as possible. The nghts and even the very
. exlstcnce of mdrvrduals may be deemed expendable 1f convemence requrres 1t Grant argucs .

forcefully Thrs mrght seem to be a misplaced concern in an age in which appeals for the

ded right to one 's

fprotecuon of rights are very freq_uently made - and freque_ntly heeded_. Manyvhave taken to o

heart so profoundly the notion that rights inhere in living tHings 'that they attribute them to

' 3
. & .
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non human bemgs even to plants in some cases. But there are arguments to suggesr the
contra.ry that the respectrng of rights, even while thetr exrstence becomes more and more
unqu%stmned is mcreasmgly condxtronal Grant's pnme example is the liberalization of
abortron laws. He and Sheila Grant argue that the number of abomons increases WhllL_
medrcal necessrtres decrease et Partrally legalizing euthanasra could tngger the same dynamtt

- process. 45 There is nothrng about man, in views such as Rawls', accordmg to Grant, whrch
would dxctate that there are certarn things which are absolutely impermissable to do to m v
there is always T00m for corn_promise and negotiation. Convenience can justify just about

anythmg 4 -

Grant s arguments also suggest a plausrble account of hber:rl empires which are lxberal .

at home and not so lrberal abroad. They see technologrcal progress and commercnal -and
polrtrcal liberties as inexorably related The people at home accept the presupposmons
'underlyrng thig understandmg, the three components havmg arisen more or less in umson
Many colonials do not. and need 1o be forced to accept this truth if they cannot see it on their
own. Of course ‘this may only be an explanatron for home consumptron - there really is no’ '
mconsrstency in f ailing to respect the rights of f orergners since these peoples have no mherent
worth (no _people -does) nor are they parttcrpants in the empxre 's social contract 'ol”

convenience. If it is in the mterests of- the empire to use f orce there is no reason not t0.*’

Grant undoubtedly presents a sweepmg condemnatron of both secularism and
’lrberahsm blamrng them for the greatest mJustrces of recent centurres the current one m_
‘ ,partrcular. Whether he adequately drstmgurshes between them, ‘and ‘whether he 100 ltberally
assigns blame 'to: -them for the world's ‘problerns._ are points which'require much discussion,
“and in the final analysis much knowledge of world history. His thoughts on liberalism and the

notion of social contract deserve careful consideration, nonetheless.** ’

Havmg exammed Grant H dlssectron ‘of hberalrsm lamina position to point out more
e

fully how nationalism may be compattble as well as’ mcompatrble with it, in his view, He docs

‘ not rely ‘heavily on the‘ notion that leaders mfused ‘with :the-spmt of lrberalrsm will purs'ue
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' pohcnes desxgned to and certain to assure the freedom and equalrty of all individnals no matter

| where they live on the globe. Hrs argument is not, in’ other words that leaders ‘will 9a1thfully

try to and' will successfully implement the goa] of creatmg the universal (1 e. worldwrde)

homogeneous state. They are more likely to treat outsrders violently, or at least as obJects of ‘

interests, than they are to treat them altrurstlcally Grant fear then, is act‘\;711yrot” emplres .
of countries which may rule the worId- in their own intereas/_- whether or not they promote‘

= thenrselves as good for the individuals subjected." | | | | ._ ‘

‘Even if liberals speak out on behalf of the individual, liberalism for Grant cinnot
promote in ‘f act anythin'gl'other than freedom itself, or'freedom of rnan from nature, in other
words In order to conquer and control nature socrety actually subsumes the individual. Grant
' says that "the greater ability of collectrve than of mdrvrdual purposes to be sustamed against
accrdents [of chance] is one of the reasons why, in an age given over to makrng the future we'
‘all more and more truly exist in the collectrve and less and. less pursue purposes whrch
' udhscend it. " o IR
Still, there is no suggestion that jthere, ‘wi‘ll be harmony among men in their pursuit of
- collective purposes. There will be, and "is political conflict in ‘the world because there are

a certam situations whrch some human beings want to change or preserve while others want to
prevent such changing or preservmg or want to carry them out through dxfferent means.” »
\l Men wr]l contmue t\drffer about the details of admrmstratlon he is sayrng, even if they no”
. longer have the. questlon of the common good upon whrch to disagree. Grant does not draw.
~out the implication .that natrons will assert therr mdependence in order to administer the
progress of technology in the ‘manner in whnch they best see frt Is not the 1mplr/catron there
though? Peoples will wrsh to have control over the apparatuses of technology if they thmk
that it wrll be to their. econormc advantage - without necessanly wrshmg to retain or burld a }/ _
sxgmfxcantly dxfferent type of socxety 'I'hxs natxonahsm 1f 1t should be called that would V

occur, of course, w:thm the context of hberal 1deology Natronahsm can no longer align itself

wnth any other xdeology in Grant' s view.



Even though Grant suggests that this liberal nattonahsm is- becomtng thc only
) vnatronahsrn possrble he does " say that conservatlve nauonahsm - and a nattonahsm ‘in
response to tt - is sttll a phe‘nomenon which wrll be ’observed for some txme yet ‘He reahzes'
‘V ‘ that drfferent natrons assuredly will not advance to the f mal stage of ltberal thmkmg on thc
basis for pohtrcal lrfe (the Rawlsran socral contract) all at the. same time. The Umted Statcs
A

for example can base its natlonahsm on the civil nghts of mdtvrduals v?hlle a country Ml(.h -
aé Canada can (or could) rest 1ts_self -percepti__on on-the archaic notion' of collective rights ?‘5 -

well as on individual ones.® =

-
Natlonalrsm in the name of mdxvrduahsm is not an absurdity tf mdtvaduahsm needs
»'the natron to protect it from less progressrve‘ reglmes Nonetheless this Jtlsttftcatnon of |
'natronahsm wrll eventually drsappear m trme as the less hberal states tnevrtably progres: This
is,- m -essence, the conclusron that must be’ drawn from Grant’s dlSCUSSlOI‘l of Gaullist
_nationalism, ‘the hamessmg of the nationalist spmt to technological planmng. and the
vmsrstence mternatronally that there are hmtts to the western "alliance’." Such natronahsm as
conservative as it may be at some pornt cannot hope to remain conservative if it embraces

.

technology, and consequently this fprm of natxonahsm cannot hopc to retam what is

- distinctive.*?

| D. On. Grant on conservatiSm and nationalism ‘

Grant holds the°view that moderntco'nservatism espet:ially 'the American varfant
' basrcally a form of hberahsm Thxs 15 in part due to "the demands of necessrty Practical =
conservatrves have faced a"dilemma: "If they are not commttted 1o a dynamic technology. '

_ they candot hope to make any popular appeal If they ‘are o commltted they ca not hope to.

‘Be conservattves s So they have adopted the course of - defendmg whatever structure. of

o« R —

power is at any moment necessary to technologrcal change They prov:de external f orcc to.; L

mamtam external order "They are not conservatxves in the sense of being the custodxans oI

somethtng that 18 not subject to. change , s
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Amerrcan conservatrves Grant says

]

. are old-fashioned liberals. They stand for the freedom of the mdrvrduaJ to use hrs
property as he wishes, and for a limited government which must keep out of the
marketplace. Their concentration on freedom from governmental interference has
‘more to do with nineteenth-century liberalism than with traditional conservatism, .

which asserts the right of the commumty to restrain freedom in the name of the
common good i .

Grant does allow for the possibility that American conservatism does retain,
minimally, - more content than modern liberalism-- having arisen out of the first wave of
- modern polmcal philosophy. The thinker: of the frrst wave did. retam some notion of an
B essentral human nature, unhke the later ones. who, "behevmg that man's essence was his
freedom... advocated the progressive master'y through that, freedom of human and
+ non- human nature s The content retained, however, is usually only retamed for the purpose
of convemence the convenience of legmmrzmg caprtahsm '

We must conclude, then that when Grant says that only conservatrsm is companble
with nationalism he is saying two thmgs Modern conservatrsm (whrch he does not take to be

_ real conservatrsm) is ‘no more compatrble with natronahsm than hberaﬁsm is (1t can be

compatible m the same ways); it is traditional conservatrsm which is compatible with-the

‘meaningful nationalism Ich he favours. _
Thrs tradmona conservaUSm is not easily desenbed by Grant s own adrmssron He_
says that the Brmsh ‘/onservatmm whrch Canada inherited "is less a clear vrew of exrstence
than an appeal to an ill-defined past... It was an inchoate desire to build... a society wrth a
‘ greater sense of order and restramt than freedom-loving republrcamsm would allow
This certamly hlgh-hghts an unportant distinction. Grant's conservatrsm, unlike -
‘liberalisr:n; is concerned with conserving and feeling rather than y\/ith creating and willing - or

~ theorizing.

N



E. On Grant on socialism -and nationalism .

If tradmonal conservausm is rf\mred for nauonallsm to be meahingful or 10 have
purpose and if liberalism can only support nanonahsms which have no concen; \‘mth and in
fact obliterate real . distinctiveness, then what is there to be sand about socxahsm and
nanonahsm” Gram contends that socialists have nothmg umque to say in 1hxs context. There
are only two-views possible - the conservauve view which recogmzes teleologncal ends of man
and society, and the good ‘of restricting "freedom for the. sake of the'common imc_rcst; and
the liberal view which sees "freedom” as the eséen_ce of man, who is the master of héﬁ;rc.

Grant suggests that ‘sqciélism, whilé wrong about gr‘eed. being right abom the
elxistence~ of 5 gi"ven ﬁumanl nature, it ought to have recognized itself "as an essentially -
conservative force."** | | |

' There is no suggestion by Grant that Mafx saw particularism (i‘.c..the ,éxistencc and
' preéervation‘ of disiinct societies) as a méans through which the human ‘good, or hépbincss“
could or ought, to be reahzed And as it is dlfflcult to see Grant extendmg his claim Lhall
Mar)ust soc1ahsm is in one sense conscrvanve,to a clalm that it must- be in others, there is'no
reason . to ‘suspect that Grant would wish to define socnahsm as mhcremly related to
nanonahsm Grant mlght wxsh to say that soc1allsts ought to be natlonahsuc in order to gain
a victory over corporation capitalism in a particular geographic areas, but thal_ would appcar
to be as‘far' as he could‘go.‘He does say, in'fact, ’that "élcarly at its heart Marxism is a
umversahst and not a nauonahst doctnnc | | .

ThlS analy51s seems to be consxstent with Grant's comments on the Canadlan
sitﬁauon. He says that: "After 1940, natanalxsm had to go hand: jn hand with some mcasure
’of socialism. Only -nationalism could. provide ‘the political incentive fbr planﬁing; only
planning could restrain the victory of conﬁnentalisrﬁ." 2

This is a most intriguing remark. Grant is saying that a nationalism of planmi

_possible, though, he would presumably not endorse it.
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" ' ¢ I,'\ » ’

The nationalism which Grant supports is conservative. Must that nationalism be a
collection of ad hoc governmental policies, with heavy Teliance on non-govemmental ’

developments gfor its success? Apparently. Yet -the, suspicion remains that Grant is

uncomfortable wnh conservausm s lack of a future v1sxon and the lack of a means to

implement one if it had one. Recall his remarks concegung romantic nationalism.

Perhaps Grant ought to be consrééred an advocate of socialism as he says it ought to
bc There are two problems with that. The fi 1rst is that he may (although he may not) oppose
plannmg and the faith in man's reason it entarls. The secong is that he is not ‘truly an
‘e_gali_tarian "in the full sense." He does not ‘want an homogeneous S 'ety m vvhich' the
excellences are, to him, so devoid of intellectual and ‘spiritua.l content that they are accessible -
to all. Or so it would seem. He does appear to favour a class structure, however benevolent it
might be. - |

Whether Grant is a conservative-socialist or a conservative,. or whether he ought to
re-define conservatism to allow for a greater role for non.-eOntemplatvive. non-passive Teason
is a’ matter not easily resolyed. It does present some problems for evaluating his assertions

concerning nationalism an_ ’ litical phﬂosophxes If, for example, he were to allow such a.

greater role, he might have to take a more generous v1ew towards liberalism and
libera]-socialism. and concede that they could be companble with natiomalisms of substance. '

Granfﬂ_&;s not concede, however, that successful socialist nationalism overall can be
- meaningful. He says that "Castroism" or "leftist" nationalism is still possible, ‘b'ut only "in a
less-d’eveloped_ society in which the majority of citizens desires industrialism and belie_ves that
this 1s being prevented by anti-nationalist forces from the _capitalist empire."? Like
"Gaullism" Grant Wonld have to_‘see this form of . natlonalism as nrtimately homogenizing

entailing a commitment to technological progress as it does.



F. Grant's philosophy of lnstory ; ' - Co.

What we may well ask now, does Grant's r‘heamngful natronahsm look ltke" Isita
tradrtlonally conservative one which rejects technology yet also reJects purposive action- which
could curtarl or contain technology? In short, y_es. And that is why it is not possrble. But

Grant equivocates. |

Grant oaints the picture of a creature (man) yvho did not create nature but constantly |
re-creates, or re-orders it, including that part of nature which' is his perception of - himself',
~ which is in an important sense himself. So we are left wondering to what ektent Grant thinks
-that man can eontrol human events. He states bluntly that: "We do not know how unlrmrted
are the potentrahtres of our dnve to create ourselves and the world as we want it." ** Thus we
“ought to be safe in thmkrng that there is a great deal of latrtude._ in thle final A _ 1s, for
man-to shape his own'nature. even if there are limits beyond.which he eannOtl go,. M‘an can
even cast off his attachment 10 non-universal_ roots? ' |

But ability.to dQ something does not logieally necessitate the exlstence of conscious-
control- over that abrlrty The vast majority of | men are not and never have been frec, Grant
asserts, in the sense that they can think beyond the assumptions of therr age

"The decrsrons of western men over many -centuries,” Grant says "have madc our
world too ‘ineluctably what it is for there to be -any facile exit. o5 Consrder also that the
drscover_res of "the modern science of nature." have been made; they cannot be discounted.
: They have had an enormous impact on our thought. We cannot go back o6 Our thoughts and
actrons do not necessarily have the effects in hrstory which we mean for them to have,
anyway._"’7 It is not surprrs_mg, then, that Grant presents himself at trmes as something of a
fatalist. : ¢ _ ! |

To debate whether the rdea of technological progress and mastery should dominate
the future would be like debatmg whether water should run downhill,” 5.* So: "There
is not much that anybody can do to st0p thrs tyranny from bemg. one srmply has Lo live

through 1t nes



Grant would apparently lrke to fashron hrmself an optrmrstrc fatahst nonetheless "It
K would be the herght of pessrmrsm to belreve that our society could go on in its present
dlrectrons wrthou_t bnngmg dovvn_upon itself catastrophe he writes, "for 1t would imply that
the nature of thin'gs does not bring fonthuman excellence.” 7 (Grant defines human
excellence as the reahzatron in people of the various vrrtues necessary to the achrevement of
these two purposes. These are the "two purposes to human existence: to lrve together well m‘ ‘
. communities and to thmk."”) Grant $ argument must be that painful consequences are
desirable .because they punish man for failing - to Tespect. some essential order which 'is
somehow good in. 1tself without reference to the good for man (unless man depends on the
, well- bemg. Jr umnterrupted operation, of nature for his own well-being. )

Grant thus awaits catastrophe - perhaps the revolt of nature’, perhaps war’?, perhaps
an act of God.™ | o

Still, Grant does not say that man will have to or should await the coming'of another
world, 'nor.doesv he look to the day when man will simply contemplatc the world as it is
without hope of overcoming the evils of life. He applauds the successes of technology over
drsease overwork and scarcrty * So he must want man to call upon nature to serve him
without thinking that he is its master. He wants to retam ,srmultaneously the hope and charity
of .Christianity and the contemplation of Greek thoUght. He wants to see ‘charity' thought
within contemplation. |

" Charity becorne mastery, .it would seem t"or Grant, will prevail until that catastrophe. '

. He does not thereby conclude that practical, meaningful measures are doomed to fail in the
" meantime. He plainly maintains that .sm'all.victories are possible; battles can be won even if
the war is increaslngly out of hand. | . |

But we need to be precise'about that which constitutes a’victory for Grantl ln his
view The good more than anything else is knowmg the good The good is not, as we pornted
out earlier, changmg the world fundamentally ‘Nor,.on the. other hand, is the good or that .
Whlch is worthy of pursurt acceptance of the way thmgs are. A quahfrcauon is required.

Phrlosophv to Grant is' the mental or spmtual union with what is, a measurmg of tradrtrons



. ' . ,’) .'/ |
against intuitions of the eternal.” The sma‘condiﬁons of life are not "what is;"™ the); are the
- temporary conditions through which we see, or are"prevented ‘from seeing the good. Thus
‘Grant says that : "Our political and economic institutions have a function which is largely |
negative - they eru'st to orevent bad things ahapoening- the schools and universitics and-
churches have the posrtrve role, they exist to stimulate the good.””’ Therefore the search for
meaning entails removrng rnhrbltmg ‘social condrtrons and promotmg assocratrons f or the
mutual pursuit of the good. as well as individual contemplation. Victories can ‘be won in
treatmg the welfare of others, and others themselves as ends. k-

"~ Grant's view, then, may be that some people tan be encouraged to see other ‘human
‘beings as mherently valuable some partrcular actions can be carried out, others prcventcd
This war can be ended, that hunger can be allev:ated There will be more war, more hunger,
vmore injustice in their place but some curtarlment of these is more worthwhrle than none.

Grant says that he "would never want to say anythmg to ,’t‘urn anybody away from
what appears to them a practical immediacy; and such immedjacies ‘as war and pollutfion,
Canadian independence and [the state of our?] cities are obvious."”* He tells those of the New
Left, (speaking "as a Canadian nationalist end as a" conser\"ative"’,’).lthat I&é cannot expect to |
change the ‘n‘ature of our society, yet "we,must not throw up our h-ands We must define our
. possible areas of mf]uence with the most careful clarrty " Strll it is difficult to see in Wthhv
areas, 1f any, Grant thmks actrve measures to produce meanmgful results will succeed. Hc,
himself certainly devotes little attentron‘ to; specifying what they mrght be. The susprcron
always lurks that Grant thinks that .the will, vrhich ‘man does not create, vrn'us.t exis{ to some "
extent first before measures can be implemented to seek and further the pubh'c pursuit of. thc
good - sornethi_ng of a "catch 22" situation. Even though Grant is not hopeful about way
out he does leave room for some small successes, however. After all, if the good exists, can it
ever be completely suppressed? His 'nnswer is no: "I am sure that we can say there is such a
thing as eternal Justrce There are therefore gorng to be those revolts and 1 think one should ‘_
I'CJO]CC in them. There are going to be revolts against the tendency towards the universal and

homogeneous state which is run by administration. " These revoits, however, cannot bc
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rationally organized in order to produoe victory - is not this one of the major thrusts of his '\

argument?

G. Qu'esttol.ls Grant raises .

Grant's writings related to nationalism and universalism' lgave us with many
questions;-’ls his. analysis of technology and meanirrg_ adequate? His concern with the
objectif ication of nature ‘has some merit, as we can see upon an even crir‘;sory consideration of -
our treatment of thephysivcal environment. Perhaps objectifying non-human nature leads to

~an inclination to objectrf y elements of human nature as well. Is this necessarily so, though?

Has not man qua man always employed some form of technology?

I

Many people have asserted and contmue to assert that there surely is }omethmg Whlch
ought to be recogmzed as human nature and that there are human quahtres which, when
developed as fully as possxble, represent the fulfillment of the rn_drvrdual. Is it really reahsttc
to fear a future in which this is not recogmzed"

- There are reasons why such a fear may be well founded. Man is changmg hrs attrtudes
towards the psychologrcal and physical drfferences between the sexes, . for example
. Psychologlcal differences are now often seen as mere products of socialization. Masculme and
f erttinine traits. .an'd maternal and paternal instincts are considered to -be ihhibiting, rather_
than funetional'."'["he sarne attitudes are evideo‘t in relation to physical differences. Male
| ; preg‘nahcy'may be a great thing, some may think -. there are no 'non-physical considerations
whtch are neceSsanly to be taken into account. (Thts is not to say that some attrtudes are not
purely convenuonal some certamly are.) Consrder also the research into the ways in which
the bram can be mampulated Whatever can be done ‘may well be done.

’ If the trend. is..indeed to fewer rrtoral restramts, however, -is secular liberalisrn to
blame? And even if it is, should this be equated with' Jiberalism as an articulated- political ( «
‘philosophy? Is the liberal creed truly responsible for an homogenizing un‘iversalism5 -

Grant does not emphasrze any impetus to umversahsm in lrberalrsm as a moral

»

1mperauve or as a logrcal outcome of the doctrine of lrberalrsm To the extent that he does
- <
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see univeISalisnl as more than a“n_rerelyv practical consequence of liberalism- in some parts of
~the world, though, he does need to account for it. This »impetu’s may well be based in a
.humanistic, quasi-religious or religi'ons sense of mission If it is, then lib'cralism may notj be so
deplorably - malevolent - both in its advocacy of umversalxsm and in its couplmg with h
natronahsm Grant could still employ the rejomder that liberal nauonahsm does not seck 1o
preserve any sxgmf 1cant dxstmctrveness. ]_3_ut would it follow that llberalnsm could not advocatc :
universalism in 's_orne domains and particularisms in others? Perhaps. Still, any admission lhal“ '
: liberalism need'not be allied uniquely with analytic, instrumental reason may open the door to
the possibility that it may accommodate passions and intuitions other than those which ‘ought
1o be manifested uniformly throughout the world. Or would it still fail to recognize the
importance of nature in and 'bey_ond man, a phenomenon necessarily and desirahly very
 variable? | | |
| Is conservatisrn trul'y' good for man? Does socialism have anything unique to say in
‘ the context of nationalism? Are particular cultures necessary for the mamtenance of religious
or moral values. which promote the good of mankmd or for the maintenance of some kmd of
belief in a given humian essence"

Grant discusses'the' meaninglessness and violence of modern life, yet he makes little
,(no'7) mention of violent acts by - and disrespect shown between - members of groups who
feel very strong attachments to their collectxvmes Can Grant successf ully 1gnorc these groups
as linguistic, racial or relrglous commumtles or nations whose peoples have succumbed o
ideological rather than traditional or phxlosophlcal perspectnves on life?

"Would Grant be better a‘dvised to support.v patriotism (if he does not)? Or is the
association of nationalism with extremism and of patriotism with moderation unwarrantcd?
What is the difference between them? B | Q »

Grant clearly presents an 1mportant challenge to natxonahsts to enucleate what good"‘ :
‘purposes if any, their nauonallsms serve - and a. challengc to- antx-natxonahsts,
.mternatronahsts or universalists to consrder whether anything 1mportant is lost in a world

“based on the McDonalds Holrday Inn "no surpnses formula -a world in whxch everythmg is

Q
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the same. everywhere. Implicit in thxs challenge is another challenge to both sides - to consider
the wisdom of, and possibilities of or limits to, consciously directing fundamental change.
- Grant, of -course, f anurs the answers provided by a tfaditionallyr c?nservative

nationalism. Should ‘he, should we favour some other kind of natidnalism, or any form of

" nationalism at all?

ro o
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Some of these formulations put forward a rather low and superficial view of what it is to be -

human," but: "These formulations must not lead to the Hermeneutical erro{ of judging the

truth of the faith from the crassness of a particular formulation.” (Technology and Empire,

p 29 footnote #4) DCSpl[e such comments it is obv1ous that ‘Grant holds the :
hberal technologxcal view, today s pubhc relxglon to be liberalism in its essence unfolded.

Hopefully this presemauon of Grant's views on‘hberalism ha§ already demonstrétéd this.

49 .Grant says in "A Critique of the New Left,” in Canada an’d RadiCal Social 'Chanée, edited

by Dimitrios Roussopoulos (Montfeal Black Rose Books 1973) p. 61, that "our g‘redteét
oblngatlon as Canadxans is to work for a’ coumry ‘which is not s:mply a satelhte of any
~empire." . - ) |

Consider ;'also his comments in ‘Grant in 'Pr'ocess (p. 10:3):' " ;m'sure that the world-wide
unii}ersal stote ;vould be a tyranny. ‘To whom am | askod 10 give 'l'oya‘lty in this ‘world-w'ide'
: oommunity"? When it cofhes down to fit. I am asked to gfve loyalty to oné of the great.
empircs.l That 1 won "F_do. They.should. be balanced off, one against the other.” | .
. ,SO'Tim'c‘as I-'I‘istory', p. 12 )

51 "Ideology in Mode;r.o Empires," p, 190. -

52 Lament, -p. 22.

S3Ibid., pp. 45-46, 47, 67. o - |
R - v ' - ’

54 Ibid., pp. 66-67. ,‘ *
. o o

55 Ibid., p. 67. See also Technology and Empire, p. 30. .. = . ¥

!
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56 Lament, P 64.

57 Ibid., p. 61. -

. 58 Lament, »p.( 70. -

:'59 Ibid., p. 59 footnote. See also pp. 55-56, and Time as History , p. 19.

EN

60 Grant equates the human gob’d with happ,iness, Lament, p. 56.

61 Grant, "N_ationalism and Rationality,” in Canadian Forum, January 1971, p. 337.

. , - |
62 Lament p. 15. Incndentally, Grant says that socialist leaders in Canada have "had no
'understandmg of the dependence -of socialism and natlonahsm in the Canadian semng Their
confused optxrmsm is seen in the fact that they have generally acted as if they were

.'left wmg alhcs of the L1bera1 party (La gr_] p. 75. See also p 55.)

63 Ibid., p. 45.

64 Technology and Empire, p. 142. .

65 Ibid., p. 132.

‘66 See: English-Speaking Justice, p. 94; Time as History, p. 52.

'

'67 See, for example: Philosophy in the Mass Age, p. 43; Lament , p. 4. .

68 Great Societies, p. 73.
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69 Ibid ., p. 76.
70 Lament, p. xii.

71 Great Societies, p. 73.

72 Technology and Empire, p. 142,

a
3

73 "An Ethic of Community,"' p. 13 Grant says here that the movement to greater
technological mastery "'can only be étopped'by war." |
" - ) . N .‘ n

" .74 Grant, "The Uses of Fref;dom', " Queen's Quarterly, winter 1955-56, p. 526.

75 See, for example: "The Uses of Freedom," p. 526; Lament, p. 94; Philosophy in the Mass

Age, | 26.

76 "Philosobhy," in Royal Commission Studies;' p 119.

77."The Minds of Men in the Afomic Age,” in Canadian Political Thought, edited by H.D.

Forbes (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1985), p. 287.
‘ 78‘GranL; "Tradition and Revolution," in Canadian Forumi.i April-May 1970, p. 93. .
79 "A Critique.of the New Left," p. S5.

80 Ibid., p. 61.

81 Grant in Process . p 144 | : , . . N



] II. Nationalism as a. Principle
o George Grant is not very precise in his treatment of the concepl of nauonahsm He
-suggests on one occasron that he considers it to be a political means intended to gain or retain
. self -rule for the purpose of f urthenng a distinctive way of life. (Since he disassociates himself
froh any notion that man might direct history he presumably is endorsing:a limited concept
of sell -determination, one which entails keeping history on its course.) But he seems 10 -
suggest more often that nationalism is‘ the feeli'ng or attachment which creates the desirc to .
use sucb political mcans, a feeling which he maintains incidentally, is inereasingly im-poss'rblc
to feel. Whrch does he consider lt to. be? . Which should we consrder it to be? Should we
consrder it to-be somethmg else? Does it have different forms? «
Everyone it seems, has a difféerent answer to the quesuon what is nationalism? |
wrsh to suggest that this is not because this is such a complex: phenomenon but, rather, largely
- because those who defme it often attempt to bring 100 much in under their umbrella: they
fail to see the' separate existence of a number of things Wthh are found in dlSCUSSlOﬂb about
the directions polities should take and the ends which they should pursue,- things which are
not necessarily related at all. ‘ : | |

.‘,

'I‘wi‘ll argue that the term "nationalism” has been applied to the idea or doctrine that
nations, as'a*general -principle have a riglit toseli -determination. Thls‘ idea is based upon an
" understanding of man as a being who by nature lives in political communities’ and who,
part, learns pohtical values through them but who also by réason and actions, and by .‘
collective chorce determrnes what these collective values wrll be The idea of nauonahsm
o therefore, is niot merely an idea of autonomy but also one of sel f-determination, and onc of -
/the self -determination of nations, i.e. the members of political communities in.a collective -
_cap'acity, but who as individuals also c‘hoose. of wb‘ich communities they are . + be mcmbers
(the optron of choosing to belong to none not truly exisung). This idea, I wxll concludc is
logically and morally supportable.! | |

Would anyone argue that the 'exbression of opinions ealling for 'self -rule indcpcndent :

X o L . » ) . i
"of outside interference is not an example of nationalism? 1 think not. The question for some

33
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1s whet’her thts nationalism is part of anything else which controls it, and whether it ,contain_s
the seeds for actions and the actiégs themselves which are unrelated to the rational pu_rsuit of
political ‘independence. But i‘f we ertamine some of the most excoriating attacks on
natronahsm even when f ocussmg on creeds of ascribed membershrp in natrons ‘we will see
that they are attacks -against. advocacy of a prmcrple of self- determmatron Efforts to
drstmgursh between "good” ‘and "bad" or western and romantic natronalrsm are ultrmately
subOrdinatedi nationalism per se is attacked. Which is to say that critics often take aim at the
very idea of self -governance by a people and not at the ways in which it would govern itself.
That is, they - onl‘y"/ appear to object ' primarily' to doctrines of attributed 'national
characteristics; their real objection is either to the idea of va right or principle of self-rule or'l B
.to the very ideéa of "national” collective decrsron -making and of natronahsm as an mstance of
: it There are, of course, other crmcs and supporters - but it is significant that criticism whrch
is so mf luentral is actually first criticism- of somethmg other than nationalism. And that it is
criticism which fails, as I mtend to show in thrs chapter |

Could it be, however, that natronahsm really is something other than a principle of
national self -determination? I will specif: ically. address this qu.estion in the two ch'a'pters which

follow. "

A, Ol;igins ot‘ the word ‘and phenomenon

| . We can trace the word nation (which obviously predates.the word nationalism)‘hack
t0."the Latin- words nasci (1o be born) and natlon (belongmg together because of place of
) brrth) o We can subsequently follow the development of 1ts ‘usage through the centunes it
. was used in ref erence to varrous groups from about the thirteenth century on. These mcluded
'umversrty s%nt groups at Paris, Aberdeen and Prague Roman Catholic great councrls
representatrves ammals monk physicians and so on, untrl the 17th and 18th centunes when
the word was apphed 10" that (eegment of the populauon pohtrcally and socrally conscrous
B property owners perhaps 3 The French Revoluuon marked a turnmg pornt The people as &

whole that is the non- rulmg classes demanded that they be recogmzed as constituting the
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‘nation, thus ending the distinction between the nation and the people.

. We can see that early usages usually made reference to self -CONSCious groups in a

position to or prone to speak on thei own behalves and that these groups Were of ten (and

increasingly) united by somethj fig other than t1€5 of blood. Many will msxsl lhough lhal the
~ most srgmfrcant step was the extensron of the term to apply to all of thc peoplc in a grvur
place. They will say that it was at this point that the word acquired its broad connotalmn
which it‘vhas had in modern times, and that this is central to the .signif icance of the term
- today. | | |

The fact is that more and. more people did become socrally 6rﬁ culturally, and -

_'polmcally conscious and active as the modern age developed The prmung press was mvcmed '
, more and more was written for the masses to read, hf e became more industrialized and urban, '
education- was opened up, mrlrtary'conscrlptron introduced, and the role of government
expanded in economic and social welfare matters. Obvrously the people were mcreasmgly‘
affected by pohtrcal decisions and became more aware of them, if not active in mf’lucncmg thc
- making of them as well. .

The natron becomes a more mclusrve concept 11 has been further argued because the
culture of the elite becomes more pamculanzed with the breakgown of the umversal culture -
due in large part, to the Reformatron and the decline of’tﬁz;se of Latin.* T/l}e elites and
mtelhgentsra pay increasing attention to vernacular languages and local cultures ~There is
something of a meeting of the few with the many.

lt is also argued that culture itself became more important. And thus you have social
‘mobrhty theories to explarn why people began to consrder their culture to be much more
meamngful and why 1t became a newly significant bond umtmg all parts of the commumty

Yet, as elaborate and convincing as they may be, explanauons of the social, cultural

' .an_d political moves ‘made which brought the masses more fully into the life of "the nation”
do not }ell us 50 much about a -Quaiitatiye change as they do about a quantitau'vc on; The -
"nation” Which they leave us with is a collection of "peob}e with a consciousness of itself?

heightened by all or some of the following: ties of _‘lan'guage. religion, ‘traditions, ;jrojCCls for
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the future, and a sensing, to some extent, that the well-being “of the indiyidual depends on the '
well-being of the community. Such_"nations" surely ,existed prior to the modern period. They
may have had fewer members, excluding the lower classses living amongst them from' any
claim of belonging;  they sometiines included everyone in their midsts (excepting only
"f orei'gners")‘howeverT They ma'y have considered themselves a "people” 'rather than a nation,
but they were only avnation with a different name,?* :
The existence of "nations” and self -cohsciouéne’ss on the part of their members;. and
the desire to ‘p'reserve or defend them, -and measures to actually -to do so, are' not truly
uniqluely'modern phcnomena. even _though the extent of national consciousness is. something
new. Should the desire, and the steps taken, to ‘pr'otect or enhance the pre-modern nations be
considered a kind of natio'nalism; then, despite the fact that the word nationaliém had no sﬁch :
connotation at the time? Should we assume, in 'oth'er WQrds..that the word nationalism as we
know it (like the word nation) can be ‘wisely n‘sed to refer back to something to which the
'word did not anp‘ly when it had a previous meaning? Or does the new meaning of the word
accompany the coming-into- bemg of somethmg Wthh dld not exist bef ore?
Anthony D Smith reports that the term natlonahsm was first employed to refer to "a-
' umon to defend the common interests of the compatnots of one of the four nauones amongv ’
the Leipzig professors"‘ Leipug University, he says had been "founded in 1409 after a
religious and scholastic dispute_ at Prague involving Bohemian and non-Bohemian nationes .
But the word may have been f: irstused ina r_nddern sense, in relationto the nation as;_a_~pe_ople
(although the original meaning is not in essence obliterated) in 1798. Anti-Jacobin French
. priest Augustin Barruel wrote about = "the revolutionary nature’ of that new 1deology,’
nationalisme (then still commonly called patnotisme) ‘he saw that it meant to overthrow
legitimate govemments whose_ claim to authority was based on divme ordinauon and/or
hereditary tights: he linked it .with _nié, to him, terrible spirit .of freemasonry and
enlightenment,b rooted in egoism.-"’ | |
Barruel would appear to- have been among those who were critical of ‘the new_'

~confidence in the power of Teason, and the belief that man-can actively partxcxpate in shapmg‘
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his future,v o_r history. He, or they-. may have vbeen responding to something which was i'ndeed
new, that is, an assertion, an idea, a principle statmg that man can and ought to conscxousl)
control hlS national destmtes and that man could claim he has a rtght to do so. Is it true
though that men had never maintained before that a people ought to be able to take stepx to
enable it to direct its own affairs? It would seem that some ;}xen had, but had they considered
this as somethin~ to which all peoples were equally entitled as a general principle? 1 do not
know: The Televant consideration, however, is 'that a signif icant number of men 'began to
speak of this "right"” which is sttll recognized by us today in assoc1au% thh he word

nattonahsm

B. Typologies of nationalism
A number of wrtters have perceived that the doctrine of nattonaltsm has comc to
advocate two very drstmct programs of actton one/ democrattc in nature, dependent upon the
idea that men should choose therr own rulers and the other authoritarian, prescnbtng that
‘men who are born into particular nations should be governed by, and m the mterests of, the
nation. - - . : ’ . .
| Hans Kohn is one of the more well-known formulators of such a two-fold typology
He speaks of a constttuttonally -based nattonahsm Wthh is based ona sharmg of values which
are expressed politically and may be held by anyone wrshmg to hold them. Membershlp in thc
- nation, on this view, is not acquired due to the possessmn of natural attrtbutes; it ’,S- acquired
by sharing common values. Th‘ese 'are'l'earned and expressed through political norms and
institutions.: The nation does not exist apart from the political community,
Kbhn coneeptualizes this. kind of nationalism as the rational nationalism of the West. -
This nationalism, he sdys, was "the product of social and political"factors," justified - "in a
rational societal conception”; it held the: commumty together "by the will of its members” or
some obltgatton of dontract ' Thrs is, or was, pnmanly a Western phenomenon as -

England and in France in the Netherlands and in Swntzerland in the Umted/States and in the

' Brmsh dominions, the rise of nattonaltsm ‘was a predo_mmantly political occurence; it was
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'p'recefied by the f ormation of the future national state, or, as in the case of the United States,
coincided with it. Outside the Western world,” in contrast, Kohnvadds, "in Central ‘and
Easrern Europe and in Asia... nalionalism there, grew in protest against and in -conﬂiCt y/ith
the exrstmg state pauem - not primarily to transform it into a people s state, but to redraw
the pohuca] boundarles m conf ormrty with ethnographic demands."

One criticism’ that ought to be taken seriously is the claim that.this dichoromy fails to
take into consideration narionalism in the developing world. somerhing qualitatively dif’ ferent..
Such nationalis_m may be considered to be unlike romantic or eastem nationalism in that no
nation exists on,-which A0s) base the nationalism - ‘lhere iS no natural grouping, onl_y the
‘amalgam of peoples united by "irlif icial" colonial 'bounda‘ries. Religion culvture language and |
race do not unite. The individual does not achieve 3 sense of identity by consrdermg hrmself
as a part of the whole This nauonahsm rs also unlike the "western” vanery because it is not -
based upon a rauonal, mdmdual rnghts,' cmzen participation, constitutional-law conception of
sOciety Rule is usually authoritarian. l |

We mxght choose to cite ev1dence of mdxvrduals in developrng countrres conducting ', A
'thexr own phrlologxcal cultural and historical research in an effort to discover some natural
common bonds - and then we mrght choose o consnder thexr natronahsm as romantrc We
' could on the other hand assert that ‘the essence of western nationalism is not concerned so
much with democratnc 1deals and Lhe extent of participation as it is with the notion of union
‘ and'm'emb'ership through some sort of political ideal or values, whatever they may be of
course in either case nomenclature could be a problem but one that is easily resolved We
could easily drop references to west, cast, democracy and so on. Or if we prefer, we could
simply recogmze the exxstence of a thlrd qualitatively dlstmct category, although specrfyrng
wnth clarrty what content it has mxght be a dif’ frcult and ultrmately unnecessary challenge. The
.':uuhty of ‘Anthony D. Smith's third version - an acuv:st . "creative” or achievement
nation_‘al‘ism. for exampl_e, is not readily,appar_ent. Is therevreall'y';omething worthy of the
name of nationalism vwhich does not "assume the existence of entities - wn.h ascnbed_‘

characlerzsucs crvr] associations or histoncal organisms, to whrch the mdrvxdual is Telated"710
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- .Smith's refashioning of Kohn's categories is more helpful. He “labels; 0h€
"voluntarist” and "organic” ideal'v-types.' "In the 'voluntarist' version,"” he says:

... you are free to enter into and opt out of any national unit, and fulfil your
obligations in return for the enjoyment of national rights. The nation-state is
conceived in the image of a civil association founded by a (primordial or recent)
contract; it .has unmediated membership and a rational-conventional basis.
Nationality is mainly a question of subjective consciousness.!! :

According to the 'organic' version, Smith says:
The individual has no meaning apart from the community of birth. Individuality is
predicated of the group. The individual can realise himself through it alone. It has a
life history, ‘it is self-generating and self-sufficient, -a seamless, mystic entity,
ascertainable through objective characteristics - of history, religion, language and
customs. Nations are 'natural’ wholes... the individual is primarily distinguidhable in
terms of his nationality, and only secondarily by social and personal traits. *?
We might be inclined to applaud such distinctions. There is a rational nationalism on ,
the one hand, and an instinctive, passion and prejudice-based nationalism on-the other.
Iﬁsuffiéiem ‘thought leads to such a conclusion. Both types of nationalism (if, indeed. both
are types of nationalism) are expressions of an abstract idea. Howard Aster makes this point,
when he contrasts communitarian nationalism (of "communitarianism") with "ideational - .
nationalism." " The latter, he says, is an invention, an idea, a product of instrumental -
- reasoning, a result of man's new-found pride in his ability to create his own'!destiny, an
ideolégy. The implication is assuredly that he sees little essential difference between' the
"western” and "eastern” types. Presumably they both engage in envisioning an ideal.‘ of the
_nation and set out to remake the world (or a part of it) in'its ifnage.’
Does Howard Aster offer a realistic, desireable alternative? His communitarianism is:

. , ) .
... the natural extension of shared meanings, values and symbols from. a given group.

or association of people to their successive generations and the maintenance of the

.structural characteristics of the original group to its generative descendents.... The

critical feature -of this' view of nationalism is that the feeling, emotional identification

or sense of belonging can only emerge from a slow process of organic growth and
“~ - natural structural extension.'* g '

It cannot be consciously cultivated. Or should not be? Or maybe, if it-is, it 6nly éppcars to be
successf u1]y cultivated and must be something else?

This type of thinking reflects a very passive attitude toward life, surprisingly, even in

. . . - ) - ¢ . . R ) .
the face of decis'ions"and actions ' ("forces”) which threaten and at. times destroy the
. T n ° ’ R B
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community so conceived. It might, at best it would seem, exhort governments to structually
maintain ri,ccision-makihg institutlons, and let them change- only by a process of slow
evolution, in addition to npossibly‘ exhorting them to estal)lish" "national” or federal institutions
t0 maintain a group of autonornous' communities, and to deal with foreign affairs. This
government would be a sort of overseer of a community of commlinities |
Anyone holdmg such a communitarian’ view must see the- sense of belongmg as the

producl of very few factors. It does not call upon the comrnumty to actively assxmrlate alter

S

or select elements of change. Old symbols, means of .commumcatmg and ways of domg thmgc
will do. New ones, and‘ the conscious political or' hon-political activities of community
members or outsiders, imposc no 'new outlooks in a natural way, or if they do, they just nrust
be accepted. Then again, if the new cr different are perceived ro be "foreign" or "ali_en" they
may presamably be rejected as such. And then this natlonalism comes to resemble the
romantic type But whether romantlc or not Aster S natl’bnallsm is essentlally conservatlve
' c}/and as such more an example of patriotism than of nationalism, as’ any s0- called conservatlve
nationalism must be, as we shall see. |
~ Aster's comments serve to clarify -two distinct approaches, one- nationalist, one not:
one in which a ’h_a'ti_onal culture is -to be conscipusly cultivaied; the other in which culture is to
be left to develop spontaneously (if we do not consider that to be a denial of the essence of
_culture!) This suggests, furthermore, that there rrlay,be two sorts of villains: those who'
coldly, dcliberately mechanically set out to mold individuals to fit in with an actual culture,
but abstracted and idealized, .and those who do the same, but differ in trying to fit in
individuals with a culture they wrsh to ongmate Thus the scorn whrch is dn'ected at those
attemptmg to create a national culture or identity where none is thought to exist. These latter
individﬂals are likcl‘y to be placed in the category of rational natjonalists
Perhaps those out to create a culture or 1denuty ought to be ridiculed. The nonon is
on a par with the 1dea of wntmg a book without first havmg somethmg to say “The means is

confused for the end. (’I'he object ought to be, mstead to communicate or concrense an idea

‘or 1deal.) But this is what we would expect,of rational naua_nahsts. Or _would we? Whereas -
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the romantic nationalisl would see culture as an end in itself, the rational n'ationalist‘ would. be
- unconcerned with "cultural matters,” we might think. But this may not be lso because he (the
rational nationalist) sees, he contemplates the relale’dnes'e of things, their causes and effects,
and usefulness for one another. An idea which makes no contact with. human experience js
not of much use. An idea, or Reason, he might say "is not so impotent as to b;ing about only
the ideal}‘the ought, and to remain in an existence outside of reality - 'who knows, where - as
something peculiar in the heads of a few people."""At least he might say so if Hegel had nol
~ already done so. But consider, too, that it may not be irrational to wish to arrange the
non‘-rational determinants of our behaviour to produce‘ logically desired results. Is it not very
rational to plan to keep certain temptations at a. minimum or to educate individuals\of their
consequences or to introduce persons to more wofthwhile alternatives? If people decide that
they wish to make. political decisions together, to live wiﬁllin .cert.ain geogr‘zlphlc f rontiefs. .is it
‘not rational to introduce activities which will draw lhem‘ togetncr in areas of non-overtly
political activity, areaé which may well s't‘rengthen or def eat political will? '
Well is thxs then the main difference between rational and romantnc nauonal:sm".
They both place a hxgh value on mtentxonal f urthermg of some culture or other but the one
. employs it as a means the other takes it to be an. end" Culture is a concern of both, reason
| and political ideas are only a preoccupation of one?. |
The disiinction ‘is not so readily observed in the practical affairs of men. Nations
which have been hailed as champions of: politics-f irst nalionalism -.have shown little a_version 10
exaltations of s:ymbols"represen'ting that which they feel they themselves are naturally a part.
They exalt political ideas and accomplishym‘ents ln all fields as‘ their ideas and
accomplishments, they develop legends with which they identify and they admire heroes, so i’t
'woold seem. because they are theif ovl/n, not because of universal ideas wllich they embody;
" they claim 'supe{iority of language. cult‘ure and way of life with pride and passion - not
. rea'son - and they claim as their own those born in the nation or fellow nationals anywherc

| no matter where in the world they hve They may restrict the hxghest office in the land 1o the

natlve born; and they cannot hve wnhout a head of state to symbohze the nation - the nation
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must be represented by one or more persons. Western nationalism apparently can be messianic
100. |

So some may argue that it is quite easy to begin with a western nationalism but after ' 14
the state has existed for a while the;ef' will be a tendenev for that nationalism to become more
. romantic’. But is it right to:say that what some individuals, or what some groups of people do, .
necessarily tells us what is imbortant' to know about an idea because some of them have at
‘some time espoused it? Might they not stray or act inconsistently? Second?ly. we need to ask
what the nature of an idea is. Does it change over time, and if it does, can we say that the
tdea is an entity with which man controls his world or must we then say that it itself is
controlled or determined? 1 cannot answer this -question here, of course, although I will say
that it strtkes me as obvious that any idea that supposedly changes and renounces some of its
earlier components is no longer the same idea but a different one. The 1mportant thing here, :
i in any event, is that nattonahsm as a principle or idea of (a right of) self determmatton is a .
constant one. Any argument clatmmg that thlS constant in fact leads to or is part of other
ideas would need to be more rigorously argued than T have ever seen it argued. luw on this
‘ later Suffice it for now to suggest that ‘there may be somethmg to be said for Aster's umtmg
of the two supposedly dtfferent,types of nationalism, as well as for’ dtstmgutshmg between )

them‘, and between them and "communitarianism."

. C. Fanciful nationalism |

It is significant that the person who is probably the most noted plnlbsophtc critic and -
analyst of nauonahsm Ehe Kedoune takes the route of claunmg that romanttc natlonahsm is
’ .the logical or at least historical outcome of the advocacy of a prmcxple. of self-detemnnatton
Yet he also seems to recognize the existence of a non- romanttc variety of nattonahsm Wthh
he does not argue evolves into somethxng else. He nonetheless Tejects both because he rejects
the collecttve 1dent1f1cat10n or proclamatlon of a common good, and the consmous Jpursuit of
it, when the publtc mterest is as well as when it is not said to include nanonal independence.

He opposes appeals to principle in politics.

“
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This might not apnear to be the case when he endorses "the .W‘hig,theory'of
nationality.” He says that in this. doctrine "what is important is that men are able to decide
freely who therr rulers shall be; 1o keep control over [hClI' acuons and to guard the rights of
‘the citizens from their roachments "15 Kedourie adds thar on thns theory as Mill 1mphes ,
identification of groups of individuals on non-political cmerra. prior to the decnsnon who
should be'included in the self -vgoverning unit, can be considered. Bur "This theory assumes
not so much that humanrty ought to be divided into national, soverexgn states, as that people
who are ahke in many things stand a better chance of making a success of representative
_ government. "¢ Besides, a corollary of this vrew supulates that the state is not to be conf med '
. to one natronahty, 1t is enriched by the presence of an admixture of them. This, Kedourie
marntalns is somethmg which "a true nationalist”. could never say. And con'sequcntly this
.doctrme is not properly consrdered a natxonahst one. Kedourle nonetheless does not cmbracc '
the rdea that members of a "multi-national™ state ought to take measures to detcrmmc lhc:r. |
own destmy. He repudlates not only what he calls nauonahsm but any idea of a principle of '.
. self- rule Kedourre in fact, -objects to the elevation of the role of the will and to the nduon ,
. ‘of autonomy - whrch are linked ‘to natronal wnlls spirits ' or characters - and Whlch pervert
politics by making it the arena of competmg prmcrples rather than interests. Kedourlc in.
- other words, -links the idea of natlonal autonomy to nouons of gnvcn ends or given
concepuons of natrons to which mdrvxduals are required to conform He thinks, presumably,
‘that nations cannot (or can no longer) pursue mdependence without proposing such nouons
: He claims that Kant started the evolution of the idea of nationalism by postulatmg
that in order to act morally, we must legislate our own morals we must determme oursclvcs 1.

.

Frchte comes next, provrdmg an answer to Kant's epxstemologrcal problem of comprehcndx 'g

the exrstence of thmgs in-themselves." He Pproposes, Kedourne says, that the world and all

c

> natugéire the product of a universal consciousness, an Ego Wthh embraccs everythmg

WN‘
Ry,

»gtself and of which everything that happens is a mamfestauon "A particular
m'& )
hce of this view," Kedoune says "is that the whole is prior to, more important and

. v

e greater than all its parts."‘9 The individual, in order to be free, to realize himself, must
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identify himself with me‘ whole. “.‘J“' A L _
Kedoune says that Herd‘er\‘ contrlbutes a new element "which combmed with the idea
of self- determn‘fatron of mdmdual fulfrlment through absorptron in the state, and of
struggle, as the essential _process both in nature and history, to -produce the doctrine of
nationalism as we now know it." ** This elemént is an attributing of, iLw_orth 10 preceding ages
and their accomplishments, not as mere preparations for the excellences of the present but for
‘thei‘r own intrinsic value; 1t is also a praising of diversity in the present. ‘Herder, K_edourie
says, calls on states to cult_ivate their unique qnalities and to avoid .the risk of identity loss
which could result from the mixing of nationalities. Schleiermacher, too, insists that God has
bestowed on each nation a s’pecial cl';racter," and task to perform.?* The resu_lt of N such -
thin'king, which is advanced by Fichte as well, is the new emphas‘is on language as a
distinguishing feature and its transfbrmation- "into a political issue for which men are ready -
to kill and extermrnate each other."?3 The mvention of the doctrine of nanonahsm is
consequently completed Kedourie concludes, - "by lrterary men who had never exercised
power and appreciated little the necessities and obligatlons gmdental to intercourse between
| states.f'“ (And so those advocating nationalism as a principle nacessarily see it in relation to.
natural linguistle groups?). | | ) |
Kedourie's conrpleted doctrine vof ‘nationalism is very uch ,charaeterized by two
things: the will and the natural existence of nations. Consider, though, that he differe%iatm
nationalism from tribalism by pointing out that the tribesman "is such by virtue of hrs ,birth, |
not- by virtue of. sell’-determination.-l’le is ‘usually ‘unaware that the des_tiny of man is
: progressive, and that he can fulfil this destiny by merging his will into the will of the tribe.f'“
Is Kedourie saying, then, that natural membership in the nation‘is not ciucial, but rather the:
will to reahze something is? - \ . : N
Mmogue claims that: "Renan 8 conclusron that the nation was ulfimately based upon'
will was, in nationahst terms, a vdefmmonal defeat” - as "Nationalist doctrine usually argues

that the state is based upon consent, but ‘that the basis of the natron must be that it is a

naturaI community nde Kedoune 400, speaks (repeatedly) about the 1mportance natJonahsts

.u-‘i - . L
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give to the‘naturalneas of individual nations‘an,d the "fact" that the vhuman race is naturally
" divided into vseparate groups by one criterion or, another. He even def ines aationalism. as a
doctrine which "holds that humamty is naturally divided into nations, that nations are known
by certain charactenstrcs which can be ascertained, and that the only legitimate type of '
government is natronall self -government "2 But note well that Kedourie clearly does not
favour: self - determmatnon according to any criterion as a matter of prmcrple He argues in-
. favour of frorners established according to the dictates of power because that is how they are

-in fact established, according to him, 'regardless of the rhetoric used to justify them. In his’

‘words:
Frontlers are estabhshed by power, and mamtamed by the constant and known
readiness to defend them by arms. It is absurd to think that prof essors. of linguistics
and collectors of folklore_can do the work of statesmen and soldiers.... academic
enquiries are used by conflicting interests to bolster their claims, and therr results'
prevail only to the extent that somebody has the power to make them prevail...
Academic research does not add a jot or a tittle to the capacity for ruling, and to
pretend otherwrse is to hide with equrvocatron what is a very clear matter n
Even though Kedourie takes aim at "romanticists" here he is making the general point
that borders are creations of power struggles, the results of the confrontations of ‘competing
interests; they are- aecomodations of some sort (i.e. determine_d by actions based on the
estimation by each side of the other side's power) in the final'analysis Itis T olly to think that
plebtscrtes ought to determine pohtrcal frontiers. Why should a plebiscite be held once and for
all (so to speak) and not regularly like elections, gtvmg a populatron a chance to change its
allegiances as well as its government? Can a vote defmmvely represent the will of the p_eople
: ' ) | : : :
- or merely reflect the relative stréngth of "conflicting propaganda or pressures or inducemcnts"
on a given day? What do ‘you do about "mixed areas"'“’ Presumably xf you give'a people the
rlght to establish its own government’ how can you not grve each group living among them
the right to self - determmatron" o ’ ’
Kedoune s views on pohtrcal frontlers are really no dlff erent than ‘his viéw of the
entire political process. He sees politics as purely the world ‘of the practlcal the domam in
whrch actrons are justified. by interest, expedtency and "the necessities of the case.”* lt is not

a world in whrch theolograns and phrlosophers ought to- meddle. 'lihe civil order to closely
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paraphrase Kedourie..‘is ultiurately incompatible with> philosophical speculation.“ One vrorks
‘out a balance axrtong interests (unless prevented from doing so by indiscrete philosophers an.d
imperceptive _ma‘sses who_ are deceived through the mass distribution\ of the‘words' of these
philosophers); the other deals with first (i.c. unnegowe) pr_inciplest 32

Ncw one has to wonder just what people with conflicting interests ccmpromise on in
the give and tuke'of politics. Is it merely their interests, -or is it instead 'the principles which
‘they see supporting thelr interests, or even the pnncxples which they see supporting the“‘
mterests of all of socrety" This is, of course, an encfmous questlon Suffice it for Dow to 'say

/
. that surely some if not all people are able to comprormse interests with an awareness that

. principles are releyant to their particular cases.. Someone opposing the establishment of a
;arbage‘dur'np near lhis neighbourhocd, for example, ,might consider trade-oyf‘f.é, but always
.YWit‘h the ideé’:‘ in mind that consideration-of such _things as rights,'cbligatious and fairness is
relevant. To euggest that the application- of prir;ciples cannot be compromised but that
"interests can is really most peculiar. To suggest,- m‘oreover.v /that' nationalists are rigid,

‘ inflexible ideblog'ues ‘,w'hoi necessarily shun conrpromise to the point of urartyrdcru and murder
s 'bizarre Conéistency "wlould reduire the asserticn that any belief or. adherence to dny
v,prmciples affectmg real- lrfe activities is just as’ hkely to produce violence and chaos. Of

course, people advocatmg prmcxples nge priority to dif ferent ones in dlfferent c1rcumstances '
they ma& also employ prmcrples as guides to reason or utrlxty and not as rules to be followed
‘unthmkmgly without exception, in any case.
To argue ‘that pohucal prmcrples like other. prmcrples can be compromrscd though,

_may be to let Kedoune base the discussion too much on his own terms. Is compromise always

or necessanly a good thing? To say that it is is to give it an endorsement which is much too
: vsweepmg* Polmcs may in large part be the art of the possible but that Wthh is possible is
certamly in larga measure deterrmned by people believing in, and argumg for and wmmng
converts to particular points of vrew Sa
Smxth counters that Kedoume s»argument assumes:

~' /:,

.. that the age precedmg nattonalrsm knew nothing of pnncrples and that its -
conflicts were srmp]y monvated by gam - temtonal economrc or political. Thrs will

PN
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“hardly do for the Wars of Religion in the 16th and and-early 17th centuries. Nor for
~ the Crusades, and the subsequent resistance to the Tusks' encrodchments in Eastern

Europe.... In.the pre-classical ancient world, most wars were undertaken to increase’

the gods power... It is merely the “content .of the prmcrples tnvokeq?Hhat has
dramatrcally changed B

~

Kedoune might reply that that 1s precrsely his - pomt tha.t‘ political 'principles have.::
subsequently provided the contemt. But it would be most strange if we were to say that
polrtrcs could be about anythmg except polmcal prmcrples somehdw envrsroned in. .any agc

3 Kedoune castrgates the French revolutronames for . mtroducmg i partrcular new

v prmcrple whrch was, he says, "to subvert all mtematronal relatrons as hrtherto known "3 that

»

. is, the principle of’ self - determrnatron whrch produced two mam consequences the domestrc

4 o 1

'_ 1nstabrlrty or states ‘which could mdefrmtely produce changmg confi 1guratrons of natrons h;ld '

the questromng %f the legrtrmacy of any government whrch did not derrve its- soverergnty from.

- the nauon - meaning that agreements with rllegrttmate governments need not be consrdered. ~

binding. The: problem wrth this argument is that it presupposes a harmony among states

>

‘before then Wthh drd not exrst Did all governments before then always regard each other .

g0vemment as legrtrmate and neveér as rllegrtrmate on any grounds whrch would lead to

-drsputes and ‘wars between ”them” And even 1f $0, Wwas there somethmg mherent in therr

relatrons that would ensure that such an harmomous arrangement would contmue” ls there

somethmg partrcularly nefarrous in self - rule in any ‘event, that precludes it as a just basis fof -

a drspute between states" Y ’

‘l

‘The curious thmg is that Kedourie does recogmze the need of a society to enuncxate

.U-a.

and perpetuate its collectrvev values His vehrcle of preferenqe for accomplnsmng thrs is .

¥
tradltron - assrsted by educatron 3 Kedourie mrght well be asked tf those taught to conf orm to

tradition are any more free than‘those' taught to conform to .some 'national will The 'kcy

~

point, though is that Kedourxe does not apprecr(ate that people might in some way establlsh
rather than conform to the natronal wrll He consequently farls to consider that there is merit
in people doing things for themselves collec‘ftrvely in the polmcal realm But there may be such

merit because people in other crrcumstances are unfamrhar wrth and/or. unconcerned about thc

needs of another group and the most approprrate solutxons to_their problems their interests ’
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may conflict, in any event. Or it may be‘simply because by doing something foryourself you
. -are living your own life and not being dependent on others, leaving to them .to develop all of.
, thei_r human capacities btrt not strivingv to do s0-yourself .'This, of course, is not the last word.
You could say that autonomy means that every single individual ‘ough't 1o be 'totallby
self -suf f icient, which it realistically cannot mean. But surely many would saythat it ought to
include political participation, that is, participation in’ decision-making by the commun_ity, ,
since thc,' community is governed by some tules. Kedourie has little use even for this. He
wntes “elsewhere that democracy "entails ' nothirig about participation.” Dernocracy -
.somethmg he favours - presumably requires only that the rule of governors is approved of by -
the governed, and that the rules must not limit mapproprratelyxthe extent of the pnvate
sphere. "“ | | |
Consider, too, that Kedourie concludes his influential book wrth the comment that the
real criterion for judging a regrme lS whether the new rulers are less corrupt and graspmg or °
more just and mercrf ul, or whether there 1s no change at all, but the corruption, the greed,
and the tyranny merely fmd victims other than those of the departed rulers.™’ He leaves no
. doubt that he thinks there is no Teason to believe that self - rule will be more likely to be more
just and less tyrannous, or that it may be inherently so in any way.;The tenor of his position
is-that it is pernicious to even think that it is. ‘ | | |
| , rhmk that this " may show why. Kedourie S0 completely drsmrsses the idea of national
self -determination: he cannot imagine the masses participating rationally in politics. And thus
he considers a focus on youth, death and violence to be intrical parts of nationalisrn." When
the masses - or anyone else for that matter - -get principles and abstract notions into.their
'heads they depart from the real world of politics which, it would seem 1s based on power,
might, and balancing of interests, things which only ~those who neglect principle can
apprecrate. |
} Kedourie's objection, and that of other writers such as Minogne, ‘th:en. might not be )
that .'nationa'lism is of the "eastern-" variety but rather that talk of principles isa prodtrct' of a

flight of fancy and. impractical (to say the least.) Yet they more or less equate eastern
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nationalism and nationalism. And thus they argue the. absurdity of a principle of

self-determination and of political participation, from the absurdity they detect in romantic

ideals. They argue for example, that notions of cultural or nauonal (or racral ) purity are
not consonant"thh reahty Drstmctrve natural attributes, if they exist, are 100 difficult to
discern, with our level of scnentlfrc knowledge to base any Judgments upon wrth any certainty
that they may be valid. Besrdes \language and culture are lrvmg, changmg thmgs the products
of a wide vanety of internal and external influences. 1t is folly to try‘ to go back to some

"objective” original There-is no reliable way'» of doing so. Imaginary crtterra musl be

: 1nvented “You cannot say, for example that one language is a dtalect another a language in

1tself w&out 1rresolvable drspute Kedourie, for example says that "German nauonaltsts.
clarmE&th‘at Dutch 1s really a dralect of German and Holland ought therefore 1o, be part of

the German nauon.--Contranwrse. Ukrainian separatists argued that-they were entitled to a .

&8

_ state on their own' because their language is different from RuSSian "3 and so on. Academic

research cannot settle such claims. But even agreement on what constrtutes a partlcular '
language does not assure the end of dnsputes Conf Tontation can then arise over issues such as
whether all speakers of one language should ,umte polmcally. whether only one language

should be spoken in a nation, and what should be done with minorities. Should they be

..forcrbly assimilated or expelled‘7 And what about those who speak the rrght language but are

not of the rlght natronalrty" Nazr Germans had "objective” crrterra 10 determme who" were

Germans but even went beyond these to try to determine who was German in spmt too.*

These writers point out, Moreover,’ that any attempt.to trace back, ancestry to a pure

type is fraught with difficulty in itself. Are not: all "races” we know of ‘amalgams of other -

races? And when we can go back no further is this not just due to the fact that we lack the

requisite historical knowledge? Besides, information about physical properties is only

information’ about physrcal properties.*! Any idea of natural frontiers is equally fanciful. Few

vS gy
commumtre§ ’lgye uniform geography What drfferenees in terrain and waterways there are

Cyedt

are sometimes obstacles and sometimes complements to the use of the natural resources at a

community's disposal. It is certain, in any event, that communities have surmounted what at

L]
-
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one time were bamers but did not remain so, due to technology
Is the mtroductlon of pnnmples into pohtxcal life, mto national pohucal life;” hereby
diScredlted" Because some of those promoting a view of thexr natlon argue ‘that it has natural

chéractenstxcs does it f ollow that an‘y vxews of a natJon as a whole must be equally 1rratlonal

oJ‘

. cxr views of natura] natnonal traits. ar;biﬁdeed necessanly 1rratxona1)" Even 1f $0, would it be a

4 R
consequence that -all prmc1ples eom;emmg -methods for govermng nations (e.g. those

" stipulating that nations ought to rule themselves)‘ are mvahd proposmons?

‘Clearly there are matters which concern nations as wholes. It;.gtakes no.sense to speak

. . . : o‘-'.:.’f e s
of a national community which is merely a diversity of professtggts, religions, cultures,

o ) !
ancestries, worldviews, etc. which are pot in some way united. Still, writers such as Kedourie
. f “ . . .

and Minogue try to rule out the cofibcleus pursuit of collective goals, including

e
sell -determination, which are not, oddly enough, the goals of only parts of the community.

" They fule out principles as guides for the_' community‘as a whole, even though some common

'understanding's are undeniably necessary, I would assert, for there to be a community, and

can and should be stated in the form of govet'ning principles which people should act upon.
They do agree, however, that nationalism is a prinCiple, ‘and that is sufficient to note for

4

now. It will remain to be seen whether nationalism is essentially or primarily "romantic."

D. Libertarian 'anti-nationalism _

Kedoune we have seen does not deny that there is a common good or a commumty

»

~ interest. He reJects arguments however that man should seek to «consciously determine- it.

(This, we shall see later, potenttally makes him an exponent of conservatism.) Some other

- writers, such as Minogue and Shafer, though, argue that the very conception of a common

good is fantastical. And vtherefore they repudiate the principle of "nationalism, vvhich is

inherently related to collective decision'-'making,‘_and anyh' positive role for government (often’

f

but the approach is one that is =strongly hmted at from time to time, m Mmogue 's book on

nauonahsm for example. ' , N

“in the same breath.) This aSsessmentis not’stated in overt 1ai$sez-‘faire or libertarian terms-

A PORERY)
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‘ Mmogue estabhshes a clear dichotomy between mdmdualxty and private mt&rests on
the one hand and the natronal interest or will on the other. Addressing the question of.
whether fascism or totathanan nauonahsm are "proper forms" -of nationalism, he remarks

that "if we were to take nationalist rhetoric seriously, we should have to conclude that it

seéms 'to be demandi

g the conditions of a totalitarian state in }/hxch nothmg is in principle
-

4

taken as 'pﬁ"‘ and beyond political recognition in the /n{terest of the nauon * The
‘ argument he develops is one in favour of mdmdualrty unhindered by thc apparatus of the.
' state, Funher evidence of this is to be fou%ﬁm his analysxs of the work of Rousscau.
Rousseau,  he says, is_ét'2 socialist who "hates rndividualism."" expounding a version of ' the
social contract which "is not an expedient by which men pursue more eff rciently the same
private interests which moved them in a state of nature.-" Rousseau promotes, Mino§U'c says,
a vision of socrety in which people sense that they are part of P community,. a commumty
", whose public good they are to will. Thrs means wxlhng the community to conf orm 1o an 1dcal
- attempting to make it someth‘mg it is not, ang hkely cannot ‘be. Taresult aecordmg Lo,
Minogue is very.li'kely to be "only frustration, especially-;n a modern world iwherein" there are'
too many monlders and not enough characters suitable f or‘moul'd"tng_.‘"“
Minogue develops his argument further when discussing'n‘ationalis'm as a means
‘chosen by a people to modernize economrcally He comments that: |
The central vice is to- beheve that natronal development is a matter of national will,
but a modern economy is built up b@usands of idividuals pursuing personal
~rather than national politics; national pment... is a by-product of individual
endeavour. Natijonal development by Will leads to events like the Russian -
collectivisation of agriculture in 1930; or the Chinese Great Leap Forward, attempts-

to annihilate time which frequently cause further delay. An associated vrce is a
disposition to take the plan for the achievement.

. And another vice is "a disposition5 to concentrate upon symbols: the passion‘ for a steelworks,
'the empty Boemg 707 on scheduled flights for the national airline, the skyscrapers in the -
desert. " It does not occur to him that he is citing ef’ forts gone awry rathcr than those eff\ orts: ;
which have re_sponded'to'legitimate ne‘eds - 01 that some "inefficiency” can be justif ied on

other than economrc grounds It probably does not occur to him, erther that seemmgly

individual achteve‘ments are often made possrble by the collective gathering or creation of

»
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material and intellectual resources, or that individual and private efforts may not always be

socially beneficial.

Boyd Shafer has a similar outlook; he also also remonstrates against the notion, which

he takes to be central to nationalism, that the whole is greater than the sum of the parts.*
+

He, also, moreover attrrbutes a srgmfrcant place to Rousseau's. general will m the spread of

3

RO
thrs idea.*” His own conclusron is tbat "the state is not a mystrcal abstractron or force above

™

and beyond the societies and mdrvrduals who constitute it, except in the fanciful minds that SO

wrll it. The state is whatever hlstoncal processes and the indiv duals (or elites, if you will)

who constnute it, make It has no bemg of its own, can create\nothing of its own."

o , _
Shafer s understandrrggof the ﬁe 1s further reve%when ‘he expresses amazement

0 IR

‘ ovr@e w;ather forecasts (&Baven to
E N '

N gnt intervened in a'
’ ‘.is possible that he is
referring to the slave-owrrers perceptrop and npthrs own - but this is far from certain)*’; but
his view is perhaps rtrost evident when lﬁj’qints out that national v'govemmer;t’s,:-anc.l nof a
Churcn or mternatlonal orgamzatron gave mdrvrduals the right to vote 51 So as wrth,
Mmogue we see a complete opposmg of prrvate to pubhc mterests and the atomxstrc view of
the individual, that is, a vrew of the mdrvrdual as self -sufficient at least apart. from the
political process. =~ N '
E. Weaknesses in opposition to ‘na_tionalism as collective choice

| The antn -collectivists” farl to realize that the nation is not only (or neoessa.nly) a

juridical mstrtutron but a commumty of values which is not somethmg new. Furthermore,

. just as the values Qf the individual are not totally innate, or. leamec_l beyond the influence of

the political society, so too are private interests made possible only by the community in

which they are pursued. Surely Miriotgue, Shafer and others would not want to suggest that in

~ the complex industrial age especially that private interests could be pursued without shared

values dictating the bounds of what is acceptable, be they simply social norms, gov'emrr_xcnt*
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regulations or léws - or without the infrastructure of exchanée (currency), transportation,
communication and so on. The question of how aetive a role government should take in
running the economy, for example, is quite a different consideration. Even a decision to
"minimize the role of "the state" is one which must be supported by the political values of the
society at large. Nonetheless, to suggest that the state (as formal institution) should, be
reduced to the role of m',ght watcnman is certainly unreal'ist‘ic (an example of mythical
thinking?) in an age of complex'imerdependence and large instituiibns truly controlled by‘o
single individuafé, and by‘ no means all individuals. | e

Someone might reply thae none of this shows that the general interest is more than the
sum of individual interests. Perhaps this is so. But it is to suggést that individual interests
may be indirect as wellb asv direet ones, and it is to suggest that individual interests may meet in
some common. ones. It*is the interest of everyone in the community what kind of edueation
your child receives, and whether you‘r factory pollutes the air. This is not- to say, though, that
the ﬂfmt‘e must educate ‘him or in a narrowly specified manner or thai’ your factory cannot
operate unless it is 100% clean; it is to say that the community has a siake regardless of thc
decision it reachee - it is still a commu‘nity decision, even if the decision is to leave such
matters to the individuals directly involved. | )

I conclude therefore that there are community or collective goods and that u is
rational to wish to have -a say in them Consequently, criticism of natipnalism as a prmcxple
 of self-determination (whxc%‘l have shown it to be, although I have not yet shown n to be
only that) cannot be sustained if it amounts to an assertion that there is no national imcrest
other than that of imagined national characteristics about which to be concerned. It 'may not
always be easy, of course; te distinguish between informed and imaginary ideas of what
~ constitutes the national interest since both sets are sets of ideae. but this is no excuse for

denying _eelf -rulebfor- if it-were, we conld only act when we could ciaim absolute knowledge
.and did not have to evaluate ideas nnless we said that we sbonld not govern ourselves using
- ideas, a matter for later consideration. As is the reléted criticiem of nationalism as a principle .

of political participation which includes participation of the incapable masses. I,caving' aside
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for the moment those two considerations, though, it is evident that nationalism should not be.
rejected on either grounds of "realism” or "liberty."”

-
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: l I thank professors Pocklington, Owram‘ and Carmichael for: recommending that I clarif y in

this paragraph what 1 _mean by "nations" and whatll think to be the relationship belwcen the

-

individual and the datlon in nauonalrsm I had srmply said originally that the idea is that

"nations have a rrght to self -determination.”

&
I e T
2 Boyd -C. Shafer, Faces of Nationalism (Ne_w York: Harcourt Brage Jovanovich, Inc., 1972),
p, 13. | o | e | e

n

R

3 Ibrd . p. 14; Snyder The Meamng of Natnonalrsm (Westport Connecucut Greenwood

- Press, 1972) p. 29.

4 See, for example, Carlton Hayes; Nationalism: A Religion (New York: ',Macmillan. l_96b),
pp. 30-37. 4

5 Naturally, we could point to tribal g?oups at any time in history, although many would
argué that real dxfferences have exrsted and do exist between these peoples and "national"
commumtres. But we canv also point to various ancient peoples./ Undoubteglly there is much
controversy over how much "national” sentiment or conscibusness exisred among ancient
peoples, and how comparable., it was to that which .we mean by the same terms today. There
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,shall' argue in the next'chapter is 5 Complication we should and can easily avoid. -

1. Nationahsm, Sentiment and Modermzatton

ls it possible to examine nauonahsm without drscussrng a rational idea of national
_.g‘u
self -determination? Some writers on nationalism see it as an idea - in part - which is on]y a

_reflection of a reality whxch is not the product of conscrous rational choice, howeve; much its

Yf*
exponents may perceive it to be-a determinant of hrstory. some simply see it as an emotional
N
response to-the historically-determined process of "modemization." These writers evaluate

g

nationalism as either a rational or irrational response to the process, that is, as a response

‘which is praiseworthy or condemnable on the basis of its acceptance or rejection of

modernization, or of universdl religious truth. We need to ask whether these commentators do

evaluate what in fact ought to be consrdered as natrdnahsm in addition to' considering the
. - ! "

‘merits of their arguments on their own terms. oo ; o ' .

1 conclude that 'attempts to equate nationalism with n.'ational sentrment ‘reli‘gious‘or
non-religious, .and attempts to explain nationalism as a reJectron.of or a yearnmg to
participate in modermty, deny essenual features of the 1dea such as its formulauon as a right
and its legmmate concern with the pontxr*ax values of commumtres and therefore fail to
adequately 1dent1f Yy, explam & evaluate nationalism. Any account of nationalism must provide

for the idea unless nationalism is simultaneously 'a number of distinct phenomena - which I

-

L 4 . * v

~ . toor

A‘._Y.Nati'onalism as religious sentiment. :

.‘ Some WTiters see natronahsm as a substitute for religion in the modern age. They take
the pomt of view (whrch Kedourre bnefly touches upon in non- emphauc agreement) that
nationalism is an expression of religious sentiment -or _yearning, frllmg the void left by the'

t}echne or rejection’ of therstrc religion. Man, accordmg to thlS line of thought, has an innate

need to devote himself to some spmtual causal agent, a Being whose existence helps him to

. makc sense out of human fortunes and mrsfortunes and out of non human life as well, a

Bemg .who gives man a purpose, namely that of servmg hrm Hrs greatness pales the

xdrosyncratxc whims of man. He is a source of emotional warmth and security, and

60
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unmortalrty In the words of Hans Koﬁn
In the new age natronallsm taking the place of religion... fulfills one great task -
giving meaning to man's life and justifying his noble and ignoble passions before
himself and history, lifting him above the loneliness and futilities of his d#ys, and
endowing the order afid power.of government without which no society can exist,
" with the majesty of true authority.!

‘ e . o - 3
‘Nationalism supplies, he says, "that emotional warmth. that intimacy of union which religion

had provided"; it re-unites "the emotional and the political forms of men's lives..."

~ Carlton Hayes also deals with nationalism as a new religion, as something-calling into -

L

play:

.. not simply the will, but tie mtellect the imagination, and the emotions. The
intellect. constructs a*: speculatrve theology or mythology of nationalism. The
1magmatton builds an unseep world around the eternal past-and the everlasting future
of one's nationality.  The efgb S arouse a joy and ecstasy in the contemplation of
the national god whg is all- good and all-protecting, a longing for his favors, a -
thankfulness for his. Renefits, a ‘fear of offendmg hlm and feelings of awe and
reverence at-the 1mmens1ty of his power and wisdom.. '

Various wnters point out that s-mce the time of the French Revolution- nationalists
have made conscious efforts. to propagate their doctrrne specif 1cally as.a new - and better -
religion, and the masses have demonstrated their acceptance of this new tcachtng by
"religiously " practising its rites and by moulding their actions according to this new sentiment
which has been so encouraged. |

It should be obvious that‘ a certa_in - value judgm'ent underlics the
nationalisrn-as-religion thesis,. namely, that'-the‘na‘tion should not be believed. in: 'either

‘because religious-type belief is irrational or because it should adhere to something other than )

’

the nation. In the latter case, the argument sometimes is that moral values should be

.P-‘
addressed by the moral authorxty of the peoplz - the Church - and not by pohucal actors In
both cases, there is an assumption that men should not’ 1dent1f y the natron as thc source of

ff ! ‘ ‘- M )
anything but a small portion of therr well bemg e

s B
. % - o

- The problem with thrs model is that “’reltgrous and nanonal tonscxousncss and

sentiment have often been very consprsuously lmked ‘and have not been two clements in a
b t
zero- sum equation. Natlonal framewprks have ol" ten sha'ped not only relrgxous practices but
\ thinking as Well, and if this is the case, then IethO}lS f‘eelmg cannot e)lplam national feeling,

P
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. ' . ! »,r.v‘
not as well as national feeling can explain the religious.:Prior to the spread of the universal

religions religion was truly "national,” that is, the procl'uct and possession of separate political
communities. Even duting the years in which the sacred authority was deemed to be superior '
to the secular realm it 1s debatable whether the geographxc areas of church authonty )
constituted polmes ina sense more than they dlsregarded them (the earthly domams of men)
If, as Shafer suggests, the Church provided law and order, ensured liberties, and met many of
the same needs tHat the state would meet, should we not con81der it to have operated as a
state (if it were, indeed, not one)?* : . o |

;t is interesting, in fact, to reflect upon the question ot‘ how sepa'r'ate the religious and
polmcal realms have ever been - 1f we con31der basic conceptions of Justxce and morality. Any
‘ stable harmonious sqnety has, at least until modern times, required an accommodatlon
between if not a compatibility of political and religious yalues among a majority of the
population, eSpecially in syst'ents which are democrat’xc and\responsive to the people.

Itis mdced no secret that politics and rehgton are often mixed. It should similarly be

es st111 do confront legislators contmually. and that then' demsmns

_ami v to} some extent create the general consensus of the communlty by
establlshmg practices which come to be accepted It 1s m fact, “unavoidable that the pohtlcal

realm will produce decnstonsthh moral import. The moral cannot be dlsassoclated from the

political. It is most appropriate, then, that the political community shi§ifl act to promote

certain moral values. To assign a moral role to therpolitical association, or to recognize that it

has one, is not to worship the nation or to argue that it, or g‘overnment.ts the source -of

-

moral or religious truth’®
kS

To f eel an attachment to the natnon moreover, because it is seen to, be a prov1der is
not necessanly to attnbute more’ to it than loglcally can be. 'iihe natmnal pohtxcal comnmmty '

simply is responszle fo uch of our matenal and non -material wellfare, and has become
#l o

’ more respons:ble ror.tt ~1n rocent centunes ‘not" because it has taken over tasks it previously.

)

dld not have, but bemuse the commumty (and by commumty here I do not mean "the

state”) has expanded the nurnber of things which it does.
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, ~ Now if nationalism causes people to respond to, or is_a response to the nation as a
creator, organizer or distributor of political v'alues"and goods nationalism is not lnherently
"other-worldly” at allj’erhaps some of the_proponents of the. nationalism-as-religion thesis
are simpl_y Te-stating the empiricist claim that only "direct” proof of relatedness can qualif v
as actual proof , all else, including notions of a '“providential" community, count'only as

. examples of irrationality. Some other exponents are theists, of course. Their argument only

Qd"tffers in suggesting that there is a non- empmcal reahty but one that is separate from this

-

world. They still see attention to some collectrve enttty such as the polmcal commumty as

1rratronal They might have taken the Kedourran route and sald that concern for the nation is

w .

“due to mxsgulded 1deas propogated by over- 1magmat1ve mtellectuals they seem o choose
instead ] reduce such concern to a matter of ill- mformed sentiment. The result seems to be
the same - a demal that a desire to preserVe or create distinct ways of (natronal) life can have

as its obJect meanmgful actions on behalf of@methmg whnch really exists.

'B. Nationalism "as irraﬁ‘onal sentiment
| There are some writers who provide an alternattve or addmonal approach and come to
the same conclusron - that concern for a natron cannot be rational and therefore such concern
must be the product of passrons uncontrolled or gone astray, although in this case nauonahsm
-is reduced toa sentrment whrch need not be considered religious in nature
This approach is 'predtcated upon -the notion that what is ratx_onal is acceptance of |
what 1s ‘natural and good namely, "modernity"” “or the pursult of technology and
rndustnahzatron and the polmcal way of life ‘which has accompamed ll.S rise in thc West.
Social, economic and political situations naturally evolve in’ response to evolving needs; the.
rational thing to do is to accept what happens (which is not considered to be’ the purposively .
g selected route of any particular mterests or nations or empires.)
Boyd Shafer, who as we have seen thmks that the idea of nattonal autonomy is a
mistaken or mythxcal_ 1dea.;also considers nattonahsm to be a sent:men,t.l an irrational feeling

of attachment. He offers several possible mal_adjustm'ent*h'ypo'theses to explain different

3

L8
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manifestations of nationalism. He notes that in war, which was been between nations since
~ 1Y

| the 18th century, mdrvnduals could fmd vent for pent-up emotxons of many kinds."* He
notes that those "who are frustrated or have had traumatic experlences . tend to blame
'others’ easily and quickly; and most- mdxvrduals, the normal and the abnormal, especially in
wartime but also in their 'normal’ vpurs_uits, are. sometim'es frustrated and the victims of -
traumatic e‘xperience and find comfort perhaps pleasure, in'-release of pent-up emotion 'in
anger‘and hate. " They blame the f orelgn devrl perhaps provrdmg us wrth "the modem versron
of the . age old behef in demons. "¢ Shaf er also throws out the poss1b1hty that unloved cluldren |
will be more mclmed to have natronahst prejudices.” ‘ ‘

He concurs, then, wrth ‘the observatJon that nauonalrsm "is not ratlonahsm and its o '
devotees will practlce its Tites without countmg the costs.” Thxs comme'nt mz,ght be. drrected' ;

’5

“toward African natrohahsts in. partncular f or seeking to set up mdependeht states wrthout the
LI
economic or human resources ‘necessary ‘to make them vrablet' But. hovv? to; e)gplamt thxs v
. R 4
1rratrona11ty‘7 Shafer does not say that these peoples are merely mxstaken in" therr Judgments
AL . B,

he suggests that they (and nattonahsts in general) are actmg from unstmct, emot;'onss feeﬂhgs ;
and passions which are maladjusted 'They are_ conscrous of and loyal to somethrng.e(a nanon) '
which does not truly exxst Psychologtcal analysrs consequently, and not exammatron of
“‘thought mcludmg thought given to the ways to act upon and further 4che pohtrcal values of

_nauons 1s required. Whereas at some earher pomt nauon states may have been logrc;al umts

W

r L g)g between peoples then bemg hmrted he marntams that the same can no' longer be
said. Technology, especially in the form of the threat. of nuélear war/ has made natlonal
soveretgnty obsolete ’ |

4 Louis Snyder who surveys literature on natronahsm from a number of drfferent
' disciplines, takes an approach sxmrlar to Shafer's. Although he makes a drstmctlon betweeh‘
good “and ev1l" forms of nauonahsm he strll seems to. wrsh to equate almost all of
nattonahsm today w1th the evrl" 'or non- Westem variety whrch has stressed the collectrve
power of a closed socrety .> it became "the foeal pomt for- mclmdual and group fears,

~ anxieties, frustrauons and aggressions. Thrs type of nanonahsm he says "is the result of '
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w. »J s
“one of the most powerful emotlons - blind, unreasomng fear It@he fruit of mental and
moral conf usron and of maladjustrnenss between thmkmg and action."

'I'he' individual" seeks security in something external toh him, not outgrowvthg the need
for authoritative guidance; the .a‘bnormally hostile yet socially attuned individual directs his
hostility where he can - at the foreigner;'he seeks to assuage his anxiety duc to the complexity
of life or thethreat of extemal (i.e, large, unfamiliar, hnco@lable) forees by making the
nation secure; he compensates. for his own feelings of inferiority by not only identil’vihg with
the nation. but also by msrstmg on 1ts superrortty - and consequently on its expansion. These
are the types of assertions that Snyder, and others sharmg srmrlar vxews make.

There are times when Snyder drscusses the neurotrc behawour of nauons” mstead of
that ‘of individuals. Still, the focus is often on that whxch mdnvnduals advocate and when il is 'v
not, the analysrs "of national conduct does follow - a similar pattern. There arc
overcompensatrons delusions and failures to accurately judge respectrve amounts of power -
there is a detachment from realtty, in other words. Evidence of this can be found in war
situations, .in, -as Orwell noted calls for self determmatlon in one part of the world and
‘denial of it in YOUI‘ own emprre" and in the demands of economic nationalists who maintain .

' that natronal economies "must bevconstructed on the basis of special endowments and
caoabilities, but at the 'same’time._.. have refused to accept fully as a matter of common sense
the ”c'orollary‘ of freedom of international trade."* These points of view are questionable; they
""arq mentroned here to illustrate Snyder's - pomt of view - namely that one kind (the |
predommant kind?) of natronahsm is devxant
| It is significant that Snyder looks not only at what natnonahsts say about the idea of
‘ natrorrs and nationalism but also at anythmg else they say or do whrch he considers to be
,‘ relevant' Natxonahsm 1s ‘in his mmd therefore, not something which can be ‘discerned f rom
f what men advocate l[ is, rather the collectron of words and deeds emanating from a feeling.
:‘j' ,Consrder hrs c&mment that rehgxons m_ their dogmas at’ least, preach tolerance,, but

a natron_ahsnr_ rewards hostlhty and aggression."” This reveals a doublt standard. He does not

" say that nationalism pre'aehes hositility or that religions reward tolerance; nationalism, and not
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religion, is to be Judged accordmg to a criterion larger than the doctrine 1tself The product of
thought, the idea rtself is subordinate. - B

Why does Snyder subordinate the idea? It may be that the idea of self-rule is
1mplausrble to him. What is plausrble what is rational, presumably, is that giich is
well-adjusted. It is non- aggressnve it is not focussing 1n the polrtrcal realm on language and

culture and other irrelevancies, it is contentment with . the amount of power actually enJoyed

(not some greater amount lusted after); itis not comparatrve or feehng threatened when real =

threats do not exist; it is recognmng where securrty, freedom and one's welfare truly are to be o

§

f ound - mcreasmgly in the world as well as in the natronal commumtres 15
4.

C. Natural vs. purposrve uatlonallsm ‘ |

Snyder s approach it tum‘s out, has much in common wrth that of Karl Deutsch -
more than merely the hope ‘that Jnat*ronallrsm: can_be,better_'understood and its future .more
aCCurately predicted by quantifying the varlOus social forces yvhic‘h converge to . entice-
individuals to 1dent1f y thetr welfare with that of a pamcular group They both thmk that man
ought to employ reason to recogmze (not deterrmne) with which assocratron of individuals

their interests lie, the size of thrs assocratron bemg estabhshed by long term trends and forces

which no mdrvxdual or set of mdtvrduals can conscrously alter of create.

. Deutscht/differs'f rom Snyder in‘.'as‘signingaitl:legitirnatei role to culture in nationalism,
although thrs may be due to the approach Deutsch" takes in defining a’ culture as something
larger tha‘h a 'lingulstic-'ethnic entity. Deutsch, rnoreover contends that it is a simple fact
(about which it would be porntless to moralrze grven 1t is a fact") that culture becomes much
more 1mportant in the modern age |
| According to Deutsch 'fB‘ehind-the *spreading of national consciousness there was at
work perhaps. a deeper. change” than t'hat takmg place in the context- of -other yalues and that
was "a -new value -assigned to. peoplef"as "they are". The {ndustml Revolutmn he says,

¥

produced repeated changes in the rmportance of drff erent cra}“ts and skills... it became rather

clear that people were more 1mportant than habits, sktlls or po'smons nie Nauonalrsm could
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also possibly be correlated "with a decrease in the deference _phid to internationally

A4

standardized culture patterns..."!” Charles Taylor says‘sorﬁething very similar.*

This idea is developed further by Ernest Gellner, who states that in modern socicties

the §t.ructure of the society and traditional roles no longer give individuals a sense of identity.

i
Y

and purp%e When people communicate they do not do so through their given positions:

when? ;n%a?écutors and contexts are all unfamiliar, the message itself must become, mtelhgnblc

r

ver understood, as was the case in traditional societies, before 11 ‘was even

. Y g , .
articulated =< those who commumcate must speak the same language, in some sensc or
other."* Mén" f"'uently perceive their own identities in thexr "cultures,” Gellner says

which is somet! g'_,' ' y carry with .them in thexr "whole style of conduct and cxpressmn no

i) "ﬂlal mche 20 But this is not to place Gellncr s outlook on nationalism
z,{ ai!‘ ;,1’,

&h (We shall see why shortly )

Now Deutsch say_s that nationalism lS "a predisposition to pay far more attention to

messages about one's own people, or to messages from its members, than to messages from or

about any other people."* This may be productive for the individual, up to a point; enabling

him to become more socially upwardly-mobile - by speaking "the -same language™ as those in
a*pé_sitioh to distribute rewards of one kind or another. The inference, 'though‘, is that the
modern world itself continually produ;s new infofihation ar.x'd_ challenges to which‘e:.ach‘
.cul'ture must provide adéquate responses and adjustrhents. To insist on keeping a culture static’
is‘not' just to fail to reach accommodations with other cultures; as it once was; it i$ now a
matter of refusing to participatevin a project of all of man, which in the natural course of
events will lead to new and larger loyalties and attachments as patterns of socia]
communication expahd.

There is in Deutsch's work a certain affinity with Ortega's remark that: "Nationalism

is always an effort in a direction opposite to that of the principle which creates nations. The

former is exclusive in tendency, the latter inclusive."??

Both Deutsch and Ortegabseem to say that man's use of. technology enables him to

transcend what were onice boundaries. To freeze the new boundaries is neither possible nor
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‘desirable if technology continues to expand. New, larger associations should be able to provide

the identity and securiiy man seeks in the culture of the collegtivity which he sees as his own.

There is, then, a..?agreemeht between ‘Deutsch and Ortega, and Snyder as well,
“concerning the manner in which ‘national. sentiinent should expand - as a product of a natural
process of expanding social communication or interaction networks (although Ortega does not
give this product or process the néme 6f -na'tionalisin'and the other two do.) Whatever it is
calleci it certainly has the character Ar 'something passive; it is not something that man creates
through his thoughts OT purposive ‘actions. Now "all three agree that conscious efforts to
counter the broeess' constitute a f brm of nationalism, ari undesiréble, harmful one.‘Deutsch :
does allow that groups of men will refuse to transfer loyalties to :wer larger associations
because of the uneven income distribu'tion among countries of the warld,”* meaning that the
poorer nations will resist gre,ater integration until the;/ begin tok indu‘ize and share in the
world's wealth on a more~equal footing. Deutsch condemns however, ¥he nationalism which
‘is determmed not merely to control universal "cultural” influences but also to exclude them.

Deutsch equates this exclusmnary outlook ‘with the aggrandizement of the will. Will,
he says? "is the ability bto inhibit, partially or wholly, any further learning....-The symbols of
- extreme will ere hardness, imperviousness, inaccessibility to any infqrmation or consideration
that might interfere with the relentless pureuit of the oilce ehosen gba_l or of a course of
action once embarked upon."** Reiterating the ideas that societies should be open to outside
inf’ luehces.'Deutsch contends that such isolationism can beebme social suicide, entailing the
. loss of tiaditions and institutions, "the loss of self-determination... the destruction of the
nation 13 Deutsch c1tes as an example of a culture "not pamcularly interested in survxval"
the "long frozen culture of ancient Sparta. "2¢

Those argumg that natwnalists are maladjusted or that a nation is suicidal in cutung
of f the oxygen of external ‘influences are argumg from a presupposition that whatever is
dominant in one part of the world should be dominant nearby, or everywhere. They seem to

be arguing, in fact, that the "mental health™ of a nation today consists of” accepting western

technological society as a complete package. It is irfelevani that nationalists may -only‘excludc :
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some types of information or.influences. What is is what is good. This may be so but it may
“be that the social vision of the west, if there is such an indivisible enlity'; is not theoest one
for mankind, or rhat no singie one is or will be best for all peoples and places. To say. that
there is sich a'single entity is, in this case, to do two things: to assert that questions about. -
political values are not valid questions or do not belong on agendas of nations; and to asserl B
.that tnere is no\inherent worth in nations deciding for themselves which ways of life they are |
| to live. | _
You may inrerject to ask whether this suff ices’ as a response to those who believe ihat
the arts speak a universal language, and who conclude, conSequently. that culture should not
be controlled at all out left to deliver its messages spontaneously wherever and however it can.
I cannot respond definitively. I do not know the whole answer. | would venture to
" say, however that it seems<that there are dlfferent levels of art and culture, Some works_
speak to all people, some speak only to those to whom the context is familiar and meaningfud.
Can there be any doubt, though, that all works are created in some particular environment,
and that it is legitimate for a people to ensure that it sees a reflection of its own values
”through some of thO;:«Wthh entertam and inform its members? It may be the nattfe of
creatmty to be spontaneous not purposwe yet is it not a great part of culture to cultivate an
apprecranon of it and to create opportunmes for its expression? (But we should aiso take care
not to define “culture" in too narrow a fashion.) o
Nationalism may well be a rejection of the uninhibited evolution of global culture. 1
can hardly find this objectionable given that it need not mean a shutting our of all oulsidcv
‘ influences nor disinterest in sl:laring with other cultures, especially since any evolving world
culture is only ever partially spontaneous in nature: it is always in part the product of human
intentions and choice. 3

A somewhat different argument is that the nation is an amfxcxal creation, imposing
umformxty on the natural sources of inspiration Wthh are the regions and their culturcs |

A

shall address this issue later.
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The nationalism-as-irrational-rejection-of -modernity thesis, in. any event, does
- contain a recognition of nationalism as a principle of self -determination which it only sees as
rooted in irrational sentiment because it includes the assessment that the passive acceptance of

historical trends is (ironically, I must say) _ra_tiorial.

4

D. Nationalism as p’roperhresimnse to modernization -

A There fs anothér discernible group ‘of_ -views on nationalism whfch doés not differ
greatly from the precedihg set of views in which a process of "modernization” is seen as
desirable. In this case, vthough, natiohalism - and ndt only f‘the fight kind® - -is seen as
eébentially a rationai (i.e. reasoned), active process of seeking membership and recognition in
the modern world community. Ndw_observer's of this;.nationg'lism,may recognize another‘ sort,
a pre-modern nationalism of &adidonal soqie;ies, but they: c;)nsider'this to be so qu'alitatively '
different that 11 can énd should be dismissed from di'scussidhs of nationalism in the modern
~ world. This is, accorging to john Plaheha;z, a mere natio‘hal cbnsciouanss, a. pride in a
~ distinctive cultural"idéntity which does not entail a desire to preserve ‘of enhance this
distinctiveness in -6rder to be seen és a worthy and independent participant in a cosmopolitan
Cllltll;re{ _ This is, m the words of Apthony Smith, the ':weak case” of "ethnocentric”
nationalism "whiE_h characteriéed the a'nf:ient (and mediéval%"fworlvd" and in which "the
“'nation’ was assumed _';6 be the centre of the woﬂd, and alone significént - .while rdund about
the ‘nations of the w'olrld". héafhen and barbarian, formed the undifferentiat;d chorus in the\k
background."?’ : |

There is much evidence to suggest that this is the case - much of the rhetoric of
nationalists speaks to the role- their particular nations do.”gan‘ or should play in the progress
or welfare of all mankind. You might even assert that German Naziism and Italian Fascism
were linked to nationaligms arising from defeat in war or 'cii;appléintment in victory, from ‘
humiliation or from the fact of being disregarded.”* The Germans and Italians wanted respect
ahd a prominent role to play on the world stage. We can look ;8 their’ declé;rétions of war to

-

see that they wished to justify their actions, aﬂg! themselves, in terms of values common to
. B 3 o
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the western world at least.”* Of course, if ~we say that they were not sincere and that, even if
they were, their visions of the world did not recognize the roles o} other peoples or the true
~nature of modern civilization, then we can question their commitment  to the progress'or
welfare of the heterogeneous human race. But we can also question whether Naznsm and
Fascism were in. fact forms of natxonahsm

‘Many of those wxdely reputed as natlonahsts have expressed hopes that thIY nations
may make better the lot of mankind. There are those who have believed that their nations
have been called upon by God to lead other nations to true belief; and to transform the world
into. something more pleasing to Him.3® There have. also been those who have considcred it the
mission of their nation to lead men in estabhshmg liberty or some other polmcal good, such
as some of the Fgench Revoluuonaries Mazzini,*! the German Klopstock 3 and the Czech
Palacky.* Others have said that certain peoples (1.e.'their own) should take up their duty to
bring their high standaros of civilization and/or political development to the rest of the world.
Among these are the Chinese Liantg Ch'i-ch'ao and the Japanese Watsuyi Tetsuro,’* the
French historian Micheiet. poet and novelist Victor Hugo, Clemegceau. the Russians
Danilevsky énd Dostoersky,f” an,d undoubtedly many more, including, propohems of Empirc

in Britain, and advocates of &

' eadership role for the United»States. But others still have
simply claimed ‘that ea | imply _offer its own contribplion, the nations of the
world creating a common ¥ Enowledge; Herder is an example.’®
- Obviously the line' STl thase Working gor the good of mankind and those seeking
to remake the world in thé image of one paniculor nation can become hazy. The distinction
between ethnocentric and outward-looking (or oai'ticipating-in-world) nationalism is not so
clear, after all. Note more importantly, however, that many recognized as nationalists havc
desired to offer to the world, not impose their hations' contributions in 4y§hich they take pride
ae 4accomplishmenzs of their own nations. Note, too, thai these coh’tt;butio‘ns have been
diverse in navture”, not éimply contributions to a monistic world project

We mnght also observe that certam nauonahsms have httle 1o do wﬁh lhe seekmg of

world mfluence - because they seek answers to apply in a partxcular context and/or because

-
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them they may simply seek to protect their own mterests The response to tlus may be that

'whatcver they say, nationalists are in fact- today Jockeymg for posmon in a universally

from this one perspecttve the nationalism of the modem secular world whose peoples share a-.

belief in progress," the world in which all 1deas are subjected to‘, the tests of reason and

"

observation,” a world in which "a new type of education” replaces precedent and myth and

»

_custom by the habn of crmcal enquiry, techmcal efficiency and prof ess:onal expertise."

1 shall take Smith, Plamenatz and Gellner to be representatrve of tlus approach They

to varying degrees take natronahsm to be a rejection of tradition and a hberatron of the

mdwxdual. ,They see natronahsm.not as a substitute for rehgron and custom but rather as an .

i _overcommg of them as- man moves from myth and superstmon and primitive. 1nst1ncts to

Oy

reason and technology Natlonahsm may confer "dignity and solidarity” and resolve "the

/
crises of authorrty. 1dent1ty. scarcrty and meamng whrch occur as a result .of dissatisfaction

,w:th tradmonal answers" but that is not to say that nationalism is a religion, accordmg tu

du \

them Natlonalrsm awmth says, addresses new problems:

‘ -

“of the old ways"“Natronahst rule may. be even more drctatonal and oppressrve polrtrcally than

especrally those of development and further its answérs if not as all- embracmg

i as thgse of the older world-images, -make up fer this lack of comprehensive sweep

and profundlty by" an immediacy and potency which is admirably adapted to the
thxs worldly one tions and concerns of the present age.’? ‘

/ Nauonahsm consequently, rs ‘seen as a freemg of the mdrvrdual from the constramts

nauonahsts

_ world" The answer supposedly t‘s srmple "l‘he weaker and poorer the unwestemlsed peoples

Stnve to. estabhsh. _ffers new. kmds of opportumty and destroys old R'pes of

.individual a wider choice of* occupations, and it weakens the

they seek only-to secure a say in the determination ‘of solutions to world issues which affect

the maker of his own career, hxs own place in society.... He learns that explanations

- vary, and that some are better than others. The very 1dea that men_can deliberately .

change their ways of doing and thinking is hberatmg. even where the mmators of the
*change are harsh'and, oppresswe. 0 ‘

The quesnon must be asked, why must any socrety adopt the ethos of the modem

-~ . o Ty
o> S e - . .

i:’j ]

“him.... He is enicouraged to be ambitious, to see himself as™

'3

'the rule it . replaces yet, Plamenatz affrrms the new order Wthh developrng world\
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could not have cut _themselves off from outside influences.... These p?:oples have all been
ei_ther invaded or intn{éled‘upon; they have had to choose betweén submission and imitation,
and they have chosen to imitate,” Plamenatz says.4 ’

"And yet, on thxs view, nanonahsm does not mean snmplx embracing a umversal
_culture it means retammg or creatmg a parucular nauonal sub-culture. And this sub cullurc
has much the same form as the traditional culture. Language, ethmcxty. customs, perhaps

4

even rehglon are salient. They are in fact, more lmportam that they were in pre-modern

society, as noted prevxously_ (in" reference to posNJons taken by Deutsch and Gellncr). And
“this is even spoken of approvingly‘(although not by Deutsch and others sharﬁg the 'vicws

discussed in the previous section).LThis is because they are seen as cssentialvl‘y meaningless in

themselves; unlike in .the 'past they are mere converiences, vehicles for dif ferentialing

populations. They do not haye anything unique to say about life in general - for themselvcs'
or for mankind.

Gellner says that: "The self -image of nationalism involves the stress of folk, f olkiore
popular culture etc In fact nauonahsm becomes important precxsely -wheén these Lhmgs~
become amf icial. Genumc peasants or tribesmen, howex&prof icient at folk - dancmg do noL
generally make good nationalists."*? Natlonahsm is called upon when mdusmahzauon or thc

effects of modernization are felt unevenly and this causés unhappiness because the new ways

[— -

o are. desxred "This,"” Gellner tells us "ig where culture, plgmentauon etc. become-xmportam
they prov1de means of exclusnon for the benefit of the pr1v1leged and a means’ of
identification, etc., for the underpnvnleged “The 1mportant thmg is not so much who is ahkc’.

*

", or "the awakemng of nations to self -consciousness”; it is, instead, _1dent1‘f ymg avdversancs and’
L f'the'unifying of those who vsee'the'same foe‘phindering their interests or who are jointly
excluded by them.*’ Concern" for 'local culture is "'more or less spuri"ous "

Nauonahty on thxs view is thus some’thmg selected ona pragmanc basxs "Mcn do not
in general become nanonahsts from senument or sentimentality, atav1suc or not, well-based -
“or myth- founded Geilner $ays; . "they become nauonalxsts through genumc objecuvc

- "pracﬂcal necessxty, hbwever obscurely recogmsed nas And SO mdivxduals can change nauonalny

<
s
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Many, many pcople. in fact, learn new languages Aand adopt new cultures - when
moving to new lands of opportunity or when trying to.advance mmrxed societies without
cha_ngingylocations? But is it accurate to state thay this illustrates what nationalism is? Is”
nationalism a concern with using culture for, material gain? Is it not, instead, linked with a
concern f or promoting or preserving a way of life, rather than with the shopping aiound for
“one, or latching onto one because it promrses ‘greater fmanc1a1 ,retum” On the view sbeing
| consndered here, moral and pohtlcal values, and ideas used to change or maintain social
'artan\gements' to be in accord with thern are largely ignored. The unfolding of the modern,
scnenttf ic world is taken as a grven ‘deas and actrvmes are produced by the actual amount of
progress along the continuum of "progress.” Ideas may contrrbute to the direction of some

actions but do not “alter the general pattern. Ideas reflect more than they determine soc1al

circumstances.
DI -

* C ) . L )
B . ) . ‘ )
E. Hayes' evolved idea of nationalism ' -

Carlton J. Hayes, whose work on nationalism is very influential, primarily due to his
formulation of ""inte'g_ral nationalism,” does. something similar (to what the previous writers

~do) in a book in which he proposes to treat nationalism "as a body of doctrines, as a political

philosophyY | and to discuss the ‘successive schools o'f. nationalist thought which have had

important popuiar folloWing's "*¢ He ends up discussing v'arious.types of 'nationalis'm 'Which he
categorizes accordmg’ to the type of behavrour he percerves to be associated with them. He .
does not s1mply say ‘that rdeas change reflectmg c1rcumstance he thkes nationalism o be the |

" behavnour or’ so_rnethmg underlymg it as much as an 1deology,or phrlosophy, if not

_ consrderably more so. ’_ : ‘ . . N

’

Hayis traces what - he consrders to bc the evolutron of natlonahsm from the. -

¢

‘ humamtanan to Jacobm tradxtronal hberal and finally to mtegral form. L oo ‘ .

’

-+~ The final f orm produces pohcres whrch place natronal interests and the preservatron qf

g the mtegrrty of the natron of 1ts character above all else They seek mc‘reasmg power and

1 v
L]
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fﬁya
of the nation, somethrng greater than the sum of its parts

dominance in the world and the sacnfice of the mdrvrdual and his liberties to the highcr good

. : , J
The wntings of _;rntegr_al nationalism - theorists, such as Maurras, Taine, and Barres,

were of no small account in causing its rise, according to Hayes. But liberal and traditional .

' nationalisms, and Auguste Comte who proclaimed force as the basis of polmcal orgamaauon

played major roks as well in bringing it about."’ Yet it was not a matter of various ideas

comrng together to produce a new idea. For, in Hayes account, ideas and events combmed 10

bring about somethmg other than an artrculated vision. Hayes states exphcrtly that he does
not d"efrive‘ "the teachings of integra] nationalism from the °tudy of a few theorists but;
rather from the observation of hard«co,ld facts .in the contemporary world."" Cons:dcrcd
along with “his statement that the philosophers of nationalism (not “just of the integral"
Aform) "did net make its vogue.. They Amerely expressed and gave some emphasis and
guidance to it,""_it would appear that he is treating nationalism as something of the sort of a

moving principle which is made manifest, not in the articulation of ideas as much-: as in the

N

nature of actrons And these actions exhibit an acceptance of a particular [ undamental-

understandmg of national life. It is by and large histoncally determmed

L

The merit of Hayes position is that it pomts ou&the interaction of ‘ideas and the

concrete world of expenence The most questionable aspect is his treatment of nationalism

Al °

“here as a umty of ideas and practrces at any given time, however inconsistent they may be.

\‘

‘Per} Bkeal ', t-ion' could be removed by the droppmg of labels when they no ‘longer apply

acceptable if he' were to no longer refer to it as such when it is no longer liberal. But is he

talking about something that--remains‘ in’ fact the same thing but takes on a new form,

.'.' say about "liberal nationahsm " for example could possibly be made'

et

'reflectrng a spirit or general disposmon perhaps" Or is he talkmg about quite dif fe erent thmgs" ;

v

about competmg 1d‘eas" about ideas- and unrelated passrons and actions?

L ) R
[l
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‘% Hayes, like Kedoune has taken the tdea of national self- determmatlon and observed a

. o

K

successron of rdeas with which it has been coupled that 1s a numlg{ of ideas which have

been cspoused simultaneously by hlstorxcal actors. He may have succeeded in 1dentrfymg thejr
3

thoughts and actions, and the religious nature of some: of therr sentlments (in . another work,

nqted earher) but what he - hke Kedourie - does not do 1s to show that these addmonal ideas

. and behavrours have anything inherently to do with the notron of national self -rule.

‘ The same can be said about the nationalism ,-as-favourablefresponse-to-modernizati'on

theorists. They may look to some advocates of ‘national independence who lndeed wish to be

~

recognized on the world stage but fail to appreciate that neither a desire to be recognized nor

"a_desire to improve material standards of living means that interest in "development™ is all

tha_t nationalism is concerned with, or even that it is primarily concemed" m economic
growth Natronahsm as I shall argue more fully in the next chapter, does entail a concern
with political values and autonomy - not as mere means, but as ends

w . .
When a provmcral premxer delrghts in the opportumty to aét on the federal stage’ he .

does not, of necessxty, exhrbrt a desrre to make his provrnce more like the most - powerfult.r '

dprovmce or provmces{ He may well wrsh srmply to 1mp1‘ess his own voters and defend their

own mterests - as the cmzens of his province perceive them Srmrlarly, natronal leaders
seekmg recognition for therr nations on the world stage may ha\le no desrre for mtegratron or,

: ¥
lessened independence in the long term

‘Attempts to portray the 1dea o? self - rule (let alone the idea of -a right to self - -rule) as

", an artnculatron of a passtvely felt need due to evolvmg hxstoncal c1rcumstances do not succeed.
. Lmkéges between the xdea and senuments rehgrous or otherwrse fail to ‘eStablish- the

B "dependence of the former on the latter It " is even conoervable (although unhkely) that .

&

' someone supportmg the 1dea Ol‘ natro.talrsm would feal no sentiment, toward hrs own or any'

-

..other nauon And thus cntrques of nanonahsm (as a pnncrple of self* determmatmn) as a,

’A"
proper or 1mproper expressron of hrstoncally detenmned sentlmehts and psychologrcal nwds

-miss the mark If- natronahsm is not denved from such passrons tlren we perhaps ‘can no |

- ' ’ ’ oo \ s
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~ longer say that it is susceptible to the dangers of the pass_fons unéontrolicd. such as aggression
and expansionism. But is not" ad,vbcacy of  self -rule tied to such tﬁings as lpatriotism.
ct;euvinism, racism, imperialism, and militarism? Perhai)s this idea should not be lreatcdq
sei)arately; but'bnly as a part of ﬁationaﬁsm. Or maybe nationalisni should, after all, bc
.cons1dered to be somethmg other than the 1dea something such as- national senlnmcm from -

whlch the 1dea may or may not arise. N

1 W1ll argue in the next chapter that nationalism is indeed a principle of

self-determination  (of moral and polmcal values, or otherwise put, of ways of hfc) which 1s
PR 3

a- rational response to the rational desire of polmcal communities to control thelr own

destmles



S Ibid., p.352. . s

8 Sec Ibid., pp. 281, 301. R

. ) ,
\ -~

o T | B

- 1 Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism (New York: Macmillan Co., 1956),-pp. 574-575.

2 Ibid., p. 188. o | g, . | S

{
[N

3 Hayes, The Historical Evolution of Modern Nationalism (New York: Macmillan Co., .

1959), p. 164. * *

4Shaf er, Faces of Nationalism (New York: Harcourt B'race‘JovanowA/ich, Inc., 1972), p. 345, )
: 3

6 Ibid., pp. 354-355."
7Ibid ., p. 194
9 See Ibid.. pp. 369-370. y o

10 Loujxs‘_ L. Snyder, The Méanin&of Nationalism (We‘s‘tpor;, Connecticut: Gfeenw‘ood Press,

L 1mpl97.

11 Ibid., pp. 96-98. o I '
IZM. P99 o e .:\ e "T . . . .
Blbd.p 1 e



14 Jbid., p. 103"

15 See Ibid., p. 198.

16 Karl W. Deutsch Natxonahsm and Socxal Commumcauon\(Cambrndgc Massachusetts:

MlT Press 1966) p. 179 Itahcs in- orrgmal T

.17 Ibid ."p. 180.

N

‘ '.-18 Charles ’Ta&lor | "Why Do Natlons Have to Become States?" in- Phxlosophcrs l,ook al

>>Canad;an Confederénon (Montreal Canadxan Philosophical Assoctauon 1979) pp 22 24,

LY
»

-

19 _G"el‘lner,,”l‘fhought and Change (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1964), p. 155. |

Bl

.20 Ibid.; p. 157.

v
¥

- 21Deutsch Politics and Government (Boston: Houghtbn Mifflin Co., 1970), p.: 80.

22 'O‘rvtggé y ':Gass‘et', The Revolt of the Masses'(New Yo'rk: W.W. Norton .& Co., 1960). p.

P -

23 Deutsch, Nationalism and Socﬁ(ﬁb%?ﬂixhicalioﬂ, Vp‘. 191.

24 Ibid'., pp. i77, 182.

L : ) : ’ o . » ‘ : ’

<25 1bid.. p. 184.
_ ‘ Lo - S ,
26 Ibid.. pp. 160-161. Deutsch also points to'Nazi Germany, where the will was lauded - in

[



80

; e
J

the propaganda f: ilm "The Triumph of the Will," and in thé selectidrf of der blanke Wille as a

y

topic in Nazr poetry, and of Wille und Macht, as "the utle of the. oﬁrcral organ of the Hitler
IJ
Youth Movement."” ]bid., p. 182.

© 27 Smith, Theories of Nationalism (New York: Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 159-160.

- \
&

-:28 Sce Plamenatz "Two Types of Nanonalrsm in Nationalism: The Nature and Evolution

' 'of an Idea edited by Eugene Kamenka (!.,ondon Edward Arnold Ltd 1973) p. 29.

v“. \H

729 See Leonard Doobv, Patr.iotilsrnfand' Nationalism: Their Psychological Foundations { New
- . /3 , B H - . i

Haven: Yale Uni\/érsity ‘Pﬂrg_ss: 1964), .pp. 213+220.
‘ ) ‘\‘ R T .
30, Luis de Leon, for example, proclaimed. in the 1500s that the Spanish, whether or not

f orluitorrsiy, ,weré a predestined people; Crom ‘,.1 declared in the mid.416005 that the English

were ."a people that have had a stamp upon th . from God"; New England colonists called
'therr land. the new Israel, and -considered themsgves a Chosen People the Second Inaugural

\ Address of the Umtcd States on March 4th 1805 stated that God had "led our forefathers, as |

Israel of old, . from.their native land, and planted them i }ountry ﬂowmg with all the

necessanes and comforts of hfe " (Kohn, _The idea of Na . pp. 153, v176,'269. 309.)

‘Mazzini and Dos;oyevsky made-srmrlar claurrs. .(See Shaf er,:; K Nationalism, p. 315.) R

[o

31 ‘See: Shafer, Fnccs of _Nationalism, pp. 252, 31S; Haym, The Historical Evolation of

“Modern Nationéiism..vp._‘_IS_S.J ’
| P

32 Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism. p. 419.

’

1

33ibid. p. 60, -



34 Shafer, Faces of Nationalism, p. 287. A

35 Ibid., p. 155

36 Kohn, The Idea of Nationalism, p. 443, . £

r

37'Smith, Theories of Nationalisfn, pp. 87-88. Although Smith does not égrcc completely with

modernization theories, he does seem to agree in general with the assertion that thc modern .

‘world forms an 1dennf1able whole which is qualxtalnvely different f rom the more dwcrsc

tradmonal tlmes and places. Eoeel T
. ’ v . e . Y
a9
Lo
i n LI

38 Ibid., p. 107.

39 Ibid., p. 108.

40 Plamenatz, "Two Types of Nationalism," p. 35. m‘“
41 Ibid., p. 34. R

T P
42 Gellner, Thought and Change, p. 162.
431bid.. p. 168.
“ibid.p . LT )
45 Ibid.. p. 160. .

, SN

46 Hay_cs’.. The Historical I::miulion oT Mo‘:i@:m Nationalism; p. Vi S ’ PR

P
L



47 Ibid., pp. 171-173.
48 Ibid%, p. 166.

49 Ibid., p. 290.

C &

,5‘;.:‘..

BN

o
oy

82



'IV. Nationalism in general: A Moral Evaluation
We have seen that nationalism is often thought to be either unreasonable, illogical
and/or inappii')priate. that is, evidence of psychological maladjustment. on the one hand, or
evidence of a rational realization of where one 's interests lie in a monolithic modern world on‘
the other. Sometimes the remedy proposed (if omne is needed) is more realism, a, more
pragmatic, compromising approa'ch one dwelling on real and identifiable concrete intercstc.

- Other times 1t is more scientific reason, the overcoming of indigenous cultures and religions
and the acceptance of the modern way of life. And still other times it is at least strongly
implied that nationalism should be defeated by a return to universal religious or humanitarian
values. | | |

Some of the posmons are clearly infiuenced by preoccupations with wars which have

Jbeen seen to be nationalist such as the Two- World Wars; with the threat of a global nuclear-
/%st; or‘With the proliferation of nation-states and of independence movements secking
the . establishment 'of even more states, even though their economic viability seems

U"'

ques&ionable Nationalism is presumed to be, in such cases, something bad, and generally new
andu 10 pe put behind us. It may or may not be seen as pe*vaswe
f Those writing favourably about nationalism (at least those discussed hcre) tcnd Lo see
nationalism as widespread; they pay little attention to the alleged horrors which do oy
allegedly threaten to accompany it. They seem tolthink that the world is progressing on thc
whole there is little to do except to (md*ipur place in it whether or not that means activcl% B
seeking to preserve distinctive nationalities But none of these writers attaches any true')
SignificanCe to distinctiveness And 5o the nationalism they support is one of -the two kmds of
liberal nationalism which Grant thinks is (or allows to be) still posmble ‘
1 argued in my discussion of the positions taken by Minogue Shafer and Kedourie .
that they are mistaken in their assertions about the nature of politics "The polittcal association
is not merely a forum for’ the settlement of competing private claims or the centre of power

which can be captur&d by. ideologues who fool themselves into thmkmg that the people's

resources can b€ made to serve some mythical entity which exnsts above all'privat&. interests,
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The polm@l assocratxon is the means used to arrive at and c:;rovrde the institutional structure
for ensurmg the orderly followmg of a consensus of social values it provides the framework
permitting the pursuit of prrvate mterests It may be that some people wield political power .
thinking that they are servmg the interests whrch are not those of concrete individuals; it is
also certamly true that the mterests of private partres are sométtmes medrated vhthout thelr

_ resolutron bemg a direct concern' of the commumty as a whole. And it is unden}ahle that -
much of polmcs has little to do with attempts to persuade crtrzens of .the reasonaﬁiness of
keeping or adoptmg standards of justice or the need to act in accordance wrthwthem Yet ‘man
is undeniably a rational political ammal in the sense which Anstotle outlines (whethe or not
he is only or pnmarlly that .is not at issue here); man does use speech to 1nd1cate wiiyt is

- right and what is wrong," what -is good and evil, Just and unjust. He does need and

morals if he is to be civilized, if he is to be man, that is.! And so 1t is at the very least.

Ve

posstble that drscussron of the fundamental rules of a socxety will mclude talk of preserving or
'changmg those ruies and debate about to whom posmve law 1ncorporatrng those rules should
apply Now we have seen that at least a part of. nationalism is treated as the doctrine that
nations have a right to determme their own destinies. Some cntlcs and proponents have
attempted tQ portray the doctrine as incomplete until it is declared that they must determme
- themselves in accord wrth somethmg that is pre- determmed such as the national ”wrll" (i.e.
cha.racter) or even moderm‘t"y These attempts have been shown to be unsuccessf ut however
o
. Natronahsm is more a pre- occupatron with autonomy (whrch Kedoune does not
recogmze as havmg any value) than with whatever we mrght mean by the will. Nattonahsm
'.supposes that 1) there is somethmg good ‘about people domg thmgs for themselves in being
autonomous and 2) benng autonomous may involve 1dent1fy1ng yourself with others who face
similar challenges and with whom you work out agreed bases for response to them rather than
with groups ol' dtssnmﬂar others whose responses are mappropnate to the context.
ll‘ someone should counter that nationalism is ‘concerned wnth ‘autonomy of the wnll

.that 1s wrth a fixation on the blmd pursuit of goals etched m storu: .lt should be suffi xcxent to

pomt out that the concept of the will need not be opposed 1o reason but ma¥ even recognize

-

by
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it. Will has ‘to do with a determinatiorl to make happen unimpeded’ by irrelevancies. The
qualitlyzof the goal (which is not at all necessarily pre-determined) may be questioned, of
course, but this is not a problem pechliar to either the notion of wiil or of autonomy.

| Nationalism is concerned, when all is said and done, with. the rational calculation of

i
means to ensure self-determination 1tself and the preservation or creation of a rationally

ol

determined self -definition, however consciousty articulated it may or may not be.
. : . s :

A Nationalism and patriotism - R . ’

i N - : . | . >- . ‘
If nationalism is an idea, a*product of the rational mind, can we limit it to that? Is

_ 'some emotional attachmest, is some sense of loyalty a part of natronahsm if not nauonahsm
~  -in its fullest sense" Or do we not even have to be a member of a nation seekmg lo mamlam ’

or mcrease self rule 1n order to be a. natlonalxst" There are’ those who affi irm that not only do

e -

’.Q we have to be patronally self -conscious but we. must f eel patriotic as well _in order to _qualify

as a nationalist Carlton Hayes defines nationalism "as a fusron of patriousm wnth a

" <
consciousness of nationality."? Other writers would seem to concur when they use the words

nationalism and patrrotrsm mterchangeably, taking. the two phenomena to be almost if .not
exactly identical in our day.’ I would object instantly that ‘patriotism need not include the
assertion of a doctrine of autonomy, even when patriots ar¢ nationally conscious. But can '

- ' ~ ' : ) . - . . y . ) . . . ) !. v ’ . .
% -+ . someone be nationalistic without being patriotic? How dependent is nationalism on

patriotism? To answer these questions we mus't say what patrietism is.
: - Patriotism is very often defined as love of one's country, Thxs seemmgly sxmplc
el def mmfm is problemaue What is one's coumry" What does lovmg one's country mean”

X ;{, »_.‘ ‘Hans Kohn clarms that the meamng of pamoUSm changed - in the elg'hteemh century.
> He says that patriotism had become love of fatherland as "an 1dea] rather than a geographrc
concept,” an xdeal of liberty, enlightenment and good governmem Then | m France and in 1he '
United States the word gained the new 1mphcanons of nauonal exclusiveness and thmkmg n

§

eommon " Now it seems 10 me- that whether or not pamousm came to have, thcse

[

;mphumons and whether or not it had becomc to some persons love of an ideal, he is really

v
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o fftalkmg about quite LY dtfferent phenomenon than the one whtch he agrees preceded i, and
1 :one that is qmte dtffere from the phenomenon whrch we know today u does not make .
sense consequently. to r{mkve love of place from the notion of patrrottsm If it dld then an’ |
Tt mdmdual or a group of persons could -be patrtottc by adhermg to an 1dea Whlch they cou‘ld
. take anywhere But we do not and cannot call a wrllmgly self - cxtled person; who leaves hts
,countsy for reasons other than fear a patrtot Now take the person who ‘remams in hts land -
. and drsltkes*cfus government He, if he is patnottc erther obeys it anyway because it has
developed out of the land from whrch he also comes and. therefore consrders ‘it pref erable 10" |
forergn rule or he opposes tt because at is not worthy of the land and tge people whtch it
ggvems A person who loves his’ nattve or adopted - country. therefore cannot simply love
’ the sorl and be mdrfferent to its . goverrjlment - but that does not mean that l'eelmgs on ‘. -
govemment are rnore rmportant Stmrlarly patrtottsm is not pvnanly about people for 1f 1t
. %& - T were: then patnots could surrender land as lor;ﬁ as they had somewhere else to go Is it not
L patrtottsm love of country that k\)s an lan Smith m Ztmbabwe and Palcsttmans and lsrachs
tommrtted‘to parttcular p’atches of land" : ~’—” D ' _' o S ~ .
CXf patnotrsm is love of a place (and of the people and mstttutions whrch belong wrth
o ‘ tt) how does this natural ‘emotion mamfest 1tself ? References are often made to- prtdb whtch

°

, taken in places m the accomphshments of fellow citizens, and in mstttuttons and to
L _J
loyaltty to the constttutton and a w1llmgness fo ac to prescrve even unto death thc country
>~

and 1ts way of hfe If we accept these (or. somethmg srmtlar 10 them) as features of -
patnotrsm‘ﬂas we should We may suspect état there is. lrttle to dtsttngursh it f rom nattonahsm 7

Hayes suggests that"tratmng people to love and- become loyal to unf amtltar nattonal places ar{d

Vv

persons as well as- those famthar ones is all that ll. takes to convert patnottc f eltne loyalty o -
wlades and canme loyalty to persons mto nattonaltsm ¢ lf it were not for my tnsnstance that

: '__nattonaltsm is an idea in the form of a pnncnple could I agree" , ol pe -~
There are reasons better and worse for clarmmg that even if ‘patrlottsm were\constmcd i B
'as a pnncrple it should strll be drsttngutshed from nattortal\sm Thc worse ones belong to those '

who ‘wish to pratse patnottsm as benign and noble and casttgatc nattonaltsm . xmplxcttly or



exphcrtly as’ the embodrment of prejudrce. paranora. hatred and aggressron -

- Kedourie says that pamousm is "affectlon for one 's couhtry or one 's group, loyalty

-’to its mstitutrons ‘3nd zeal for its defence Those who’recommend loyalty to Bntrsh or .

€

' Amencan msntutrons for the most pan sh ld not be consrdered natronahsts consequently,=. it

-

' but patrcots (if not xenophobes )’ Cnck makes the sa.rne argument in relatron ) the Umted\ -

-ngdom Canada the Umted States and other countrres ' Now 1f we say bemg loyal means .

being obedlent to the edrcts of . those controlhng our cduntry s institutions, especrally'm

mteractxon with’ other cOuntrres if we say along wrth Stephen Decatur "Our country' In her I

,mtercourse thh forergn nanons may she always be in the right; but our country nght or
- wrong,"’ then we w1ll not be talkmg abo»t natlonahsm but possxbly about patnousm

_(possrbly, beCause 1 wdbld agam wish to’ argue that. true patnotrsm may mvolve reJectmg the

o

' declsrons of our rulers) But 1f we take the concept of* loyalty to mean ‘that the people of a;

natron ought to work to ensure that they deterrmne the nat‘are of therr mstrtutrons in. the
$ .

f uture and 0 should every people then we pass into the domam of natr alrsm

Qnterestmgly enough if we do take patrrotrsrn to mclude a kx of .bhnd obedience.

‘ requmng us to go along wrth the state of affaits as they are bequeath to us,- as Minogue

: ;seems to do when he 'says that natronallsts unhke patnots do~not love their c0untry but their

-

- vis:ons of what they woul’d hke it to be 10. then it becomes the patrrot who is the one exactmgj ‘

: conformtty from the rndrvrdual cmzen and who also. ralls agarnst the mtrusron of foreign - -

' »"mf’luences Thts would contradrct the clElm that natronallsm "is 1nsp1red by opgosrtlon or

A

aversron to persons and thmgs whrch are strange or unmtelhgrble

l hesrtate to accept suc}r a perspectrve@on patnousm however If it basrcally consists -

ol‘ a love of place and of the people am{mstf utrons Wthh seem to belong there then that
love should be large enough to allow for the u _ of reason to help dectde what is benefrcral for
the country Indeed patnousm would seem to mclude the obhgatron on the part of all those_‘ :
capable of reasomng to see that common decxsrons are good for the land and 1ts people But
tlns hardly separates patnotxsm from nauonahsrg" A natronahst would nghtly marntam that'
all of the’ ln,dtvxdual_s composing a.peopl_e govermng 1tself are responsrble for the existence of
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'-the values whrch they share and the manner in whtch they are expressed in acuon ’ Al
% L Where then do the dtfferenoes he" A nauonahst valumg,.dtstmctxveness of peoples.

'_would also value dtfferent lands and tradrtrons which have. created that dtsnncttvenesst ' |
Although_hts emphasrs would be dtfferent therefore (betng placed on. hun'tgn values rather |
: than on places) he would strll be a patnot as well in all hkelthood Someone mtght wrsh to'_i |

: mterJect that T am . mrssmg the most oerous dtfference Patriots love thetr country 3

- .Nattonahsts seek autonomy for thetr natron A country is not’ a natmn But however -often
."'thts is true, it often is not In fact 1t is only true 1f we deftne country as the 4rea Whlch lSV. ‘

| - ruled by a set of soveretgn legal pohtlcal mstltutrons If we thmk of a r:ouer as its people as .
\ -_ ;well then the dtsttnctton fades Besrdes those seektng to. establtsh or preserve the autonomy
"'of a natron desrre to make or keep the boundartes of the natron and 1ts fatherland and those'-
. _ of the country or statel;congruous Thts may not be reassurmg to /those who would say that -

. nauonaltsm poses its - greatest threats when combmed wrth patnotrsm 12 The point here

‘.though is that the expressron of nattonahsm is almost mevrtably lmked to: love of some

fatherland 4 - o .

L
/Tt‘ is 1mportant to " notg, nonetheless that patnottsm lS essenttally an emotion

nattonahsm an -idea ‘i;a prmcrple of self determmatron A patrtot need not be a nattonahst '
.

- qurte poss1b1y not gtvmg rattonal reflection to matters whrch may bear" upon the abthty of a -

X N
people to govern 1tself ‘and pe}'haps not valumg 1ndependence or valumg it but not seeing 1t
B _

. e )
" as somethmg to be clatmed as a mattcr of prtncxple by all peoples i // :
\ ‘ ,

There is a more fundamental dtfference as well Patrtottsm ts to be found in the'

‘3 ¢ mdmdual and tn hts acttons m relatton to the demands placed upon htm by the country or

-, .- state. It would mahe no sense to speak of the patnot1sm of a government measure or of any' f:‘"f

9 Lo tep taken by arr mstrtutlon True there may be patnouc otganizations. but only masmuch

~ as they encourage pamotrsm rn mdtvrduals An tndtvrdual may\wttonallﬁtc in_his acttons

on the other hand seekmg to mﬂuence the degree of autonomy of hts natton through them o

but thlS is relatrvely tnconsequenttal in compaﬁson 10 the eff ect that he would seek through'_ .

<

community, that: is, political,. decisions. A ‘government measure is properly deysngnatedf'i‘
£ S ST T



- natlonahst m’ itse“ll’ tf tt is. desrgned to promote self rule Thrs separatron of natronalrsm from o

“the mdmdual contrrbutes to 1ts\ ore abstract ratronal character

<a;-

' B ’I‘he ramnal._ nd polltical nature of nationalism L L / S
When we treat natronahsm as a rehglous sentrment, or as. an answer to other

b4

emot:o('lal or psychologrcal needs, we seem to deny 1ts rattonal content We treat rt as a:«

‘-"',senument or. emotron and therefore as somethmg more mtrmsrcally lmked to feehngs of

loyalty and conscrousness of“ membershrp than to thought out plans of actron pertarmng to
self rule. Conserousness of membershrp rnay be a prereqursrte of any desrre to preserve or
. oobtam the autonomy of a partrcular natron and 1ts drstmctrVe charaeter and of the steps
o envrsroned t’o do so, but eonscrousness can -be present wrthout any such accompanymg desrre - " _'
or any recognmon of a general prmetple of self determmatron '

o

_ A person may feel loyal as well but not sense any need for the natron to assert

autonomy or dlsttnctrveness "oi that they are wnrthwh;le in themselves. - L

‘ The mere cogmzanoe of a natronar ldentrty, ' somehow defmed and an almost

‘ ' automatrc concomrtant sense. of loyal;y vaguely defmed 1f at all may constrtute natronahsm
.accordmg to some but thrs hardly seems a useful approacﬁ as: thrs WOuld make vrrtually

: everyone in the world a nauonahst, at least everyone who has any mterest in pohtrcal affarrs

- The concept then would tell us nothmg about the nat' re of the 1deology or phrlosophy whrch

s .'mlght be a pecuharly modem and certamly isa n’ ’ -umversal phenomenon Besrdes, 1t would

Al

“seem much more appropnate to speak of e 1§ sentrment when natronaL sentrment

referred to Is not the connotatron of the latter that mdrvrduals feel an attachment to a group
_ they are born into, whereas we are. born into ethmc groups hut we: choose to enter of decrde to
rﬂrnam as members of a natron" Nattonalrsm involves reasomng. it"rs not Just sentlment In

-

l‘act 1t(makessensetosaythatttrsnotsentrmentdtall B '_ IR

" Should -we: ‘also :say then that Asters evolutronary tradrtronal commumtanan

g natronahsm and Deutsch s natronalrsm whrch isa product of expandmg socral commumcanons

- networks are not examples of nattonahsm" That would be a fair conclusron

-



| ‘ Is thrs to say that nattonahsm is'an artrculated rdeology or ‘can we aecept the tdea of 8
. general drsposmon whrch is from trme to trme captured in lts essencew reasoned out
| programs of actron" Natronalrsm must mclude lwvould suggest a judgment ol‘ what is
?condt}gve 0 self - rule as well as the awareness of the ne’ to assert it in order to obtam or *
"_* ;mamtam it, and the estrmatronf of it as valuable as a general prrncrple Any mere dtsposmon ‘
| to assert the nwd or desxrabthty of autonomous rule a kmd of protectwe reflex or instinct,
however much it may occasron the workrng out of ways to rmplement a prmcnple is only |
. ;potentral natronalrsm (1f that) untrl rt is apphall Somethrng else becomes clear here
.‘ Na‘tlonahsm mevrtably mvolves evaluatmg consequences of actrons which may al‘ f ect
autonomy rn one. way or another but that concern wrth autonomy ls also a concern w1th
control for the sake of control and for /the sake of values the control will mcorporate
‘_ 'natronahsm is mherently pohtrcal S o 1;’-'( e v -
| Say that I thmk or am drsposed to feel that I and those whgm 1 consrder ‘my. l‘ ellow
natronals ought to make our own decrsréns m matters lrkely to al' f ect the bonds whrch llnk us
»defme us and are 1mportant to us. A non natronal buyer makes a bid to buy the uttltty
company whrch provrdes us wrth service: I oppose the takeover In order for my. opposmon tof
be classrfred’as hatronalrstrc I must reason that a utllrty company takeover by an outsrder wrll r
- A be an unportant rmpedmg factor in Qur abrlrty to drrect our socrety If T were srmply to say
that I think that the profrts to be made should remam thhm the nation 1 have not made a
v;natronalrstrc clarm People always Vre for the economrc advantage of some group 10" whrch
X 'they feel they belong. whether a class a regtonal collectrvxty, a. natron or people. But they do
' not always assert that control should remam in the hands of one (or several or many) of thetr
1 __i own They may be very happy wrth others makmg the decrsrons or wrth a process of makmg
‘;> decrsrons in whrch they play a parttal or even subordmate role as long as they feel that they
o .are maxrmmng the benefrts whrch they recetve ‘ '
‘ What rf b:)th partres clarm to value economrc prospertty above all else" Then they may
. j not belong to drfferent natrons But it would be a mrstake to thmk that that is an economrc ‘

. . )

" outlook alone or even prrmarrly. f0r such thmkmg must 1nVolve a conceptton of the welf are
,_‘ {: .. -

P
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of the mdrvrdual and commumty mentally, culturally and perhaps spintually m those

" monetary terms it cannot deny that it is provrdmg an answer to what well bemg It would ‘
be no assertron of natronalrsm to insist on equal ecpnomrc treatment within 2’ pohthal

; community or wrthin the context of two separate countnes if that is all tha.t is at stake B

An rllustratron Weste Canadrans seelung equrtable treatment from "Eastem

g Canada are not behavmg natronahsucally, even if they want Western control of economrc. '
' actrvity - unless they also wrsh to pursue drfferent basxc values as well ’l‘hrs does not mean
‘ that they nwd 10.be separatists in order to be nanonalrsts but only that they W1sh to leave .

' only non -f undamental (soctal and pohtlcal) decrsrons to the federal (or confederal") Tevel of

govemment and socrety If there 1s a desrre to estabhsh the r;ules of the game for economrc :

, activlty in the regron this may well be a. step towards natronhood but 1t mrght not be Settmg

the rules though rs a step above control of the rmplementatmn of them
. We can say srmrlar thrngs about those seekmg econonuc benefrts across nauonal"

boundarres A mere assessment that ownershrp of a company on one srde of the frontrer will,

: benefrt more those on the same srde is not a Judgment that drfferent values ought to be
' ;asserted An evaluatton of a prospectrve forergn owner as. someone who bnngs wrth hrm other. e '
: *.ualues or oblrgatrons to institutions. embodymg drfferent values 1s of course, another matter
o Strll thls in rtself may not be a natronahst perspectrve not even when a posrtrve assessment is- -

: made of one 's own values and a negatrve one of the forergn values The natronalrst wrll'

»

f mamtaul that 1t is desrrable that hrs country have 1ts own values whrch m practrce wrll mean, :

o they wrll be: in- some way drfferent. (How dtfferent though is. an open questron for now )' |

. i Q"
'qugh that 1s not-to say thai the natronahst will fm esrrable that anyone 's Wes be .
bvious] , ,' "s be good, good at least in being its own, but very

X | posslbly good m a more transcendent sense as well

Natlonahsm is coneerned then, wrth the shanng of polrtrcal values The fact that o

.Asomeone mshes to partrcipate in the hfe of the pohtrcal commumty should be- suffrcrent to |
' qualrfy him to help determrne what those values are provrded that he agrees to ablde by the

general consensus even when rt does not correspond wrth hrs own vrews on non fundamental



- matters If there are’ drfferent factro:rs desmng drfferent sets of ground rules. then it should_' ,' .
beapparentthattheretsnosmglenanon R ' e |
Tradmonal peoples have apparently tended to place more xmportance on common

o brrth but thrs may be only superfrcrally correct lt is the fact that those with common'
ancestnes have passed on therr socral learmng ‘that has often been more sxgnif icant, There has -

o : often ‘been lrttle problem w1th mernbers of- what ‘are consrdered to be dxf f erent racés jommg‘

wrth other ones in polmcal lrfe and in inter- marnage when they have . embraced similar

s outlooks The fact'of race correspondmgly dmﬁmshes in unportance as physxcal and psychxcal_“"

mobrhty mcreases When mobrlrty mcreases and values are shared ‘but membershrp in the S

nauon is consrdered closed to outsrders then we are not dealmg wrth nauonahsm but racism. -

Nauve peoples in Canada for example may understandably reject mtrusnons of the_.r

whrte populatton whrch holcls drfferent v1ews When they reject partxcrpatxon in theirf‘ af f airs }

by persons educated solely in therr nauve ways but of drfferent bll‘th then they are pracucmg "
racrsm Of course ‘the case of someone havrng been ransed in another commumty but |

proclarmrng an affmrty wrth native culture 1s much more problemattc . :

Membershrp in a nation (as opposed to a race) «therefore depends upon a sharmg of v-
basic values Those who lrve m a polrty w1thout shanng them cannot be sard to be a member“: '
of that natton although they may be a mernber of another one. Values change of course
and consequently the natlon today is: not what it was or wrll be, nor strictly speakmg does thc

membershrp remaxn the same. The key pomt to- remember about natronahsm is that it entanls ‘
I. an attempt by some of those adhenng to common values to ensure that control of f ormal
\@mal - mstrtutrons remams in the hands of those wrth smular basxc views.

~ ! . . . . : . -

C Nahonahsm and democracy

: Natlonahsm would seem then to be nerther mherently democratxc or undemocratnc

There 1s no requrrement that the maJonty rules or that each vonce counts as much as anyf

other one (Wthh amounts to the same thmg) The’ concern is wrth an ldea. the need to_"'

protect of enhance a conceptron of a group ol’ fundanmntal values regardlcss of the- A
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A '.peroentagc of people holdmg it 1n a grven pohtreal un)t - although by deflmuon everyone S

'belonglng to the natlon adheres to those values whether passrvely or acnvely Obvrously the - .
miore people lookxng upon natlonahst measures favourably the greater theu' v1ab111ty, but that: |

. '1s largely 1rrelevant There is no prerequrmte that those sharmg views. partrcrpate in the L

| selection of rulers -or rules nor 1s there -any astrpulatlon to the contrary tlrat they do not. o

parttcrpate There is, nonetheless an 1mphc1t understandmg that rule~should not be merely by

; -fellow natxonals nommally called such but by those valumg the natton s basrc pnnctples -

Nanonalism is democratrc to that extent wrthm the parncular nanonal commumty, meamng‘

.,'that the people who hold the values defmmg the natton at a grven nme are those who' wrll_ :
determrne whrch ones- they wrl] be m the future through the mdependent mstrtuttons they seek :

S to mamtam\(whether or not through the process of votmg ) ThlS presumes xncrdentally, that |
3 the nation is an 1dea not somethmg natural - f or if 1t were,, then what the people thought _
would not matter Only "the truth" 'would count C | : o

: But you might ask are not the fact of reservmg membershrp in the natmn to those. -

:sharmg certam values and the steps taken to ‘promote a culture and umty, demals of both

' mdmdual hberty and democracy" Should we not recogmze some ment in the posmons taken

| :by Lord Acton Hayes and others Wthh reflect concern about the umfoumty whxch
"nattonahsts seek to. 1mpose on their countnes‘7 Should we not concede at least that "lf o
: Mny does.. somethmg to prevent the reductxon of the whole world to a. drab sameness
"then natronahsm does much more w1thm a natronahty to overlay loca] colour w1th its own dull

, 'greyness""” - | R o | |

Let us. remember ftrst that the result of a lack of agreement upon basrc rules by'

o ?_persons -0cC ,ymg the same terntory ensures chaos and not hberty Second dern‘ocracy entails co

_ of decnsrons lll common whlch are to apply to everyone (1f only to the extcnt of |
' 'securing agreement to not mterfere thh measures affectmg others only ). ’I'htrd the exrstenee _~
of agreement on some matters in no way neoessrtates that there must be’ agreement on 3 great

) many or all matters Fourth one of the 1ssues on- whlch there may (must") be agreement is

: :‘_ the nature of partxctpatron in- dectsron makmg are only those who agree on the basrc rulés or —




o l e
‘on almost all rules to be permitted a say? The parameter's of dissent to be tolerated are

 different in different democracies. We can-see, as a 'result th:at‘ the 'poh‘ty- for. whléh

‘-natronalrsts desrre self’rule may be mq,re or less hberal democranc O umform The B
: requrrement for partxcrpatlon may\be as mrfumal as a desrre to share in dectsnon makmg wrth .
o a parucular group of mdlvrduals (although havmg the desxre may reflect ‘some affmtty m -
’ pre exrstmg outlooks Hhvmg an mterest in utilizing the same materral resources on the other :

jrand may not suffrce )

D. Natronahsm is not narrowly cultural . ’
Natronahsm is mherently and f undamentally polmcal embracmg dtstmcuveness at the =
level of basxc political pnncxples and msrstmg upon autonomous decrsnon -making power at
that same level Natlonalrsm 1nvolves preservmg (and perhaps preservmg by changmg in some _> :
: ways) distinct ways of hfe It is clearlytgot about culture for culture's sake lf we employ the- )
'word culture m a narrow sense Nafionahsm is not concerned w1th folkdances legends :
_mdrgenous llterature and cookmg and so on 1f all that these thtrlgs are is somethmg def mable —
w1thm themselves Musrc or coolong is of no- mterest to the natronahst if they only have
"thmgs to say about music or cookmg For if it were then autonomous rule would only be
| .. sought if at all as a means to protect somethmg that could also be protected through other . ”
‘means, gtven appropnate crrcumstances In fact the chonce of pohttcal autonomy would ,v.'
mdrcate that there 1s somethmg more unportant at stake It would also- mdtcate a reJectton of
;_the rules of the game whrch were not 1ts own “Is. nattonallsm all about culture then on a :_

'goader plane" Could not someone say that a glven culture could ex:st and tts members even ‘

: seek mdependence wrthout that culture embodymg dtstmct 1deals'7 My fxrst mclmauon wou}df: .
- @

o “.-be to respond that the enttty m questxon does not constltute a natton If you reject thasi,_;»,;:_.‘,‘_'_-

" v'_assertron t‘l'r_{en you cannot affrrm that polrttcal autonomy 1s a good m itsell’ For autonomy-
.cannot be valued as such unless it is mseparable from the ldea of establlshmg one's own .
. fundamental prmcrples Autonomy separated f rom that ldea is not autonomy but dependence .

on some other enttty ,whrch does estabhsh the polmcal values of a commumty

~ ) '



- .

Nattonahsm therefore is. concerned - with self-rule and certain pnmary ‘values.

| v Self rule is f undamentally a pohttcal concept somethmg to be attamed and exercrsed through -

formal dectston makt g and tmplementmg bodres and mformally as well The mformal means R

- may or may not be authontauve they-may or may not seem ‘more pohttcal than cultural" oI
L v1ce versa. Perhaps it would be best to consrder them part. of the pohtrcal culture " It 1s
. | clear thougb that cultural fdahures Whlch have little ot nothmg to do ‘with judgments of nght
B and wrong, good and bad the nature of . Jusuce and Just rule and s0 on.are only penpherally

-related to natronahsm 1f at all Consequently requests for cultural measures without demands _‘ -
: ;for control of the decrsron maktng process cannot be consrdered to be part of nanonahsm

'Moreovcr demands for control merely t0 ensure that measures are taken hardly seem ltkely to

" be made unless there isa desxre to protect or promote somethmg drsttncttve If that somethmg' '

; dtstmcttve does not: represent a dtfferent way of hfe if autonomy is only sought asa means

- to. ensure measures are takef to further thxs rather empty culture then the efforts are hkely' .

¢

: :to be m vain anyway smce those who do control pohttcal factors related to fundamental '
s

lvalues are more ltkely to successful]y propagate thetr culture ~ in’ the narrow sense _
Nattonahsm in any event, 'to be seen as a pnncrple which 1t is, and not Just ‘as ad hocery, |

 needs to say what is good in one mstance is good in other srmtlar mstances - it cannot merely

“be. a means But should we say, then, that someone advocatrng a non- drsttnct fulture
' '(non dtstmct in tenns of fundamental values) is mtstaken about séme - thmgs but strll a

. 'nattonahst" If thts person sees culture as just a way to. dtstmgutsh groups ‘of mdrvrduals who‘ -

. are behmd or ahead in the same game then ‘his concern is wrth economtc advancement and-

L fnot wnth the overall welfare of the natron as. pomted out a short tnne ago If thrs person is

interested: in preservmg or enhancmg the " non dtstmct culture for tts own sake as a matter
_“'of pnncnple as dtfftcult as this may be to xmagme if thts person were to consrder at;tonomy
- tmportant concermng cultural matters embodymg second order pnncrples and could not see
: .the effect of vpnmary values on’ culture » and-secondary values and 1f ‘this culture: 1s 1ot

merely ascnptwe (for rf tt were we would be talkmg about racrsm mstead) then he and I

”"would dtsagree on what oonstttutec 8 nauon and on what 1s necessary to sustam one. I cor{ld " _



e ‘call hrm a promoter of‘ ethmcrty perhaps. but not a natronalrst S

A certam degree of c0nfusron may exist because some wnters use two drfl‘erent s

conoepts of natronhood srmultaneously Charles Taylor for example. writes about the
¥ questron of whether natrons ought to become states. Implrctt in the quesuon is the notton that‘
: natrons are hngmsttc -cultural or shall we say . em?ﬁt enttttes ln the same artrcle that he asks'
- thrs questron however he drscusses the seventeenth century appearance of nghts talk and_..'
~this-in relation to the polrtrcal expressron of lmgulstrcally def ined natrons that is, note well
_ hations defmed by language in the broadest sense "“ As soon as we talk ol‘ broadly - def ined
'Iltngurstrc groups l would suggest we are talkmg about commumtres with therr own political
| values whether or not they have formal mdependence Nattons have always been pollttcal

entrtres m other words and not Just cultural“ groups ‘?nd because thts is'so, the answer 1o

‘ hrs questton becomes very srmple )

o
[

. Those such as John Plamenatz who say that natronalrsm is primarily a. cultural 3
phenomenon“" are .only correct rf they mean that poruon of culture mvolved concerns :
pohtrcal values one of whrch is. self rule To assert that natronal.rsm has always been cultural_- '
ibut only occasronally polrtrcal is essenttally mcorrect Thrs mrsapprehensron 1s probably basedb . _.
. on the assumptron that groups have sought or- thrnkers have advocated somethmg less than:
| complete polrtrcal autonomy, whereas in !’act natronahsts see autonomy in certam )areas as»

absolutely necessary even if they see autonomy in others as mconsequentral Polmcal'

'autonomy_rs the focus.® ~~ . .. \'

E. Why distinct cultures"

Does the possrbrlrty exrst that natronalrsm may be polrttcal wrthout berng cultural” l .
¢

have been explarmng that natronalrsm rn my vre’ represents a coﬁcem wrth certam values- ‘L

. »
whrch are cultural m a sense Asrde from these. nattonalrsm is drsmterested in cultural matters

- at least as a matter of pnncrple But thls is not to dismiss trarts whtch are not mherently
',polrtrcal As I menuoned earher culture does play a srgmfrcant role for many nauonalrsms .

: 'whrch would seem to be nauonalrsms of 1deas alone For rdeas f or most people%t least do :

o



. -not extst apart from the W rid but in-it, m concrete srtuatrons and entmes. La.nguage

' rehgron custOms art, hteratu ' musrc and 80 on may not only embody 1deas but make them '

g

(seem) real These may be sha to some degree by chmate locanon geographrcal features '

‘and so on. they are also shaped by men 's. chosen responses to the natural envrronment Of
AN

course, a very large portxon of culture: 1s a product of the socral envrronment which is an
vaddmonal reason why ‘there will contmue to be a dtversrty of cultures (The social as well as -~
vnatural environment is vaned in addmon producmg a vanety of 1deas on the desrrabrhty of
preservmg dtstmct cultures.) TR N . N | N | o
Whrle 1t may be true that as Deutsch says, "The lower the level of. equrpment and "
technology. the \qeater is - ‘the power of the drfferent sorls and countnes over therr 1 :
populatlons " yet tt may be mconceivable, at least to the natronalrst after reflectron upon'. ,
the matter that a umform level of technology in: the world woul_d remove all drfferences :
People are partlally shaped by thelr pasts and even when these become more umform they.-
- will stﬂl make many (most'l) decxsrons m smaller than global groups and consequently v

perpetuate drstmcuveness Thxs may be due to several causes the msrgmfn:ance of certam :

B decrslons for drstant persons such as a decrsion to build a pamcular bndge in New Brunswrck;' o

whlch wrll clearly aff ec:t nearby resrdents ‘more }stam ones wh ever the envrro ental
. a5

s l}es the sheer. 1mposs1b1hty of. bemg mformed about every issug everywhere and certarnly

_ | the human prochv:ty to fmd secunty and happmess in assocxatmg with- persons that you can

N +
. v EE R
. . K

AP

. f eel you know in a‘"ﬁomewhat mtrmate manner.

. o < ?
« S a

‘# The human bemg. moreover chenshes not only the famthar but also the drstmcuve o
. ¥ i o~

Whereas man is somethmg of a conformrst he also wants to be diffet’ent Tlus may be because
~"he wants to be notmd He has' pmde. But whether or not he wants very much to be drfferent

- ‘he certamly nothes 1f not. that he is drfferent then certamly that others are

-

i



F¢Aggrmron. a violation o? t-b natlonallst\ principle ' S ' L

The allegatton is often repeated clarms to and of drstmctweness/and Superronty are

_ closely related Thrs seems’ essentrally correct but mcomplete True, lt is unlrkely that you wrll

E have a drstrnctrve way of life whrch you take to be worth havmg wrthout thmking that

t. .

: alternattves are inferior. - or else you would choose one of them Yet tokel or think that’

L

yours is supenor does  not automattcally entarl the ]udgment that others are infe enor for :helr B

, coruexz or that you should impose your way on them even 1f they are...

fIt is approprrate here to take-up“a‘ number of crmcrsms based on assumptions. that )

,clarms to cultural" 'drstmctrveness lead to confltct assumptrons whrch arc really wrthout' s

' foundatlon (Thrs in tum wrll lead us to take up ancrllary points whrch are really rather ma jar'

" ones rn therr own nght - how obJectrve natronahsts are and how ob;ectrve or ratronal' _

- -natronalrsm 1s )

-~

Comments lrnkmg natronahsm and aggressron and dommatron are not uncommon AL

vThe pomt is also made at trmes though that nattonalrsts are mconsrstent preachmg the value - -

AR

St

3 I
Fas

>

"w1thm the one pnncrple but in the m;compatabrlr '

N

of autonomy for themselves whrle denyrng 1t to others in practrce 19 Thrs charge however S
o ',:(;‘.shnuld not be construed to show that natronahsm mc\ludes both the prmcrplle of self - rulc and;. ’
a motlvatlon for aggresstdn but rather that the practtce of some mdrvrduals is a demal of the o

: pnnerple of natronahsm whrch they espoused Th very nature of thus contradtctton lres not ‘

of some actrons wrth it.: Consequently-."

‘ .assarlmg aggressmn is not condemmng natronalrsm ere, but perhaps even prarsmg 1t as the
-standard for Judgment Aggressron belongs mor;,e properly to the phenomenon of 1mperrahsm '_ _

: somethmg understandable as_-a dtstmct rdea which is mcompattble wrth natronahsm

' "-Natlonallst 1mper1al'_ m, " as it will become more clear, would be a contradiction in terms.

A key component of natronahsm rs the notron of' autonomy in the areas of

' estabhshmg and- employmg fundamental prmcrples In order to adopt thrs rdea as a prmcnple‘

you mﬂst take a global perspectrve you must reason out that self determmatton rs a good -

thmg in- general There are undoubtedly people who do analyze human af farrs in a detached‘ o

% s

manner 4nd conclude that self deterrnmatron is not a good thrng The pomt here is not that'

ot - ) . - AP o i i
e N X . . . L R Lt % . . ‘
. ‘Y .-
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‘_nationahsts wnll be the only« ones takmg a detached vxew but that they will be among ‘them. .

v They could ot argue for autonomy as a principle 1f they did not. And 1f they do not argue L
 fotitasa pnncrple they are sxmply not nauonahsts that is, advocates of the nght of nanons '
’ to self -rule. Far to clarm a nght as a natron (and not'a partxcrflar natron') is to recogmze 1tj
'as a rrght of any nation.? Consequently, if they do argue for it as a pnncrple they cannot

f avour domrnauon Now what if a country should clarm the nght to rncorporate areas outsrde R

‘of u peopled by persons of the same- nauonahty" If the at!empt is made from outsrde these

- areas, and especrally if: agamst therr peoples wrll then clearly thrs cannot be mcluded under

the nouorr of self - determmatron Ind‘rovrduals must deterrmne to which people they belong.

- Smce natlonalrsm 1s a prmcrple then an idea whrch requrres a ratronal and to some degree

| detached look at human affarrs 1t cannot be mamtamed as a good for some- arbttranly'

‘..selected mdmduals but not for others . ;_' . : ‘ : T _ .". :

T do not mean to overlook the problem of‘ what we mrght call passrve aggressron

[

; This problem dxscussed by David Copp is one of peoples clarmmg therr nght to rule'

: [
o themselves and mcorporatrng 'wrthrn thrsxnght a clatrn to the various resources that they feel

- are necessary to self government leavmg, at the same time, one-time, partners in government

'to rule themselves thhout adequate resources.’! Thrs problem may not be a great one,

however lf the separate partres agree- 10 contmue some- economic assocrauon. What rf they do

not" Then . perhaps the econommlly more powerful party should be Judged on the basis of _'

. rejectmg assocxatlon rdther than for exercrsmg its rrght to self - rule If it is the weaker party '

. that has opted for separauon then it may have 1tself to blame or it sull may be able to blame

" the other party, but obvrously not for pursumg its own. mdependence

o G Other isms

If nelther natxonahsm nor patriotism necessarrly seeks unthmkmg devotron‘%o a
country or nauon and nerther 1s mherently xenophobrc or aggresswe then how do we account' :
' for all the ammosmes anrd wars between peoples? Although Lours Snyder unJustrfrably rmplres _ |

that nauonahsm and power, aggressron, and the imposition of one's way of hfe on _other‘ -
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peoples are mextncably lmked he does pomt towards an answer. Affi irming that patnottsm

1s by nature defensrve both ;;alturally and mrhtanly. he. concaes that "the character of .

patrrotrsm is so amblvalent "that it can easrly be used to Justrf y aggressmn " I:xtremc

-patnotrsm becomes chauvrmsm or Jrngorsm These are:

respectrvely, French and British terms denoting the belief, pohcy, or pracuce of a
"vamglonous exaggered patriotism, . which boasts of the country s preparedness 10 .
, ﬁght and supports a bellicose policy in foretgn affairs.. igned to appeal to the

emotighs, most chauvinistic. and: jingoistic boasts and threats are used as
. pro andrstlc devices to organize herghtened group tensxons S0 that they can be used
ins y for attack or‘defense 3

ngorsm or chauvrmsm - extreme patrlotrsm that rs -is a love fell so strongly that
1ts proponents Jose- any sense of ob]ectrve perspecttve ThlS may simply take the f orm of .
g smugness and unJustrfred pnde due to msecurtty, or some other reason or it may be
E expressed in undeserved cla}ns 1o a right or duty to mterf ere m the af fairs of other countnes ,

|
_If the mottvatron‘ﬁfor mterference should be self - -interest rather than a sense of supenortty.

then we should contemplate use’ of the label "1mper1alrsm although admtttedly the lme

i between them may not always be easrly dtscerned Stmrlarly, colomahsm and tmpertahsm may

not always be readrly drstrngurshed There is, nonetheless logrc in employmg two dtfferﬁnt'

terms Colonrahsm 1nvolves the colonizing of forexgn lands the ‘sending out of one 's own

a

benefrt of the metrwole Impertallsm is srmply dommatton of either the pollllcal socnal or. -

economrc life by and for the benef it of foreign parttes It may be useful, as well to consrder '

mrhtartsm to- constltute yet another phenomenon' namely. the exaltatron of. the mrhtary way

of lrfe and the advocacy of a strong role for arimes in the conduct of dectsron makmg and ,
tmplementatron and m “the resolutron of ‘issues whrcn WOuld normally bc ‘considered to havc a
crvrhan character .(Thrs helps to’ contrast natronaltsrn - Wthh as a doctrme a prmcrplc is
v_more hkely to be advocated m conjunctron wrth polmcal solutrons to 1ﬁternauonal problems

- with mrhtary solutions based on an understandtng of polmcs as the domamdof contendmg, |

ttten vrolently conténding. mterests )

-

We should come to the conclusron that we do not accrdentally have such a collection

' of 1sm concepts They are not superf‘luous They descnbe separable phenomena whxch are not

«

v_crtrzens for the purposes of peoplmg and rultng colomes probably but not necessanly fi or thc" o

3
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’inevi_table outgrowths of one another; Granted, although strictly speaking nationalism fn'eed |
not be wedded to 'pa'trioti'sm,v'it is seldorn found' without it. Still, patriotism does not cause‘ '

' hationalism. Nationalism' does not .cause .'imperial'ism 'or' militarism. Nationalism and_
1mper1ahsm are mcompauble in.fact. kaewrse racism and natmnalrsm are actually contrary :‘ '

' concepts Even racrahsm if we define that as a live and let hve hon- dtscnmrnatory sort of |

C -

racxsm is somethmg qurte apart from natronaltsm For natronalrsm is about ideas and values
h L
whxch people actually’ have not about any whrch may be ascnbed to them because of bxrth as‘ ’
I have argued here. o | ’

- H. lllustrations of the vanous isms

It may be helpf ul to brtefly discuss a few examples to 111ustrate these dlstmctrons that |

‘ I am vmakmg | v ™ ]

1 An army mvades another ‘country m order to reunite a people d1v1ded by an arguably ,'

jarttfncral boundary If the people in the mvaded country do not wish to be "re- umted" then
we may well l?ave a case of unpenahsm and certamly one of mxhtarrsm Ifthe Justlf 1catton is

" . based on nationality accordmg to brrth then thrs is racism. If the persons to be "hberated" do

- wrsh to be united or "re- umted then their acuons taken to ensure tlus would be:
: .nationalistrc\.jut those‘of the mvadmg army could not be, smce they would be-desrgned to do

ISOmething' for other- persons. Nationalism\is,iiseparable _‘from the notion of p_eople acting”f'or.j
themsélves. . | ° B e }

2. A person flees or leaves m an'unh'arried manner bis country in order to escape fromv
. persecutton military duty. or ta-nes or srmply in. order to pursue a hrgher standard of livin

) elsewhere Or he buys a cheaper forergn product when apdomestrc alternauve 1s av\ilable i
. would be strange to label thxs person "un- natxonahstrc or dtsloyal to h1s nauon because

membershrp in a nanon is ulttmately a matter of chorce Thrs person may well be consrdered

' unpatnouc the more so the less sacnfloe lus remammg {or purchasmg of the local product)

would entarl and the more he was: obhgated to hrs country for hxs accumulated assets "

matertal and non_-matenal - due to educauon, other social services, or high wage standards, -



' forexample N ' g M o

3. A person draf ted into the army to frght af oretgn war, not threatemng the’ mdependence of

hrs country, serves regardless of hrs own evaluauon of the Justness of that war. The drat‘ teeis =
o _obvrously erther rmstakenly patnottc (not employmg hrs reason to dectde what the good ol’ hlsu '
country obJectrvely would drctate he should do) or he is chauvrmsttc placmg the prestrgc of _

v1ctory for hlS country (or avordance of loss of Tace) above consrderauon of the f actors‘ ,:v

] relevant to the moralrty of the conflrct

4. Someone attrrbutes certam features to all members of his or another nattonahty and

- asserts that-those mdmduals who claim the name but do not possess those f eatures are not

true members of it. If ‘the assertron is that all real natnonals are born with those . eatures then

4

" ‘this'is a form of racrsm If the features are. unrelated to pohtrcal values (or- to the worth of a

i
person) then thrs may snnply constrtute natronahty prejudrce or stereotypmg. but not

- vnatxonalrsm Ift features are related to such values then we: have potenttally a -mor-e"

|

accurate assessment of whether someone actually belongs toa natton or nauonahty but this- '

is st111 not nattonahsm Merely classrfymg tndrvtduals as members or not- members can be'

“done wrthout any appeal for autonomy Besxdes nationalismg entatls self -rule, and
. presumably. ,therefore chosen and not ascnbed membershtp in a natlon .

) 5 Someone wrshes to restrrct 1mmtgratron of members of a specxf ic nationality to his country
. Th1s 1s hkely an example of racrsm ‘as thrs person may well tnsrst that members of thts

= nattonallty cannot adapt to "our way of llfe - the 1mp11catton bemg that they are genettcally

mcapable of adaptmg If t.hlS person should argue however that an’ mflux of these

1mm1grants should be managed $0, that only 0 many shou]d be al]owed in at a ttme 80 that

E they adapt to more than they alter the type of soctety here, then he may be properly

identified as expressmg natronahst concerns (although control and not alteratlon is the mam _~'

issue, and so addmonal compltcatxons to this s1mp11f ied argument ought to be consrdered)

6. A person opposes the hrrmg of a police chtef from another eountry, he opposes a foreign :

takeover of a company, of he opposes foreigners playmg on-his sports teams. If the concern

" gam is with nattonal" or. cultural" baggage, then this may well be (condmonally) a.

102

TN



' ‘natronahst one The peern would seem to be more vahd the grenter ‘the numbef ol’ foreign
..'natronals concerned _and the less valid - (as a natronahst one) the greater the number of

mdmduals in question take up permanent resndency and -occupy themselves wrth the good of -

.. their new. commumtres and not therr old ones (Non resrdent owners of course show httle ) o

cor;mrtment to a commumty. comparatxvely speakmg by being non- resrdent and m other f

ways -as’ well) Rejectron of’ "forergners srmply ‘because they ar_e&ergners -may be
.xenophobla racrsm or chauvrmsm ' ,, ‘

| 7. A person takes pnde in the accomphshments of someone born in hrs country but rarsed
and/or educated elsewhere o1 1n those of someone born to parents (or one parent) of the
: same nattonahty but never a cmzen of the same country ‘This would be an example in the
former case of a.- sort of pseudo racxsm attaching nnport;noe to buth rather than to

_interaction wrth the communrty or shared 1deas -or perhaps an example of ngorsm seerng a

s _posmve reflectlon on the condrtrons provrded by a country when m fact there 1s no reflectron

~of, any krnd The latter case would be an example of a kmd of racism once agam if thi§
‘person were merely attnbutmg membershrp wrthout evxdence of a sharmg of fundamental
ideas, or 1t could be an example of natronal conscxousness but not natronahsm if he could
supply such evrdence - |

. 8 A person buys a Canadran record and cheers for the members of a nattonal sports team- m

'rnternatronal competmon because they are Canadran If thrs person s xntentron 1s to help

.

- encourage Canadlans to do thmgs for themselves. to develop opportumtres for people

/
supported by and commrtted to 1mprov1ng a dtstmct "society, then . he is behavmg

' -natxonahstxcally If 1t is a matter of pnde in one 's own then he is behavmg patnottcally, and
if his ‘emotions cause hrm to lose his abrlrty to objectrvely assess the abilities of persons and
.the fairness of referees or commentators or award grvers thcn he acts chauvmrstrcally

[9 A govemment estabhshes pohcres requrnng broadcast outlets or frlm drstnbutors to meet

-~ . quotas for domesttc content or the govemment sets hmlts on the amount of mvestment oron

'the numbers of f orexgners on boards of drrectors m/an mdustry If the obJectrves are to obtam

~or maintam domestrc control and not to exclude anythmg sxmply because it is forergn. then -

.
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. surely we are 1dennfyrng somethmg whrch very much approxrmates natronahsm in its truest or
purest form 'I'hrs is’ provrded of course ‘that control is not merel) to ensure . equal.

partrcrpatton in- a non-distinct - socrety (whrch it almost by deftmuon cannot be) but “to

",promote a drstmct way of lrfe

. The need for clearly-specifred definitrons .
When we. Judge natronalrsm we should Judge it for what it is, namely an idea in the

. form of a pnncrple that peoples wrth common basrc polrtrcal Values, whether expressed v'

E i, through formal pohtlcal activity or through economrc or "cultural” activity, ought to and

ought to be able to rule themselves and to not exclude but control rather than have rmposed__ :

“~

“\ - on them change occasroned by the 1nfluence of other pe0ples Now l am sure than 1 have not
\ ' -convmced every reader that 1 have accurately descnbed this doctrine of the self -determmatron

- of natmns What | would ask of any drssenter is that he concede that when he mcludes such

rdeas and behavmurs as those whrch could be called totalrtanan racrst ngorstrc 1mper1ahsuc .

or mrlrtanstrc in h1s deftmtron of nanonahsm he should not label as natronalrstrc any appeals

: for autonomy whrch do not entarl such 1deas or behavrours Clearly calls for measures to -

| obtam or retain self rule and the measures themselves need not logxcally. or in pracuce lead
: to.s ch evrls Of course, 1 would consider it preferable that he would see that that is all that .

natj

nalism consrsts of it is’ srmply a theory: of self - rule and qurte complete wrthout any such .
fal ly attnbuted essentral" components - '
If. someone would still - wrsh 1o mamtam ‘on the other hand, that national

c nscrousness and natronahsm are the same things; erther because they are 1dentrcal

_htrcal"autonomy, then I’would reiterate that nationalism would he a very mconsequenttal
_concept, failing to distinguish between two ve’ry different phenoniena - a widesprcad type of
vclarm of causality, Stnce the term natronahsm is used m a varrety of ways, as much as. I fecl» '
. it should not be; however, the need for any author or speaker on the subject to. make clear

S

' use natronal oonscrousness rnevrtably leads to a Jcalous guardmg of or a demand l‘ or

'1dentrfrcatron and a non- umversally espoused doctnne of self rule And 1 would dlspute the o



105

: tl.ie'.int,ent.‘of his usage'of. it should be quite apparent'.

. ;J Nationahsm as a cause of war
N You would. be mrstaken rf you now thrnk that 1 have passed Judgment on natronahsm
- and found it to be prarseworthy on the basis of what 1 have argued here so far. 1 have only
”commrtted myself ‘to the position that. natrona'lrsm is understandable 1f outsrde control
mapproprrate to natronal crrcumstances 1s thought ‘to exist, and to the clarm that natxonalrsm. :
. is not guxlty of the rnany cnmes of whxch 1t has been accused lt is not T have marntarned k
',akm to. racrsm chauvrmsm or 1mpenalxsm But have I thereby drsmrssed perhaps the more'
- ,.senous and most f requent charge 1ssued m denuncratrons of natronalrsm namely that it causes
.war" Even def enders of natronahsm often concede that extreme natronahsm or "the wrong'
vkmd of it causes war. And since - both defenders and critics readrly adrmt as. they must that
ﬁs were fought long before the rntroductron of nationalism, the accusatron is all the more
stnkmg Surely it ments specral attentron then ;24 |
I have already argued that natronahsm and aggressron or dormnation are mcompatrble
‘ “"I'he ‘point needs to be made agam in this context There was no narvety on the part of Herder
: '.:.Mawm and other early natronalrsts when they saw natronahsm as an idea whrch could prevent "
s :_'wars 3 For surely if you say that each people has a right to self - determmatron then you‘ .
eliminate a/major' Justrftcatron for war the clarm that another people shoui be ruled or the
: clarm that other consrderatlons should over- -ride any desrre for autonomy U ortunately "there‘
are many reasons ngen for frghtmg wars, and other Teasons not grven all provrdrng incentives -
to. battle all the same - but none of whrch can be cons_rstently equated with a forcrng of _aw
people to be free, whatever the aggressors may say.- | o |
) - lt cannot be demed that some measures to obtarn frwdom wrll be more severe ‘than
;,others so that when the. resrstance to demands for autonomy 1s greater the measures taken'
may become more vrolent And consequently natronahsm may, in this sense, cause war, "

- although 1t may be more accurate to state that oppressron is more responsrble and the

v-response to 1t less SO. (It may be a. drfferent matter however 1f the majonty of the
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' population in whose name violence is- used does not support either the means or the goals of
- the persons employrng vrolence ) If a pohceman shoots a man because he is. ‘black, or if an
'employer refuses to hrre a francophone in a predommantly francophone city because he. does
| not speak. Enghsh then the groups to whrch they belong can hardly be sard to be msugatmg
unrest by responclmg collectrvely. There is, at any rate a much larger Justrf ication for the a

| e_rnployment of vrolent means when peaceable ones are denied to the oppressed groups. |
Natronahsm can be,sard to cause vrolence and war if its proponents choose ‘1o exercise
more force than the srtuatron calls for, but before concludrng that they are we should examme
- the possrblxty that racism or chauvrmsrm or vrolently mclmed mdmduals lookmg for a cause
~- (meanmg excuse) are responsrble mstead ‘ - | |
The natronahsm causes war -thesis. somettmes take a specrf ic form which. should also.‘f
be addressed since a response to it may only have been implicit thus far. Thrs formulauon
posrts that wrth the mass means of commumcatron and transportation, and with the greater
mteractron between the mdrvrdual and the state ‘in modem trmes natronal “(or perhaps :
/ , natron-state) conscrousness , ‘has become more umve\rsal and sharply felt. Co_nseq_uently
" pational hatreds' haye- arisen for the f irst tim‘es and/or intensif ied. It is possible.f or the massesj ;
.to be led to partlcrpate in war and because the masses partrcrpate they become even more
' natronally conscrous and conf rontatronal Struggles become battles "not against certam actions
or polrcres of the enemy, ,but agamst the people itself . "¢ War “has become total or mass o
warfare But as before to say that a people is natronally conscrous hates anothcr people.
and calls for or supports natronahst measures is to say three separate thmgs Natroml
"conscrousness is not natronahsm hatred of a people obvrously Tequires conscrousness but is
not conscrousness it is due to Or arises from conscrousness and somethmg clse, such as. racism.
'_ o1 Jrngorsm or even possrbly natronalrsm rf the hatred is drrected against oppressors_
Nauonahsm 1s I repeat 2 doctnne of self determmatron it is not concerned with exaggerated
'clarms of supenonty or with mternatronal reputattons and savrhg face and 0 on - those are:

elements of jingoism or chau_vrmsm,
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We shouldke'ep two thtngs in mind First there are'many altema{ive explanations ol"l |
'war whrch WOuld Temain plausxble even if nauonahsm were to drsappear forever. Natronahsm |
may well have a subordmate Or non-existent role alongside rmpenahsm ngorsm economic
competmon and. rehgrous and 1deologrcal dtsputes between adversarnes Second the possrbrhty |
exists that whe/ natlonahsm is a signifi icant contnbutrng iactor in the outbreak of war, it may

not be the case that natronahsm has not been properly contamed War mrght be Justrfred

\ "as

. K ls nationahsm morally good or bad in ltself"

My preceding remarks make it clear that I consrder the clfim that natxonahsm causes

. war to be a rarely yet occasronally vahd assertron whrch a refl ofive natronalrst should concede

[

__;bonly condmonally thh great reservatlon I am- strll not : epared to endorse natronahsm

"unreservedly on the basrs of what I have sard SO far however AlIow me to make a concessron A
_‘whtch 1 have been holdmg back m order to refram from drmuushrng the- force of earlrer
arguments and whxch was actually 1rrelevant in any case Natronahsm is concerned wrth the
autonomy of natlons and their- fundamental prmcrples it does not declare what those
"prmcrples should be And therefore nations - and ;aruCMM natxonahsts - may deny the
_' exrstence of hrgher prmcrples they may affrrm a partrcular relationship- of the mdtvrdual to -v
the state mcludmg a subordmate one, and they may assert any number of other thmgs whtch'
we may or may not find repugnant S '

Thts <?atses the possrbthty that the two fold typology of nattonahsm may accurately
capture the phenomenon. But I hesrtate to agree that 1tdoes. For I-have insisted that natr_ons
are, first of all Apolitical units, 1 L., communities united by shared values. It does notrmatter-‘

o much whether they acgurre f ormal rnsutuuons befor or after they become pohtrcal socretres
» If the assertxon is that natrons seekmg statehood , generally descnbed by racral cntegp it
“does not become axromatrc that all such nauons are nor is it mconoervable that states can
become ractst af ter ex1st1ng for a trme Nor is-it necessanly true that a racxst natron wrll bea

. . »_drctatorshtp or a non racist one a democracy There 1s nothrng about the pursult qfxstatehoodf

or the. fact of havmg 1[ that dlctates such thmgs Racrst vrews may lead to. the pursurt of
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statehodd in some'particular instances but that can hardly lead to any' sweepi'ng indictments.
Exrstmg states conversely. may undertake racxst programs but then 1t would seem much |

more appropnate to speak of racism pure and" snnple and not of nauonahsm at all' I

retterate a pnnclple of nattonal self determmatton logtcally must recogmze the nght of -

. everyone to say to whtch nation they belong: to fail to recogmze this right is to deny some,

nattons the right 10 self - detérmination. Or so it would seem 1o me. But the people of a natton .

' might. agree that the character of thetr natton 1s gwen by nature and so the typology is not

' wrthout some merit. o SR o N ‘

It appears that given . the vanous contents that can be gtven 10 the princnples of -
natrons with whrch natmnaltsm is concerned, we may somettmes wnsh to say that nattonaltsm'- '
,isa good thing and other. ttmes notv Just hke a car or mtelhgence. it depends on what n 1s>

used for But thls reasomng may be faulty. That 1s 1f ‘we hold that a prmcrple whtch fatls o)

dtstmgulsh between the types of uses to whrch it can be put cannot ever be a.good thmg in{

ltself especxally considering the possrble loglcal dtspenSlblhty of nationalism (a person may
'oppose ‘the domination or gradual assnmtlatton of one people by another in a parttcular
mstance w1thout bemg a natxonahst ) The problem may be in other words that a nauonaltst :
| will afftrm that self determtnatron is a good thing as a general rule He would be supportlve ,
- of the attitude reflected in Philipine senator Manuel Quezon s 1926 declara_tton that: "We
wo‘u'ld. pre‘fer a gov\e‘rnrnent,run like hell by F'ilip’mos‘to one run’ l,ilte heaven by rAmericans.":”'
If | a people govems itself -badly, or makes any kind of w"rOng decision whlch af fects no-one |
else, then that is its’ mtstake to make, he would say Thrs does not mean that for a natlonahst v

-

other peoples cannot pressure a govemment to act more morally correctly It does mean that
\

outsrders should not control the polmcal process in another nation. But 1t should be _

' remembered that natronahsm 1s a pnnctple and few prmcxples are ever espoused «wnth ‘the tdea' '

h _in mmd that no possxbtlity of excepttons should ever be admltted We thtnk generally, that A4t "

- '1s good for a. Chlld (or adult) to cross the street or to 80 swrmmmg thhout someone else

. . holdmg on to hun, We change our, opmxon raptdly, however if it becomes obvxous that he L

- cannot do so safely. But we should recogntze that it may be much more presumptuous on our .-

A
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part to say. that a whole rather larie collectron of persons cannot govern 1tself than it is to
( that one mdrvrdual cannot. ‘

The question of whether‘ or not nationalism is morally good or justifiable ultimately

‘may- rest not alone on the quesnon of whether self - govemment is good but also on the

o questron of the desrrabthty of the plethora of "nations. But the nationahst need not be

commrtted to the perpetuatron of a multrtude of peoples He may very well favour larger and
\
‘fewer—nation -states, provrded that the peoples within them on their own vohtion merge wrth

o1 mtegrate themselves mto larger umts - The opposrte of natronalrsm may not bef

: ! )
umversahsm after all, but imperialism mstead - or 1mpenahsm in th se of umversalism

It 1s really quite mconcervable that a nationahst would or should desrre a diminution of the ,

. '-number of states to a very small number however valumg as he d drstmctiveness And v

r_.

' ‘of ten fearmg unrversal tyranny To decide the morahty of nationahsm may require a

" judgment of the vahdity of this fear, in addmon to an assessment of the worth of nauonal

?

self - determmatron although the fear and the 1dea may well converge

Different ideologies pOint to different ansivers to questions concerning self -rule and

umversalism This, m f act Teturns us to that highly mtngumg questron which Grant poses is
traditional conservatism the only 1deology (or comprehensrve poht1cal philosophy) whrch is

: compauble wrth meaningful nationalism? That 1s s it the only one compatrble wrth a

R ;natronalrsm in whrch polit-rcal and moral values which ‘are not umversal in form are neither .

' ummportant nor considered to be matters of subJectrve preference" ‘A careful exarnmatron of

o

B '[conseryatrsm and of hberalrsm should show if his assessments are correct and if the 3

'particular form of natronalrsm whrch might ahgn wrth erther is morally supportable o1

condemnable on other grounds as well - mcludmg thbse advanwd by other writers on~ o

:_ nationahsm I ' . S Y ) ‘{
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V. Liberalism-
Does a liberal consider vanything to be of absolute or-gre'at importance in pdlitic‘al ‘life

which is not merely a matter of consent" Is the ftxed content of hberahsm 1f any exrsts

compauble thh the fixed content of natronahsm" Is hberahsm compatrble in other words .

wnth Grant s meanmgf ul” nauonahsm" Or 1s 1t compauble with natronahsm in any other -
» way, whtch may or may not be morally desu'able‘7 ~ |
The answers to these questlons depend on the kind of lrberaltsm to Wthh we choose
to refer. Caref ul consideration of the premises upon whtch a lrberal theory is buxlt and of the
ends it 1s desxgned to serve wrll demonstrate that there 1s no smgle lrberal 1deology. vanous
| creeds Wthh have some vahd claim to the label of lxberahsm cannot be reduced to a s1ngle set ; j’
of common defmmg charactenstxcs Ltberalrsm as 1deology, a doctnne of class ‘interest and
: ”capntallsm 1§ amblvalent toward nattonaltsm usmg or drscardmg it (or a pseudo natronahsm)

to- further class ends Ltbertanan and plurahst lrberahsm are generally mcompatrble with

N 'nattonalrsm but may also be opposed to counter-nationalistic policies, eschewing as they do

'any furthermg of  the pubhc good (not narrowly- - defined) by polrucal means.
, l-ledomst utthtarran hberaltsm is provrsronally compatxble It depends on what in a. partlcular ‘
B s:tuauon advances the greatest happmess Socral progress orrented lxberahsm may but need not
be favourable to nationalism - as a means - possrbly seemg mternatxonal competttlon as a
‘route 10 progress Fmally, inherent nghts or personal development hberaltsm is most closely -
.related to. natlonalrsm in principle, although there s some ambtvalence here too. Generally, :
however because thts liberalism promotes polmcal partrcrpatton as .4n end it requires a
} democrattc f ramework for whxch natlonal self rule may be a prerequnsrte Thrs last form of :
liberalism lS most deservmg of the rame in any event although tlus does not remove the A

" Jogic of employing the term for othe_r:somehow lrberalvwws_ .

- 13 Lo e
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A. Grant and liberaltsm ,

We have already looked at one probtng analysrs of the nature of ltberaltsm that B
provrded by George Grant Bnefly summartzed ‘he maintains that modem ltberaltsm whtch is |
hberahsm'unfolded, is the ideology matntamtng that man's essence is hts f reedom. Freedom is
the use of ins‘trumental' reason gutded only by autonomous vvi'll, tl_te’ will's autonomy
consisting in its vindependence from all but self -_imposed standards. These standards appear 10°
be no standards at all; they are, ln fact, merely the free erturessiOn of the selfish passions‘.
Man is consequently unconcerned about anything but himself and his own pleasure. .All other
persons' to an 'individual are just stuff to use 'ft)r his own. c0nvenience." as is ‘non-human
_nature.' (Apparently the individu’al_ does not reallze that his -'disrespect for human nature is ‘
disrespect for something in which'he "s'hares ) Grant t'reats liberalism, then, as an ideology
matntatnmg that man's essence is hlS freedom from and over nature lndwtduals humamty..
and even thetr lives are sacrificed in pursuit of thts freedom Consequently liberty tsv';‘
collecttve not. 1ndwtdual it belongs to man the species, the conqueror of "what is."

There are three problems (at least) wrth Grant's def inition of ltberaltsm l-le drscusses
; hberaltsm at times as if it were 1dent1cal to secularism. Ltberalrsm need not be secular Also, |
. other very dtstmct ideologies could be secular. Secondly, Grant's rejectton of "ltberaltsm may . .

ttself be an example of a type of hberaltsm at least in 1ts' individualistic orientation. He says.

that one ought to. love one 's own" and’ others as a means to know the good Yet at
: ,Grant would apparently have us love others and act chantably towards them wrth ut bcnef it

: accrumg back to ourselves - because of the tnherent worth of other human betngs |

| Thirdly, and most tmportantly, 'G,rant seems byand large to deal with ltbt\:rallsm as a

‘force, or a description of the ethos of the age, that is,‘as"an' unalterable fact. All his talk
about liberal theory seems to be talk dbout arationalization‘ a justif icati'on or an articulation‘ '
gf what lS happentng mdependently of the mfluence of ‘ideas, which is essenttally almost |
everything. It would be pointless to’ morally assess’ such a phenomenon as there would be

no-one to hold responsrble f or its occurance We mtght perceive that Grant does not morally- ‘

evaluate ltberahsm except td say that it is bad for man now and what good wrll comc out of



it is 'something that ‘we cannot foresee. Yet as long as Grant sefs another standard against
) whlch to measure lrberalrsm it cannot be doubted that accordmg to his own arguments moral

assessment is possrble and further, that the possrbrhty of thinking outsre of the dommant

mode of thought of our time allows for the possxbrhty of actmg counter tolit as well We can

'consequently be. held accountable not only for dtsapprovmg or approving: of hberahsm but :
: for actmg or not actmg in accord with it. The mevuabrlrty of liberalism, and hence the .
vahdtty of its use as a descrtpttve term of an autonomous not consciously- gurded htstoncal :

movement can, “therefore, be brought into questron.

B Deflmng hberallsm ]
"1 think that there would be little. argument that hberahsm is a polrtlcal 1deology It

consrsts of g eralizations about the natures and obJectxves of . man and polmcs it is a

c0mprehen513t eory explammg and prescnbmg pohtlcal behavrour it is a worldview. ‘l'here
is assuredly dtsagreement about the nature of those generalrzatrons however Are they
disguised expressions of self -mterest? .Are ‘they well-mtenttoned yet narrowly-based clarrns?' .
~ Or do they say something valid about political life m general, even if vth_ey':do no't.capture the
whole truth? o | | |
”'l'here' are undoubtedly numerous ways in which to evaluate an ideology One may be
to consnder the ends advocated such as matenal progress and then to reJect or provrslonally;
accept the phllosophy accordmg to our. prior esttmatron of ty\ value of thg goals Another
may be to look flISt at the premrses employed consrder their valrdtty. and then possrbly
change our minds about Wthh goals we ought to pursue. In etther case, cdnsrstency between

premtses and ends as well. as W1th means, would be important. It may be, however, that a '

‘certam set of premises will be compatrble W1th a variety of ends or that a smgle goal can be

" supported by a number of different premtse collectrons and then rnconsxstency in one part of

the equation will. not necessanly mvahdate the major emphases of the outlook 1 would

suggest then that we examtne all of the major components (premrses means and ends) of )

an tdeology but focus on the specral 1mportance it or its adherents give to any of th Whrch .
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is or are stated with the .most emphasis ‘-andi are least 'likely to be changed? when logic or
experience necessitates alteration? More speeif icallly, in the context of liberallsm.fwhat status
does. liberty have? Is it seen ‘to; be impor'tant because of the nature of man.‘ because of its
_'utility as a means, and/or. as an objective in itsell in some sense'?‘ B

I WOuld suggest that an ideolbgy is most appropriately'considered to0 be a Tt ' | one if
lrberty is postulated as one or more of the followmg an inherent component ol‘ human
nature, an mdrspensrble means Of an ultimate obJectrve _

Could we altgrnatrvély, however consrder the role of hberahty as a dcf mmg ‘
. charactertstrc” Leo Strauss suggests that the term "lrberal" should be used as it. orrgmally was
- in reference to the practrce of the virtue of lxberallty, whrch is generos:ty in. grvmg and
generally mdrfference to material goods and- money What we know as hberahsm today.
though, is a doctrme opposed to conservatrsm Conservatrsm is actually qurte compatrble with
a concern w1th hberahty and. lrberal educatron which looks to provide all the virtues. -
Consequently, we should desrgnate the opposrte of conservatrsm by usmg another name, one

--which reflects its opposne posture toward change we should call it progressrvrsm Strauss
suggests.! ' |

But is .What we:’?rnow as liberalisr‘n signficant ‘mainly as a stance toward\change.and
permanence" Is ;t concerned mainly with denying that anything. is giyen and wOrth knowing
and preservmg for its mtrmsrc value? Is it an afflrmauon that man’ s esséntce is his vabsolute §
f reedom? We should first examine its main- tenets more closely before decrdmg that thrs is the
kmd of hberty with whrch it is exclusrvely or preponderantly assocrated ( We will also need to
ask whether conservatlsm should be seen prrmanly as a narrow perspectwe on change.)

1 conclude that lrberty does enJoy a role but not the ~same role m'at least six
.1deolog1cal posrtrons whrch attach some srgmfrcance to it, “and that we ought therefore 10

/consrder these as separate polmcal worldvrews which can only all be referred to as liberal
with varymg degrees of justification. They are not all truly equally lrberal in other words but .
'because each ‘has been assocrated wrth lrberahsm I shall include them in my analysrs I think,

} .

nonetheless that there is 1o smgle lrbe&_‘l perspective which unites them



Others have" of - cOurse discerned r(wr.ongly.v 1 believe) the existence of a united

4 hberahsm They may say. for example that accordmg to hberal doctrine, ‘the pohtlcal rs

confxned to oné segment of life, that in whrch coercive force is employed the domain’ of -

chams we mlght say. Its function may bg to ensure the well ordered operauon of the rest of |
. social life, in those spheres in whrch the 1mportant thmgs take place - in economics, soc1al."
cultural and relrgrous life.. ‘ _

There is no nouon that the pohtxcal is the realm of f reedom Freedom consrsts of the. -
;,,qual right to parucrpate in makmg pohtrcal decrsrons about the affau's of the real world of
.‘socnety, in controllmg and holdmg accountable those who do, or in’ engagmg in activities
beyond the purvrew of the polmcal If the practrce of so- -called liberal democracres exther prior

‘10 or, subsequent to the achnevement of unrversal suffrage 1s an mdrcauon then not much is

requrred to connote partrcrpatron Nevertheless there is agreement that - self -tule is a’ .

f undamental prmcxple if not the defining one, of liberal democracy Mxnonty rrghts maJonty
rule. Just what is lef tto the mdlvrdual and why, is unclear; what is more important-is that j
l‘ rom whrch he rs exempted namely an ascnbed role and a condmon of subJectlon ‘He must "

: nonetheless give at least tacit consent to the rule. of hrmself by others And the rule of others'

must not be arbrtrary It must be limited by a constitution and by the rule of law. But almost
any sort of government could qualify as. llberal then: it only need make no claim: to natural,“
'tradmonal or divine rrght to rule any Teasonably plausrble exphcatron of tacrt consent wrll'
vdo Remember Mussohm may have had popular support And rule of law can be rule of

f‘oppressnve law. ' | | ‘ | | .

Is hberahsm not so hberal then" Or does it need to be ‘defined more narrowly. or in
'some other way? I will now attempt to show why 1 thmk that it has been, and ought to bev

: rdefmed in at'lcast sxx- dxf ferent ways and why I think that one of 'these has the greatest claim
' ',_to the‘ n‘ame' - precrsely because it does .not depend on a _ social- polmcal (or :

"sOciety - govemment )drstmctron
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C. Class-interest liberal "ideology"

. There is a number of writers wh‘o treat liber'aliem as a generallyb unifiedfbody of -

.

thought (although they may allow for some excepuons) one Wthh functions - as a

: Jusnflcatron for or ratmnahzatron of private- enterpnse capitalism. fhenr critique f unctions”

bestagamst' those who mamtam atomnstxe p_remlses. and promote the means of [ _ree-entcrpnse‘

~and the goal of the well-being of capitalists (in the guise of .the common good) but act
inconsistently with that goal, sacrificing liberties in practice but not in theory to further"thcir
ends. Their critique functions best, that IS as an attack on practic'eé.’ not theory.‘Those who

- } have worked outvliberal doctrines, as a matter of fact, genefally do not advocate all of that

~which such critics insist‘they. do: liberal wr_itershar/e goals other than capi_talist'well-being'

. and, therefore, are prepared, presumably, to alter the means ‘(including [ reedom of
» enterprise) if necessary, although not in unison;. as their ‘goals do dif fer (which is largely 'why

I think that they are analytically' distinct). The critique, nonetheléss, may possibly succeed in

pointing out that the premlses of individualist contract theorxes of man and polmcal socrety ‘

- do not rule out private- enterpnse capxtahsm even if they do not necessanly rule it in.

" Those who mamtam this mterpretatnon of lxberahsm basncally begm with the claxm '

that eéconomic interests of classes are a gwen and determme polmcal ideas Wthh are

'conscxously or unconsctously formulated to support them Thus C.B. Macpherson accuses
Hobbes of begmmng with a self -interest bourgems model of socrety asa ngen realxty and a-
grven good - and of wrttmgly or unthtmgly workmg backwards from there to construct a

.

| plcture of atomistic man and his relatxons with one another in order to produce a ranonale f or

it. Ellen Wood srmllarly, malntams -that hberal writers, begmmng wnh a, ; pamcular -

“ conceptron of polmcal life (as the good pohtxcal life}, adJust their views of the nature of man
| and of epxstemology to comcrde with that conceptlon } '

| Macpherson Wood and many others assert that the hberal view of man is essennally
o a generahzed descnpuon of bourgeoxs man, one who s self - centered accumulatxvc

compentwe and explomve and who treats hrs fellow men as commodmes a bemg who sees .

soCiety as well as government as external to hlm, and as somethmg 10 ‘g0 -along with - or .

’
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" manipulate according to his self -perceived interests. This.bourgeois man is an opponent ‘of

arbrtrary government ie., a government that supports arbrtranly spectal interests whrch are

'not called upon to prove themselves in, the market; he is a supporter of govemment which
rules by consent - of caprtahsts and of others convmced by them to further caprtalrsts .
- well- bemg and not to mterfere wrih rights conceived to benefrt them. ‘
Cntxcs of thrs position, . ‘ whrch they attnbute to Hobbes Lockerand a number of
others - assert that it 1ncludes a conoern for liberty but only a self interested one. Toleratron
. is preached in the relrgrous sphere thxs may be out of concern for the mterference with the
accumulatlon of wealth caused by rehglous quarrels ! Freedom of enterpnse as well,
‘advocated the laws of .the marketplace are o be supreme. A.nd everythmg is Jl.lStl_fled by the
reputed f urt;herrng of the common good. Profrts create JObS for example : L
Polmcal lrberty, however, is not valued highly. ‘What matters most is not who decrdes ‘
or how but what they decide. Hobbes, 1t mrght be argued (as it has been by John Plamenatz
although not from the perspectrve of the. crrtrcs under consrderanon here) was actually being
k-'fcoy in posmng a social contract as evrdenced by hlS "quiet” recogmtron of governments by
,'conquest as equally{legrtrmate. The motive for obedtence is not one »s own consent, but rather
' the success of ‘ the sovereign in serving self -interests. This‘_ is Similarly true, perhaps, of the ‘
'E‘nglish utilitaria'n's (Who owe their "theory.to'Hobbes?); they even‘ more ‘openly.than Hobbes
' dxsmlss the notion of a social contract.* . | o o
| The: realrty. the critics say, is that ltberty is but a provrsronal and llmrted means It is
' advocated only to further class tnterests Even comrmtment to the free market is tentative.
A’When busrness mterests suf’ fer the means will change not the real or stated end. o
The questron arrses should we even call tlus a liberal 1deology 1{ the comrmtment to
hberty is O condmonal” Harold Laskr pomts out that some- proponents of liberalism and

capltahsm turn Y their backs on.the former and embraced fascism instead.* But surely thrs‘ "

-cannot lead us b say‘that lrberalxﬁm contains the seedsof fascrsm let alone that liberalism is

fascrst Logr lly. then thrs 1deology shOuld be known as somethmg other than liberal. Many

. academrcs want to classrfy this Class-interest based caprtalrst pseudo ideology as liberal,
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' _nonetheless and consequently. smce it contaxns some (alben weak) lmk thh a nonon of .

liberty, I have conoeded to consrder 1t here 1 wrsh to quahf y my concessron further, however

Frrst it would make most sense to condemn those who act accordmg o non -liberat- T

-princ'i'ples but ,co_ntmue to use the -rhetonc of lrberallsm, but in that case actions, not hberal
ideology, _ought to ‘be the '_target. 'More i.mpor_tantly{ rnany known as. liberals_ have not
'emhraeed ‘all of the prernises. or the ends. of the "liberal-capitalist ideology." |
L Mill reeogniies' that voluntary. engagements rmght not be bindingbecause of fraud.‘
: - mistake or misinformation® - or treachery or forcer’ ‘Le(')nard Hobhouse notes that' some
| nreasure of equality is necessary ‘for ‘a_ contract to be entered into freely" T H Green .
addresses the subject as ‘well, - notably in his essay "Lrberal Legrslauon and Freedom of
.Contract "9 And Hobbes ‘and Locke ‘both express reservatlons about the conduct of
busme_ssmen, as apparently even Adam Smith did. Perhaps we would not wa,nt to take this as
evidenee _that their theories do not justify the capitalist"syStem;" or should I say the
- unregulated operation .of _the. capitalist system l'or t.he‘lbenefi_t‘- of capitalists. even though_
Laslett seems to so take it in the case of Locke.'? It'is reason._ nonetheless-, to consider the
possibility that .they were.not inconsistent' they may have been fully aware of the implications
'of therr posmons and found them in line wrth therr thoughts on the partrcular men they
: vobserved Consrder ‘too, that there we're many areas of economrc actrvrty which . dld ‘not yet -
. confront the makers and analysts of . pubhc polrcy when the classrcal liberals" wer. ntmg.
They may weu have favoured regulatron of the automoblle x’ailways "honic,
' commumcatron atomrc energy, etc. had they hved in this century, as Harry Girvetz
suggests.? (Conversely, the proponents of consrderable regulanon today would have had "
. much less to want to regulate earher in the mdustrral age ) ' ' o
| | It should be clear then, that not all hberal thought has always supported the same
| ends - real or proclaxmed - even in the wrmngs of the authors most identified wrth capnahst o

hberalrsm as we shall see more fully as we. consrder the next. strand of lrberahsm
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' D. Individualist llbertarian llberahsm :
Hobbes -and Locke I wish to argue ‘are not capxtahst hberals but are, mstead ‘
| llbertarlans. That is to say, they do not make the means (1.e. the nature of “the political
tneasures to be undertaken) dependent ipon the end of the furthering of either the public
'well -being or that of capttahsts They do not look to any pos1t1ve consequences they look to
the negattve obJectwe of mamtaxmng peace and order among mdtvrduals allowmg them to
- preserve (and mcrease) thetr property They look to the guaranteemg of ‘the liberty of -
enJoymg one's. possessxons w1thout coercron except that Wthh is necessary for impeding
coercion. _ b
Murray N Rothbard self professed hbertanan proclalms that the hbertanan '
e "posmon holds that V1olence_must be stnctly hnuted to defendrng the freedom of mdmduals,v .
, thei'r rights to"person and property against . violent "vinterfe‘rence by others " This freeddm "is
the hnghest politlcal end."? If we may take thts to be a defrmtron of hbertanamsm then it
" makes sense to classxfy both Hobbes and Locke as libertarians. | : ‘
Does it make- sense though to fuse the posmons of ‘Hobbes and Locke" ‘Hobbes 1s' ‘
: clearly attemptmg to establish a’ basrs for absolute soverelgnty, Locke is seeking to lumt the
.power of government. Hobbes makes the estabhshment of goyernment a matter of mere
convemence f or self -centered belngs who recogmze no obhgauon -toward others except as it is
tn their mterest to do so Locke exhorts men to respect the equal inherent rights of others to |
| preserve themselves " ’ : |
Even 1f we would want to morally dlStInngh between them, or between ’V"the'
’ ‘utilitarlan-emotmst-hedomc ' and "the _Anstotehan-l,ockean na_tural ng-htsv wings - of |
'libertarianism 5. however, it should be evident that their political  philosophies are very
snmtlar\Accordmg to both Hobbes and Locke the mdwxdual has no polmcal obhgatlons exoept
_ those whtch relate t the keepmg of the peace, . and those whxch each mdmdual expressly‘
| assumes. MaJonty rzie is not leg:ttmate for the purposes of advancmg the common good._."
o percexved as anythmg b\u the mamtenance of peace |

§
. —/
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| Are Hobbes and Locke truly advoCates of such rmmrnal government? ﬁobbes posits
absolute power for the sovereign. only in ’preservling: "the safety"' of his subjects. ‘They-'retain
" 'extenSlve ri'ghts - to govem their own body. enjoy air water rnotion the wa'y to tr‘avel' "and-v 3
' all things else without whrch a man cannot hve or not hve well, "4 A parallel list is: entaxled'
_in the hberty to- dtsobey, whrch exists if the subJect is told not. to resist force, to abstain from
food air, medlcme or anythrng else thhout which he cannot live, hberty exlstlng so.long as "
‘the End of soverergnty 1s not frustrated.'* This is .a very extensive exemptron from any
‘ obhgatron to obey -the coercrve power of the soverergn.. but note that the end of the
commonwealth is nothing but the peace and defence. of all, as Hobbes says repeatedly 16
. Hobbes mamtams mdeed “that - wrthout peace there is no mdustry. agrtculture
navtgatron commodrous burldmg, knowledge of the earth, arts or society 1 lt rs one thmg.>
though to reqmre men to contribute to efforts occasromng’such results and qurte another to
N merely rnsrst that men contnbute ‘to what rs necessary for the ma.mtenance of condmons
which make them. possrble |
Locke srmrlarly commits the individual to obey the political soveretgn only insor ar as
he (or' it} performs the function: of preservmg property or the "lrves ‘liberties 'and'
‘possessions” of men.! ' ‘ ' )
Lrberty. defined as absence of coercron except that necessary to. prevent coercion, is
the goal ‘No other . public good is to be pursued except voluntartly“iNote the obverse
1mphcatron of thrs statement, however Coercron is Justrfred for the nght purposes It is not .
mtrmsrcally 1mportant pohtrcally that subJects come to understand or shape them. And since”
there . are: hkely few or no non-defensive purposes subjects actually need no great amount of
'A pohtrcal knowledge, they concelvably may have no real need to partrcrpate | :
“ ‘In both Hobbes' and Locke's states of nature each individual has a legmmate rlght :
over the actrons of all others wrthout therr consent In political socrety that rrght only
vdrsappears wrth the mutual agreement to surrender lt Those who do not or cannot and those: |
yvho reclaim the nght for them_selyes (whe_ther or not legxtrmately) remain in or re-cntcr the

state- of nature vis-a-vis those who are living according to the arrangements of a contract, viz. -
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they can act agarnst one another wrthout consent to accomplish the same purposes contracts.
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serve Thus although Hobbes asserts that those who do not consent are not obliged, he also

: ,asserts that they are liable: to the sanctrons of those who do covenant 19 Srmxlarly. Locke
'.mamtams that those who do .not follow reason and enter the contract 1@ do not
By renounce force, remain subject to for'cg - from the commumty without their consent.
‘Consent, then ts,not the key. the kfy is the oblrgatron to submlt to the amount of (potentral.
-or la*tent) force necessary to discourage the actual use of force. |
' More 1mportantly. when this perspectlve requrres consent it is for the publrc pursurt
of . any f urther purpose Thrs is not consent 10 go along with the maJonty decrsron of whlch
‘means to use to~use to obtatn goals.for whrch ere is a general consensus. Thrs is consent: to
\jéontnbute from the Iesources whxch one owns or controls - whrch basrcally precludes much
‘pubhc acuvrty The communrty&good such as 1t may exrst -is to be left in pnvate hands. The o
danger is that it will only be pursued by those who, if and when they think about it, may not -
have the w1ll or resources. The greater danger is that harms to the communrty, and to its

‘ members, wrll be allowed when they ought not 1o be. |
' Frank Meyer, in "In Defense of Freedom," wntes -frwdorn can exist at no lesser
price than the danger of damnatton and if rwdom is indeed the essence of man 's bemg, that

" “which drsttngurshes him from the beasts, he must be free to choose hrs worst as well as his -

: 'best end Unless he can choose his worst, he cannot choose hrs best. 0 -

This nught mean, for example that if people ‘were starvrng in your commumty, you’

should “rely on pnvate actions to feed them; if 1nsuffrcrent numbers of chantable acts are. L

performed -that may be regrettable» but that rs the ' that we have to pay:f r freedom.

Forced. charrty deserves no moral prarse and refore it should not existy”Is it not true,

though that forced :charity may have no morg!l value for the forwd mdrvrdual but it would
. have moral value on the commumty level. 'I'hat is. what the hbertanan miisses.

The hbertanan basrcally opposes posmve comrnumty action, and thus whether
: _aff 1rrn1ng -the pnvate nature of morahty or positing the ' non-exrstence of selﬂessness._i

. surrendersthe.fwell-being of individuals. This is not to argue that 'no_decisions should be left
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to the individual to make and act upon as mdmduals. it is to say that some decrsrons ought o

" be Judged to be of xmportance for the commumty to act as a whole

‘A great practml danger is that the hbertartan wrll in his abhorence of coercion by
_ government (which he sees as the most obvrous kmd") deny government sufficient means to
~ prevent coercion except in xts most dlrect physrcal mamfestatrons He ‘will lean in fact, and |
‘perhaps in theory, to anarchism, seekmgonly, and possrbly fathng, to keep the peace defined- |

ina very narrow way.” | ) | ' | B o

The quesnon of the use of reason in politics also becomes ‘rather mcxdental since the

- ‘realm of the pohtrcal is greatly restncted Not only is rule by dlvme rlght or prescrtptxon

largely ruled out, rule accordmg o reason is all but. demed as well

However much this xdeology mmrmrzes the collectwe use of Teason, demes tmportance '

to the notion of consent .and fails to allow for pubhc concern for the mdwrdual it does f ocus
" on liberty of a kmd (defmable m terms of peace and absence of coercron) and theref ore it can ”
'.be~eonS1dered a hberal outlook But 1t should certainly not. be. consrdered to be the lrberal |

outlook We have seen that 1t drffers from . capltahst hberahsm mamly in aruculating no
: positive  public good, ‘and in ’stead_fastly.opposmg much government actrvrty as r_nherently
objection‘able It differs from some other ';l'iberal"" perspectives for the sa'm‘e as-Wcll ‘as (;r
.addmonal reasons although it has much m common with one. other such perspectrve whnch

" might even be. consxdered to be a sub-form of hbertarlamsm

E. Pluralrst hberahsm '

| Although the pluralist médel may not often be thought of as part of the llbertanan
. tradmon there are good reasons: to suggest that ‘it ought to be There is a f ocus on mterests 8
that is on é@ds sought which. are not sought by, nor concern all members of the commumty .
There is no exhortatron to put the needs of the whole bef ore those of the sub group. only an ,
rnjunctton to do what is mrmmally necessary to allow each to engage m‘"x'ts own more

important pursuits. There is really no common good to pursue as a final or elevated end.



Each group or each 1nd1vrdual represented by one Or more groups is to concern
hrmself or 1tself wrth and pursue his or its own mterest It is not Just a matter then of
havmg members of your ‘group parttcrpate m decrsron maktng and’ makmg your issues the_ |
subJect of. debate for socrety to consider. in the context of the whole; 1t is a matter of

| captunng control of polmcal power proporttonat’ € to your own seif -estimated rmportance to
.the community, if’ not;;mply a gr/ab at as much power and mfluence as you can amass, mr
, order to protect or advance ‘your own mterests And thus we see the model take shape' in -

-whtch the values of -negotratton and compromrse play a preponderant role,.‘They even reach

the status of an end -along with peace and secunty

Naturally. ncgotratron and compro lise take place in the pursurt of 4 comrnon good

_ defined in any manner and enforced by a soveretgn authonty But wher there is no questron

of thg‘ good for all then there wr]l be a focus on drstrtbutron appeal to any quahtauve

| § tmprovement of the polmcal commu(uty as a whole wrll be out of order. I agree largely Wlth

Grant, therefore on the nature of plurahsm By denying artrcglated pubhc goals and‘

focussmg on aportxonmg of goods polmcal plurahsm does set up "development” or materrallf

“and technological accomphshment as the actual goal, probably because men, in general can

. agree'that. they like "creature comforts St111 it is concervable that within the pluralrst model ‘

the objecuves of the more powerf ul groups, whatever they may be, may 1mpose themselves on
socxety At least they may. temporarily succeed in attractmg publtc resources to them.

- Herein may lie an important distinction between thrs perspectrve and the precedtng ‘_

-

one. The p uralist may accept t\rdea that his group should agree to support pubhc
purposes whrch are not 1ts own in the expectauon that the trme .wrll come when its special
mterests wxll be served or perhaps he wrll srmply concede that he has no choice. He may (lrke
/ | Laskt"") conclude that all talk of a common good s only self mteusted talk the obJectrve is N
o make sure’ your segrnent of socrety ‘gets - its- farr share. . This. .may point to another

o dtf ference: the pluralrst wrll not see membershrp m groups or collectxvrtes as coercive whereas‘ \l
the pure libertarian may, dependmg upon the extent of his abhorence of and his drhgence in

f mdmg sources of coercron (whtch 1romcally, however may Iead him to support mcreased_

y



126

'govemment activity of cemm sorts.) Tlns should not: lead us to confuse his outlook with that
~-of seemmgly plurahst conservauve thmkers however nog to obsgurc the sxmrlamy of his and -
| the hbertarxans S perspectives: they both deny the exxste_ﬁbe of ap _Objectzve, positive common o
‘good. e .
: The’- oluralist. does not concede that the politicai associztion is designed to' promote
some ‘p'ositive, given end. He does see it primarily as a convcnieoce for the‘ purpose of
-me\dtatmg between isolated mterests who only have as a given corﬂmon mterest thc keepmg o( -
the peace (And thus he can be consxdered to 'be a liberal foT the same reasons as any
: _hbertanancan) B - N

What is posmvely enacted is a matter for negotlatron and compromxse then What is

"»to be negonated and compromrsed are not competing vrews Of the comrhon good bul
- interests. The~Part1es involved are to_remam essentially unchanged by the_ l-mplementallon of
 common decisions | | ‘

erterS hke Watkms and Havelock salute a vision of polu)cal socnety in which men are

W be thken as they come, and say thrs constra a tolerant hunlamsrn 1 Whether or not they
. consider themsel\res to be plurahsts this idea f xts in well wrth the plumlxst pomt of view. The

1rony is that relying on non-polmcal segments of socrety to defi ing the -good life, the advccatcs. -

of polmcal (Whlch is t0 be drstmgurshed from cultural ) plu;'ahsm subject everyonc lo a

contest of brute force ‘This is a contest in whxch as Rober[ Paul Wolff pomts out, thc
non- conformmg mdmdual espec1ally is grven httle consrderatnofl M This is true both in the

case of COl‘poI‘alISt pluralism (in whrch each person is assrgned o membershxp in one and onlyf - '

one group). and in the case of non- corporatrst plurahsm (in wpich ‘mdmduals belong to as o

g many groups as they choose) The manner of reachmg dwsrons is nd" based on the'
persuasiveness Of partlcular posmons dec1s1ons are. made accordlng to the amount of clout,

'_ and how much mconvenxence or harm each group can mfhcl, And 80 we sec compames_‘
exactmg concessions by threats agamst the community and wage Carners recexvmg rates of pay
’accordmg to how well orgamzed and powerf ul they are. And when normal channcls prove

unproductive, IeS_ortS‘tO violence tend,to- bring quicker, more reéponsrve results: even though



- v1olence is supposed]y excluded as.a legmmate means by the prermses of tlus kmd of :

~ will accurately descrlbe the way men act when therr behavrour is motrvated by the sort of

o
&
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commumty yet it is in a way sanctloned by them. Of course, as this 1s a model it will never -

F

correspond completely wrth the way men actually act In fact masmuch as it is a flawed

descrrptron of (and not just prescnptlon for) polmcal life it may drffer greatly, although it

P |

. thmkmg it advocates

.

Vs

Is it not the case that the life of a pohtrcal commumty is necessarrly governed by some -.

5ared assumptrons or prmcrples even 1f they are of the nature that 1 compromlse and

,ee

peace take precedence over ‘most or all other considerations, or 2. umversal asprratrons should

be lowered 't mclude as many exrstmg, if not all exrstmg Judgments ‘of what is wortﬁwhrle

pursumg or 3. simply the understandmg reached that whatever anyone wants 1s as worthwhlle _

‘as what anyone else wants - the no- standard standard" Is it not true, though that wherever )

. there are no consciously held and operatrve prmcrples there is elther no communrty or a

commumty based on mstmct alone whxch hardly quahfres as a. human or crvrhzed one? (Thrs :

thought is msprred by, if not a restatement of Wolff s discussion of objects of decrsron z5)
The conservative admittedly has hlS own response to this questxon as. we shall see in the

f ollowmg chapter

~

My clarm 1s that when someone hke Havelock Tues the mfluence of Plato which he

says remam; w1th us in hrs/ﬁay, evrdent in the naive pubhc desrre for leaders who are
:_

statesmen rather than practrcal polmclans % he overstates his case, and in fact supports mine.

The pubhc clamour isa demonstratron of the natural rauonal desire and necessrty of pursumg :

¢

the structure to stand Polmcal hfe is not srmply arx‘ ad;ustment of empirically- observable

“4
mherently unrelated interests, gven if many pohtrenans see their route to sucoess as appealmg

%

to the largest and/or greatest numbers of conﬁgme@es possrble, Of course, those remarks '

»/1\%
can be drrected toward proponents of 1ndrvrd&ﬁrst hbertanamsm as well I see few drff erences

~

. &
' between the two pomts’of view except those- which 1 have hoted.

w.

. Lo C e e

: common goals consrstent with knowable fundamental pnncrples - the framework whrch allows . ‘_ .
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I had thought‘ that a major difference is that pluralists generally repudiate the_ idea of
'political sovereign‘ty whereas an Hobbes. does not. But git'en th“at an l-lobbesian state is a
limited state, that is, soverergn in negattve areas, and gtven that| Locke is much concerned
with restnctmg dtscretronary powers of polmcal authortty. I'do not see that much of a
drscrepancy exists between the libertarian and pluraltst views.

l' _The- pluraltst and, the libertarian both endorse the mmﬁhal state. The pluraltst state,
though may be "less minimal.”

- There ‘are those, nonetheless who see the pluralist-neg‘otiation-compromise model as

“the guarantor of the free pursutt of self- mterest And consequently we should recogmze lhlS

, as a form of liberalism, however flawed its treatment of ltberty

| F. Hedomst-utthtanan lrberalrsm o ‘

1 have 1dent1fted two 0T possrbly three distinct f orms of what may be called ltberalrsm
Although an hedonist utrlrtartamsm (wrth the individual as the basic unit.of analysrs) such as -
that of John Stuart Mrll (and of James Mrll and Bentham) 1s not always distinguished f rom
them it seems to me that it ought to be -because the end it promotes is not material
"~ well-being per se, or “lrberty (or mere peace "). The end is pleasure ..‘

I suspect that: the concept of uttlrty, in thrs case, is empiricist, that is, concetved )
because 1t is screntrftcally appltcable to the world of our physrcal senses. Whether this be to
'remove reltgrous and phtlosophrcal quarrels f rom pollttcal debate or to preelude abstract issues - -
3 (such as- notrons of ob]ectrve Justtce socral Justrce spmtual f ulftlment ihe good ltfe rrghts"'
- etc.) from publrc consrderatron I am not sure - - although both may be true , :

: To equate the pubhc -good and. pleasurq in any case presents dangers If. we reduce
the good life to the pursrgt of pleasurable sensattons and the avordance of painful ones we- k
_ may be reducing it to somethmg no higher than that whrch ammals can expcrtence ln fact, -

' Mili, who wrshes to avoid thrs dtfftculty, sttll w1shes to add together his lowcr and higher
'ple{asures}, provtdrng us with good reason o ask' whyv quantrty of the lower cannot make up

for the quantity of the latter.
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Mill himself states that a bemg of -higher f: acult1es would not surrender what he has,
however much he might :be suffenng, in exchange for the most,complete satisfaction of all
the desxres which the fool dunce or rascal has, because of his pride, love of hberty and
personal mdependence or sense of dtgmty 27 He thus brings into questton his credentials asa
hedonist utilttartan | ‘ ‘

- lf Mill s or anyone else 5 polmcal goal is the maximization of pleasure though there '
s another possnbtlity to consxder The pursutt of the greatest amount, of happmess may well
take us far beyond the mmimum state. } ~

1 can detect no theoretxcal 1mped1ment to a utilitarian advocating maJortty rule nor to
his surrendermg ltberty Might not someone denve more pleasure from- acttvmes m which he
' may be forced to partake if not from the pleasure of his anger at. bemg demed hlS routme
‘ anesthetized pleasures? This utthtartamsm may be quite compattble_, moreover-, with the most -
Yextre,nt‘eqnotion of the paternalistic welfare state. By providing everyone with a minimum of
. goods (which constantly rises perhaps) and security, the goal of maximizing pleasure ntight_'be
met. Who can say that providing t‘or oneself will provide more happiness in either the short |
or long run? Some may even' find having to make choices painftil,'or'at least not pleasant.?*
__Spoon-f 'eeding or the Aprovision of all-'encompassing safety nets may well minimizef pain.-
S_imilarly. some restraints’ on '~ liberty may well increase ‘productivity ‘and its conc'omitant
‘ pleasur .or decrease'crime and 1ts pain - } o | | .‘

This utthtanan S obJecttve may be good not democratic :or minimal or democratic'. |
mmimal government He might wtsh 10 see political partrcrpation as useful but not as an
:’ maltenable nght he may well be open to suggestions that it may be mcreased and decreased as

 circumstances warrant

I do suspect that this form of utilitanamsm is democrattc to the extent ‘that it may
allow the people to determme what satisfies their desrres And in respectmg tndtvxduals ip
counting each as one. But denytng the exnstence of mherent rtghts - political and non poltttcal
Tt leaves open the door for sacrifi tcmg the well- bemg or mterests of some mdrvrduals for the
| 'benef tt of rhore people. But to say that rtghts may be sacrtftced mtght be too srmphstrc Is. 1t

-6
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not more likely‘that righrs would be sacrificed for somerhing else, and less likely that some
rights of some would ‘be sacnfrced for more of others" The poml of havmg a doctrme of
utility, after all, may be to esrablrsh a single supreme goal for the commumry. whrch would
mean the worth of all acuons ultimately could be subordmated 10 n (or if .you prel‘ er,
fmeasured in terms of it). Some utrhtanan outlook may be abie to mcorporale a netion ol”
| inalienable rrghts however But I am not aware of how.this could. ‘be done; rhe view that 1 am
consrdermg here, in any case, does not incorporate one. |

Now, admrttedly, this uulrranan outlook’ entarls the idea that we are ro pursue tie

greatest happlness of the greatest numbers and -therefore .we would only ever place in |

: Jeopardy the rrghts or the well- berng of a necessarrly small number of mdrvrduals Bur rn' '
order to promote this 1dea this utrlrtarran must fmd a way for the mdrv:dual to see the
happrness of others as his' own. One’ way of doing thrs is by devrsmg an expandable socral‘
sentiment, as J. S Mill does. »
There are problems wrth rhrs perspectrve If a person - depends on senumcnt to‘
:.motrvate hrm to help and/or not harm others then he W111 not lrkely care much aboul lhe
:well bemg of others whom he cannot see, be they: mhabrtanl.s of geographrcally drstanl places
(or near but unfrequented places, for that marrer) or members of generatrons not yet born

B ;Consrder also that sentrment can be vrcrous as well as benevolent, especrdy it would scem

when it is of a social nature (r.e. when it is. encouraged by_- socral approval)'. Should reasoni, 4 )

not control and eXtend beyond sentiment”vShould we not depend on "objeciive" commitmem
(r €. non- favounusm) frrst rf ouf goal is the good of all (whrch goal even Mill would have to _
admrt 1s set or percerved by reason in the first’ place)"

| The 1rony is that the expandrng socml sennmem argumenr whrch may in largc
measure be desrgned to preclude state coercion (especrally bur not only when employed by
lrbertarrans) actually entails a decrease in liberty, that is, when it depends on the ldca thal a$
wants increase men will mcreasmgly depend on the self rsh mteresrs and actrons of one anothcr
‘(even 1f seemmgly drsmterested) to satisfy them.? Lrberty may be surrendered in polmcal and
g non polrm:al areas of lrfe therefore Freedom may srmply be a means then, and not a goal.

B

o
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' This is even more true according to another ideological perspective, which may or may not
deserve the name of utilitarianism, as we shall see presently.

|
| G. Socral progress lrberahsm
Sonte persons do advoeate freedom largely freedom from government coercion, in
: order to f urther some end other than the well- -being of capitalists, peace, "lrberty or
pleasure an end which 1s not understood as equally beneficial to-all, or even necessarily to a '.'
majorrty' of persons now. lrvmg, or yet to hve They ‘may wish to advance mankmd" or
matenal wealth or the conquest of nature or a number of other thmgs as ends
The attamment of ever higher pleasures or stages of ctvrlrzatron may. well require the
"sacrificing of the, pleasures, or interests, of some, even of the many for the benefit of the few
now and the many later - or for the few later as well, :if, no end 10 progress is envisaged! Take
this example vTh‘e well-being . of 'the many may be ‘neglected over "infinite numbers of
igenerauons in: order that more and° more of nature on earth, and ever mcreaSrng parts. of :
space may be conquered Progress can come to be seen as an end in itself, in the way. the- '
advancement of society can be ‘ |
It'rs mdxsputable that materral and other forms of progress are advocated by many as R
means toyher learnmg and culture health reduction of suffenng, the ehmrnatron of war‘."
Aetc This means that " progress for them is not "the" goal they wxll not consrder other means
’ as necessarlly inferior.’ They will not channel resources all in one direction, or take conquest
0. be a good in 1tself Are there not those who take conquest to be the end, though" Those
who will consrder man's essence to be hxs f reedom from human and non- human nature?

l do not know enough about the "Chrcago School" in partrcular or "New Rrght '

economrc thtnkers in general to say anythmg conclusrve about them (1f I may take the liberty .

o

g drscussmg together xdeas that )| peroerve they share ) Frankly, 1 suspect that in general .
eir talk of chorce or hberty 1s smcere but that. therr apparent pre occupatron with
ef ftcrency is exaggerated If a less "free” nation were to. gam rndustnally by patemahst1c )

1deas» and practxces. ‘proving that very extensrve "hberty may dot be the most productrve
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economrc arrangement I doubt that they would lessen their calls for decreasmg governrncnt or
corporate coercron But if they really do thmk that "efficiency " matters most, they ma\ be
prepared to advocate hberty only on a conchtronal. basis. (Is it not evrdent,v in either case, that :
they ar_e pr‘epared to tolerate great vnumbers, of "iosers“ for the sake of "liherty" or progrcss
| ot‘ some kind? And that since a considerable - even if minority - _percentage of -these losers
are or would be caprtahsts we cannot call them "capitalist hberahst"") It is concetvablc then,
~ that certam efficiency and productrvrty -obsessed economtsts and thetr f ollowers and social
Darwinists of various stnpes may be the best examples of proponents of thts outlook '
John Stuart Mill says in On Ltberty that srlencmg the expressron of optmon of any
indivrdualr is unacceptable because m-domg 0 we run the rtsk of robbmg the human race”
later he comments that we ought not mJure "the interests of /one another because we owe a_
- _return to soczety for the benefit of. hvmg in rt - not(!&ca(se we owe it Lo others as. human
beings % And in Utilitarianism in the same breath that he Says' that everyone is 1o count as’
one, he says there _may be. hmtts to thts maxtm albett stnctly construed Then he adds that
everyone. has a right to equal treatment unless social expedtency dictates otherwrse 3
| ‘We should note that Mill does favour progress as the conquering of naturc in order to
'benefrt mankmd umversally. in his ~essay on nature - 1f not in specific passages then in
-overall tone There are 1ndrcattons of- thrs in his arguments that man should correct, mttxgatc ,
or control the hurtful agencres of nature such as storms drsease ’and selfishness.®® (These
arguments do much to bnng mto questton the awe in whrch persons like George. Grant regard‘
’
We could say. the same thmg too 1f it is true as Acton asserts that Q)_I_,My is a B
work desrgned to persuade those of hmtted capacmes to allow the flourrshmg of the. talents of :
those wrth greater potenttal M Why dol cxte Mlll then?
It is - htghly plausrble' that someone sharmg his preimses dlscountmg natural rtghts
. would want to see man s creattons ~prosper and progress mﬂhout the bcnef its bemg shared by
‘all, or the greatest ‘numbers imaginable. But is not ltbersty for all, as a means, but an’

. emphatically asserted means, a key element of this outlook? Indeed it is. The point is that it is



not f orwarded‘because the needb or desirability for it arises out of the nature of manbut out
- of the nature of the'goal The objective makes the means dependent, 'i.e..subject 10 revision _ |
| when empmcal evidence may suggest that revrsron is needed | ‘ | |

Mtll in any event, does not advocate thts outlook. He advocates etther the hedonist
utthtartan argument in whxch fellow human berngs are useful to one another but not
mherently valuable or, alternatrvely, the proposmon that men should be concerned that. ’others :
develop their moral and mtellectual capacmes because these capacrttes are valuable to thelr o
POSSEssors. | ) |

Mll] is not known as a major proponent of the latter, probably because he only took .
it up some of the trme But hxs contnbutlon wrll be noted along with those other thmkers who .
: prov:de the most sohd theorettcal ground for collectrve concern for human development ‘
| cessation of - oppressnon reSpect for mherent rtghts and hberty asa tlnng owmg to a person. It :
isto themthat I now turn.

-

' H Personal autonomy/human nghts liberalism

’ l have drscussed f1ve ideologies here which have been taken by some or many to be
hberal xdeologxes Whereas it may be a’ common perceptron that all those who have been
known 10 be llberals have mamtamed that m order for authorrty o be legmmate it must be
- consented- to by all those over whom 1t is exercrsed this ‘is not the case. That phantom
- phrlosopher the hberal caprtahst the hedonist utrhtanan; and the socral progress ltberal can.
-easily- accommodate restrnctrons on polmcal liberties wrthm thetr outlooks. The hbertanan and
- pluralist, nonetheless do commence their analyses with individual agents who agree to come
together to further therr prxvate mterests They can speak about socral contracts and consent ,

But consent may not actually be requtred those who do not give their consent to the rule

.-consented 10 by others do not stand in a relationship of authority to it, but are nonetheless :

legtttmately ruled by it, in the eyes of the consenters The reframers are s;mply non- actors .

and non-fa actors in thelr equatnon of legxumacy Rather than provxdmg the basrs for legmmate.

authonty over an entire commumty this would prepare mstead the grdunds for potenttally o

,
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unhmrted numbers of authonty eenters legmmate unto themselves. Tlus problem is overcome
'by the notxon of tacrt consent, the idea that each person acceptmg the benef its of lmng under
a partlcular regrme (i.e. srmply hvmg under 1t) 1mphcrtly consents to ablde .by .its rules.

"Hobbes and Locke both rely on this manoeuvre. The problem wrth this step is that it
overcompensates It includes everyone in a socjlety If you parttcrpate at all in the ltf € of a”
communrty you are declared to be. in agreement with whatever political decisions govern it.
Consent is thus rendered a very weak notton fll” you are thhm the reach of someone capablc ‘
of enforcmg his or. its edrct° upon you you are in fact, declared® to have consented to them

“Non- consent simply means non- partrcrpatron or complete non- mvolvement

'o' . Upon further exammatron we can see that any notron of consent actually plays a
minimal. role in consent theory Why should someone be entrtled to the claim that only he can
justif y rule over htrnself ? Presumably because, whether or not. Jusuce and obl:gauon ‘can exist
other .th’an'by convention and agreement. men will not believe'.thatj other men ‘can regulate -

-'such things. impartially unless th'ey select' and‘control these men themselves But that, in

. reahty, turns out to be the obJectrve - rule which is excerctsed 1mpart1ally. and not f or private
gain. It does not matter to Hobbes Locke or Mlll the utrhtanan -in the fmal analysis, how

_ .jrmpartral rule is estabhshed if it is accepted by a majonty Rule is only a means to a further

»l end and it is the end whtch requrres it to be 1mpart1al (If consent theonsts were truly serrous
about self - rule they would not be able to mtroduce the idea of majority rule - wnthout an
addmonal prermse namely, consent ‘to majonty rule ) Consent consequently becomes

. _somethmg hypothetrcal - what men would do (1 e. agree to) if they were {o act rauonally

j or reasonably.or a_ccordr_ng to the dictates of nature. Emphasize _the ver/g’to act.

- - ThlS consent theory operates qurte well,. then, without. thev‘idea br indepcndent
thought or knowledgeable pamcrpatton ‘and therefore wnthout recogmtron ol mherent rights
ansmg from the possrbrhty of autonomous or self rule There. is no room for the
encouragement -of excellence only the idea of domg less well or better what conduces to your

_\"fmg-term self -1nterest, and maybe the ,contrnbu,tmg of different, but not inherently. excellent

ideas.
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The plurahst may be an excepuon in makmg the posmve goals of those operatmg the
formal pohucal machmery of the commumty (a group more or less like any other wrth its |
own interests. to pursue) dependent upon the consent of the vanous contractmg parttes But |
'the pluralxst S[ll] has no concern that consent be mformed consent, or that it be sought at all |
- if partlcular parties do not' demand exphcrtly that their views be taken into. consxderauon |

Rousseau Kant, T H. Green and Mill (the non- uuhtanan JS. Mrll) point- to an
alternative, a view m ‘which ‘it is of polmcal 1mportance that the individual develop hts
capactues f or understandmg and contnbutmg to the good of all

Rousseau hinges much of his polmcal theory on the compassron of men in socrety.
and on their abrlrty to wrll the general will: he sees socral feelmg as an evrl as well as a good.

He sees mdmdual men as dtstmct beings, in other words, as ends m themselves and not only

- as appendages of expanded self -interest.

How can man be bound by the schackles of law and pohtrcal rule yet obey only. '
himself? Whereas thts may seem to be the main quesuon which he addresses in his political
wrmngs it may be more accurate to state that he attempts to demonstrate whether or not
successfully, that each man has an inherent worth which it is the duty of the commumty o
‘ enhance or develop, or at least refram from hindering (meamng that it is also requlred to
remove hmdrances) Whtle expressmg slight concern for the concept of rrghts he says muchp
-,'to provnde agasm for them. The consent he postulates is to be grven by wrllrng and/or
thmkmg bemgs 1t is not the mere acquiesence w1th what is necessary for the mamtenance of R
peace and order, o' the acqursrtron of "happmws or the march oT progress

| Rousseau mdeed does speak of possessron of sensrblhty rather than of Teason, as the ‘ "

basis for compassnon and thereby places anrmals on. an equal footmg w1th man, in one'

o respect they are “also to. be _spared avoi _dable parn But this, ultrmately. is not the complete.

foundauon for the obhgatlon he assigns 10 men towards one another It: 1s s1gmf1cant though '
as a recogmtton of each bemg as valuable in hrmself’ Thxs may be the pomt of hrs absurd
exaggerauon of the possrbrhty of mdependent exrstence Surely he. could not have held that

mating men and.women, and t_hen the child and hrs mother. have no feehng or interest in one
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another once their 1mmed1ate usefulness has elapsed * But he could have, and does suggest .
that each mdrvrdual has his' or her own hfe to live. Recall too that hrs account of ;
compassron is not self mterested o
‘ Rousseau says rthat obechence to self prescrrbed law is liberty." If he had stopped at
thatv'pomt, then _h_e could have mamtamed that -each should or could merely insist that all -
'.,.should’ do’ what is in their own interest. Rousseau, of course, does not do this.; He insists,
‘rather, .that each should will the ~good of all, and that in so doing, ‘man attains rnoral,
freedom: ’I‘hls is not a call to_‘ complete altruism*for the collectiye good lS to be something that
is good for each. A large element of altruism does exist, though,;wit consists of the' requiremcnt :
that none is to give’hims—elf - or any particular individual or 'group of :'individuals .
preference in polrtrcal as well as non pohttcal life, 1 presume But thxs is not Just a'
prohibition; it is a. requrrement 1o participate.
| ‘ Rousseau Tejects representatlve democracy because he concludes that to have others :
make decrsrons for you is slavery, even if you do not drsagree wrth the decrsrons or benefit
from them m some way. If man merely follows the lrfe of. ease ‘and ref rams from partakmg in -
the deterr'nination of the laws of the land he is not realizing all that of wh\ich he is (morally") '
capable as a human bemg The goal, then, is neither peace at all costs nor licentiousness.®’
This hardly seems to be a dated message w1thout application in our complex world.
Now, the commumty cannot agree to anything. whatsoever and correctly rcgard itself
.as free. The political association, for Rousseau must pursuethose endeavours which are to
. enhance human lrberty, that is, self- relrance and moral freedom l-le does say yes to some arts
and no to luxury and dependence on others » He does not often suggest that there is
excellence to be achieved other than in followmg nature and in havmg a good wnll toward
" others; he does not often suggest that knowledge, reason or any arts are to be developed for
' therr intrinsic value - but he does comment that true pleasure is absorptxon in a thing itself .** |
He does percerve the state, nonetheless, as a vehicle for thc attainment of excellence as hc |
"‘usually sees it. He would assuredly agree wrth Arlstotle $ clatm that a state is more than a "

pact for mutual protecnon or trade whrch is unconcerned with the qualrty of cmzens o
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While' we ‘can. say that Rousseauis not preoccupied_ with furthering reason he does
| introduce a concept-of the general will which can. be (best?) particit)ated inata rational level.
 still, we should riot restrict it to being s‘imply/ainotheriman_ifes‘tation of "ethical Tationalism"
(as 1 understand this term as. used by ‘Watkins . We can “will something to happen after
ratronal delrberatron but we can also will somethmg because of our chantable feelings towards
others Rousseau Tealizes thrs He comments that few can reason their way to virtue.*? And SO
he devises a civic relrgron. Wthh seems to be a vrsceral level expressron of good (ie. the
general) will, and conceives  measures t,ol foster. patriotisrn (which is really no different than
- his civic religion-?)._cs:"Note, though. tha;ffRiousseau recog'nizes. that there are limits to the
extent to 'which individuals can. be led. He does say that men can and should be forced to be
free, but by this only means that they shall be forced to concur wrth the will that is geheral,
"and in whrch they partrcrpate If someone does not’ partrcrpate in the formatron of the general

wrll to begin wrth he can hardly be forced to do so, or to be free bchoncurrmg wrth it when

| he is not part of 1t Whether or not Rousseau ever says $o explrcrtly, it 1s absurd to suggest~ .
: _that anyone could “be forced to be autonomous (To be encouraged e. g through education, is

somethmg else. ) Once someone has made up his mind, 50 to- speak to be dependent there |

may be lxttle that can be done to change thrs Rousseau recognrzes that the state can only act
in accordance with the people's wishes. It is only through education of opmrons, not law, that

you can ’govem ‘passions | ' . ' |

- Rousseau does employ the notion of tacit consent “ But this consent must be more

' substantral than Hobbes' or Locke's. It must mvolve feehng if not thrnkrng the general will to '

quahfy as consent in Rousseauan terms What about those who do not ‘think or. feel the

general wrll" I assume that they must adhere to the laws of the land if they benefrt from them' o

and do’ not deny therr wrllmgness to abide by them These. persons, however would not be -

free and, moreover would be a lrabrlrty to the community in the sense of holdmg back what
they could. and ought to contribute to it SR | | | |

. Hrs is not a radrcally egalrtanan doctrine m every respect (he favours crvrc mequalmes .
comcrdmg wrth natural rnequalrtres") 1t is, nonetheless radrcally mdrv‘rduahstrc (m~one,

e



sense) and humanrtarran Each person is to be treated as an end, as a fellow species- member
an end grven by nature and by man's own nature as a senuent bemg who is also capable of |

R . P 3 ~

human growth.

There is an easily recogmzable affinity between Rousseau s general will ahd Kant's
'categoncal unperatrve that we are to wrll our maxims to be umversal laws ‘e ThlS 1mpfratwc m.
_ 1dent1cal Kant says,’ wrth the exhortatlon that we are to act so that every rauonal being is an
end in your maxim.*” Man 1s an end,-he has drgmty. Kant says, then in possessrng this a
.'pnorr/ratlonal capacrty to give umversal laws 1ndependent of empmcal consnderauons and
mclmatlon"" » ' : o - R

Kant drffers from Rousseau in not attrrbutmg intrinsic worth to a-person other than
for his possessron of the faculty ol' Teason. They both agree though in saying that it is of
concem to each (at least to those who can reason) that the others in the comm'umty develop
‘their capacrty to will umv_ersal laws or the general will. Note, moreover, that Kant, like
Rousseau,‘does not leave the-eonsensus of the comnrunity an open category. Must a. good will
will something that is good then? . . _

Kant rules" outsuicide as a rational solution to the problem of f: acing a lif e'wlth more
pain than satisfaction' he also says that a rational manv could not want to ref rain f rom“
~ developing all of his facultres for the purposes for which they were desngned b Not just'_

anything can be the object of the will, therefore Kant recogmzes nonetheless that willing

the good of others is desrrable in 1tself Domg good is not enough Perhaps this is because we .

- cannot truly apprecrate what good ends are unless we seek to partlcrpate in the articulation - ;
4 band selectlon of them ' ]

T H Green expresses ideas similar to thosc of Rousseau and Kant He wntes that
"frwdom in all the forms of domg what one will w1tl' one: 's own 1s valuable only as a means
" t0 an end. That end is what‘I call freedom in the posruve ‘sense: in other.words, the llberanon
Cof .the powers of all rnen ’equally for contributions to a 'cjommon good."** Now hls comrnon or
socialgood“may seem to be the rnaking_~ by "the citizens as a body” ol' "the most and best” of -

- the individual citizens.®* This "best" is .consciousness or rational awareness of success in
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makmg or havmg our natural mchnatrons or "natural impulses" correspond with what is
good. (It is not freedom from passion, in other words, but knowledge of a fusron of the -
obJects[of things desired by'the passrons and what is good. This freedom is not, then,v sunply
; action in agreement with good ends, butawareness that one willingly does soact,' that one .
, chooses them, 1 .presume.) A free 'man enlists his natural passions "in the "service of some -
grcat public cause or wrth the intent, simply, of educatrng his family, perhaps.? Thrs circle

is not closed however What is the good that it is good to will and to know? Perhaps it is

: sharmg concern for the well- bemg of others in the commumty, the harmomous arrangement S

of the commumty allowmg for the good of its members now and in the future oneness wrth"'
"truth” or percepttons of perfectron or perfect ideals. Whatever the case, Green s point
surely seems to be that the best for one man is netther to sunply do as he wishes, nor to do
what is good" but to know that one is wrllmgly dorng What is good, whrch must mean: that :
dependency on others especrally for the-arueulatron of moral and mtellectual msrghts. and
the perf ormance of actions in whrch they are embodred cannot be best |
| You may wrsh to ask why the commumty should be concerned wrth mdrvrduals wrllmg
.or choosmg the good for all Why could it not 1nstead srmply exist to serve the development
4' " of each for htmself ? The answer may- be that it could, but it may be tha.t thrs would requrre
‘etther an. tmpossrble degree of altruism, or, conversely, an 1mpossrbly great degree of harmeny
of rsolated self -interest. The answer mstead or addmonally, ‘may be that the good does '
"'mclude (that is include. not consrst enttrely of) the ratronal or political. and moral |
development of all and that people do know thlS to some degree. |
' You may subsequently wrsh to pomt out that in some SOCletlcS moral and intellectual |
development rs not a preoccupatton of. the commumty as a whole; it is largely left to pnvate
_or voluntary associations. This may be true, but we should ask whether the process has been
sancuoned by the community, and if it has not whether there really is'a community, or
perhaps ‘more to the point, a well f unctromng commumty Be that as it may, can there be any
doubt that, .whether solely for self -bettermen_t or ,the betterment‘of others or all, pamcrpatron ‘
. Al - .

in the moral, political and intellectual areas of human activity, which we may have to concede



necessarily involve non-individual endeavours, is preferable to passivity? To the living of life

E uﬁliaing the products of the .i‘maginarion,'-' the culture, arts and sciences which others have
mfusedwrth their own understandings of the world, understandings most relevant to their
own experienCes" | N |
Itis possrble that our own decisions may be inferior to those which someone else may p

unpose but unless ours are destructive - ‘of our ability to make decxsxons thal can hardly

qualify as a reason to Justrfy mterf erence. Is it not true that we lear_n by.‘makmg mistakes?

And that learning and kn‘owing is good, whereas depending on the perpetual interest, wisdom
and benevolence of another is ultlmately impractical if not nmmoral" ‘We should want othcrs
" to be able to make therr own decrsrons and in this liberdl view, [hlS can be accomphshed by

actmg, however paradoxical it mrght seem, to establish and accomphsh commumty goals
addition to seekmg our own md:vrdual good: S _ T

These goals certamly would not always be achleved lhrough polmcal action, although
political  decisions might be necessary to allow them to be achieved. These g’oals undoublcdly
would ‘be accornplished_ at var_ious levels. as Green suggests, that is, in» pursuing ca‘uses‘ of
various sorts, affecring various numbers of indi\"‘iduals.v |

Regardless of the particular reason for Wanting "innervf reedom” for o'thers mc desire

for it with which this kind of hberalrsm is' concerned, plamly makes this hberahsm Lhc oncl'

.most comrmtted 1o liberty as a polmcal end in itself; Wthh cannot be sacrif 1ced {o auy other o

polmcal purpose It also clearly attaches the most unportance to the value of each in wdual'
k‘ .

i~
’ilman life; each man is an-end.

§§: I would be, renrrss not to note that John Stuart Mill someumes becomes an advocalc of
L "“u{k&rs kind of liberalism, although he does not always share Rousseagu s opumlsm about man's’
mherent goodness oﬂhrs critique of ills induced by social advance. Even if Mill speaks at
times about the need to encourage mdmduahty for rhe‘socral good it pmduces at other umcs
(even if in the same breath) he presems it as a good in 1tself In Justfa few pages of his
chapter on- mdxvrduahty he remarks that individual spontaneity has intrinsic worth, human

nature is a tree, facuities are given to us to be cultivated, an_d not only the best, but most
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‘ persons should culuvate therr mdrvrduahty 53 He also speaks of the need for. pohtlca]
| deve]opment even if it 1s accomphshed at the cost of better results that would have been
produced by government Now even if he treats this as a matter of development and not of |
llberty, and foresees greater l)ng -term results, there seems to be suffrcrent ground for the
susprcnon that he is not . merely looking to the habituation of acting from. "public or
semi- publtc motxves | |

Perhaps Mrll thinks that such motrves wrll produce the most usef ul results overall but
~his argument would need another step to’ guarantee this - the assurmg of competence on the
-fpart of those actmg Does he leave out thrs &step because he sees good in the motrves '
themselves” L : - - I

Curtously enough Mill elsewhere comments that motwes are publicly msrgnrfrcant
intentions matter motives only count in’ "our moral estrmatron of the agesr‘rt " whtch is, in
“turn, based on our assessment of the likelihood that his character will or wrll not;produee
usef ul actions.** He does seem anxrous to avoid attributing any mherent worth to character or
‘ personahty or mdtv:dual 1dent1ty But he does not always succeed Is his msrstence that socral
and pohttcal coercion can only be justified in some of those mstances ‘where other regardmg |
_'acttons are mvolved really carry much weight as .a purely utilitatian argument, for example"
‘Whatever the answer to this quesuon he does seem to be attracted to the posrtron that the
‘development of mdlvrdual personahty isa good in itself on at least some occasions.

We can. now conclude that Grant's crttrque of hberahsm as a doctrine whrch denies
mherent worth to- human berngs is not apphcable to all kmds of . lrberalrsm Perhaps equally
rmportant however, wrll be the forthcomrng observatron that conservatrsm only values
- individ:aé\condmonally This will become: evrdent m the next chapter perhaps most clearly m'

an exammauon of drvergmg perspectrves On.the nature of rights. o o .
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I A composite liberal? ,
Now that 1 haye drstmgurshed among what may be taken to be six distinct. f orms of |
liberahsm, I'cannot help but thmk that I may be challenged, nonetheless, to say-ctther which
.the quintessential liberal position is, Or to say what they have in common. | think that it is
basncally unhelpfulﬁchonmder these six tdeologtes all to be specres of one genus When we s0
consxder them it becomes easy, for us to attnbute the premtses means 0T Ob_]CCllVCS of one 1o
another or to all of them even if inappropriate to do so. It may make life easner in & way to
‘ group together various polttrcal phtlosophtes as anarchtst liberal, conservattve or soctahst or
i just as vanants of . hberahsm and conservatism, to reduce them that is, to forms of a very
few pohtrcal outlooks, but to do S0 is to fail to appremate s1gmf icant nuances, and to attempt . ‘
to render compattble what is not. I consequently thmk that it would probably be best to speak. ‘
of pohtrcal capttahsm, »hbertanamsm pluralism, uttlttanamsm and so on, and not ry to
- suggest that these are all "hberal" perspecttves The role and 1mportance of hberty in each of..
 these varies too much for that '
I must add that there are indeed snmllantles They reJect clarms to ‘rule based upon
' tradmon or revelatron they reJect pnvrlege and arbttrary government But s it enough to
consider as one vanous‘ p%smons on the basis ofa negattve agreement, especially .smcc,ot_hcrs
" may reject sorne or‘ all of the senre things" Well - then, what- do they agree upon? They
_ generally maintain that there should be the mle of law and constttuttonal government thcy
" may hold that man can use reason to unprove h1s well- bemg, that aﬂdtytdual persons can bc
3made better cmzens by educatron and crlmmal rehabthtqtton that refL o‘;m -and cxpenmcnt can

4,be useful and sC on. But does this gtve us reason to call all those who agree on such thmgs

'hbcrals" Do not non- lrberals (1 e. persons with very dtvergent v;ews) agree wnh some or all
. 2

B

of these posxtxdns"
Those who have been known as liberals dlsagree on a very wxde range of key :ssues ‘
such as: is man ulttmately self interested, ngen by passrons or senttment or reason; 1s man.

o~

. co- operatrve or competmve “morally good or moral]y bad by nature" What is the tmporumcc

of materral progress" of property nghts" of freedom 0
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* natural rights? Is justice a matter of utility or convention? Is liberty meer absence of physical

- : : ’

: coercron" ls the democratrc vote a tight? o
‘ 1 marntam that it is logrcal to group together bodres of thought whrch are logreally
. ¢ consrstent in therr treatment of fundamental questrons the ‘most fundamental of which -
'concern the hature of man, of the polmeal assocratron and of ends to be achreved There is
too much drsagreement on these questrons to treat all "lrberals as advocates of essentially the
- same. phllOSOphleS who srmply have rmnor drsagreements on means or other details.
. Why am | dealmg with these drstmct four five, -or srx 1deologres together in this .
' _ chapter" l’nmarrly because ‘they have been, separately and collectrvely, dealt with as liberal .
. vrews It was my objectrve to sort out what we ought to say about them first in relatron to the
- Vcon.cept of lrberty' (how lrberal -logrcally - not htstoncally - are they?), and then I conclude
| that lt is essentral ‘to consrder each ‘of them apart it will not do to drscuss them as one, B

A

‘.especrally here smce they entarl dif! fenl'xg responses to the 1dea of natronal self - determmatron

coe

J Liberalism and nationahsm

¢ There is no doubt that some of those who have been. known or who today are known

‘as liberals have not mfrequently supported ‘natronahst- causes. J.S. Mill spoke favourably of

‘the 's;ntiment of 'nationality as a basis l'Or self -gover‘n'ment“' Adam Smith wrote that nature

_desrgned love of country to be uséful to all of mankrnd and authored a classrc work on. the

,:

wealth ol‘ nauons as others havé noted” Bentham made similar remarks ¥ Liberals sided

.. with those seekmg natronaj %elf*-detenmnauon in the Europe of the 18303 and 1840s.** They
C ot o ..
" have srded and conttnue Ro. side w:th colomal subjects seekmg the rrght to rule themselves in

. Afrrca and elsewhere ”‘:JIt is also 'well known however that some lxberals have been or are
! ardent foes ol' rfdtionahsm P. E Trudeau 1s one of them Are the many "lrberal" natronahsts
A' chnsistenJ,Lmithexr vreWs" o | |
'Iﬁrﬁeraltsm -in very general terms s compatrble wrth nationalism. Both entail a
rec@uuon that man does determine at least a part of his own destmy in the realm of human

4
affarrs through the employment of hlS faeulty of choice, and that he can and should,
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therefore exercrse choice i m the pohtrcal realm.” - ' B

o
e

To say, beyond thrs whether a form of hberahsm rs compatlble w:th nauonalrsm we

really nwd to lbok at two questions: rs it compauble with nauonalrsm as a means and/or is it |

" L

compatrble as an end? Un’doubtedly many theones oﬂ pohtrcal lrf e rnclude mentron ol' thg need

»
and obligation to marntarn the state. The seldom asked questron is whether it is necessary to

o keep the state as it is, or 1s it permrssrble possrbly even desirable tovexpand or lessen 1ts srie )

(1 €. ‘the number of 1ts members) by becommg part of another state for examplc l*or
. usually the imperative of ‘obligation borders on the tautologrcal f ull' ill your oblrgauon 10 the

) state or do not belong toit. .c g

‘

The caprtahst lrb&ral may very concervably declare that the _nation ought to protect llS* .

. ‘ own from encroachment of others The local chamber of commerce may stnke up a
shop locally campargn. by extensron busmesses could plead wrth fellow cmzens o buy
’ natronally ‘Have not the Spokesmen for mayor North Amerrcan automakers at times suggested'

/ . ’
that "we" should support our own""

EA‘L -

Note two. thmgs Smce the caprtalrst may consrder the well bemg of busrness to be the -

i

greatest good, or the necessary condruon f or any other good, there is no room for any- sort ol‘

natronalrsm whrch would restrrct the actrvrty of mdrgenous busmess Thrs nationalism is

undenrably self - mterested 1t is niot the sogt of economrc natronahsm whrch is ultrmatcly

pohtrcal even. though rt may employ polrtrcal means It is essentrally, then ‘not natronalrsm !

but more truly the economrc hrjackrng of the state,

" The second thmg logrcally follows Thrs natronahsm -will only be advocated as an’

- expedient. When the asprrmg entrepreneurs conclude that they no longer need the assrstance--- -

of the state in order to be successful they wrll repudrate rt Conf ident ol’ makmg therr own_

way, they erl show drsmterest in the plight of others who cannot they wrll renounee any

assertrons that they have any oblrgauon to preserve the (economrc or non- economrc) mtegrrty’

of the communrty Their anti- nauonalrst rhetorrc may then f ocus on therr conl‘ idence’ and the

natronahst fear of competmg - although -this need ‘not be umquely a liberal caprtalrst ;'

o . -

argurnent _ e
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| ’I'he libertarian liberal has a similarly weak commitment to the nation. The end which

he sees pol.itical life serVing is the guaranteeingof liberty _.-' or safety from phy_sical harm and
the mamtenance of peace and order. |

Locke says that mankmd is one commumty. 1t is only due to corrupuon and the

: v1crousness of degenerate men that man has nwd for smaller than umversal assocxatlons ‘A

multrplrcrty of states is needed to ensure peace - not among states but between mdlvrduals 60

: 'leen the need for collecttve pursurt of self preservatton by "small groups .of men, then it

is not surprxsmg to hear ‘the. libertarian say that the state ought to take measures to protect

1tself Hobbes says for example, that the so;erelgn 1s to control forergn trade since pnvate

persons may f urnish the enemy or hurt the commonwealth by 1mport1ng pleasing, but noxious -

or unprofitable goods. ¢ But wrth a hmrted collecuve goal the objects about whrch there may
- be concem must be hmtted in number too. If expenence shows that any particular item may
be traded wrthout harm comtng to the peace of the communrty. or if it shows that any k1nd '

of actlvny may be engaged in srmrlarly without such harm then there can be no Jusuflcatron

\
i

for state action. |
'We have seen that libertarianism may qurte compatrble wrth capxtalrsm on a

fundamenta Jevel; it is also possrble that the pre occupatton w1th trade and commerce that
» leads 10 a capxtallst s vested mterest in peace in many mstances (although certamly not all, as
war - and trade wars or “political embargoes on trade of any kind - can mcrease demand for |
"weapons -and replacement goods) will ally the two and make them common enemiés of
nauonahsm | |

It is quite 1mag1nable in any event that the members of a Hobbesran state wrll see -
that they can fmd peace in somethmg other than the state mto whrch they are born or to
whrch they emigrate. The soverelgn always retams the nght to command allegiance assrstmg in
his preservauon and the perpetuatron of his rule; the subJect nonethelass can always seek
peace where he may. find 1t ’

I should remark that the libert'arian may be a limited nationalist; he may because he
‘does value 'peace- and _-som'e’ »notioni of consent. and presumably supports the nrinciple of

)



self-det'ermination for‘p'eopleswho live beyond, and do not'threaten' his boundaries. Rule by.

outsrders even if unaocompanred by physrcal vrolence may seem to constntute war, that is

~ coercion through the threat of physrcal force. The hbertanan however sees only negattve

gognment as legrttmate govemment (unless, that is, everyone affected in any way by a

L’)

"t'i've decrsron agrees 10 1t.) .Consequently. he will not oppose the alteranons made to¢

ways of life by non- rndrgenous non- govemmental agencies. l-le will, indeed, usually opposc'

‘posmve govemﬁnt measures to prevent or counteract them unless, again, all cmzens in the

Jurtsdrctron concemed agree to ‘them. The libertarian wrll see umversaltsm as a desrrable thing

in pnncrple if it means peace because peace is a prereqursrte for the pursuit of other goals

(which are prrvate) peace (or "lrberty ) is the only goal that is a legmmate Justrf ication for

polrtrcal rule without unanimous consent
" Evenif the 11bertanan should consider men to be unalike because of language, culture,

religion, political values or nationality, and not as essentially the same, he will consider them

to be what they afe prror to or outsrde of the polrttcal realm He will not countenancc polttrcal

efforts to marntam or advance the status of any of these ‘without exphcrt consent; Wthh

means, in fact that they cannot be the objects: of polmcal decrston l‘or if there “were
unanimous explicit consent, there would presumably be no reason for ta'kmg such measures.
The lrbertanan then has very limited use for natronalrsm

The plurahst finds hrmself in" much the same posmon He. cannot agree that the

comnmﬂétzy @s a whole should conscrously pursue any positive. goals except those Wthh are not

k@in .
explicitly’ opposed by any major segment of the populatron He may, however concctvably_

endorse measures to block" outsrde rnfluences which may erode the pluralrst nature of the'
nation. I cannot imagine what these mlght ‘be, though unless these mfluences involve

surrender of formal political sovereignty. Sttll he may promote seemingly nationalist

‘economic measures as. well, grven a general agreement on the pursurt of economlc growth asa

goal. But his general opposrtron to government activity would be paramount in most mstances _

protectronrst measures would need to have wide support They would need to be- seen as

non- detrimental to major groups, such as consurners The solutxon of course, would probably
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be a compromise S ;i’f R,

Now the plurahst as well as the hbertanan may be seen to be natronahst in another

way - a negative way. They would reject posmve state action co,hﬂ jtting the commumty to a
. ‘)'“l;‘ .

' posmon of greater dependence on another nation, or some kind o'i?other of mternatronahsm

*

'or unrversahsm (meanmg a drmn'ushed sove_rergnty of the parts of the community. ) The
‘hbertanans then coulddbé seen ;sﬁdefaefrsxe natronahsts masmuch as they would oppose some
anu nattonaltst measures their true preference betng a kmd of state neutrahty, nonetheless
The hedonist- unhtartan hberal has both less and ‘more reason to support natmnahsm
although in the final analysrs he may have to be a umversahst He msrsts that all men are
truly ahke. possessmg the same capacrty to feel pleasure and pam There would seem to be no
fundamental reason, therefore 10 favour the well -being of fellow natronals over that of
: anyone else or to see that well betng as sometlung different. But this utthtanan has more
reason. to support nanonalism because he may see it as temporanly useful to ensure that the
. greatest numbers of mdxvrduals wrll be happy He may, consequently, wrsh 10 look to the
_consequences of each maJor govemmental and non- gover!’nental initiative to see what the

~effects will be. Should a country grow export crops" 'l'he answer would be no if- 1t means

poverty or starvation for the masses who are lrvmg today Should a state ehmrnate tariff and

~ non-tariff barriers to trade” That would depend upon the numbers who would be made worse

and better of’ f and to what degree It would not depend solely on some global" frgure such as |
the gross ‘national product or the trade defrcrt or surplus. Thrs hberal all the same has no .’ )
“basis upon whrch to favour the perpetual exrstence of a muluphcrty of nations. It is
concervable that f or hrm once all the world has modermzed the need for national boundanes

. wrll have- drsappeared there may have ansen in fact, a need for them to disappear so that all

' persons can’ share in and partrcrpate in creatmg the triumphs of technology Goods
and labour should be unrestnctedly mobile. ‘

" Now 1t is possrble that even_ in'a completely "developed ‘world there wrll be a need
for nations in [hlS hberal s view because there may- never be umversal farrness m drstnbutlon '

. He may make thxs the goal for Wthh he strives, though and therefore mtght not embrace
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nationalism as anything but ‘an expedient to beevent_ually :done away with, Vil‘ and when
possible. o | ) R
-Might not the- hedonist-utilitarlar@ampiort diversity as a necessary means il‘ not as a
goal in 1tse1f in some sense? He may- well do so. The important thmg to note is that this
'_drversrty is the sort to-be found among rndrvrdt;al/s/lfhe universal state could well mcludc
drversrty of thrs kind, even‘rf rt were of a "blahd" variety such as diversity jof opinion,
“drsposrtron travel- desttnatron or colour preference that is, a drversxty of ideas.and behaviours

~ not dependent upon geography . tradmon language culture or the like.

The socral progress lrberal on ‘the other hand, mr@have little. diff rculty m

-champronmg drversrty of natrons as-an always nc’eded or always helpf ul ard to progress lt’

* would” not matter to him whether or not all menuare or are not "basrcally the . same smcc .

&

'therr mdrvrdual development or happmess is not his objectwe He could tolerate or promotc o

dtfferent levels of happmess between natrons if it were usef ul.” Then agatn he mlght wish to. .

\-

,'see all natrons achreve the same level of advancement or modermzatlon because useful, and
would theref: ore accept self determn%n as the means l‘ or a greater and more widespread

'_"development ~of society, suchv as Smith, Plamenatz, Deutsch and others suggcst. Which

means, tho’ugh that he either envisions a universal technological society eventually without

distinct nattons or one with natrons that are only drstrnct in conmbutmg different elements to -

_the global proyect He mrght then support even the idea that people should choose thelr own
‘rulers whrle strpulatmg that this recommendation should only apply to those peoples
considered capable of governing themselves i.e. those whrch are. already at an advanced stage.
And then questrons of self -determmauon and mdependence become subordmated to other

concerns Colomaltsm and 1mpenahsm become provrsronally acceptable if not required. Mill

hrmself makes comments of thrs nature He says that the superior (l €. more advanced) party '

should govern the inferior, even if the latter is. more powerful unttl the inferior comes of
age.** The danger is, of course, that notions such as c%mmg of age advancement and
development may be relatlve and ‘may - mean drfferent ‘things to drfferent peoples A

"backward" state wl_uch merits outsrde rule can become more advanced than the mature state

G
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r‘?whieh once cl,aimed‘the nght to rule others and yet remarn ?‘haékward" in comparison to now
" further advanced countriesf.“Mr'll should have‘perceived *this dif fleulty, arguing as he did that
" the contents of certain terms do not Temain static. |

The socml rogress liberal then can’ take v_a least':three different .stands on

I'nationalxsm 1 Yéan gavour nwnalrsm whrch c’prﬁtes differences on a wide Tange ‘of

1ssues and levels proﬁotmg urhve 3_; -universal o pmgress however he mrght wrsh

10 deﬁneﬁt % he can favour natlonalwmw . sure! A itipn of .id d methods

‘M N ""’

among nations all playmg 5'the same- game “of matenal prog * hé can (in conjunction.
wrth the last ‘position) oppose "backWard" natronalrsm and in the process Justrfy colomalrsm
and 1mpenahsm. e, . »

Regrettably from ‘the stand{fo‘i/nt of simplicity the final form ‘_of jliberalism " human
rights or personal development lihéralism - does not embodv' a single stance on nationalism
either. The position of the persorn advocating this’liberalism vvill de‘pend in"’part on his views

»

“on the nature of the agent who 1s man and on hrs views. on competmon If he says that man
is essentxally ‘the same everywhere that who he is is not determmed by or by necessrty'
‘expressed by tradmons language culture etc 1f he sees attentron pald to such extemalrues
as conflrct producmg and as'an inhibition of man s natural brotherhood or compassron then
he wrll oppose nanonahsm' m the long run at least, as Kant seems to in his essay on a
universal history.* But it must be noted that the idea of world federalrsm is'not mcompatrble
~ with  nationalism. Rousseau.- for example makes natronahst arguments for small '
self -suf flcien_t states while speaking favourably of ‘_‘federahsrn.“ He also writes as a proponent
“of world federallsrn s o | |

If the human rtghts hberal sees the various extemal" charactensucs as neutral in .
‘ themselves then he may favour natronalrsm if he mamtams that a dtversrty of such attributes
will help men to feel secure or will, through 1nteracuon‘between.them, spur men to a greater
: - Tespect for individuals wlth’ disti‘nct outlooks and contributions to "n;rake, and if he believes -
that through competition (undoubtedly’ amial)le and well‘-intentioned eompetition) men vvill ‘

challenge one another as members of nations. If he should say that man is who he is because_
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of, or must express hrs humamty through his interaction with nature, traditions, culturc and
-nationality then he assuredly will support nationalism.
' Perhaps you will wish to mterJect as Mmogue undoubtedly would,* to protg that a
liberal cannot attnbute such importance to drfferences between mdrvnduals ltberahsm
recogmz.es only "generic". man stripped of such mcrdental" if not rmagmed traits. Ftrst note

that to say that all men have intrinsic worth for whatever reason is ‘not to say something

incompatible with an assertion that thts worth may be expressed or supplemented by the’

. possession of non-universal ch¥racteristics. If you wish to say that this is not liberal note that

- %t is consistent with this last kind of liberalism which is very ‘tnuch a liberal doctrine in

positing liberty of thought, mind and will for each individual, and'in rejecting the paternalisfn '

- of” rehgrous and secular authority. .

N ~ Thrs lrberal I surmise, in any ‘event, could also support - -nationalism of a def ensive

kind. While not necessarrly saymg that there are such thmgs as nations, he could support'

measures by groups targeted as such by others. If, for example, he wrtnessed drscrrmmauon
agamst mdmduals be%se of therr percexved membershrp in a nation or race provcntmg thcm

- from berng self sufficient or from developrng therr potentralmes then he could champnon
their collective action to counteract this drscrumnation as long as it existed. -

More rmportantly. ‘though, we should also note ‘that thrs liberal, regardless of hts

[
stand on generic man, values political partncrpatron Gnven that lt may be impossible for

»everyone to fully partrcrpate directly in the resolution of global matters the wexght of -

numbers not allowmg this, and glven that it may not be desrrable to resolve globally what may

: be 'seen as "local” matters, then it follows that there ought to besmaller pohtrcal units as well '

in ‘which men can exercise their political falents to the degree to which they are capable, or so '

this hberal could’ argue
: Rousseau mterestmgly, seems to argue that political parucrpatxon depends on tl~ :
possessr‘on of a national character.*’ This could ‘be l;ecause he percerves that men will not w:sn
" to take part in governing themselves unless they see that those with whom-v'they would sh.:c

the making of laws have traits in common with them, traits which cannot be universal because
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. they can only have'meaning close to their origins He‘ maintains, in fact; that there are
dif fercnces between&&peoples due to drfferent climates, geography and tradmons there 1s<'
usually no need to invent them. This, incidentally, does ot mean that he favours economrc
specialization (whnch. would make hxrn an opponent of economrc natxonahsm). He favours
agricultnral self -suff'iciency"; he also éubordinates 'maxinrization, of the use of ‘-natur'al
résources to the regulation of men's livea. Better to make had use of fields than of men, he
says. " Y ' | A'
Rousseau also exphcrtly lmks lrberty and patnotrsm calhng love of country: and of
llberty a smgle thrng. and explammg ‘that love of .country rs love of law and: lrberty " It is also -
mterestmg to note that Hobhouse states that national and personal freedom’ are from the same

e
root.”

K. Some concluding remarks on liberaliém and nationalism

The precedmg demonstrates that some forms of liberalism are indeed compauble with

nationalism, contrary to a not uncommon perceptron Grant, as 1 mdrcated “does not say that e

hberahsm and natronalrsm are incompatible; he says that hberalrsm and meamngful or morally
supportable nationalism are alien to one another We are now in; a posrtron to say whether or
not this is correct. ‘The easiest answer 1s to say that that wilk depend upon your vrews of ‘the
B variou.sv forms of ‘liberalism. We can say, however, that ..i,t“i%ﬂthe personal autonomy and
development, or hurnan rights liberal who nerceives the".individual'a's a moral agent who is‘
" ",who he is in large measu're because of his politi'cal nature. It wotrld have to follow that'.since

.he sees the individual as the vehtcle for and the end or objective of morahty, that hrs posmon

is the most meamngful" or moral of any of these liberal- 1deologres if: morahty mvolves : -

- collective concern for the well -being of all individuals. (Thrs is not to say. that all of the other“

ones are 1mmoral" they either posrt an 1negahtanan or relatrvrstrc morality, or in effect
J i

diéa'séocnate morality from the polmcal realm )-stng Grant s cntena . therefore, there is at
least one form of hberal nationalism whxch rs worthwhrle by not makmg 1ts main aim

»
whatever man decides he wants or matenal progress Grant might drspute whether this formi

o

5 A
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of liberalism is possible but his contention surely must not pg“that it cannot be adyocated.
only that it cannot be successfully implcmented or cven bé‘—lhflue ial, an argument based on ‘
the premise that man cannot now, even if he once could, conscnously determ;ne at least a
poruon of his owh hxstory To maintain that he does not, I repeat is to leave our well- bemg
to some considerable extent to those who realize that their conscious decisions’ necessanly have
.an impact on human affaus,-and to those who do not rcahze thls. as well as to those.who do
not act particularly purposively. | |

" To summarize, then, I.conclude that slx/lce‘ there is no single liberal ideology it would

" be impossible‘ to state precisely to what cxteht 'libcralism and nationaliSfrl are compatible in_
general, except to say that both gee man as at least a pamal creator of hlS own destmy that
is, as a rational bemg in some sense. But we can draw few other general conclusions Ncltherf
a liberal nor a nationalist need be or not be an individualisl ora "c_ollcctivist"‘ (understood as
| someone who asserts the existencc of a cbllective reality beyond lhe sum of the parts of a
soc1ety) Neither is always for or against’ capltallsm or matenal progress, Each may or may
not hold that life is always worth preservmg at (almost) all costs ,
| A hberal in fme then may Or may not be a natlonahst He may be an 1mpcrial|st
_ but in that case he. would not be a nauonahst (It is. mconcexvablc mczdemally, that he would
4'.Abe a racxst chauvxmst or mlhtanst ) But to determme whether he: is or can be ‘a nationalist

requxre_sian exammatxon of the components of his 4d;ology which he does not share_ w_nh all
deers: .
ri‘ . ¢ IR

3 '
-:;z,-;‘ "Elr’he next challenge is to determme whether Grant is correct in assertmg that

conservausm in 1ts true (owbes&) form 1s the only polmcal outlook compat:blc with morally .

defensnble nauonahsmc
’ ”» J 4




153

1

1 Leo Strauss, Liberalism’ Anoient and Modern (New_York: Basic Books, 1968), p. vii.

2 Ellen Wood, Mind and Politics (Berkeley: _Univeréity of California Prés's, 1972), pp: 2-4.

"

A 3 Harold Laski, The Rise of European Liberalism (London: Unwin Books, 1962). p. 87.

4 See John ‘Plamenatz, The English Utilitarians (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1958), pp. 14, 67.

'

5 Laski, The Rise of sEuropean Liberalism, p. 160."

61J. S Mrll Utilitarianism in Utrhtanamsm On beerty and Cogrderatrons on Representatlve

Government edlted byH B. Acton (London Dent 1984) p. 59.

ué_ b

.7 Mill, O Liberty in Ibid., p. 163.
. - . 3 -

v - ’ y . : s B '
8 Hobhouse, L.T., Liberalism (London: Oxford University Press, 1977), pp. 47, 050.
,‘r ’ ' - ) b.

Green ' "leeral Legrslatron and Freedom. of Contract -in The Folitical Theory of

‘ T H. Grcen edited by John R Rodman (New York: Appleton Century -Crofts, 1964) pp
43-74,

B e, ,
I

10 Perer Laslei:t Introducuon to Locke s Two Treatxses of Govemment (New York :

i V.Nélaambndge Um%r&!y Press 1965) pp. 56- 57 118 120

11 Harry K. Girvetz, From Wealth to_Welfare (The Evolution of leerahsm) (Stanford.
_'Cal:fomra Stanford Unrversxty Press 1950). p 196. ' ' ‘ '

-

}_’,

12 Murray Rothbard; ',";Fra_nks “Meyer: The Fusionist as _Ilibertarian Manque," in Freedom



154

' and Virtue, edned by George W, Carey (Lanham M.D.: Umversny Press of Amcnca) pp
93- 94 Itahcs in ongmal

© 13 Ibid., p. 97.

14 Hobbes, Leviathan (Middiesex -England: Penguin Boéks. 1968), p. 212.

»
',

15 Ibid., p. 269.

A

: ‘16 See I_lg_lg pp. 232, 235, 240, 241, 249, and 254, for example.

17 Ibid., p. 186.

18 See Locké, Two Treatises of-c';m}ermﬁem,= Pp. 348, 352, 373, 398, 403-406, 421, 429,

19 Hobbes s;}rs that violators; of the lavg? who are not parties to the covenant may be subject
' o : _ S o 4

to evil consequences which are simply designated "hostilities” rather than "punishments.” Sec

Leviathan, chaptef 28, espeéially p. 260.

i

‘

20 Cited by Rdthbérd, "Meyer: . The'«Fusioni'st as- Libertarian Manque." p. 93. Italics. in
original. - ' |

t v

21 cf . Rjissell Kirk, "Libertarians: The Chirping Sectaries,” in Freedom and Virtue: The

_"Conservatlve/leertanan Debate, p. 12_3;r and John P. Easl; "Conservatism and
leertanamsm ~V1tal Complements in Ibid., p. 86. . - |
’ ~ TR

22> Laski w'i'ites favourabfy about pluralism and against sovereign’ty in St'udies.'in’ the Problem

of ‘Sovereyiggty‘. See Michael Curtis, The Great Political Theories I1 (New. York: Avon Books, -



155

1962), pp. 370, 383, 384.

» |
g
23 See, f or example Erig Havelock 'I'he Liberal Temper in Greek Polmcs (London Camelot ~

Press Ltid., 1957) pp. 123, 296; Frederick Watkins, The Polmcal" Tradmon of the West . .

' (Cambrldge Massbchusetts Harvard Umversny Press, 1948) PP 269, 349.

1

24 Robert Paul Wolff, The Povefty of Liberalism (Boston: Beacon Press, 196§), P- 149;,
25 Ibid., pp. 89-92, 118-119.

26 Eric A.Havelock, The Liberal Temper in Greek Politics, pp. 157, 166-167.

27 Mill, Utilitarianism, p. 9. ¢

”
°

W If some do fmd pleasure in makmg deClSIOHS they may not fmd m it the same amount of
pleasure as others do, which is sometlnng a umveISal grantmg or recognmon of hberty cannot
Lake into account but which a uulxtanan should, or so argues D. A. Lloyd Thomas See

Thomas "Liberalism and Uuhtanamsm Ethics, Apnl 1980, pp. 319- 334

29 Cf Plamenatz's comments - concemxng Halevy and Mandevﬂle in his The_ English

" _Uuhtar:ansp ﬁ N : T '
e \
30 Mill, On Liberty } 8. o Lo D
. 31 Ibid., p. 143. e

32 Mill, Utilitarianism, pp. 65-66.



4 ’ , PR }
,A ﬂ_::.‘ )

) . . o ) o E FONN e A
33 Mill, "Nature,” in Three Essays on Religion_(Ne\ggﬁork: Greenwood Press, 1969). pp.

19-21, 32, 46, 49. - S ¢ D FEE
34 Acton editor of Mxll s Utxh@namsm ‘On leerty anﬁA',‘;Conslderanons on Represem @7”
Govemment footnote® #29, p. 463 | ’ : h" .
| ~'-"'7‘ . S .,g'?:;‘{; P
35 Rousseau DlSCOUI‘SC on the Ongm of Ineguahty. in The Social Contract afid blscourse on -
the Origin of Inequalxty, edxted by Lester Crocker (New York Pocket Books 1967) PP- 212 '
255. | ‘ L
36 Rousseau, Social Contract, in bid., p. 23,
37 See: Roussean, Discourse on Inequality, p. 15‘5.;.Social‘éontracﬂt PP. 2"3, 88. AT
| | - E | "
38 See Rousseau, Constitutional Projeet for Corsica, in Rousseau:'jPolitical Wrilinés, 'ediled;“‘
by F. Wat'kinslj (Edinburgh: T._Ne.lson & Sohs, 1953), p. 311.
39 Ibid ., p. 325. - | -
| . . « ;
o 40 Anstotle The Pohtlcs translated by T A. Sinclair (Mlddlesex England Penguin Books '
1979)p119 B S - o

41 F Watkms Imroductxon to Rousseau Polmcal Wrmng,s p. xxiii, See also Watkms Thc

Polmcal Tradmon of the West, pp. 103- 104

7

42 Rousseau, Discourse on Inequality, p. 204.

[

43 See: Rousseau, Social Coniract, pp.>145—147; Rousseau, Considerations on the G0yernnlent E



~

.of Pdﬁnd, in Rousseau: Political Writings, pp. 162-176, 179, 244.

44 Rousseau, Social Contract, p. 113. N
: ‘ ' N
:l'j "l‘

45 Rousseau, Discourse on Ineqﬁale, p. 246: S : : | X

4

46 Immanuel Kant, Foundation’ of the Metaphysics of Morals, translated by Lewis White . .

* Beck (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1980), pp. 18, 39.

- EENET

47 Ibid., p. 56. : - S | ‘
48 Ibid ., pp. 14,16, 56, 58-59. :

49 Ibid., pp. 39-41..See also p. 83.

“50 T.H. Green.'. "Liberal Legislation and ‘Freedom of Contract,” in The Political Theory of

'T.H. Green, edited by '_john Rodman (New Y"ork . Appletdn-’Ceniury-Crofts, 1564)', p. 53,

51 Ibid., p. 2.

.52'T‘.H. Green, "On the Different Senses of ‘Freedom," in"Works_of Thomas Hill "Greefx;' ‘
edited by R.L. Nettleship (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1900), p. 327: '

53 Mill, On Liberty, pp. 124, 127, 130 and 135." - -
54 See: Ibid ., p. 179.
*

55 Mill, Utilitarianism, p. 19 fn.



158

56 Mill, "On Nationality," ‘in Conside’raiions on Representative Government; p. 392

57 See: Shafer, Faces of Natidnalism (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1972), p.

72 Hayes, Historiqal Ev%ution of Modern Nationalism (New York: Macmillan, '1-959,).' p.

245. U
. u%;“'g \"
58 See Hayes, Histarical Evolution of Modern Nationalism, pp. 128-130. .~~~ =

59 See: Hafres, Nationalism: A Religion (New York: Macmillan, 1960), pp. 70-71.

v

© 60 Locke, Two Treatises of Government, p. 397.
N e

v

61 Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 299.

62'.Mi11,‘ Considerations on Represenfaﬁve Governinent, pp 395'- §96. .

63 Kant, "Idea for a Universal’ Hlstory ‘mth a Cosmopohlan Purpose m Kanl s Political -

Wntmg edited by Hans Relss (Cambndge Engfan,,d' Cambndge Umversxty Press, 1970) PP.

>

a3, g*" R e
~ 64 Rousseau, Consideratiops on the Government of Poland, pp. 181-183.
65 €f. Koha, The Idea of Natiopdlism (New Yotk Macmillan Co., 1956), pp. 257-258.
3 ".' ;.‘ '.v‘. ' . ‘ . ) N ) . !

. ‘ . . . S ™ L. P ) . . 1),(.“
66 K.R. Minogue, The Liberal Mind (London: Methuen and Co. Ltd., 1963) See, for
‘example, pp. 61, 154. | - |

v ‘ .

67 See Rouéseau‘,‘Constitutfoné.'l Project for Corsica, p. 293, “

@



159

" 68 Ibid., p.'283.

T T

69 Ibid ., p. 309.

70 Rbusseau, C@msiderations on the quemment of Poland ; pp. 244, 176. .

71 Hobhouse, Liberslism, p. 72. BTN



. VI Conservatism

" Since I-have msrsted that there really are a number of different lxberal ideologies or l'
phrlosophres you may wonder how many drfferent lnnds of conservatism 1 w1ll wrsh to say
that there are. 1 percerve only’ two as I see little variation in fundamental premises and

obJectlves in the. purportedly conseyatwe writings that I have read. And some that l have K

*
seen show a greater correspondence with other rdeologres than with any pohtrcally servicable

‘nse of the notion of conservation. S@ is the case with the s0- called conservatrves who do

speak roudly in favour of equahty and mdrvrduals mnate rrght to lrberty these persons may

be. better thought of as 1deologrba1 lrberals or "hbertarrans although there may be some

- affmrty in therr views . with conservatism.

I conclude that the mam conservatrve views advanced are either artrculated in
opposition fo ratronahsm and in support of. nature tradmon and contmurty or are
1deologrcally espoused with the purpose of usmg "conservative" senttment in the service of
elites. There may be some dlffrculty in drstmgutshmg between the two as the former 1s also[ _Y

elrtlst Much less effort is requrred to ascertain the radrcally mdrvrduahstrc ltbcrtanan

o

' postulates of the new right.”

The conservatlve I shall show, is- m favour of a hmrtEd nattonahsm Hc opposes

direct, purposrve attacks on what he- feels is central to his way of ltfe He will insist, on the.

other hand, belrevrng that man collectrvely ought not to try to direct his own af f airs, that man .
should try to keep them on course Ifa socrety naturally evolves in a certam drrecuon even
if his way of life should change, he should srmply help thmgs along. Thrs is because he. the

conservattve drstrusts reason, even if he belreves that it should ‘play an tmportant role in

) polrtrcal life. He consequently sancuons spontanetty, passron and patrrotrsm Even when he ,

limits this to a defence of the posrtrve or noble passrons though, the conservatrve fails to'

s .reallze that man can err as much if not- more in f ollowmg them as he can in pursumg good
) mtentrons ratlonally tliﬁught -out. Apart f rom this; it is possrble to ]udge conservat.sm on the

/"
-basm of its Justrfrcauon of inequality,’ prmlege hierarchy, polmcal authonty (and a

concomr_tant denial 'of political freedom). and ethnocentrism. B
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I do ‘not conclude that érant un‘equivocally holds conservative political yiewvs». His
?political thinlring is predominantly conseryative, n_onetheless,i and therefore subject'.to many of W
the criticisms which T shall direct -_at 'conservatis‘m,‘ ‘and by extens_ion, at conservative |
nationalism. R |

How can I say that there are only one or two conservatlsms when conservatxves drffer ‘

among themsdves on so many dtfferent levels" They dtffer about the role of rehgron and of

'w./ rw e

' the concept of natural law in pohtlcs about the propﬁety of government mterver{troh m the e
e.’ (\ ; - ' -

economy, the welfare state the desrrabthty of matenal pfogress, %re advrsabrlity of rapld Cey

. .non- polmcal change the rate and dlrectmn of. polmcal change 1f aqy is t(g; talgg,, place the

e
subordination to of mdependence of assocratlons from the control of the pohtrcal SOv;relgn, L

o -

the role of authonty. the degree of mdependence of the 10cal commumty. ,and about

" numerous other issues, From what | have been’ able to ascertam though. these drfferences are

»m many instances . much more mmor than they may at fust seem There exrsts much o

sy

g meement on the nature of man and polmcs and consequently dlfferences about means can

e .

" fairly readily be narrowed if not reconcrled | : o " . / ..

A, More than a stance toward change '
o You may recall that Grant speaks about two kmds of conservatrsm - tradmonal and -
'modern The f ormer he says, entatls a recogmtlon of a dlvme sanctxon of pollttcal authorxty. | _
~ . and an apprecratron of nature of’ the falhblhty of man and’ of ‘the xmportance of humrhty,
‘among other things. The latter is mainly a stance toward change So accordmg to Grant the .
modern conscrvattve provides for order and guldes the progress -of whatever regxme may ~
_exist (whnch happens to be the modem liberal regime). - ‘ “‘3_1»" S
Grant malies av se'rious error. He fails to see that these two conservatisms are
vessentially one. .There'f'is no outlook.which e‘mbraces only a ‘position on change. -to‘ w'hich' itis =
appropriate to applv the pohtrcal label of conservatism. Ivtore and less ngorously larssez faire -
'conservauves share a common understandmg of the world. (ThlS is to leave asxde for now any'

- dnscussron of 1deologxca1" and so- called "hbertanan conservatrves )

LA
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Samuel P. Hunungton in an unpressrvely am but flawed article, makes a similar
rmstake fathng to apprecrate that conservattsm today is'more than simply a desrre to prevent

qulck change and to preserve relatrvely intact the status quo He says that there are three

. theorres of conservatrsm only one of whrch is valid. He rdenufrcs these as the arrstocraut

autonomous and s1tuatronal theones The ftrst rdentrfres conservatrsm "as.the rdeology of a
single specrfrc and umque ~ historical movement -the . rcacllon of "~ the
feudal- arrstocratrc agranan classes 0 the French Revolution. llberahsm and the rise of the
.bourgeorsre at the end of the erghteenth century and durmg the first hall of the nmeteenth
century The second holds that conservatism " s an autonomous system of ideas whlch are
generally yalrd It is defined in terms of umversal values such as Justnce order balance
moderatron“ And the third "views conservatism as the rdeology arising out of a drstmct bul'

recurrmg type of historical srtuatron in whrch a fundamental challenge is drrected aTv

‘established mstrtutto_ns and in which the supporters of those institutions employ the

- conservative ideology in their defense."* Huntington concludes that conservatism "does- not
' ask, ultimate questions and hence does not give final answers. But it does remind -men of the -
institutional .prerequisites of - social order. And Wwhen these prerequisites_'are_ threatened,

' conservatlsm is not only approprtate it is essentral

Huntmgton s’ argument does not work for two reasons First, there IS httle reason (o

@,

say that a go slow approach oI an opposmon to any change belong to a distinct pohucal '

. outlook But if there is one what does it say about any ‘political phenomenon which polltlcal

r'd

;,phrlosophfes 1t rrught cOmplement do not? Surely a non- revolutlonary liberalism does not need

'to have appended to it an exphcrt but separate phlloso;)hy of Order and change Nor docs a

_' revolunonary socrahsm need to artrculate beyond the tenets of its doctrme that revolutnon is . _

no longer needed once the day is won. Whatever can be umque about being cautrous to
preserve gams made" | ’ |

Huntrngton provrdes ﬁe answer to thrs last question, revealmg the other reason that.
hrs argument d(oés not work The conservatrve approach mcorporates a number of premises

hrch are drstmet and pomt 1o the kind of- change that man Should allow and prevent, and

S . .
. . N . . E .
I oy B . I
. - e - . . o - L
. B ’ . . - . . . . . .



A

4

‘,‘ . .l : ' : . V.;'—-/L - Y . ‘
. N | R ® 163

wlnch also pomt consequently, to the nature of the pohncal order 1tself That is, all ‘three ot‘ :

- his conservausms he says, share some 1deas’ whrch together constrtute what he calls the
_conservatrve posrtlon these are generally Burkean ‘and rncompatrble wrth lrberahsm and

:asocrahsm as well as wrth other 1deolog1es The conServatlve beheves. as Burke did, Huntmgton'

says "that socxety grows slowly, naturally and orgamcally, prudence and habrt are better guldes

' than Treason and abstractton rights are derived from dutles that is, from the performance of

*

' obligations to the commumty. and fhen are unequal meanmg that hrerarchy 1s necessary.’

Conservatism, then; does have some drstmct thmgs to say - about "the character of

institutions.” And to say that Burke 'S conservattsm was cornpatrble thh lrberahsm for

)

'example tis qurte a;mistake, showmg a lack of; apprectatron of the mherent posmon towards

"freedom of enterpnse m conservatrsm Burke was a conservatlve and as one, a supporter of

pnvate enterprrse. he was not conservatlve about« "hberal" instrtutxons Huntmgton s

l
position, and any others srmrlar to it, 1gnore some key elements of conservansm

i
Modern conservatism is not merely a defence of the status quo. It prescribes reverence

- for exrstmg social and polmcal structures but only for those whrch have evolved it also’

mcludes a rejectlon of egalitarianism and an approbatlon of classes, drstrnctrons pnvrlege and

‘,,'ellte rule as well as of the mstrtutlons of the fatmly and pnvate property It Supports, in

short the conservatton of a natural order whrch is deemed to be natural by the fact of 1ts

exlstence over a penod of trme as if man could not subvert nature ‘or act "unnaturally” or '
i .

© unwisely over extended penods Modem conservatlsm then; is very much like the older

varlant they are, in f act essentrally the same The umty of the conservatrves own posrtron is

/

~also of ten revealed througlr thetr 1dent1f1catton of theﬁ‘« seemmgly many ‘opponents (pnmarrly

rationalists, utoplans,v lxberals and so_qahsts) as a single foe.

B Conservatlves on reason and prmclples '

-

The conservauve sees the rauonahst or 1dealrst as’ someone who cannot apprecrate the

'proper Tole of reason Knowledge in effect presents 1tself to us. Even in natural science,

sometime* conservanve Michael Oakeshott suggests the advances in knowledge do not come
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%chmcal rules or formulas but from recerved msrghts and luck s Scrence proceeds

more comple 1’
r\,

Some conservattve wnters extend their claim even further and msrst that to choose .

"laboratory experrments

ends or "effects” beyond actrvrttes in whrch we are already’ engaged is to delude ourselves It is |
to choose goals we only unagrne What makes sense, .or is ratronal can only be def med _
' .accordmg to ends already given. We cannpt play soccer well by trymg to figure out the best
strategy for downhrll skiing. We can only say. what rattonal conduct on the hrghway rs by
lookmg at the way of ltfe ina p:rtrcular place in whtch drrvmg a certam way makes sense -
presumably ‘because there is an estabhshed system ¢
Oakeshott contends that the rattonahst ] argument that we select the criterion of
rattonahty of an actrvrty,before we act, that we judge it accordmg to predetermined ends
which ‘we think it ought to serve, and then evaluate it accordmg to its success_ in achrcvmg
those ends, isa mlstaken argument. He says: | B
.itis mdpossrble even to proJect a purpose-for activity in’advance of the activity
1tself Not only is his participation in the concrete activity which is involved in the
solution of this sort of problem the source of his power. to solve his parttcular
problem and is the spring of the activity which goes to solve it, but-also it is his
partrcrpatlon in this concrete activity which presents the problem itself.”
1 cannot see that we can only choose within activities we vhave not’ pl_aced ourselvcs.
i Oakeshott's argument really seems to be a denial of T Tee will and an insistence that historical
:determrmsm is true. I -am not convmced Cannot someone playing socccr wish 10 play '
basketball, mtroduce basketball to his country, mvent it if it does not exist, or perhaps tf it
does draw parallels a(nd learn from them smoe both games may be vers:ons of a universal,

i.e. games or competmve actrvrty" Similarly, is 1t rational to follow a htghway system' ‘which

may be long-established - but leads to consrstently hrgh levels of fuel mefﬁcxency and -

3
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injury-accidents? 4

The conservative ccucends thet no "abe_tract" ideal will be as good or beneficial as the
traditional or proven way cf ' doing thinge. Any such abstract ideal can be known in advence :
to be ﬂawed. This is, as bet;ore, rhe conserVative will say, because man's ideas can only

) capture part of the rcalrty of human interaction. Any attem* to direct human affairs will
inevitably have unintended consequences.* But inasmuch as the ratmnahst will be able to
influence events, the argument may continue,.he will mrpose_ reoccupatlon on the rest of
society o its detffn;cur. The liberal, Scruton maintains, "Finds self always constrained ‘to

endorse (whethcr v-vitiingly' or no) the habits and predilections of a p_articule'rr way of life - ’rhe'
way of life of the errrancipated urban intellectual."® Or, in Oakesh’otr's words, for "suchf '_ ,

@eople":A'"Tb_govcm is to turn a -private dream ‘into a public end compulsory manner cf
living. " | ” ‘ | |

The conservative concern here, then, ’is that the rationalist, by ignoring or trying to

| destroy traditioné, myths, »prejudic.es, cultural and racial ‘differences, differences between the‘

vsexes and so on, shows that he is living in anbther»%f\vorld; not "t‘he real one in which these
elements of -the lives of flesh and blood human beings make life'in common meaningfui-and
enjoyable, or even possible. These differences, Scrutc?'n, eeys (as we have heard Minogue say
bef ore). are préci_s_ely whac provide individuals wiih mei} identities. Without_ them men are
truly "alienated" in the most important way. "For what Temains of freedorrr when there is no

. self- conceptlon and how can there be self -conception in a world that is seen only in abstract

' terms"" he asks.!!- | '

Edmund Burke pomted out that the: ratronalrst will do the same thing as the- harshest
conqueror he will destroy everythmg distinctive about a country "in religion, in pohty,_ in
laws, and in manners...."" I_-Ie‘ will destroy. as well, all_oprmons and prejudices andaé many ‘, |
instincus which'supp‘ort government as he can; he will reduce obedience to a matter cf force.!?

- He will try tc gcvern‘by simple principies wlrereas "theobjects' of sb'ci'ety are of the greatest

possible c'ompleXity.',." 1 He w‘ill,bin short, govern badly.
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The rationalist or ideafist. moreover, will be prone td' perfectionism. He "'will.
according to the ‘conservative, be frustrated when ‘unsuccessful, and violent. ‘He will be -
heartless. He. Will not settle for small gains, fhey are of no interest ‘to him, as Burke says:'?
He wﬂl be so convmced of hxs cause, and his methods that he w1ll find no price to pay loo.

high; any consequences of his actions are justified, Kendall arg\{es e

The - conservative, so clearly opposed to “the violent fanaticism of the

- rationalist-idealist, obviously sees himself in the sharpest of contrasts. He prides himself on

) I . '. . . S, ) . ) . - . ’
his ability and inclination to compromise, be moderate, and act prudently. Oakeshott boasts-

thai:

The man of this disposition understands it to be the business of a government not to
inflame passion and give it new objects to feed upon, but to inject into the activities

of already too passionate man an ingredient of moderation: to restrain, to deflate, to -
pacify and to reconcile: not to stoke the fires of desire, but to damp them down.

And all this, not because passion is vice and moderation virtue; but because

moderation is indispensable if passxonate men are to escape being locked in an

encounter of mutual frustrauon -

Burke speaks of compromise and moderation as well- as a check on arbitrary power.
He writes that the existence of ‘oppo'sed and conflicting interests:

. Tender deliberation a matter not of ch01ce but of necessity; they make all change
a subject of compromise, which naturally begs moderation; they -produce
temperaments preventing the sore evil of harsh, crude, unquahf ied reformations; and
rendering all the headlong exertions of arbitrary power in the few or in the many,
for ever 1mpract1cable 15

A mystery presents itself at this stage o{ ~our discussion. If the conservative is $o

pragmatic, .if he says that he réjvects the abstract idealism of the rationalist, the liberal -and

socialist; if he can explain, as Kir'kv,does, that the conservative outlock can be summed uo'in

the dec_:larétion that "for the conservatiire, politics is the art of the possible, not the art of the

\
S

ideél""- if Oakeshott can write that "the imitnations of government are to be found in rimal

~not in rehglon or phxlosophy, in the enJoyment of orderly and peaccable behaviour, not in the

-search for truth or rfectlon"“, if all these thm S represent conservatism, as | am conf ident -
pe S

they do then how does another plcture of Lhe conservative fit in? That is the pxcturc of the
mﬂex1ble man of moral prmc1ple the man of unyleldmg plecepts, the uncompromxsmg foc of ,

matenahsm commumsm and whatever else? Is th® answer ‘that the conscrvalwc s only
o
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L unbendmg pr1nc1ple is hts opposmon 10 unbendmg prmctple"

The answer does not lie in a- dxstmctlon between abstracnon and principle. Kirk points
out that Burke "dtd not abjure gederal 1deas he dtstmgutshed ‘between abstraetton (or a
priori ‘notions dtvorced from a nation s hlstory and necessmes) and - pnncxple (or sound
-general 1deas derived from.a knowledge of human - nature and- of the past) "21 Does a -

conservative, then, only generahze thhm concrete, non- -universal mrcumstances" Hardly. If a

v

prmcxple is shown to be apphcable in certam c1rcumstances only, but the pnncrple 1s true

wherever those cucumstances arise, then you have not demonstrated that this kind of
universal is not one, or that it is blmd to crrcumstances. Bes1des, the conservatwe does make .

umversal clarms about man's capacity 1 reason among others. Furthermore he does deal in

o

abstracttons After all can a "principle” fall to be an abstractron that is, a generahzauon‘
held to be true apart from 1mmed1ate unique appearances No ratlonahst or at least not all

rattonallsts should be accused of a pnonsm in any event. The rationalist may base his
’ T :3;’
generahzatxons on.. what expenence has presented to his §$ reason, Tather ‘than snmply to his

T .

-physncal senses, and it could be thxs which distinguishes him from the’ conservative and

empiricist. p

g In the end we see that the conservanve s posmon differs in that when he discusses
prmcxples many but not all of which he may wish to say are apphcable in more lnmted,
*c1rcumstances than his opponents he is gomg to say that they are known in a dtfferent

'manner The rationalist will say he can know truths usmg his Teason; the conservanve will say-
b

© that’ he cannowlmow rationally, or even empmcally, what is true, as an mdmdual HlS claim

-

must be that he can know truths or prmcxples by knowmg that others know them. Knowledge

to h1m is a collecttve entlty How does the collectwtty know what it does" By expenencmg and -

expressing in a number of ways the same expenences. In myth, through habtt, by carrying on .
traditions. Tradition and continuity, these are enormous words. in " the conservative's

vocabulary. . , ; R SR
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C. Knowledge through tradition.
- 'l_fhg' conservativesees'traditions as irnportant for two main reasons. He doubts the
wisdom of any single individuai. "We‘are afraid- to put men to live and trade each on hns o,\xn

private stock of reason," Burke says, "b‘ecause we suspect that this stock in each man is

. ‘ small, and that the individuals would do better to avail themselves of the general bank and

<

capital of nations, and of ages
. ThreA conservative does not embrace all traditions, however. Surely not those of torture,
Scruton pomts out. Tra?ﬂions must be successful mould the identity of persons holding

..them, and provrde meaning to the acts emerging from them ** They unite a people and make

it what it is. T -

" To questron the traditions that form the basis of a socrety would be, the conservative . s

may thmk to questron its very ‘existence. That is why Kendall says that the Athenians cannot;f-.,"‘: o

begin to dissolve it, or at least the 1denut1es (the human exrstence") of its members.?*

Indeed Burke says that society: s

.is a partnershrp in all science; a partnershrp in all art; a partnership in every

virtue, and in all perfection. As the ends of such a partnership cannot be obtained in

- many generations, it becomes a partnership not only betwéen those who are living,

but between those who are living, those. who ‘are dead and those who are to-be
born.? - N

>

-How, then can one generation question a common inheritance on behalf of preceding and
forthcoming' ones” It would be presumptuous for it to do so, wowld it not? Of coursc the
VR

conservauve does wish to drstmgursh between worthy and unworthy traditions. The answer

must be, theref ore. that traditional authority will decrde.



hexpectat “ that all cnme and all individual and group hostrhtres will vanish If only people..

I decide what this ts"

“than that Wthh deforms it - that whrch endows, than that whlch plunders 'L\ But. Burke

to tram students to adopt habrtually the mores of the socrety Educatron for ‘an' mdrvldual L

¥
" QOakeshott says ‘is an initiation mto the moral and mtellectual habtts and achrevements of his "

knowledge R .

L 189

D. Educatwn :

" The conservatrvc emphasis on tradmon - and authonty - is apparent m his attttude

'towards educauon Malcolm Muggertdge says that "educatton is a stupendous fraug> _

N
perpetrated by the liberal ‘'mind on a bemused pubhc and calculated not just-to reduce

Juvemle delmquency, but posrtwely to mcrease 1t bemg 1tself a source .of this very thmg

Thisis a typrcal conservatwe ViEW, 0ul it should be noted that it reflects a reJectron of a kmd o
' of education, not all forms of it. It is a rejectron of the/ ethod of education the conservative

:sees as -"value- free the method of presentmg facts facts and more ﬂa&s wrth the K

L4

were tq. know the facts about one another What should be taught then, and who should-

-~ R

e . o
Bhrke says that 1f a prudent man were oblrged to make a choice of what errors and

.‘excesses of enthusrasm he would condemn or. bear,. perhaps he would fhmk .the superstmon ‘

oy

wl)rch builds, to be more tolerable than that whrch demohshes - that whrch adorns a country,

BN

precedes this,, remark wrth the comment that superstrtlon "is the rehgron of feeble mmds

. Does, thls p that there are two sets of” understandmgs" one for the feeble another for the

e : «

; prudent and relrgrous" It would seem that one group of men is to be acknowledged as knowing .

_or conung closer to knowing the truth a group whrch is then entrtled to determine what 1s )

taught “The conservatrve is'an’ “elitist. And thts 1nforms hrs view of the role of the mtellect in
educattpn Lo T : . S ' : » S

The conservatwe view of educatlon does not xnclude teachmg mdependence of‘

- L . »

: .thought and the ob]ectwe presentatlon of facts at least not in the areas of - phrlosophy or -

i rehgron hrstory and polm “The conservatxve wrshes to transmtt values 0 form char%cter

(3

,"_socrety. an entpy mto the partnershtp between present and past a ‘sharing’ of concrete

..‘
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Consrder too the words of Irvmg Babbrtt who says that: "The basis for rrght
_ conduct is not reasoning but expenence and’ expenence much wrder than that of the

indivxdual, the secure possession of which can result only from the early acquisition of rrght

habits."?* . : R e S

i

The conservative's lack of respect for the mtellect especrally in the ‘many, should not
. be taken as an endorsement of the full and free expression of all of the passions, though Thrs
is ‘one of the reasops why he believes that ‘his kind of education is rmportant qucatron is to

form character perpetuate society, teach skills, and constrain some of human nature.

- t., . ..
! . . » 4
i ' . \

€ F
E. Human nature - . L
) \ . _ ,

The -conservative sees that man is a.being who is much driven by passions - sell” ish

@ ‘

and selfless; that he has a number of -inclinations - religious or phrlosophrdal socral and :
solitary; and that e possesses certam needs - f or security, victory, recognmon 0 own and |
50 on all in all in a nature whrch is for the most part non ratronal |

Kendall for example, Writes about the stone wall of mnate and rneradmable human

vrcrousness agamst- whrch "the best lard schemes for perpetual peace willy soon or late

»

smash themselves R he also writes “about " the: brg superpower showdown, a war. rendered

unavordable by. drametncally opposed Yiews" whrch arlse precrsely out of man's : .

noblest asplratlons - thegasprratlon to understand the ‘agpiration to penetrate the

-meamng of the universe m which -he lives, the aspiration to distinguish between the

-good and the bad, the true and the false, the beautiful and the ugly, the. asprratton to

identify himself with the good, the true, and the beautiful, the aspiration, f mally to

“ o+ sacrifice himself, to grve the last full measure of devouon m order that the good.
o should prevarl SLAN <

»
v

; : ' C .\,
Is ft not the heartless vrolent uncompromrsmg abstractromst who Burke condemns

-in" his Reflectrons though" Is not thrs person who is also remcarnated as the ratronalrst

" . "thé liberal," or the idealist,” the one who belreves that there are conﬂnon grounds ‘upon, -
~whrch men ‘can agree, or at least agree to ’drsagree peacefully,_and €o- exrst" T o be farr

L drfferent conSerVatives do make dif ferent drstrnqrons Some will diff e{cntrate between Jacobm
: and human nghts lrberals and soft, comfort seekmg Jellyfrsh lrberals Others will see all

lrberals socrahsts aﬁd revolutronanes as infused wrth the same rnﬂexrble utopran farth in
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absolute abstract ideals avowedly knowable by each ma{l 's reason, and thh cannot be
compromxsed accordxng to its adherents Regardless of what he thmks of his opponents,
though ’the conservauve ‘will, in the end, maintain that confhct will be necessary and vrolent
and that to partake in it on behalf of the right principles is noble and good.

The conservatrve then does believe that the 1gnoble passxons, or ignoble expressrons

no,copfidence in the natuial goodness of man, his passxons or hrs reason. Human nature is

inherently. flawed but it can be controlled to a degree. e

'F. Historical change .

* Reason, the conservative believes, can accomplish limited goals; it acts as a controller,

a corrector,, an-a posteriori judge. Enmeshed in this view ? that manrshould not attempt. to

conscrously deterrmne his own mdtvrdual or collecttve destmy would seem to be the prermse

' that he cannot except in mmor detarl o : .

Burke says that trned and proven old estabhshments "are the results of various
L .

vnecessmes and expediences. They are not often constructed after any theory. theones are

rather drawn f rom them. "8 He thereby returns us to the 1dea that human affairs contain and

, preszumably proceed accordmg to therr own 1nherent prmcxples or patterns man cannot dictate. '

T oa workable let alone optnmum dlrection for them Man s knowledge and hrs potenttal for

knowledge about h:mself and his actmttes is hmrted Rehance on hrs own plans and

conscxous ef forts is unw1se and dangerous- thrs seems. to be the conservative message
' N .

. 1 se¢ conservansm then as the aruculauon of a posmon exhortmg man to be wary of ‘

) any grand desxgns and pro;ects and the vrew that w1sdom\ entails allowmg the natural course

-

. . 'y =
PR . ¥

It seerns to me that conservauve wnters oppose *unnatural™ change and srmrlarly

unnatural" 'rates of change meamng that they are susplcxous of' change or. the rate of it

whrch seems to be supenmpqsed on an actmty or mstxtutlon especrally if - done SO. for

l

external" purposes In Oakeshott s words the conservauve "beheves that the moré closely an

' of them or of the mtellect gone astray, do need to be held in check if not defeated He has

‘
v
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~innovation resembles growth (that is, the more clearly it s intimated in and not_ merely
imposed upon the sxtuatlon) the less likely 1t is to result in'a préponderance of loss A The
.0

- conservatlve does not maintain that traditions do not ch_ange;,{)lt is the error.of the rationalist

" to believe that they' do not,. Oakeshott says * It might also, seem to be the error of some

»

conservatlves though Huntington approvmgly says that conservatxsm "is the - articulate,

systemauc theoretrcal resrstance to change

+

Heamshaw on the other hand maintains that reform is of conservausm 's "very

- essence.” l-le say$ that: "No persons ‘are less true to the conseryatlve)gemus than_;thc;

.

. reactionaries or 'diehards' who resist all alteration whatsoever without ever-inquiring into the
: B N Fd . . . . .

causes that have led to its demand. " :
it is change is hardly to enunciate a polltic'al outlook. The least ‘polltically informed or

reflectlve person can hold such a vrew any person with some pohttcal knowledge must

abthty than he does in hlS abrlrty to 1mpose change

x

The conservatlve s atntude «can be best sununed up as a "doctrme of orgamc

,evolutron sto use Heamshaw S words 36 Change occurs naturally, h1story unfolds Reason isto”

be used to correct devratlons or perversxons Presumably this - what Burke has in mmd, when» o

he comments that "A state wnthdut the means of some change 1s wrthout the means ol' 1ts ’

1Y

conselrvatlon " Change consequently, is and is. not- actually change 1t is- growth;. the.

fulfrllmg of the pre determmed Ch‘&nge gulded by w1sdom is to make somethmg more hke ll

N

. 1s (A conservatrve consequently, may be a romanuc even 1f not a reacuonary one it- -

- e e N _u_-
7 :

WOuldseem) T T

» ¢ N o

a

Socrety is seen therefore as a hvmg, growmg orgamsm an orgamsm composed- “of .

. complementary parts each wrth its own functlj;n *an orgamsm that 15Q:onstantly mvngorated

\

by the addmon of new cells as. the old and weak ones dle ol'f Publlc pohcy, then as

-

£

. N R - ) . 4 N ' ’ 3 .‘ . .' .
I should have to side-with Hearnshaw on thﬁ point. Again, to oppose change becausc

: A~~ a partlcular state of affalrs to oppose any change at all - he must consnder the
.e best one poss1ble and furthermore he must have conf 1dence in man's ablllty to_

’prevent change I would suggest‘that the pohtrcal conserv'atlve has no more confidence in -thls '
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Oakeshott Hearnshaw, Kendall and Dtsraell say, is "to reahze more fully the mUmatrons

of.. exrstmg socrety"" it is to assure that new development takes place along the old lmes :

-

of progress”- it is to make a way of hfe 1tself at its very best"“;v and pohcy makers are to
appeal to old, not new prmcrples for the forméer have caused past success and are the
guarantor of f uture prosperrty “. . ‘ ' .
: No. mdrvrdual Bl wrse ‘no group of hvmg mdrvrduals is wis’.Burke says as "the
- multitude, for the moment ‘is foohsh when they act w1thout dehberatlon but the specres is

wise, and when time is grven to it, as a species it always a,cts rrght "4z Lo L
Rty . “ B - . ‘ '
"~ He also comments that the universal Patron meall thmgs emmently favours and

protects the race of man "“ Assuredly other conservatlves whether or not therstrc are
srmrlarly laudatory of man as. a specres and of hrs hrstory It tums out that the cntrc of the :
- liberal or ratronal opumrsm in the goodness of man is quite an optmust hrmself He drffers

though in speakrng of man collectrvely, over time, dshif somehow we cannot say that man's r;

- 4

accomplrshments and farlures aré' the products of drstmct actions and decrsrons i

- v

The conservatrve 1s somethmg of a fatalist. As a result s vrewpomt may be°

tn/

. ) | . [ - ~—
approprrately cons:dered a phllosophy rather than an .1deology srnce~ he accepts

- phrlosophrcally the world the way 1t is wfthout w1sh1ng to change it.. (Perhaps this should

enutle us. 10 classrfy conservatrsm as'a "drsposrtron mstead as Oakeshott would have it.*

R

&
For to f ollow mclma;tons and preferences is pot to phrlosophrze rs it? ) Yes the conservative

_ may not thmk or feel that the world 1s’ at any specrfrc txme wha.t it "really 1s but he cannot

e b

go f ar in- hrs crmcnsrn of exrﬁfg flaws wrthout Jeopardmng hrs entrre posmon He may even
12 v

o have. to msrst that we lack the wrsdom to know just what is and is not 1mperfect apparent

.

xmperfectrons now may be ,for the long terKgood All of whrch may create the appearance of .

= . . .“

4 ) ;-' “ leavmg htm logrcally‘ rmpotent to counteract trons by others motavated by other -

' .:,“ " undergandmgs of the world Oakeshott ap_propnately, then s,tates that "a 'quesuon such as

P

-~ Was the French Revoluuon a rmstake" 1s a non- hrstorrcaL questron."f’

«
. - v
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P P B AR .. o e Id - iR . . .
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.



“in oppdsmon to his thoughts on mt

vvarrous “forces” of society are all beneficient.

. o Im

G. Religion and natural law T
The conservative is necessarily a fatalist to some large extent; he is not necessarily
relrgrous or a believer in naturaf"law But to say that. he is not, or to counter that he is,

however is not partrcularly productrve because doing so mrsses the main pomt And: that is

.

that the various conservative posrttons on pohttcs are in general agreement that moral

relatrvrsm is an unacceptable stance, and secondly. that the communal mstmct of the -

.

individual, the moral rnsttnct or nature of the commumty; and the natural operauons of the .

-
-

>
L

- Huntmgton in drsagreement wrth Alfred Cobban and Leo Strauss ‘asserts that Burke

' " rdid not Judge the Brrtrsh constm.rtrbn by a standard transcendmg it"; and he also clarms

that:. "The Hforts of contemporary publrcrsts such as RusseIl Krrk to’ appear conservative and

yet at. the same trme to@pouse a ugg

K3 “ A

Bur‘ﬁs views on rehgton q
b N

3 Standards 'Burke says that man has a prerogative "to

be in a great degree a creature of his own makmg but qutckly adds that when man rules over

- man (as he should,',; ne men havmg better natures), then m’an is to act m trust, accountable

presumably “This WOuld be a umve‘rsal truth (S

_ That is, that man is no more to purposrvely direct the world of mternattonal af f: alrs than he is _‘

to rmpose hts will on mternal socral developments” The pomt is, then, that the conservattve B

i of a natural order or course of events yvhrch man 1s to subJect hrmself f or hrs own (collectwé)

P

“to one. great masterﬁ thor and founder of socrety - How is man to-know if e is faithful

“ to this trust" By Jucl.grng whether or ‘not he has respected the tradmons of hrs society,

-, e

i

L »

Can there be any doubt as Well that the conservatlve would have to mamtam the

L -

'exrstence of a provrdcntral" order of tradmon and relrgron or natural law drrected socxetaes” .

-

whether or not startmg from a pseudo relatrvrst posmoh rs boun to postu ‘ate the exrstence

- s

s a

D dlsmrssed as rrrelevant to his philosophy, nor as
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H. Freedom and democracy
| | The conservative, we have seen does not thrnk that men mdrvrdually, or. even

collectrvely at a gtven time, are wise enough to. conscrously shape socrety for the better The

conservatrve consequently, has-a partrcular perspective on human freedom. He is.in favour of
f L) N

rt to be sure, but as he defmes 1t He secs freedom on the one hand as’ the absence of

mtrusrons into a way of life by those who try to 1inpose therr 1deas. freedom is the absence of-

watural evolution of traditions, customs, institutions, fetc. The conservative,

drsrespect fdr th

conversely. also sees- rwdom as the parucrpatton in of shanng of the culture and customs and
r

80 on of a socrety. He may well conceive freedom in other senses but it is this one which he

'considers most important and worth preserving,.. It'is a liberty wedded with or experienced in

) v‘ Y . X3 3 » " ' ‘ ' . . N ) 3 v-‘ ‘
conjunctidn with order, as Kristol and Scruton maintain.** How can you value something -(i.e. -

A

f reedom) Scruton asks unless you have leamed the values of a soc1ety frrst"
N
Upon reflection _you may note that the- conservauve s negattve and postive vrews of

» f reedom are actually parts of one view, giving pnorrty to the role of traditions and the rdea of &
' continurty It should not be surprrsmg, then, that the conservatrve is not a "democrat that
is, that\he -does not favour rule of the maJonty of the moment |
If you wrsh to mterJect that a lrberal need not be a "democrat or 'that He may
advocate somethmg called "liberal” democracy. consrder that this means that the hberal either
believes that the mdrvrdual ought to. merit hrs partrcrpauon in the cornmunal decrsron makmg

process or that he as an mdrvrdual Ttas nghts upon- whlch the commumty may not 1rnpmge
The conservatrve though wrshes to hmrt democracy on. other grounds He may wrsh to allow

f B

some to paruapate in govemment on an heredrtary basrs or. an ex offtcro one, he may “wish

to protect the nghts of minorities whrch are not conferred or recogmzed by society; he

“"',- o r.'

drstrusts majonty opimon whether or. not jtis quahfted" because 1t may not adequately

take mto account the spmt of the exrstmg constttuu@ s f s '

, % ) » -
Some conservatxves may not be openty anu democratic because 1t may srmply be more

*.

pracucal 10 advocate the form of representatrve democracy whrch is onl‘y an tllusron of

democracy Some conservauves ~are frank enough however. to unabashedly oppose



. ‘this-is not d?cracy 4 Parucrpatron can be of an advxsory nature only. lrmmng power xs not -

democracy

Scruton do{vnplays the unportance of votmg, saymg that an electorate may choosc a-

H;rtler that the Upper House is needed to protect' vrews and mterests the advocacy of whrch

wrll not wm electrons and that the Judrcrary ought to be §uperror to Parhament provrdmg a

brake on changes mconsrstent wn.h the constitution and precedent 4

,' B ¢

Burke expresses a similar thought less extraordrnary perhaps because vorced in a less:

»

' "democratrc - age. He -says that the elected nrep‘resentatrve s Kto,,.gtve preference. to hts

maJOnty "is capable of exercrsrng the most cruel oppressions upon the mmorrty. more crucl

than those of "a cruel prince.”s! He maintains that parlra‘ment has no rrght whatever to.

i

vrolate property, to overrule prescnptron or to impose a fi 1ctmous currency A

+ oy

16

constrtutents interests but' not their judgment flattery not ‘being, his role."? He says the

. Kendall demonstrates the same lack of confrdence in truly democrauc mstrtutrons Hc

mamtams that the alternatrve to government by force or vrolence is government by dtscussnon :

s,

' .and debate whrch is only possrble among a people with the right habrts which take time t0 -

develop, there must also be elrte rule and. popular amep&ance of such rule.*® Agam he

_message is' the same: theﬁ;avlll %the many should never, not even mdrrectly carry the day df

_ this wrll is the wrll of theﬁiay only. no efforts should be made to change 'thrs as the many will
, never be able to see the broader prcture and thrs urdeed rs not regrettable because polrucaI’

wparticipation in decrsron makmg rs not a good in 1tself nor are: the decrsrons of the greatest

k4 K

: numbers possrble ever to’ be counted upon. as supertor because of the volume of those makmg

E

"thexn L o -

[
. L

The conservative may support partrcrpauon in governmont by most tndmduals and

4 >

" v

the same thmg as sbarrng 1t Scrutorr must be thmkmg along these lmes

. v 4\.

' may,reject "the encroachments of arbxtrary. unconstrtuted power but as Scruton points out, -

“v
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L. Inequallty, elite rule, and pnvilegos o \.
Perhaps the greatest fear the conservatrve has of true democracy is that it will

' mevftably lead to the promotron of egahtarramsm and the denial of pnvrlege The conservative
- |

'cannot acoept thts because to htm socrety cannot operate wrthout ranks and pnvrleges they -

are part of the. natural order. Thls is a theme repeated again and agam by conservatrve

wrrters notrons pl' t,he equalrty of man are mrstaken and harmful. In Kendall S words the

conservatrve cannot tolerate the destruction of "those- meamngful drstmctrons of rank of
N

prrvrlege of wealth of prestrge ‘and position that any decent socrety develops and burlds mto

. '1tsell" as*rt gIows toward achtevement he purposes that called it rnto being as & socrety

' Soctety isa complex orgamsm compos¢ many parts each with its own functron it is folly

YA

to try to equate them and even worse fgty to try to remove the differences among them. The

‘conservattve wrshes to stress that there is virtue in ail condmons the c1v11 order benefrts both

the humble and the exalted.' as Burke says.’? Or,
allowed to expenence the happmess of medtocriﬁ; deény them this, ths. -'conservative
“would add, would be to needlessly cause frustrauo ' ent and socia_l unrest.

To promote the drgmty of each professron ik

explanatnon why dissimilar undertalungs, equally vrrtuous should be unequally rewarded in’

) xtron however is not ‘to offer an

tayana says, the m_edr_ocre should be - |

- —————— i

' wealth and 1nfluence The conservatrve s response is that an hrerarchrcal order. is both' ‘

necessary and%ust What it is first of all, though is natural There wrll always be those who _

- lead and have more (they lead because they have more and have more because they lead it o

-

seems) You can try 10\ level socrety. Burke says but you can never sucmd the: most you can

dois to mvert the pyramtd Levellers set up in the air- what the solrdrty of the structure ) |

'requrrcs to be on the grotmd " .

. bqualtty is a chrrnera rn other words lnequahty rs natural and necessary Why‘
'hneeessary" Why is it not srmply a curse” The conservauve wxll lrkely sgy that a hmued numberm“ o
of persons is able ~to apprecrate the nwd o mpect tradruons and the constxtunon* only a' i

.. -,_rew are wrsc and -can be trusted to act wtth and. vmhrn the powers properly allowed w0

"fgovernmenl Knstol for example says that only a small rehgrous phuowphteal or polmcal -



L mhented wmlth moral desert and ongxnaltty., there should not be a preoccupauon w:t,

0 o

) ehte can know a pnon what wrll constitute a good ltfe for the comrnon people {although they

may not be able to. know their preferenoes in commodmes » o

Now‘the. conservattve does not marntam that the most : powerful.' or the wealthiest
always do or should rule. He does maintain that there are certain classes of men who, by their'
'nature ought to be wealthy, powerful and attain polmcal offtce and usually“— if no-one

mterferes with the natural course of thtngs Co;tsequently whrle not all conservatives ‘use the

‘ termrnology of a natural arrstocracy (whtch is the soul lo’ the body ‘without: whrch the
, man does not exrst"“’) tlyy all seem to 1mply the exrstence of such an elite. Therr msnstencc

~on the natural benefrctal character of mequaltty entarls recogmtlon of this arnstocracy

It sould be noted that thrs artstocracy 1s not exactly a merttocracy " Burke says that

:the quahfrcatron for govemtng should not be bloo'd" or tttles but v:rtue and wrsdom But if"

: vrrtue and wisdom ma%ﬁbe actual or presumptwe”" 1t may ‘be expected to accompany certam

ranks attained and inherited, may it not" ’Burke speaks out on behalf of the. nobthtyr

"honoured and even privileged byﬁhe laws;, opmtons and mveterate usages. of our. country,

‘ growmg out of the'prejudtce of ages

The conservattve not only mamtams that unequal entrtlements (to position, wcalth
etc.) are natural and Just but also that unequal prrvrleges are as well, Now obvnously no- one
can be enuxled to, or in any narrow sense of the word ment a privilege. A prtvrlege mdeed
isa pnvxlege in bemg uneamed "How, then can a pnvxlege be Justtf 1ed" In much the same

S

way that unequal status can be. A person is allotted pnvrleges on the basis of the posmon he

_ holds and not because of his- own worth or even for his’ beneftt alone The Queen ~an ﬁ:”
e

_-ambassador for a cause or any group of people a vistor, a scholarshtp wmner or thc .

':one thousandth customer of a busmess may have goods or other beneftces bestowed upon him -

- ] %‘ , ).fhs‘_,‘:_-.
or her bemuse of who he 0r she represents or beeause ol‘ what they are expected o dg:

N have nmdone “-: - L i :. ’ .» . . : _' co . o . ‘.N 'v Lo

. : O . . N e

Kendall says that people should,‘get ahead on accoum of thenr mhcntcd statu' L ‘-_‘

ment (whxcb 1s gmng someone what they hire you 10 gwc thcm whtch s most fi uung for

- S o o N

,s“’
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bureaucrattzatton but not creatmty or f reedom )" Suntlarly Burke says that the_zexpenencmg
of success dtsproporttonate to endeavour is no cause for a gnevance 1n this life; cortsolatron 1s

to be taken "in the final proporttons of eterpal Justtce et Only so much can be obtamed by,

£ 179
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labour What rs obtatned then is often a prtvrlege or a share in pnv:leges Prrvrleges are

functional. They are unequal srmply because they are pnvrleges (not everyone 1s entttled" to
them), and because they accompany natural" and tradttronal " tnequahttes
Do .all' conservatives share such vrews” I cannot say for certain, having, of course,

c ltmtted knowledge of all of the views -of all self‘ proclatmed or logically tdentrfrable

conservatives. I can say, howev‘er, that they fit 'in with a body of views which form a

1

comprehensrve whole views which 1 have not yet seen a conservattve deny when hrs own
arguments have been © consistent. This body of 'views includes outlooks on rattonalrty,
education, historical change, freedom, democracy and inequality,.

J. Property

The conservative is a defender of inequalities and 'privilegeS' this includes those

.

‘ related to the ownershtp of property. which. he takes he be a matter of natural mequahty It is

interesting to note, here agatn ‘the same Justtf 1catton The rtght to own property is not based
- on mdtvrdual merit .or contrtbutton alone although that may constttute part of the
justtftcatton It is based, tnstead pnmanly on the ideas of possessron and continuity.

”

Possessron is a trust ‘a responsrbltty and not an malrenable nght If there 1s a right to

'propert) tt belongs to the commumty,_but 1t is to be exercised by the mdtvrdual unless or

untrl he demonstrates hrs unworthtness "Three Teasons why thrs is so seem rmplrcrt in the '

‘conservatwe s outlook. Ftrst the conservatrve may say that the mdrvidual is entttled to

’ _exercxse (not claam) thts rtght because he has had it and has acted on the expectatton that he

’ wrll conunue to have tt. as have those before%m Second and mere tmportant the
[P

'c0nservattve concerves the mdmdual in terms of the cornmumty and the commumty in terms -

' ol‘ tts mdtvrduals (although not just those lwrng) and both in terms of property such as

lauguagc culture tradtttons and lnstory Thtrd is the cons:derauon that the individual is the
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means of transmitting the common inheritance along with institutions.
Scruton, for examp_le. says that property is a means for the continuity of .a human

society and therefore cannot be horded by the individual at the expe’nse of its survival (a

merchant has no 1ndefeasrble nght to throw his grain into the seas"“ and that property is a ,

means for the 1nd1v1dual to satlsfy his ratronal need .10 see htmself as part.of somcthmg

lasting..."*" Private property, then whxch is‘the bastnon of mequahty serves the commumty.,

it is also a guarantee against the concentration of power (and its concomitant mterruptnon of

>;he natural course of thmgs) As Burke says., the struggle to preserve belongmgs provides

secunty‘agamst injustice and despotrsm and helps to preserve the commumty "in a settied

vﬁstate

Vil

9akeshott s proclarnatxon that the nght of property is more 1mportant ‘than the right to speak

freeay &9 And in More's statement that: "To the c1v1hzed man the rights of property are more _

1mportant than the nght to life."’ “3) ’
T T . ¥

o

N e - ’ ' E i
. i, Lo B , ‘ C [

’ K 'fhe famlly and pnvate associattons :
\ It mrght not necessanly foﬂdw logrcally that the conservatlve would want (o link the
notlons of property and family, but he almost mvarxably does. He not only sees both as
means for Jommg generatrons but also the family as a means for the transmission of

property Because he sees it as the ‘most. natural to wxsh to pass on property to those whom

“'we are closest emotronally and naturally"" I suspect $0. Scruton says that: "Private propcrty o

is added to, and remforces the primary soc1a1 bond. It is for some such reason that

conservatlves have seen the famrly an_d prlvate property _as institutions which stand or fall

-
e

* together:""
' The conservative also sees the family as an instrument for initiating the individual in

" what is, and teaching him to respect the. past, and the established ins‘tituti_q#s of ’autho}rity.

Robert_'Nisbet'puts. it this way: ,"Let 'us have no 'nonsense about love and unremitting

devotion... it is not love - least of all sexual passion - that the family has been built around

2

‘a‘;}fi"‘%ﬁ "

B The strength of the conservative's commitment to private propetty is evident' in.



| hlstorrcally, but, rather duty and obhgaﬁbn " Thrs I thmk is too coldly analytlc for the

argumem must recognwe that things such as duty and obhganon cannot be Q){e‘lt if they are

1mposed by forcc Besxdes what need would there be for the family if grat were the case" The

significant thing is that the conservatrve wishes to proscrtbe and teach roles m the farruly and -

in society. This automattcally entails inequality of a kind, or drfferentxatron at 1

Absent from the conservative’ s discussion of the farmly seems to be much concern
with developmg complete and autonomous personahttes In fact, he appears 0 favour the

learmng and apprecnanon of dependence and of reSponsrbtltty for those who are dependent on

us, in a never endmg chain of natural emotlon and authonty tymg together generauons and'

B 2
perpetuatmg the elements of community such as language custom and rehgron

The conservatxve is attracted to "the famrly in large measure because he sees 1t as
natural hrerarchrcal and orderly, and based upon senttment Thrs is srgmfrcant politically

et »

partly because his ideal commumty may s1mply be the famrly writ large Just as he drshkes

1mposed" orgamzatton and hkes actions in concert thh emotronal ties and the recognition of .

inherited responsrbtlmes in the activities of the famﬂy, he does in socrety at large as well And b

thus he looks fu'st to. volunt.ary (i.e. spontaneous or tradmonal) assoétauons to perfofm

s

works of'good wrll or chanty

I do not ‘wish ' to suggest_ that all non-conservatives will deny the importance of

developing. and strengthening non-rational social’ties between citizens which cause them to
wrsh to help out _each other in ‘times of need. The sxgnrfrcant thmg is the conservauve 'S
apparent distate for the non-spontaneous. ™’ o o o

We should also note that the conservative may emphasxze the ObJeCUVCS of the

' voluntary associations he favours as much as he does thetr voluntary character He ‘would

l'avour 1 would 1magme the estabhshment of an orgamzauon 10 save the- famrly farm and
l

g oppose one set up to prornote an tdeal of socral Justrcex He would nonetheless I suspect

' Aactually prefer spontan*ous commumty actmty to that whrch is ratmnally orgamz,ed Still,

\

we should keep in mmd that the conservauve does see’ a \role for government ecpecrally lf

citizens faxl pnvately to do what ought 1o be done for the percexved good of the oommumty

-
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L. The :v\velfare state

Those calling themselves coffservati‘vesdhave indeed 'supported so-called 'welfa_re-state
measures, in apparent opposition to their pr'eference for voluntarism. Would lt be unfair to
inquire, though, whether these individuals have'responded to what the);'considered to be the
concern if not the consenéhs of | the ,communit‘y,“ rather-than perceivingra cause \‘vhich they
wrshed to see the communrty recogmze and act upon” The conservattve as we . have seen,
concerves an unequal social hlerarchy as a key component of the common good the lower as

well -as the higher ranks are needed .and must be sustamed "The conservauve consequcntly,‘

may support welfare measures. to keep all segments of socrety as. contrtbut;ng members. He

may - -also be s0 bold as tg suggest that the: commumty needs its- rulmg classes and that such '

welfare measures protect ? %em not Just therr difect benefrcranes Scruton is, typtcally. this

.'bold ‘He wntes o S
. , % R .

. the Factory Acts, the legahzatlon of trade unions, even the welfare state, were
erther Conservative inventions, or made posSible by conservative forces that had long
been struggling to bring -such things into bemg . Naturally these processes’ of
adaptation served also to consolidate the 1nterest of a Juling class For social
continuity was the mouve ™ . '

Now there is little doubt that some conservatives are very reticent in their support of
" “welfare ‘measures. I would suggest, however, that no con'sert/ative qua conservative could say

that the welfare of a segment of the community is not the coricern of the whole. He might

+ - favour privatesupport of the poor, but could not disavow the means of "public" su'pport '

when‘ the former is' not forthconting.“ The conservatlve ~on the other han} also. qua
' conservatrve would be concerned about gradual transmons from correcttve mtcrventrons in
- the marketplace to the assumptnon of- responsrbrlmes for co-ordinating and providing basrc
servrces Whlch-some do not seem to be able to-provrde for themselves The conservauve that

is, w1shes to be vrgilant agamst purposrve ef l”or;ts to select the drrectlon ol’ the socxety he

opposes ‘ideas such as centra planmng and mdgs)nal strategxes In short, the conservattvc will

support some welfare measures (and some conservatrves more tham others) whxle watchmg 1o _’

\ .

‘ensure that they do not become usurpatrons of the natural course of" thmgs This means that- '

"he will gcnerally support prrvate operauon and control of the economy, although not

\ )
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necessanly "free enterpnse or caprtaltsm - depending on how they are def’ ined v
The conservauve however much he may see government as an mstrument of
. promotmg the general good then is cautrous about and wary - -of "too much" government

L ' And thus an apparent gmrty Wrth the lrbertanan outlook But is there really somethmg
.. V4 v .
.. which we should call conse_rvaUve lrbertananrsm? : ) '

C -

M. Free-enterprrse and lrber\tanamsm R '

To the hbertanan let r‘\recall the preventton of coercion is. the only legrtrmate use of B

* coercion by government So fearful is he of the possrble abuse of this functron that hc
\ A

opposes govemment actton to& prevent mdrrect coercron -or less-than-readrly-apparent -
R s
. . coercron he assumes the mdrvrdual or group to be capable of recognrzmg and resrstrng all-

~

forms of- coercron unless proven otherwise. He stresses the notron of consent and certamly'
3

not amaJorrty rule or any natronal consensus whrch is to be perpetuated by a process of
socrahzatron (uﬁless itis a consensus on\hbertarran values perhaps )
Now conservatrve vrews clearly seemed alrgned wrth the rdea of a negat#e state, but l

v

~ %
: would~suggest that there isa drf ference Whereas the,lrbertanan is. concerned wrth mterf erence
8

. wrth "liberty," the conservattve is interested rn usmg the state- to prevént devratrons &rom
nat-ure whrch men often mstrgate usrng therr "lrberty The con*vauve does notsupport ’
‘the view that legrtrmacy arrses from the consent oﬂthe (lrvrng) governed Nature prescnbcs
e govemment s role whtch is to counteract man s meddlesome tendencres When governmcnt
. fulfrlls 1ts ‘role rndrvrduals become better men and Detter cmzens although governmcnt is not.
to seek itself, to- defrne "better or to make men $o. Go?ernment must have thrs end in vrew
‘*nonetheless it does not strive merely to keep the peace.- . i
| The conservatwe favours a lrmrted role for government then but* not as lrmrted as
' ’the hbertarran Py does attach 1mportance to the community as a whole whtch does‘serve
o recogmzable ends He: does not, moreover \/v:h to limit authonty in those spheres in whrch he .
-believes it to be legltrmately held he does nc{ wrsh it to be lrmrted by "democratic” devrccs i

whereas he wrll wrsh it to be lrmtted by tradrtnon and precedent He docs not see power ( i.e.



.‘l’avours.» on the other hand- government provrsron 'of publrc ser‘:?tces.

‘-then some notton of the free operatron of natural economic forces

S e
-, . ) ;

coercrorl ) as the problem Someone may say that surely many conservattves are worried

about power per se, and fa,vour ‘a compeunve marketplace and an ( pecxally limited econoync

[,

;. role for govemment But are they conservatrves"

- “~ .
Some conservatrves do not- see "larssez faué" capxtahsm as.

»tural- none 1 would v

- venture, see "f reedo - of enterprtse -as a rlght They may recogmze the exrstence of "natural

[ ] )

.

. economic forces™ wh le at the same tnne seemg tlre rule of the marketplace or consumer

“

soverelgnty as essenually an interf erence wrth the natural order Why" Perhaps because it is

~

~ too 1mmedtate or errat\: too trendy. too matertahstrc (1 e. arttfrcral ) too egalitarian.

IR : \

~ )
' Conservatwes then, caught between opposmon to govemment operatton of the economy. and

opposmon to the free marketplace often settle f or government guldance of the economy

.- A S
Scfuton argues that'. conservatwes "have -until recently always realized"” - that the

mterference of the state "in the market process is "a'social and economtc necessrty in order

to restrain "uncontrollable forces” that ‘would cause great fluctuatrons in wealth, and to flx'
matertal expectattons - through ‘a stable common currency, for example s Scruton' 's

mtervenuomsm is. not qutte as purposrve as it mtght sound he never counsels tmposmg

o ahen 1deas upon an actxvrty In thfe case he may consrder the market process to have its own

E tendencie; which speculators qutck -buck artrsts and the hke derail. I. surmtse T know

though that he opposes the natronahzatron of floundermg mdustrles in prder to save JObS He

does support,

Burke snmtlarly, seems to tolerate the free market ds a necessary mponent of a
. \ .

.successf ully operatmg economy Do‘not drsturb "the natural course of thmgs allow servrle

| :
degradmg unwholesome.and pesuferous occupatxons/ to 'produce luxury goods, and reap'the

[ 2

benef 1ts of the distribution of "the surplus product/of the sorl " But Burke concedes that thls

s a subject on which I have often reﬂected revealrng that he is uncertam as well he should 1
_be because hts arguments in favour of a ruhng elite suppose a correcttve role for pohtrcal .

‘Qruleg” ‘ R e
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Thrs returns us to the central pornt the ccms‘ervauve may well wrsh to hmn thc pOWcr

. ) \, «

. of government for the same reason hé wrll wrsh to hmrt the power of any and every segmcnt
l

of socrety. that rs, m order to mamtam tradtuqn ensure contmurt). and allow for the

N -

-preservatron of the natural orderl rn&ludmg natural change Hrs objectrve r not rreedom f rom

any of these and therefone not'freedOm to choose or f rom constramt .hlS objectrve actually 1s P

e A '
~ the coercion.” of "th'_ jna,tural * if ' you wrll meamng cqercrcni of but also through thosc ’

'destrned to rule

. Oakeshott s vrews are more problematrc He wrrtes m @ trué"liberal hberlarran vem

He seems to: wrsh to restrrct the role of gover(n/ment to preventmg coercron Wrmng as an

t"Enghsh hbertarran he says that normally "to perforrr) 1ts~ offrce (whrchﬁ‘i 10 prevenl

coercion) our government requrres to wreld only a . power gréater than that whrch is . .

concentrated in any one other centre of power on any particular’ occasion; ns Wrmng as a

conservatrve he says that government "is not concemed wrth morai nght and wrong it is not

-~
‘designed to make men good or-even better . its business is 10 keep its subjects at peace with

N

&
one another in the actrvrues in whrch they have chosen lo seek therr happmess "” He says he
s susprcrous of rulers whose utterances are tied to generalmes like - the pubhc good or

socral JUS’ICC Al BUK again, this is the same man who cntrcrzes techmcal" thmkmg and

~ who urges respect for the p%st and recognrtron that our wrsdom of the moment will always bc

~ very much 1ncomplete
" Now Oakeshott-also.aSSerts that "it isnot at all inconsistent 0. be conser'valive in
respect of govemment and radrcal in respect of almost every other actrvrty u Does thrs mean

)L
" that he approves of the use of reason overrrdmg tradmon in non- governmental spheres” Does

" he thmk that "society” is that rndependent of pohtrcs that the latter could- remam unaf flicted

R

-by reasdn dnven change m the former?. But ‘most 1mportant does not confmmg

A}

conservatrsm to the realm “of government especrally very hmrted governmpm betray a .

, preoccupatron wrth somethrng other than conservative values in polmcs" Af tef/ all polrtrcs can

hardly be consrdered an 1solated sphere wrth aims mternal to its f ormal prmejsm Governors

g 1

L4

plainly have a gr_eater role than: bossmg_ around bure_aucrats, who in turn-have a greater role " o

.
.

L '_ S T s

£



than maltrng pohtrcxans happy by obeytng (or seemrng 10 obey) ‘t»hem Oakeshott grves lns :
readers reason 10 Suspect tha’s polmcal aim is s freedom from authonty rather than: respectff:.‘( e
l" or tradltrons and-concem for contmmty . '

v e
Some other conservattves .or at least some others often 1dent1f ied. as conservatrves g
Y.

| appeat: much more overtly concerned wrth freedom Do they retarn enough of the conservatrve' B

RS outlook 1o warrant the label" Do they mtegrate it wrth other 1deas in a consrstent fashron" Or

do they contnbute other msrghts whrch should ’rause me to reconsrder my conceptualrzatron of

' conservatrsm" :
“ '

M’lton Fnedman who along wrth F A. Hayek may be consrdered to be representatrve

‘of $O- called larssez l”arre conservatrsm is undoubtedly opposed to govemment coercron The“i -

key to understandmg hlS posrtron is recognmng that this is due toa pre- occupatron wrth -
chorce The only constramts that he wrshes to place on. "freedom are those necessary to allow ’
l' or "f reedom He. recogmzes no other polrtrcal pubhc goa] - not utrlrty, econonuc prospefrty,
tradmon, or the preservauon of any partrcular way of lrfe or any components of one. His

o vrews then ‘are hrghly compatrble wrth the lrbertarran outlook and dtffer in no. srgmfrcant'

way whrch I can drscern He says for example that the f re¢ man ,recogmzes no natronal goal‘

: except as. 1t 1s the consensus of the goals that the citizens severally serve.”

Frledman even warns busmesses to refrain from acceptrng such permcrous 1deas as’

soclal responsrbﬁrty and the need to ard chantable causes.’ + Is the objective the better :

- fulfillment of public ends by the rnvrsrble hand of self rnterest or is it, mstead the freedom o

<

- ol” owners and shareholders to ?lace therr earmngs where they wrll” : ,
| o The only. thrng ‘which Fnedman seems mterested in conservmg. in. the end 1s "free‘» '
v chorce and the order or peace whrch is necessary for it. He is correct consequently, when he -
calls himself a hberal" but he should be more precise and call hrmself a lrbertarlan B
. - Hayek, who also calls hrmself a liberal, should also call himself a lrbertarran He says
that a. person is free if "he can expect to’ shape hrs course of actron in accordance w1th his
vpresent mtentrons"” -that .is, rf he is not coerced Accordrng to hrs conceptron of good

-«

' -'_‘govcmment therefore polrtrcal life does not have as an end pamcrpatron in- determmmg '



" ] pohncal goals but sxmply‘ the precludmg Jof any goal' other than'. tt

1mmed1ate coercxon 'ths rs evrdent m'hxs%‘tsmtssal of t_ .j

R can have no sympathy wrth the antr democrauc stram Qf conservattsm he 'says but then

) w:thout sensmg h1s mconsrstcncy. adds "It is not who governs but what government l\
entrtled to do that seems fo me the essentxal problent LE But thls should be expectcd f rom a

. man who says that "full personal lrberty has nothmg to do thh havmg the rtght to vdte and. |

ce) e

’ who says that “a slave wrll nottbecome free 1f he “Obtains merely the ,,rtght to votc '

- vote, or the combmed vote of slaves would mean nothmg His view must be mply that

prevention of direct, .

ni‘l Ab lra_ .

- since govemment ought to be very much restrrcted ‘there 1s ot much value in havmg input

B ;mto 1t:s def:tsions

Hayek may ‘seem to have a goal For socrety, after all, However. He explains that

indivrdual mttrattve makes progress possxble " But what are the problems { or which gradualﬁ.

: solutrons will be found"" 1 do not know Hayek s answer Can 1t be anythmg other though,

AY .

: conscrous commumty determmatton of Whlch problems. demand pI‘lOl'll.y attentnon (and [ or_'
'whrch commumty actron is, in any event unthmkable)” Never mind  that the" pursuit of »

individual gam as. qutckly as possrble leads tZ the catermg to certain kinds of tastes, Wthh’ o

- leads to the creation of certain kinds of problems and to- the neglect of others. All will be well
. ) ‘ - i s ‘

-__intheend ) o . C Ny

. -vthan that. the market should decrde whtch problems ought to be- addressed" There can be no -

Hayek s vxews then at least those with Wthh I am 50 f ar acquamted arc very much '

in conformtty wrth Frledman s. They show an extremely radtcal mdmduahsm whu.h is very

present orrented an mdwrduahsm whtch demes ‘any notions of collectxve ortgms of

1dent1t1es problems and soluttons and which ‘rejects the 1dea that the Nt or the f uture :

should place constramts on mdmdual behavrour except as the tndwtdual sheuld Judge at any :

“moment that he does act. He shares some commonmbjecttves with the conservatwe such as

- the. preventton of ambmous purposxve socral and economlo planmng. but, thts should\ not lead :

’ anyone 0 thmk that- he .or the other neo classrcal hberal economtc thmkers amve at their’

concern for mdrvrdual f reedom f rom the same premtses

~



: .ther members of the "new: nght other ueg classrcals are to my kn °Wledge S

even less

thelr pre- oceupatron thh "that a11 rmportant sphere econofmcs ? as Green calls 1t o0

Knowmg therr views on a range of non- economrc srrbwcts would be unhkely to alter m/y' [RE

opmron however because they underprn therr argumtﬁ‘ts wrth a smgle proposrtmn that the;'-".:_i'-,__

most 1mportant obJectrve is to ensure ‘that all mdrvrduals are free to act as they wrsh at any

grven time to the greatest extent possrble

+

Should we speak though -of rdeologrcal" conservatrves rather%han (or as well ns) of :

conservatrves and lrbertarraxls" ‘There are undoubtedly t.hose who do use conservatwe rhetonc o

to hide theflr real arms whrch include prrvrlege for the sake’ of the pnvrleged But we should

" not overlook the strong behef in phvate economic initiative which all conservatrves share with

greater and lesser numbers of qualifications. They. unrte naturally, conservatlve non- economlc

, values wrth thrs belref Thrs I thmk explams the frustratron of some who cntrcrze ..

conservattve polrtrctans m office for not dlmrmshrng enough govemment actrvrty Some .

Conservatrve polmcrans may be truly—conservatrve even if others are srmply hbertanans using '

)

' : the most convement vehrcle avarlable Many seermngly hbertanan conservatrves are in favour

I8

of the tradmonal famrly, and agamst pornography and more or- -less absolu‘te freedom of the -
press etc They are not conservatrves srmply because they wish to- preserve the pnvrleged
economnc posmons of those who now have econormc power or beeause they beheve in

: "hberty before all else. R . v
I do not wrsh to downplay the exrstence of ldeologrcal" conservatrves I srmply wish'
' to suggest that many of those seekmg to advance therr own good as the good of others are -

R
better thodght of as rdeologrcal" hbertarnans (1f that is not redundant terrmnology) o

3 : : -

- N Rightsand*obligations o k Do C

The conservatrve umtes the themes of nghts and obhgatrons and often makes the |

f ormer dependent upon the latter they are contlngent Our classrcrst speaks of ﬁhts

R penod We should not overlook the krhds ‘of ngh in question, however ﬂ‘e 2

; tv’é{han Fnedrnan and Hayek Thrs may sxmply be my 1mpressmn due m.",

' -,v-r Ve T b



189 -

»':"':-neo«class1c1st i e. one kmd of libertanan wdl clatm nghts whrch are stnctly negatlve € g to

R

|.\‘

affan‘s (as he conoewes them) etc The eonservatrve »may deny these and offer mstead "f'.
: propomonal nghts (proportronal to abrlrty. statu;h contnbuuon and 80 on) rrghts such\ to-
?'polrtreal partrcrpatwn a share in the matenal resources ol‘ the commumty 0 veducatton Rt
"farr _treatment as. a member of a mmonty and so on. The hbertarlan in contrast. ShICS

N

away from anythmg that rmght involve redrstrrbutron - f . | ‘ ¢

-

The conservatrve conception of nghts begms with the premrse that individuals are

of spwch voluntary assocratron and assembly. to act wrthout mterl‘erence m pnvate o

_creatlons of therr socletres Indrvrdual nghts are earned consequently. by meetmg socnal s

oblrgauons Do I have a nght to free speech someone may ask the conservauve He. wnll
respond: - yes, you are entrtled to this freedom as we now understand it m thts place if you use’
‘your abrhtres to thmk and speak to contnbute to the furthering of the ends of the commumty
~-or at least if you have not spoken out, damagrngly, a;amst thern CEE. .' )

The conservatlve beheves that rights are granted and def med by the commumty over
: tune Rights arise basrcally because they are ‘found to serve its purpose whrch above all else lS B
> 1ts perpetuatron (although thrs is not to say that the conservatwe does not have reasons for
;desrrmg rts conttmr?y) These nghts are recogmzed in practice before they are in "f act or are.-*
'artrculated in: law rf‘ €ver. You are,-in essence entrtled to do whatever the law does not fotbid
b(as Scruton pornts out”) for the law forbrds what is opposed to the publrc mterest But the
:, conservatrve rrught not say that we have a rrght to do- what is snmply not opposed to the :
pubhc mterest we only have a ~rzght~ to do what is m its interest, Neutral actions cannot be the '

o _proper subject of crimes or nghts . P

No en Burke speaks ‘of the real nghts of -all men, he talks about form mamly,

~and not content He talks about a nght to Justrce to frurts of one 's own mdustry, toaf arr‘
.portron of socrety s benefrts and so ‘on, but not about who may claxm them, or to which
) degree Whlch 1s presumably to be settled by conventron as is any nght to share a dcgree of

polmcal power (L
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In conservattsm then there may -be-no recogmtron of an inviolable private sphere

lndrvxduals are who they are because of their mrcumstances Thetr behavrour as well is seen S

as part of the soctal envrrenment moldmg fellow ‘and future citizens. The conservatrve
therefore wxll favour censorshtp, for example for moral reasons. We have Scruton says, an
‘oblxgatxon to be ruled.” o o ' |
_ ’I’he 1mportant thmg to note is that as thh prtncrples the conservatrve wrshes to
‘ leave the parttcular detatls and apphcatrons of rights to specrflc soetettes Thus he wrll back.
property rrghts mhentance nghts the nght to pnvrleges and so on, but wxll not try, in fact .
will resnst attempts to apply them accordrng to umversal standards
The conservatrve in dealing with rrghts as wrth other issues subordmates the mdtvrdual
"to the clatms and demands of hrs society, for which the mdtvrdual is as much an ufstrument
- as an.end. . , '
“This is in sharp contrast wrth Hayek who says that the mdrvxdual has an unhmrted
-"_nght to que:tlon moral behefs 93 and Fnedman who recoxls at the suggesnon that the

1nd1v1dual ought to SErve hxs country. rather than mdtvrdual 1nterests of those now living (or ,

: perhaps the mdrvrdual 1nterests of those who wrll follow agwell'l) 96

0. Summarizing elements of conservatlsm _
The conservatrve to sum up. umtes a number of thernes: the nwd to couhteract '
'_.excesswe clatms for ratnonahty in pohtrcs the need to preserve the natural order whlch‘

" mcludes its own seeds ‘of change mequallty. pnvate property. the value of the famrly._ ; .

_ :tradmon contmutty, mherttance pnvate (not "free ) enterprise, and contmgent nghts It

: 'makes no sense to follow Kendall's advice to include only uniquely conservatrve stands asf

| jelements of the outlook 1 In fact conservative writers seem parucularly adept. at clarmmg'- e

-
-umque mstghts for their ‘position. whrch are not umque' they farl to detect nuances in the

_ 'arguments they oppose An mherent fault" Perhaps The conservatrve outlook does appear to

be after all, a reactton agamst the advocacy of ratronahsm (mcludmg hberahsm and

- "soc,tahsm)_ and nof always a. cledrly-considered respOnse_to'-‘;:deas;' too_often: 1t5.focuses_‘on o
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actrons of mdivrduals whether or not these are consrstent wrth thetr pnncrples Thts may be

¢
~ the result of a belief that pnncrples are wholly contained - in acttons It is unfatr in any event o

‘o say that only thetfonservatrve shows respect for tradttron consrdcrs the possible to be
lrmrted by crrcumstanoc 1s for moderatron tolerance, and prudence and values anythmg
cther than " mere life. " It is also unfair to suggest that proponents of equaltty of opportumtv,
want to give people the pportumty to 'become somethmg they mamfestly cannot, and that
,the non- conservatrve wan}s rights respected whether or not 1t is possrble Removc these

obJectrons and the conservatrve still has much to say. nonetheless that dtstmgurshcs his

' Vtewpomt

P Conservattsm and nattonahsm
We are now ina posrtlon to examme the: conservative perSpecttve on nattonahsm lt
wrll):e necessary to also look aJong the way at the conservatwe outlook on patrrotxsm racrsm :
: 1mper1ahsm colomahsm and mrhtansm We will' see that a conservatlve 1dea Wthh recurs
o throughout 1s that the natlrral should prevarl what is tmposed ‘by reason”  should not.”
_Contrnutty is of utmost tmportance . |
Now thc conservatrve is certain to be, first of all a. patrtot “and. a supporterl‘of
patrrottsm He mamtams that the mdlvrdual is part of a link m a cham The past has created
. h1m he wrll help to create the future. The past is not, of course a unrversal past but a.
' partrcular past - partrcular to a partrcular place wrth its own natural (geographtc) l'eatures"
and its own tradruons of human mteractlons and rnstttuttons So his is an emotronal or.
passronate attachment. to .the land 1ts people and its hrstory He loves his country. then,
because he feels that it belongs to him. Strll Oakeshott is expressmg part of the conservattvc :
pomt of view when he says that the conservatrve is drsposed to patnousm bec:tusc hc is
_l lprrmartly drsposed to the fanuhar not the usef ul " But there is another element namely that
 the conservatrve senses that hc belongs to his country and that he owes the fact of his

_‘exxstence to 1t as Scruton affrrms 99/

ot
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The conser\ztive has no use, only scorn, for a ‘manufactured patnonsm Y.ou cantiot
4

‘pro&eed by a method of ratronal calculatron to mstrllca sense of devotron and loyalty Hence |

the response by Burke and- others to the spectacles and  civic feasts and the hke of the

revolutronarres of France, whrch they saw as "mere trrcks mo0

’ A srmrlar conservattve ctiticism is drrected at ratronalrsts attempt to create polrtrcal ‘

umty through the estabhshment of strong central" governments “This retums us to an earlier ,

v e

questton what {s the "natural” srze of a pohtrcal commumty to whrch the mdrvrdual owes

- pnmary - or total - alleglance and wlifch factors determine. thrs” It would appear that

.conservatrves provrde two wrdely drvergent answers 1 suggest that there is’ only one.

’ Some conservattves argue that the esgence of socral and cultural lrfe or/gmates in. the

regron , some say the "local" cornmuruty, ‘some may even narrow it down to the

' nerghbourhood 101 And thus they argue in favour of local or regronal polrtrcal autonomy and
: decentrahzatron Then there are those on the other hand who consrder "local” govemment to -
“be a mere delegatron of authonty by the natronal government whrch retains the right to revoke.

'vrt 102 Burke would appear to. be on thls srde when he claims that natronal governrnent is to

have rcpresentatron from the‘ varrous parts of the country, but-those representatrves are to use’

therr Judgment to always decrde 1mpart1ally what is m the mterests of the whole 1es,

-

The two posruons may well be compatrble The COnservatrve is in favour of drversrty .

' He of ten speaks of the drssrmrlanty of crrcumstances and of the vanety of*elements or forces :

‘W,h,‘Ch consutute ‘the socxal ‘order', anc_l of the vanety of .human roles which serve necessary -

functions in the hierarchy of the community. It is very conceivable that he will want to allow :

a f unctxonal autonomy (but -not mdependence) to those managmg levels of actrvmes which do

7 not ef f ect the whole If people have a greater feel for what should be done on a more local '
level a greater f amrlranty or understandmg. then they should make decrsrons on a more local |
'level But rf there is a larger commumty, one whrch is umted by lrngurstrc cultural,
) rehgrous moral and pohucal values then those values and the tradrtrons in whrch they are. |
embodred ‘take precedence he will say. Local decrsrons cannot run at cross- purposes wrth_ S

- these The whole the entrty at whrch the parts aim in servmg therr functrons and in making
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‘ their'c'ontributions “comes first. .The parts, that is the included localities as-well as the rankq
and classes of individuals within the country, the natlon, owe thetr charactcr?thetr tdentmes

‘ to the greater unit Just as the mdtvrdual does We may . then be able to make sense out of the
stand whrch Burke and others 1ake, denymg a rtght‘to se_lf ~determ1natton.lf“\ The parts are
determined 'by"the natural order of things. lf- they' are to become 'se'parate or part of ~anath’er
land it should not be through a precess. of conscious decrsron Political deustons as a.lways '
should f ollow not create the direction of human affairs.

o 1 Suspect that when Kendall and sdme other conservatives speak about states' - or
provmcral - nghts they etther are not speakmg précisely or clearly enough lf they mean that
individuals truly do owe thetr prxmary allegxance to the larger country as a whole but some
concerns are generally wrthout bearmg on nattonal values and tradmons and the nauonal way '
of ltfe then they should ‘say so. But.if they support "local" government rights because they
think that there are dtsunct "local " ways of llfe and whxch ought 16 command pnmary

- loyalty (as anyone arguxng’ for state control of education and cryrl rrghts does, -1 _wouldv '
‘suspect‘“) then-they ought to say that That - quite rsimply,- would be an admlssion that they
thmk that each state or provmce actually should ‘be consrd‘ered mdependent ‘a separatc -

: country The great drscrepancy in sizes of countrres may mdtcate that the larger ones are not
naturally -sized units. Canada and the Umted States may srmply be too btg' of course any
acceptance by.a conservattve of the nght to secede is such an admrssron (A problem thesc,"

: conservattves may farl to consxder is that "local" boundartes can be lmposed 100, so that’
some hvmg w1thm them may’ feel part of a unlt larger or smaller than the statc or provmce in
S _
questlon )

The conservattve can, ot ' course support local 'governrnent rights ' withl’n a
"federauon or confederatton He cannot however support a. notion of f ederahsm whxch
1ncludes a recogmnon of . sovereign central _powers (unless he recogmzes no soverergn Iocal
‘powers) He cannot recognrze in pnncrple more than one corporatc communlty For how

fca hrs orgamsm .the natural state have two heads and move snmultaneously in two

dlrecttons’7 The conservatxve can however, counsel. alhances Wthh are designed to protoct o1
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strengthen his state's body. He can within alliances (whether called. alliances, federatidns or -

anythmg else) always continue t0 pursue his own putposes. Can these mclude expansron9

-One of the problems which arises rom the coniservative posrtron is t.he possrbllrty that

| it may entatl ensurmg the permanence of exil;tlng boundanes or of the boundanes the )

: conservatlve thmks ought to exist. For if there 1si'n obligation to perpetuate the past, that is

the htstory. tradttrons attnbutes etc. of every socrety, then changes to adapt 10 global or

mtemal circumstances, or 10 pursue new ObJGC[lVCS are precluded A conservattve may say

that he recogmzes thtt as an orgamsm the state does not' contmue on forever it does die. But

" the conservatlve would seem to base hlS outlook on the desrrabtltty of mamtammg the vttahty .

of an already estabhshed way of life - makmg it more hke it is, as we said before (whxch has

to ‘make you wonder how a conservauve thmks any commumty ever legtttmately began or at -

least how a legrttmate dtvers1ty of commumtres came about - unless he has a supernatural

explanatlon or an explanation whtch includes mdependent occurances of evolution from .

animal forms of life in diverse locatxons ) N etheless the conservative does perceive a

natural process, of which. he approves in Wthh soctetres are"born live and die. Just as he

-sees the indtm a role in the service of somethxng greater than hrmself subservtent to it, -

and obhgated to. perform the duttes of hlS role m order to receive beneflts from it, tllte'
¢

'conservatxve sees nauons performmg a. role in hrstory Those not‘performmg theit role or

assummg destructrve roles deserve to be and naturally are taken over..or destroyed Some: '

;_,‘natlons hke some mdmduals moreover are weaker or play more servrle roles and are to be

- ruled or assrmtlated by the stronger The death of partrcular rndlvrduals or nattons can be‘.

warranted The conservattve 'S objectrve let us recall is ‘not the preservatron .of partrcular

a

hves or of as many hves as possrble (although it may mclude preservatxon of the spec:es)

His goal is the glory and greatness of hrs own socré’tyt as part of the natural order i thrs

requlres the conquermg of other lands in accond with the appropnate status of other lands

Tl

SO be 1t There is fhe hmt of a rule of the strongest hmrted (however paradoxrcal rt mtght |

! RO
R . o

o seem) by the need to respect nature LT L |

Lot
o
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It is as if the mdlvrdual gene:ally lrh'uted in hrs ability to know ultimate purposes, ts \
always to frght for hrs own country, and not for some un? versal cause and then nature - or 2

—— -

God wrll ensure that in the end the right srdes have wor. | 4. o

Honour glory, nobrhty and the like are the greatest treasures on’h('conservanve and
they are attached to the success of his socrety He does not choose hts goals they have chosen .
hrm in gtvmg htm lrfe The greatest victory is not for an. 1deal because he can know none hc :

o can only know what is grven him whrch contams htgher goods than he can )nderstand Thc |
h;ghest form: of recogmtron then, is that of , hrs coun-try ‘especially tl‘ it ‘comes from' those.
properly in authonty, the greatest source of ° sattisfactton and vertfrcatron of havtng done

tgood rs not to be found' from wrthm oneself Mrhtarrsm plarnly meshes well wrth such an
outlook as does Jrngorsm or chauvrmsm 1 venture to say that httle or nothing needs o be
added to demonstrate an aff mrty wrth colonrahsm and trrpertalrsm as well

o y . The conservatrve will clearly also be a. caut.tous advocate of tmmrgratron tf he is one

at all For he is convmced that any tndtvrdual lS the product of hlS socrety ‘more than he can , '.

N ever be consrdered as an adaptable member of a umversal species; the conservattve secs human
: attrrbuves as a socral creatron in each rnstance whrch cannot be easnly undone rf 11 all, Hc is ‘
likely, - therefore to favour young 1mrrugrants But how far wrll he take hlS cconcern for -

’ cultural homogenerty" erl he drscrtmrnate on the basrs of skm colour" Very hkely l imagine,.

| for he may find colour as an easily. drscernable mdrcator of who is naturally unhke htm thl
he dtscnmmate among those of the same coldur as hrm" Perhaps He will probably f ecl most |

‘ » comfortable wrth those who are most srmrlar to hrm/- in physrcal attrtbutes in catmg habrts
‘vgmannerrsms accent and so on Values and belrefs may be of. lesser 1mportance bccausc thcy '

- can w moré easrly mrsrepresented ln fine, birth outsrde of a socrety need not exclude cntry, c

although colour mtght If there isa natural uneasiness toward the unfamrhar af ter all 1t may

- - exrst for a purpose.

The conservattv generally finds agreeable preJudrces and pref erences. lt is: all part of -
, Ahrs world in Whlch he sees persons as fillers of roles and krnds Whether or not successf ully, "

. - he’ may attempt to explam hlS posmon as does Scruton who suggests that seemg and treatmg

- -
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3 someone as dif ferent is not the same thtng as shOwrng hatred, nor is acttng upon "a desrre for

the oompany of one’ 's kmd' pr0vrdmg sufficient grounds upon whrch to be condemned as.
. ’ .

racrst Jus - o

'l'hc conservatxve may ‘be a racist in a benign sense of the word then, and 1f he is (or
- - -

rl“ he is in a hateful sense) then claims he would m&&){the autonomy of his society would

.‘ b_ be more properly called ia/ClSJ..J.h@ natronahst Sttll although- it 1s true that the conservanve

does not believe m conscious "self - d\errmnauon for any mdrvrdual there strll .remains the

. opuon for him to accept as members of hrs "nation" or socrety those mdrvrduals who

naturally become. a part of 1t other than through birth. The natron -for the conservatrve
may be made up of those who feel and beheve they are part of the nation (rather than those 4
who t mk and will therr membershrp) Thus we may still - be able Jo speak of conservatrve o
. natro ahsm; when the conservatrve wishes to preserve hrs .vnatronal way "of life he -may not’

e . . ~

simply wish to preserve the purrty of the stock . ' o

The conservatrVe undoubtedly ObJCClS to the ratronal" nnposrtron of means- as well as

: 'ends on. what should be a naturally evolvmg and f unctronmg entrty the pohtrcal commumty

vOakeshott for example condemns the purposrveness of natronahsm (as well as of socral
planmng, church umty. the world state federalrsm etc.) .o Remember however that the
' conservattve is not a complete fatalrst He allows for;, even requlres the loyal subject to act to
“keep hrs society faithfulto 1ts "truie" or natural tradrtrons and directions. As a result there is ,'
| a logical necessrty' ‘that he be a. natronalrst, or at least undertake what may appear to be
L 3 o ~

‘ nationalist steps when he senses that thq way of lrfe of his natron rs threatened.

~We should be careful however, because we may be better advrsed to speak of

' _ patrrotrsm msteacl It is only when the conservatwe wrshes to enuncrate some general pnncrple

L that we should consrder hrs mterest in perpetuating . a way of hfe to' belong potentlally to

nauonahsm It is as dxf f: rcult to see the conservauve promotmg an mherent nght of nations to
: self determmauon as.it is to envrsron hrm advocatmg ratronal choxce of natronahty He may
'concervably. however support a general pnncrple that each nation 1s to-look after its own

concerns, ThlS could preclude one nation f rom mterfenng w1th the mtemal affairs of another
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it mrght not preclude however, one natron from pursuutg 1ts own mterests to the detriment of -

‘-another natron s ability to control 1ts own destmy Nation A, that is, would notﬁneddle in

because each people naturally does and should concern itself wrth its corporate good This

would rule out benevolent mterventrontsm (but not benevolence) ang someumes rule m N

. imperialism and, some forms of co,l'?nralrsm 'l‘he conservattve prmcxple then, would seem to

?only a weak approxtmatton to the actual natlonaltst pnncrple of the right ol’ nauons to' N
l .

f deterrmnauon L

Son)ethtng else however, is also missing from - the conservativc's * potential

" nation B' s affarrs‘ unless it consnderedli 'S affarrs to somehow also be its own. This is, agam o

-

commttment to nationalism. Nationalism is not only the idea of a right of nations, meaning '

and should control elements of the envrronment Whlch tnfluence and shape those values in-

addition to selectmg (and possrbly also creatmg) those values th-rough a process of rational
’ N

' collectrve debate and articulation, The conservattve ‘may agree wrth the natronalxst concern for

tnsrst that reasomng mdtthuals ina og‘ectmty are wrong about the values that they think are
therrs and .wrong about gte -nature of the nation to Wthh they belong "And thus a

conservatrve may say that some separattsts are ‘wrong to wish to secede even 1f they can wm a

- ,of collectivities "of persons sharing fundamental values, it is, as well, the right lo'

- sel _f-determinatiom .'l'_h notion of ‘self -determination includes the idea thatxtpeoples are able o

~ control and ratmnal debate and artrculatton (even 1l' only at ah elite level) but he may wcll

-referendum for example A full supporter of the tdea of nattonaltsm could not say thrs_ .

(although he might concede that a single vote on a Stng_le day may_ not bc the best way to
dtscern a people s wilk) - -

The conservatrve would presumably wish to see changes in polmcal Jurtsdxcttons
evolve And to let them evolve if they were evolvmg naturally And 80 wherecas’ he mtght allow
for mdtvrduals to blend mto.a socrety. he would not lrkely wish to see groups scek

mdependegce unless he consxdered them to be nations already in fact, although not in law -

although this is problemattc because of hlS respect for custqmary law He would not. want to '

'see nation-states act very consciously and p_urposwely to preserv_e, their independence f or‘ that_
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'-could- well be'.ag"ains't ‘natu're And th'erefore the conservative, again, would not"warrant the )

label of nauonahst exeept m a very quahfxed way e ‘
The conservatrve though will act to preserve grven (not necessanly stat1c) ways of

hf e. Is this not in agreement with na‘tronahsm" I'suggest that it usually is net. A patriot will'

v »
. be very much concemed with preservmg his country S 1dent1ty because rt is a grven and

because it is’ that ‘of his country, not that of a country, whereas nattonahst may seek to’

obtain or preserve mdependence for hlS natton in part because 1t is his nation, of his own
people's’ makmg, but wrth the. understandmg that he is entitled to do 50 because it is ‘@ nation.

The conservative, then, is much ‘more hkely to be a proponent of patnottsm than of

o nattonahsm ‘When he comes to the defense of hrs way of hfe, he wrll respond emotxvely He

: w1ll focus on the flag. the heredttary monarchy. heroes ceremonies, tbe legends of the .

]
doubtmg that he can determme what they are, or simply’ farlmg to appreciate that they exist.

: lebet for example qurte astoundmgly. says tl'fat the exrstence of transnatronal pohtlcal and

economtc authormes harmomzes.qulte mcely wrth the "localism” whrch he advocates 108 The

T

list of adversancs he crtes'mcludes nauonal 1ndustnes trade unions and umversmes whtch he -

.

mdtcates have been centrahzmg, standardmng, and ehmmatmg d1versrty 109 This - does not

merely reflect hlS Judgment of a partrcular time. Even though he says that at tlmes central

' ‘ government has- been a .means for hberatton from oppresswe ties of caste, occupatron and

church" he is underesumatmg the mdrrect changes that economrc actrvnty can effect apart

. from any respect (or dnsrespect) business and industries show for spemf ic, readrly-.ldentrf 1able

local sensitivities.!® -

Other conservatwes are more prepared however to see 'different elements as

&

contnbutmg to the erosion of a way of hfe The antt matenahst (or antr commercral)

r

_posntton of Krtstol Santayana and Grant is'an examﬁle Grant, of course, thrnks that it is too

late (Although he may think. that it always was - 1. € history never c0uld have been magto

take another path he does hmt now and agam that maybe thlngs could have been dlfferent )

But maybe thcse men are exceptrons ventunng mto that forbndden land of rauonahty 'ghe

N

ml»htary, and so on I-le wxll be very. reluctant to look for indirect chains of causahty perhaps |

-
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’conservauve mind seems to apprecrate the exrstence of dwersrty but not the- mterrelatedness of
| SO much that:nan does m |
- It seems m short that the conservanve wxll focus on thal whlch causes.a spomaneous '
. emononal response and the ranona}" hauonahst on the ideas, plans and causal lmks he may
\percerve The conservatrve in other words wrll accept "fate much more read\ly He will
lrkely be a patnot rather than a nauonahst : A , 3 _
, : S ;

The qua31 conservatlve hbertanan assuredly wxll hav@pﬁ mpalhy for euhcr kmd ol' .
nauonahsm He has no mterest in the survwal of any kind of socxety ]USl the conunuauon of
’guarantees of non- coercron by govemment “and corporale bodxes of any descnpuon Hayck _

qu1te naturally relates nauonahsm to- collectmsm"‘“ Fnedman can envision ' no reason 10

give preference to a fellow national in commercral transactions.'*’ Self sufficiency,

self -determination - such notions cannot enter

. eir thoughts unless, perhaps in opposmon to

anti-libertarian states and doctrines' (e.g. "socialism” and communism).
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" Conclusion

Natronalrsm in 1 its truest sense is morally defensible according to one criterion set out
by George Grant. It does respect persons as rational beings who collectrvely choose their
‘political values or at least the actions through which they are expressed It recogmzes the
articulation of pohttcal ideas as valuable It values pohtrcal partrcrpatxon in the ways in whrch .
, natxons are to be governed and in determining the dtrectrons in which they are to go.
. Natlonahsmr then ~1s most appropnately consxdered to belong to the partrcular form of
llberahsm which xs concerned-awrth nghts and pamcrpatxon m pohtrcs So not only is there a
form of hbcral natronahsm nanonahsm bas1cally is liberal, and it (hberal natronahsm or.
nauonalxsm srmply) is moral. in treatrng individuals as more than mere convemepces It 1s
morally supportable, moreove:, in being a. general prmcrple applrcable to all natxons ‘and
mherently mcompatrble thh rmpenahsm colomalrsm authontarlamsm and the like. ‘.

What we mrght wrsh to call conservatrve nanonahsm is at rnost a prmctple that S
nauons should act to preserVe and enhance their gtven ways of hfe 'I’hxs 1s essentrally an
aspect of patrtottsm whxch does not preclude mterference wrt‘t other peoples affarrs It 1s '

also not moral in only respectmg persons as ends it subordmates them to the perpetuanon of A

Yan comrnumty mamly defmed m terms of its past.. ThOSe who lrke Kedourre oppose-,

natnonahsm because n is romantrc should actually’ condemn therr pref erred altematlve as well §

L.

then 'So- called tradmonal natronahsm - or conservatlve patnotrsmg really - requrres the_z :
mdmdual o conf orm. to,the past as well only in the one case the past is known thmugh ehte iy
lmefprctatton of tradmons whrch are to be learned whereas in the other - one the’,‘.v';'f o
mtellrgentsra perhaps drscerns what the people are. to wrll (to learn, that rs) Granted 3
. however the dif’ f erence between will’ and tradttlon is very srgmfrcant to Kedourre o

‘ Now the Conservatxve may. very well confme hrmself to the teachmg of Changmg o
tradmons but the unplrcatron is-the Same He will hkely resrst any attempts of the commumty'

. f

‘ to somehow control change in the 1dent1ty of the nanon Why" Because he really does drshke S

guxdmg plans for the whole and consequently, he may be only a qualrfred patnot and an” “f"ﬁ"' "

unquahﬁed anti- natronahst o " C

20
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Is this conservative stanc% more moral on\because it accepts the world the way rt lS _ )

: and natural changes to it, which nonetheless do not drsturb etemal vermes" is the natronahst

committed to the so- called liberal stance that man's essence is hrs f reedom" <

A v

~ We can and need to say at times that certarn results are the products of comcrous "
decrsrons conscrous decisions should correct or rmprove upon them The problem with leavmg
human affairs to take “"their natural course" is that the natural course” has very often becn |
.chosen The arms race pollutron the creatton ‘of ghettos these have not JLISl "happened "
, We may, of course, be unable to rdentrf y many causes of evehts in human af fairs, but we can
be much moze certarn in some cases than others. We can make sure our eff orts do not have
undesired consequences more in some cases than others And in some cases rrSkmg some
‘undesrred consequences rs more Justrf red that setthng for the status, quo .
| A point of clarrfrcatron the conservattve rs not a lrbertarran or an anarchtst Whtle
~ his reverence for nature may mclrne hrm to mactrvrty. he ‘will strll favour precemcal'i

government actrvrty to counteract what he sees as mterference wrth the natural order There

. ’ e
are two main problems wrth this. First, hrs approach is precemeal whrch means that hc wrll

not try wrth any degree of vigour to counteract the larger currents runmng through publtc- '

: affarrs He is prone to treat symptoms rather than causes. He may not even admrt that some_ :

N evrls are, evrls (srmply not trustrng our. temporal reason o judge whether somethmg actually

L wrll be. good of bad in° the long run) or when he does admit that they are he may f car. that

'”actmg mayL produce strll greater evrls Thrs all leads to the conclusron that he w:ll reJect any i ~l
,~.grand or large scale schemes leavmg much the way 1t has become The second problcm is
contarned wrthm or suggested by the frrst namely, that the conservatlve has a bias posmvely
'-3.'_:,_;.(and not in default) in favour of the status quo lf somethtng has lasted a long ttme “he will _ "
' ‘say, then there rs a good possrbrltty that it ought to contmue to exrst even rf others sec.rt asa
socral or moral problem (Consrder various forms of mequalrty and prejudrce ) (,onversely,

v’he wrll say that among optrons good ones wrll be among those whrch havc exrsted e in

: ractrce not theory --for some trme He reJects 1nnovatron then when 1t rs to be. pr%duced

' by reason rather than by natural mclmatron ‘He could never say "l dream thmgs that never
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were, and ask why not” because he has seen some of -the thing‘s which have existed and he -

wants them.to continue He -will also»stress‘ wever, that some thrngs have existed naturally
whereas others have been forced to exist. All of thrs is to say that he wants a hrerarchrcal )
socrety and wrlJ also tolerate much whrch does not form partrcular parts of lﬁ’“image of
socrety but whrch he will not agree shoulq\be counter{‘cted because he does prefer to see
“things procede naturally ‘

The 1rony 1s that very often today conservauomsts are not conservatrves and that

'co\nservatrves are not conservationists. It may -be conservatrves who see man as naturally ,
master of nature. Then again, conservation requires rnuch thought and planmn . "

The general conservative outlook which I have been 'sketching is one wh 'dictates the

vconservatrve position on issues related to- natronalrsm rncludrng those concermng technology.
SN

: and part-rculartsm._The. conse_rvatrve, we may deduce, may wish -toconstrarn economic activity ‘

and technological‘change“ which dissolves ways of life. ?He may‘, on the'other hand see them

'.as natural It is possrble then ‘that according to conservatrve precepts technology mrght take

us tothe umversal if not ho 7 geneous state. (The conservative may et the umversal state

-come about the lrberal v/ho s S progress as the end of socral and polmcal life - and who is

_ ‘only one kind of lrberal - may attempt to brmg rt about )

5 . -

Grant is. uﬁbrvalent He sees technology as. man 's assertron that he ‘can be and is
E master over nature; he also sees man‘ s dev.elopment of technology as a natural process whtch
man cannot control HlS conclusron then amounts to the assessment that man could control'
""-.hrs control over nature but he no longer can Mastery is now hrs destrny, unrversal man :
. valumg only materral progress (1 .. physrcal comfort) is more and more a reahty We: may be
doomed to world peace wrth numbness Peace through bland conformrty Unless or untrl there
"._"S the catastrophe '_ ‘ e _ £ |
1 do not- belreve that the peace Grant fears wm arrrve I am etther too opumrstrc or
1 -too pessrmtstrc ] thmk that Kendall 1s correct man w1ll always ‘,dr—ffer on the nature of the

"':’good and hc w:ll always see somethrng as good and not just pleasant. There will remain

"':f-.f,f:__questrons of justice and power Peoples will remain drvrded geographrcally. t°° Not all
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physrcal and non- physrcal distances and dtfferences can be bridged Ways of life wrll clash.
They may clash less often or less violently if they are the products of thought and passion,
and not Just passion alone, however. '

A further word on technology and the pursuit of material wealth. “Grant has not
“convinced me that these necessarily embody or ‘represent a disrespec‘t for moral values, and a
mere pre- occupatton with” pleasure and comfort. ‘First, even choosing bctween dif l‘crent
pleasures and comforts (and surely there will alwavs be at least thosc decisions- 10 makc)
requires valuing‘some more than  others. These choices, 1 believe, can never be reduced
entirely- to choices of 'self ish convenience. Noble and generous metives and prescient insights
‘will always intervene to some extent. The extent to which.they may nol may be due to the -
.silencing of Teason as well as of the selfless senttments Teason can appeal to. Secomess
: entails values. We always choose to do things in particular ways. We assrgn dif f erent amounts
and kinds of résponsrbrlities and rewards to different persons. There are always various kinds
of 'distribution. And que§tions of justice which are noe matters of distribution. Third, if wc
ever surrenderedr ourselves\' totally 10 the conoueringof ﬂnature we would stop living. We 'need
"inefficiencies Conquermg nature is work Work is only a means usually And so is soft .
pleasure- seekmg But however much of the time they are means f or any mdwtdual therc are. -
other things in life. Now; the given (i.e. nature) is often distespected. But the point - one
which Grant seems to overlook - is that moral values. including "given"" 'ones‘ Can be
respected through the use. of technology The changes technology makes may only be to the ..
world of ap'pearances. Or, convers,_ely,,»rt may be a question of which ° givens" j those pursudd
through the re-'ordering of -the physical »world or the'essential forms of nature -, should bc ‘
respected at any given ttmc In either case, even in a relattvely completely mdustrialtzcd world,
at least some meanmgf ul differences would remain, and hence, some nations would continue
to'exrst -(Of course, this is not to say that any possrble world would be as good as any other .
possrble world. It is to,say that instrumental reason does not necessartly overwhelm our abihty_.

to Teason about moral values ) . - - B
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Nauonahsm I conclude, does not mcorporate any particular stand concermng the use

»of non-human nature: It is concemed With values people choose or choose to recogmze and
act upon. Whether or not through technology would not seem central, Natronahsm certamly'

does entail, however.‘an 'absence of "respect‘ﬂ{or the natuial course of human events. And

" hence, the most we might wish to say is 'that it affirms that at least a part of man's essence is
his moral f reedom hlS f reedom to choose among worse and better alternauves The
" nationalist may Oor may not conclude that man is to will hrs values, he may or may not be a
o relativist. (lt is worth consrdermg, too, that a relativist need not be a subjecttvrst.‘) He will, in
“any event, va‘lue political participation. l | | '

h This leads me to a final word on Grdnt. He, in thev end, appears to be a liberal thinker

with conservative passions. He considers political participation to be too obviously a good to
merit much discussion, but aSserts_ that man cannot ‘have n_luch‘ influence on his destiny. He is
a nationalist in intellectual inclination -then thinkiné along the lines of advocating a ‘right of
eadr nation to sglf - determmation while a patriot of conservative sentiments feelrng the
primacy of given traditions. He might have attempted a synthesrs such as favounng '

| nationalism when peoples choose to define themselves according to absolute especially
religious- values and- traditions, but he cannot accept that they might not do so, or that they
could espouse obJective values in 6ther ways, and consequently, he cannot let himself fully be
a nauonahst His morally worthwhile nationalism if he had thought one possxble ‘would only

have been a conservative flavoured one m any event. It would have been pnmanly hberal as

'any‘ nationalism must be. Conservatism is essentially mcompauble with _rtationahsm; :

Along with the con_‘servative anti-nationalist argument, another of the more forceful

arguments against nationalism is the libertarian one that decisions about values should not be '

made at ‘the community level because there is no good apart from the addition ‘of individual -

interests. *

»
!

- Nattonalism is conformmg in estabhshmg national values and pohcxes ‘within them , :

.and nghtfully so I thmk because pohttcal communmes do. exist, commumties m which 4

actions are taken, a_nd decisions m,a'de affecting the whole. within a facxlitatmg framework
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providing the means of operation of the whole (such as laws -and norrns) This ramework is |
not the addition of or adoption of any complete approaches of mdmdual actors. It is the
taking of elements from here and there to create a community synthesrs OF-consensus, 1f you
will. Consider that much which affects tndivrdual lives lS the product of conscrous chorces b\
individuals whrch affect great nurnbers of other mdmduals other individuals who ought o -
- have more of an option than take it or leave it, or srmply take it or leave An alteina.uve is
;sorne form of collective choice, namely formal or mformal “political decxsron makmg Th:s
allows for a collectmg and werghmg of vrewpomts and pieces of information necessary 1o
: make knowledgeable decrsrons and ones- whrch take the concerns of the most parues “possible “
1nto account (how well, of course, depends on the procedures f ollowed)
1 reject therefore the assertion that there is only mdivrdual self - mterest and this

.precludes collectrve action by the majority, for example ThlS 1s a claim permclous in the R
extreme.: It is obviously not true-: workers choose. their jobs, wh;:n they have a chonce. B
according to a variety of criteria including social'usefvulnes's;’ employees and businessmen often
do try‘to help .the ‘people they ‘d'eal with, without giving the "prof itability" of their actions a
.thought; people obey laws much of the time when they_could notybe eaught disobeying them;
politit:ians .and-holders of various positions of responsihility frequently considler what ‘thc,i'r. .
duties dietate that they should do, apart from fear of being‘.held aecountable for deviations
and so on. Ask anyone _what in his objective opinion_ someone would and should do in a
: situation al)o_ut_'which you can generalize and‘virtua‘lly '_everyone will be able to do $0. This is
not to say that self -interest is not a con‘sideration, nor to-_say that'.it«should_ :not be one. It is
10 say that if we denigrate objectivity and altruism and selfless ‘concern for others' personal
‘de_velopment' and autonomy, we" will make selfish sel.f'-fi_nterest more acceptab'le and p_erhapy
more necessary not ‘on_ly:‘ in dealings between individuals but also l)et_ween nations. ltris to
"educate anti-social 'ratherl than social Semiment ‘and it is to dismember the general will 'wh_ich'
is the mark of human polrtical lrf e in commumtles | | |

. There are, nonetheless many writers ‘on nationalism who deny that therc is such a_

thing, t’r’uly,,ras the community or na‘tio_nal interesit. And thus, when they see rcf__'ercnc_csj to the



common good with whxch natwnahsts are concemed they neglect to see the rational content

of the advocacy of. the self deterrmnatron prmcrple They then look to the mdivrdual alone,

; ‘-‘3:;""’.and search for uncontrolled or maladjusted passrons and sentiment, 'I'hey do not allow for]‘

' 'nationaltsm S abstract rcality

There are other reasons why nationalrsm is someumes seen to be somethmg else before, o

“

‘ ‘vrt is consrderad to be a prrncrple One is the view that ‘man s collectrve polmcal values ‘are’

‘...»'-Jactually cstablished by history, or by social forces to try to contam or dlrect values is sheer»'_ S

folly, and certamly not rauonal (This 1s of course to overlook the moral content of :
collectt\"e acuons - and inaction. ) Another is the view that modemtzation precludes-moral and-l '.
'“tpoltucal values from the realm of polmcs and government and, therefore talk - about them,
';v"and about culture 1s srmply 1nstrumental to the end of obtarmng a greater share ol’ the‘
. wealth (Tlus is not a vrew that Grant has expressed exphcrtly about technologi'cral socrety, to
:""my knowledge but he might well consrstently adopt it. ) And yet another is the lack of clanty
'-;"'.;_'ln the use of words When some speak of nationahsm they really mean national sentiment or -

.-.‘nauonal conscrousness or natronal patriotrsm or chauvrmsm or. 1mpenahsm or a number of

o 'other tlungs Wthh they actually should treat as distinct and as: distmct f rom an rdea of a right

2 to natronal self determmatron o N | v

S : Nauonahsm is, rn short about nauonal polmcal values and the nght of each nation
R ‘o determme them It 1s very much moral given that the mdtvrdual rs moral and acts morally
in. lar'ge measure through hrs polttrcal commumty He aIso however can act immorally or_'v

unwrsely through ‘i_t and therefore nationahsm cannot be sard to be good without

qualif rcation

. An enorrnous remainingfquestion concerns the ._accu-racy of .the various claims of
.causality'which nationalistswill make. Foreign control of political institutions clearly 'prevents
self-rule. General forergn control of economxc polrcy, and €conomic. power does as well But
what contnbutes to subtle demals of self control -in particular areas which are srgmfrcant for ‘

~self- determmatron” Is energy sell‘ suffrcrency unportant" Is control of retarl practices more

rmportant than control of manufacturrng" Is televrsron content less 1mportant than the pomt
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of ongm of textbooks? Does packagmg matter" What are the thresholds” Is'it justtf 1able to
‘ attempt to control "cultuge” for those who do not reflect upon its content? For xmmtgrants"
There is much skeptxmsm in Enghsh Canada concermng some but not every kmd of
nationahst measure. I; this opposition to the principles, the parucular judgments or' lo/;m_
conception of the nation at which‘ ‘they are directed? 'It' may be that opponeo’ts of "the
- Toronto litenati" -are in‘. favour. of_ steps to strengthen their own "regional"\ s‘ociety.' |
Engliéh'-Canztda may not be a nation; it may be oart of a iatger one, one by itself . 'or more .
" than one. ﬁut :_these are 'inatters’beyond the' scope of 'tltis 'undertaking-. ‘As are quf:stions . |

‘concerning $ocialism and nationalism. They will await another day. -
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1 1 [ <CCOMM . >
1 1 10 .
1 1 11 {DEFINKE MATCRO SPRINTNOTES. - N 2
1 ] 12 % NEWLINE, R
1 1 13 % ron ‘ar © UMTIL “aFNMAX‘ DO SPRINTFODOT, - ‘.
1 ' 14 % arw s 3, - gl :
1 3 18 % ENDOEF MACRO SPRINTNOTES)
' t 18 ! ' :
] 1 18 . CDIBABLE MESSAGE 2217 228> .
1 1 17 CORFINE 8PN = 1, DEFINE AFNMAX)> . M
1 t 18 CDEPINE APRINTFOOT = ‘CNEWLINE 2, S8AP, ERASE SEAP>’
1 1 1 . N .
1 1 20
1 1 21 <DEF INE MACRO 4rCDT, -
t 1 22 % DEFINE &EFODT » &XEFOOT, -
t 1 23 * SCHARS = CHARS(AFN), - co
' 1 24 % FDR ‘BCNTS1°‘ UNTIL CHARS ' DD APRINTSUP, -’
t 1 s % DEFINE MACRD S8AP, &FN, MORSPACE WORDSPACE, -
1. 1 26 % ENODEF MACRD &POOT)> .\ .
' 1 27 - . .
1 1 28 . CDEPINE AXEFOOT » °‘SAEAP, AFMMAX=SFN, AFNS&FN<+1, ERASE SEFODT°>
1 1 2¢ . conr E ACHARS, DERFINE ACNY, DEFINE aASUP) . .
1 1 Jo <DE [ PRINTSUP = '(llU’l'IU"‘:lFN‘ICNT'I),‘I‘UP)‘ >
1 1 n CDEFINE BAP = {(‘Q’ S&FN)? -
1 1 32 COEPINE QEAP = (' ENDDEP MACRD &' ,P8RN})
1 ' EE ] . '
1 1 3a
1 1 as
1 1 s
1 1 1 <0D 'x9700°' ‘prass-roman’ ‘t2po’>.
H 1 -2 Ctyp 12po> . . .
] 1 . | CUNDERL I NEWORDSPACENTRUE)
1 1 B | CLAYOUT THESIS).
26008 BYTES IICLAIMI‘D 8Y GARBACE COLLECTION M
~
Commands Exscuted . 8827 ’ .
Mecras Exescutad 10863 . \
Punctions Enacluted = 1028
fIxpressions Rvaluated asss
# of Controtls ¥ )
i
# ot Control Strings )
Number of Words
NKumuer of Sentences
Text Lines Printec N .
Text Pages Printec
Number of Rrrors o .
Number of Warnings ] -



Symbo). Table Attributes and Cross Reference List

REx O .

: 28R - 2EIR 2800
aran a3z samn
saIR soiR sz
7

Cross Refersnce Table bytes =

Storage Used (Pages) Bafore INIT
- ¥ }
CPU Time Used (Seconds)

23:43:34 T=18.838  RCs=O

Atter INIT After PROLOG
" -

”
INIT PROLOG
©0.078% . ©.00%

After

RUN
208

RUN
.887

Aftrer CLEAN
L

CLEAN

c.108

Tota)
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